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Abstract
Most proposals on the problem of mental causation or the exclusion problem come 
from two metaphysical camps: physicalism and dualism. However, a recent theory 
called “Russellian panpsychism” (PRM) offers a distinct perspective on the relation-
ship between consciousness and the physical world. PRM posits that phenomenal con-
sciousness is ubiquitous and fundamental. It suggests that consciousness and physical 
properties are not entirely separate but rather intertwined. Phenomenal consciousness 
serves as a categorical/intrinsic ground for the extrinsic/dispositional nature of physi-
cal properties. By doing so, PRM proposes a novel solution to the exclusion problem, 
combining elements from both physicalism and dualism while addressing their inher-
ent difficulties. Nonetheless, the success of PRM faces challenges, as argued by How-
ell (2015). In this paper, I argue that if PRM is formulated as a version of dual-aspect 
monism, it can offer a distinctive approach to tackling the exclusion problem.

Keywords  Panpsychism · Russellian monism · Mental causation · Dual-aspect 
monism · Consciousness · The Exclusion problem

1  Introduction

One enduring philosophical puzzle revolves around the interaction between men-
tal states, such as human phenomenal experiences, and propositional attitudes like 
thoughts, intentions, and more, as they relate to physical actions and bodily behav-
iors. The effectiveness of mental states in influencing the physical world seems evi-
dent from the perspective of commonsense (the manifest image). Undoubtedly, my 
perceptions, feelings, thoughts, beliefs, intentions, and so on have an impact on my 
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bodily actions. However, a problem arises when one becomes acquainted with the 
depiction of the world presented by modern physical science (the scientific image).1

Our behaviors and actions are inherently physical, meaning they are tangible, 
existing within space and time, and can be observed and studied through scientific 
investigation (third-person perspective). Empirical evidence supports the notion that 
the domain of the physical world is causally closed (CCP). This principle asserts that 
every physical event, when it has a cause, can be sufficiently explained by physical 
causes alone.2 Consequently, our physical actions and behaviors are entirely deter-
mined by sufficient physical causes. Therefore, according to the scientific image, it 
appears that our actions are primarily caused by the physical states comprising the 
neuro-chemical network within our brains, rather than our mental states.

The contrast between the manifest image and the scientific image concerning the 
effectiveness of mental states highlights the philosophical puzzle of mental causation. 
This puzzle is encapsulated in the “exclusion problem,”3which arises from the exist-
ence of two competing and independent causal explanations for our actions: a physical 
explanation and a mental/psychological explanation. However, these causal explanations 
cannot coexist simultaneously, as one must exclude the other. Otherwise, the occurrence 
of systematic overdetermination of physical effects would have to be accepted, which is 
widely regarded as an untenable position in the discourse on mental causation.4

In contemporary literature, numerous solutions have been proposed to address 
the problem. It is worth noting that a significant majority of these solutions are 
advocated by philosophers who align themselves with either physicalism or dual-
ism. Physicalists adopt a broad perspective, asserting that “[e]verything that exists 
is either an element of the physical basis or is constituted by elements in that basis. 
Everything that exists is, in this sense, ontologically grounded in the physical 
domain” (Poland, 1994:18). In simpler terms, any physical duplicate of the actual 
world also duplicates the mental properties. Therefore, physicalism posits that men-
tal states are either reduced to or realized by or grounded in physical brain states/
processes.5 In contrast, dualists reject this necessary connection, asserting that it is 

2  See Papineau (2001) and Kim (2005).
3  See Kim (1988) and Kim (1989).
4  Some philosophers argue for the indefensibility of systematic overdetermination (see Kim (1998: 65), 
Kim (1993a: 281), Schiffer (1987: 148), Melnyk (2003: 29), and Lycan (2009: 555); and I echo this view 
in this paper. However, like many other philosophical concepts, overdetermination can be formulated in 
more technical ways, which creates controversy over its defensibility. It is beyond the scope of this paper 
to explore this controversy in detail. For different outlooks, see Burge (1993) and Mills (1996); for differ-
ent formulations, see Bernstein (2016).
5  Physicalism has been classically defined as a reductive view in which all mental states and properties can 
be fully explained by or reduced to physical states and properties. Alternatively, the non-reductive version 
holds that mental states and properties, while not fundamental, are grounded in, realized by, and depend-
ent on fundamental physical states and properties. In this view, mental entities maintain a distinct status but 
are still non-fundamental and fully determined by physical ones. While contemporary physicalists mostly 
fall into this category, the position has more nuances in the literature. For instance, some defend eliminative 
materialism, which is the philosophical view that common-sense mental states and properties, such as beliefs 
and desires, do not exist, and that future scientific understanding will eliminate these concepts in favor of 
more accurate neuroscientific descriptions. For details on the variety of physicalism, see Stoljar (2024).

1  Although the terms “‘the manifest image” and “the scientific image” are borrowed from Wilfrid Sellars 
(1963: 5), the distinction presented here does not exactly reflect his intended technical meanings.
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possible to have a physical duplicate of the world that is free of mentality. Thus, the 
mental is neither reducible to nor determined by the physical, and they both are real 
and pertain to distinct ontological categories.

Both dualism and physicalism, in general, encounter significant challenges. Dual-
ism, apparently violating the causal closure of physics and the uniformity of causal 
relationships, faces difficulties known as the interaction problem. This problem 
questions how something mental can causally interact with something physical, con-
sidering they belong to fundamentally distinct categories, and the physical domain 
is causally closed.6 Moreover, dualists are required to provide an explanation for 
why scientific investigations have not uncovered empirical evidence supporting the 
causal effectiveness of mental states on physical states.

Physicalists, on the other hand, face challenges in explaining the “explanatory 
gap” that exists between physical and mental states, despite disregarding our strong 
common-sense intuition. It is logically possible to conceive of a world that closely 
resembles our actual world in all physical characteristics but lacks any form of phe-
nomenal consciousness (referred to as zombie worlds).7 Intuitively, these two worlds 
clearly appear distinct to us.8 However, if physicalism is true, it implies that the 
mental is nothing more than the physical, which counterintuitively suggests that the 
two worlds must be identical in every way. This creates a gap between what we can 
intuitively conceive, and the perspective presented by physicalists. As a result, phys-
icalists are obligated to provide an explanation for bridging this gap.

Considering the mentioned problems, some9 advocate for a third theory known as 
“Panpsychist Russellian Monism” or Russellian panpsychism (PRM for short) as a 
plausible approach to address the exclusion problem. PRM, as a version of panpsy-
chism, posits that phenomenal consciousness is both fundamental and ubiquitous,10 
offering a distinct metaphysical perspective on the position of consciousness within 
the physical world. Unlike physicalism, PRM acknowledges the reality of mental 
states. However, unlike dualism, PRM does not commit to the existence of a sepa-
rate category of entities that emerge at a higher level of reality to account for subjec-
tive experiences. Instead, PRM suggests that mental and physical entities are closely 
intertwined, with the former serving as the non-relational/non-structural foundation 
for the latter, which is structural/relational in nature.11

Indeed, PRM, as an alternative to both physicalism and dualism, offers a fresh 
perspective on the interplay between physical and mental states. While it is beyond 
the scope of this discussion to delve into the detailed arguments supporting PRM,12 
it is worthwhile to consider whether adopting this approach can uniquely address the 
exclusion problem.

6  See Bennett (2003).
7  See Chalmers (1996: 93–171).
8  See Chalmers (2002).
9  Alter and Nagasawa (2012, 2015), Goff and Coleman (2020), Chalmers (2015), Goff (2017a), Straw-
son (2006), et al.
10  See Goff (2017b).
11  Alter and Nagasawa (2015: 68).
12  See Goff and Coleman (2020).
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2 � PRM and the Exclusion Problem

The core idea of PRM asserts that phenomenal consciousness and physical proper-
ties are not radically distinct and separated; rather, the former serves as a categori-
cal or intrinsic base for the latter that is extrinsic or dispositional in nature. In this 
ontological framework, every physical event is accompanied by a corresponding 
phenomenal foundation. For example, if event E1 causes another event E2 based on 
its physical/extrinsic/dispositional property, the very physical property of E1 is intri-
cately interconnected with a mental property M1. Consequently, M1 is inherently 
involved in the causal relationship as well.

PRM offers an elegant theory that reconciles two seemingly incompatible princi-
ples: (i) the mental state is real but is neither identical to nor realized by the physi-
cal state (a central tenet of dualism), and (ii) physical states have sufficient physical 
causes, if they have causes at all (CCP). PRM takes the former principle for granted 
by avoiding the treatment of mental and physical states as rival and distinct causal 
chains. It also upholds the latter principle by asserting that the mental element 
directly intervenes in the causal chain of action. Therefore, it appears that PRM can 
accommodate mental causation without disrupting causal homogeneity and violat-
ing CCP. In this manner, PRM seems to preserve the strengths of both physicalism 
and dualism in addressing the problem of mental causation while addressing the sig-
nificant challenges faced by both theories.

While PRM presents a coherent explanation, it faces challenges that give rise to 
doubts regarding its effectiveness as a comprehensive solution to the exclusion prob-
lem. In the following section, I will outline these challenges as articulated by Robert 
Howell in his 2015 publication.13

3 � A Challenge for PRM

According to Howell (2015), PRM’s solution to the exclusion problem, despite 
being promoted as advantageous, does not offer significant advances over its coun-
terparts, namely classical physicalism and classical dualism. Consequently, he 
argues that PRM is not sufficiently equipped to effectively address the exclusion 
problem (Howell, 2015: 26). The problem identified by Howell revolves around the 
core assumption of PRM, which posits a close interconnection between mental and 
physical entities, with mental properties serving as intrinsic/categorical foundations 
for physical/extrinsic/dispositional properties. The crucial question arises regarding 
the modal understanding of this relationship. In this context, three potential options 
can be considered:

A.	 The strong version of PRM: all instances that share the same physical properties 
as the actual world are also instances that share the same phenomenal properties 
as the actual world, and vice versa.

13  Similar challenges raised by Robinson (2018).
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B.	 The moderate version of PRM: there exist instances that possess the same physical 
properties as the actual world but differ phenomenally, and vice versa.

C.	 The weak version of PRM: there exist physical duplicates of the actual world that 
lack phenomenal properties.

B and C are compatible with the thesis of contingency14 according to which the 
actual relation between physical properties and their phenomenal bases is a matter of 
contingency, i.e., there are possible worlds in which mental properties are swapped 
(as B holds) or absent (as C holds). Now, let’s assume that P1 is a physical property 
that has a certain causal profile, M1 and M2 are different phenomenal properties that 
can provide intrinsic/categorical bases for P1. According to B, the following sce-
narios are possible: W1 and W2 are physically indiscernible, but mentally different.

According to C, the following scenarios are possible:
Howell asserts that the scenarios depicted in Figs. 1 and 2 present significant 

challenges for PRM. In the case of Scenario C, it appears that even in World 
W1, where M1 exists, M1 is causally epiphenomenal. Howell questions why one 
should believe that M1 has causal efficacy in W1 when it is possible to have a 
physically indiscernible World W2. If Scenario B is true, it is conceivable that 
the phenomenal base of P1, denoted as M1, could be replaced with M2, while the 
causal profile of P1, specifically the physical cause, remains unaltered. If W1 and 
W2 are physically indistinguishable, then it appears that the causal profile of P1 
is unaffected by its specific mental base (M1) and thus M1, qua M1, lacks causal 

Fig. 1   Scenario 1 of physical properties and their phenomenal bases

Fig. 2   Scenario 2 of physical properties and their phenomenal bases

14  Alter and Coleman (2021: 410).
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efficacy in the causal chain attributed to P1. Howell argues that in both scenarios, 
PRM does not effectively integrate mentality into the causal network, leading to 
a failure in addressing the exclusion problem. Consequently, he concludes that 
the thesis of contingency poses a significant challenge to PRM’s solution  to the 
exclusion problem. This outcome is certainly undesirable, as it implies that if the 
thesis of contingency holds true, the mental property, in its specific mental capac-
ity, does not play any role in the physical causal chain (Ibid, 31).

Now, let’s consider scenario A, which assumes the thesis of metaphysical 
necessitarianism, stating that if W1 and W2 are indistinguishable in terms of their 
physical properties, they are also indistinguishable in their mental properties. 
In this version, PRM can effectively accommodate the efficacy of mental real-
ity within the physical causal framework. Physical properties derive their causal 
profile from being grounded in their phenomenal bases, indirectly integrating the 
phenomenal bases into the causal network of concrete reality. Howell agrees that 
the strong version of PRM can explain the efficacy of the mental qua mental; nev-
ertheless, he argues that scenario A is flawed as it eliminates the conceivability 
and ultimately the possibility of zombie-world scenarios. This poses a problem 
for PRM because zombie-world scenarios have been used to reject physicalism 
and support PRM. If PRM excludes the possibility of zombie worlds, it may also 
eliminate their prima facie conceivability. Consequently, PRM would transform 
into a type A physicalism without much plausibility. On the other hand, if PRM 
rejects the possibility but allows for conceivability, it becomes less preferable 
compared to type B physicalism (Ibid, 37). Hence, Howell concludes that A is not 
theoretically advantageous either.

If Howell’s argument is sound, it demonstrates that neither version of PRM holds 
a philosophical advantage over physicalism and dualism in addressing the exclusion 
problem. In the following section, I argue that there is an alternative interpretation 
of PRM that overcomes the objections raised previously. Before delving into that, 
it is worth considering a different response proposed by Alter and Coleman (2021) 
who counter Howell’s argument by asserting that the thesis of contingency does not 
necessarily render the phenomenal element epiphenomenal. They make a distinction 
between metaphysical and nomological possibilities and argue that in both cases, 
PRM can effectively incorporate mentality into the causal framework of the world. 
Given that the thesis of contingency is interpreted metaphysically, then the causal 
relation is metaphysically contingent, and this issue, Alter and Coleman argue, can 
still accommodate the causal efficacy of mental qua mental in the actual world. They 
say:

For example, suppose W1, where R grounds negative charge, is actual. The 
Russellian monist can argue that in W1 negative charge has physical effects 
at least partly in virtue of R [...] even though that is not true of other meta-
physically possible worlds, such as W2, where negative charge has those 
same effects at least partly in virtue of not R but G. This is so, she can argue, 
because the quiddistic grounding laws in W1 differ from those in W2: those 
laws differ with respect to which quiddistic aspect of RM properties grounds 
negative charge (Alter & Coleman, 2021: 416).
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Now let’s assume that the thesis of contingency is understood nomologically, and 
scenarios where mental properties are swapped are nomologically possible. Accord-
ing to Alter and Coleman, a proponent of PRM can argue that in the actual world, 
“only R can ground negative charge,” which would imply that worlds like W2 and 
W3, where other quiddities ground negative charge, would not be nomologically 
possible (Alter & Coleman, 2021: 416). Or perhaps, she can argue, the actual quid-
distic grounding laws permit some variation in what can ground what. For example, 
perhaps according to those laws either R or G can ground negative charge, as in W3. 
In that scenario, negative charge might sometimes cause physical event E partly due 
to quiddistic element R, even though there could be nomologically possible worlds 
where, on the same occasion, negative charge causes E partly due to a different quid-
distic element, G (Ibid 416).

I believe that Alter and Coleman present a different interpretation of the assump-
tion made in Howell’s thesis of contingency. In Figs.  1 and 2, W1 and W2 are 
depicted as physically indiscernible but differ only in their mental properties. Thus, 
from a physical standpoint, there is no distinction between W1 and W2. However, in 
the scenarios assumed by Alter and Coleman, W1 and W2 are not only distinguish-
able based on their mental foundations, but they also should differ physically either 
in terms of the quiddistic grounding laws (the metaphysical interpretation of contin-
gency) or in terms of the laws of nature (the nomological interpretation of contin-
gency). In this picture, given the metaphysical interpretation, the thesis of contin-
gency implies that if X causes Y in W1, the same X can cause Z or something else 
(maybe because of different quiddistic laws) in W2. In other words, W1 and W2 are 
indiscernible in every case except that in W1, Y is the effect of X, while in W2, Z is 
the effect of X; nothing else changes. Now, let’s turn to the nomological interpreta-
tion. In this view, the causal relation in every world is governed by the world’s laws 
of nature. Thus, if X causes Y in W1 and X causes Z in W2, W1 and W2 have differ-
ent laws of nature.

But the thesis of contingency, in Howell’s argument, is applied differently. 
Given the moderate and the weak versions of PRM (B and C respectively as 
depicted in Figs. 1 and 2), the assumption is that W1 and W2 are physically indis-
cernible. The metaphysical interpretation of the thesis of contingency allows for 
both B and C, but the concern is that B and C are only mentally different. In 
other words, there is no difference between the physical causal behavior of W1 
and W2. Therefore, how can the thesis of contingency make mental properties 
causally  efficacious in these two worlds if they are entirely indistinguishable in 
terms of their physical behavior? The concern persists even if the thesis of con-
tingency is understood nomologically, i.e., the changes between W1 and W2 are 
due to differences in their laws of nature. Recall the assumption that these two 
worlds are physically indiscernible, meaning that in terms of their physical laws, 
the worlds are indistinguishable. The difference, then, is due to their different 
mental or phenomenal laws (the laws that govern intrinsic phenomenal properties 
only) or purely quiddistic grounding laws which still make the physical behavior 
unchanged, as assumed. In this situation, if changing the phenomenal law from 
W1 to W2 does not yield a change in the physical behaviors of these two worlds, 
then it seems that Howell’s argument about the lack of causal efficacy of such 
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phenomenal properties remains valid. Consequently, PRM aligned with the thesis 
of contingency renders mental qua-mental epiphenomenal.

To illustrate the situation, the analogy employed by both sides would be help-
ful. According to Howell, mental property can be compared to the color of a 
brick. Let’s consider W1 where a red brick breaks a window. Howell argues that 
it is possible to have W2, which is similar to W1 except for the fact that in W2 the 
brick has a different color, such as yellow. Since the color of the brick does not 
have any causal influence on the chain of events involving the brick, Howell con-
cludes that the mental base of P1, the mental property associated with the brick, 
is not physically effective either. In contrast, Alter and Coleman present a differ-
ent interpretation of W1 and W2. They suggest that “the brick’s color is disan-
alogous to the Russellian monist’s quiddities.” They argue that the actual laws of 
nature that govern mental properties are not completely indifferent to the identity 
of quiddities. In other words, they believe that the specific quiddistic features of 
mental properties can have an impact on the laws of nature, differentiating W1 
and W2 (Ibid 417).

Regarding necessitarianism and the claim that zombie worlds are impossible, 
as posited in option A, Alter and Coleman acknowledge this implication. How-
ever, they argue that PRM still has a stronger defense compared to physical-
ism. Physicalists, whether of type A or type B, struggle to provide a satisfactory 
explanation for why one can imagine zombie worlds that are not actually possible 
or even conceivable. In contrast, PRM can argue that one’s lack of knowledge 
regarding mental properties prevents them from recognizing any a priori connec-
tions between dispositional properties and quiddities, even if such connections 
exist. So, the zombie-world scenarios are metaphysically impossible, and their 
conceivability is erroneous. They are impossible because, given PRM, a physical 
duplicate of the world would necessarily share the same mental elements. Their 
conceivability is also erroneous and illusory due to epistemic ignorance about 
the quiddistic nature of physical properties; in other words, zombie-world sce-
narios are truly inconceivable. I agree with Alter and Coleman that PRM, in line 
with the thesis of necessitarianism (option A), can explain the explanatory gap 
by making zombie-world scenarios metaphysically impossible. However, even if 
necessitarianism is true and zombie-world scenarios are impossible, I believe that 
this issue is still puzzling because it raises the question of how it is possible to 
conceive of a scenario that is not genuinely conceivable. In the following section, 
I will argue that a more compelling and coherent response is available.

4 � Dual‑Aspect Monism and Mental Causation

In this section, I will argue that PRM can effectively incorporate mentality into the 
causal network of reality by adopting a proposal based on the model of dual-aspect 
monism. Before delving into the details, it is crucial to highlight the specific char-
acterization of PRM that makes it vulnerable to the objections raised earlier. As 
explored previously, these objections stem from applying the thesis of contingency 
and necessitarianism to PRM, revealing that, fundamentally, the theory is treated as 
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dualism in disguise. In this framework, both mental and physical properties coex-
ist and intricately intertwine ubiquitously and fundamentally throughout the natural 
world. Hence, the thesis of contingency introduces challenges as it allows for sce-
narios wherein mental properties can be swapped or absent. If phenomenal prop-
erties are distinct from physical ones, and it is possible (either metaphysically or 
nomologically) for phenomenal properties to vary across possible worlds without 
corresponding physical changes, then there is a legitimate concern that the mental 
property, considered in itself, may be epiphenomenal. Conversely, if these two types 
of properties are metaphysically tied and inseparable, as necessitarianism suggests, 
then the conceivability of such separation presents its own set of difficulties.

Given these challenges, it is worth exploring an alternative approach that rejects 
property dualism and instead embraces a form of property monism. While this 
may initially seem knotty since PRM is founded on the categorical/dispositional or 
extrinsic/intrinsic distinction, I argue that it is possible to maintain this metaphysical 
distinction without adopting any form of property dualism. The alternative charac-
terization I defend is a version of dual-aspect monism according to which the cat-
egorical/dispositional or intrinsic/extrinsic distinction is understood in terms of dif-
ferent aspects of a single property.15In this monistic view, there is only one type 
of property that is neither exclusively physical nor exclusively mental; instead, it 
encompasses both aspects. In other words, the properties are both mental and physi-
cal, with each aspect representing a different way of conceiving and describing the 
same underlying property. Embracing this dual-aspect monism allows us to maintain 
a distinction between the physical and the mental without needing to posit separate 
and distinct mental properties. An essential question arises: What defines an aspect, 
and how does it remain ontologically innocuous? Elsewhere (Hashemi 2024), I have 
undertaken this task in detail, explaining how dual-aspect monism should be under-
stood to present PRM as a distinctive alternative to dualism, physicalism, and even 
idealism. Here, drawing from that source, I rely on the definition of the aspect devel-
oped in that paper and focus more on how and why this model of PRM can uniquely 
explain the exclusion problem, distinguishing it from both physicalism and dual-
ism (Hashemi 2024: section 4). The central idea in this interpretation is that these 
aspects are not treated as separate entities, nor are they mere lenses or perspectives 
imposed on unknown objects by our minds. Instead, they represent different ways to 
truly conceive and describe an object. More precisely:

15  Historically, dual-aspect monism, that can be traced back to philosophers such as Spinoza, Scho-
penhauer, and Fechner, among many others, has been interpreted in various ways. The theory is often 
understood as a form of dualism at a fundamental level, treating mental and physical aspects as two 
fundamental and irreducible properties (see Nagel, 1986). Alternatively, for many, including Ernst 
Mach, William James, and Bertrand Russell, dual-aspect monism is a form of neutral monism, empha-
sizing epistemic conditions that distinguish the mental from the physical due to our cognitive inability 
to comprehend the true essence of nature. Davidson’s account of anomalous monism (1970) also offers 
a version of this view where property dualism exists only conceptually, not ontologically. Indeed, it 
is beyond the scope of this paper to explore the controversy in detail. For a comprehensive histori-
cal perspective on this view, see Skrbina (2014). What is important to emphasize is that in this paper, 
dual-aspect monism is neither property dualism nor neutral monism. Instead, it should be understood 
as a version of panpsychism.
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Def. Aspect of X is the manner in which the essence of X is genuinely con-
ceived and accurately described.

In this context, the concept of essence is pivotal for defining aspects. Drawing 
from the Aristotelian tradition, and as revived by contemporary analytic metaphy-
sicians such as E. J. Lowe (2018), Kit Fine (1994), and John Heil (2021: Ch. 4), 
essences are not viewed as entities themselves; rather, they represent what it is to 
be the very same entities. Put differently, the essence of X reveals metaphysically 
speaking, what it is to be X or its true nature. Being a thing implies possessing an 
essence, which reveals the fundamental nature of that thing. As articulated by Lowe 
(2018), the essence of a thing, in its original and proper sense, is “the very existence 
of any thing, by which it is what it is.” In general, X’s essence represents its core 
identity, and to be an entity entails having to have an essence; however, this essence 
does not add another entity to one’s ontology. It is mistaken to think that the essence 
of a thing is itself an entity. If it were, it would require a third entity as its essence, 
leading to an infinite regress that undermines the existence of anything. Existence 
implies having an essence, but if this essence relies on another essence endlessly, 
the existence of the first thing becomes impossible (Lowe, 2018: 20). Thus, treat-
ing essence as an entity is a fallacy, though it does not negate the reality of essence. 
Hence, in this view, the concept of essence is not merely epistemological; it is also 
metaphysical. The metaphysical essence of an object highlights the reality of its 
aspect—how the object is truly understood and accurately described. Since essences 
are real, so are these aspects. Importantly, the reality of essence, like that of the 
object itself, does not add another entity to the world. Furthermore, aspects are not 
mere lenses or guises that we project onto the unknown properties of the world. 
Thus, the perspective advocated here presents a fundamentally different view from 
anti-realist or perspectival accounts of aspects according to which aspects are dis-
tinct perspectives through which we conceptualize the properties of the world.16

In brief, an aspect of an object metaphysically explains how its essence can be gen-
uinely conceived and accurately described. However, my view avoids property dual-
ism, as aspects are neither entities themselves nor constituents of entities; rather, they 
are distinct ways for genuinely conceiving and accurately describing the essence of 
the same object. Within this framework, where the distinction between mental and 
physical is understood to apply to different aspects of a single entity or property, a 
monistic perspective emerges. According to this perspective, there exists only one 
type of object or property that is not exclusively physical or mental but encompasses 
both aspects. In simpler terms, the properties and objects that constitute the world pos-
sess both mental and physical aspects without being ontologically divided into two 
separate entities. Embracing dual-aspect monism allows us to maintain the distinction 
between the physical and mental within a unified framework. This approach acknowl-
edges the diverse ways properties can be described without suggesting separate mental 
and physical properties. Instead, it recognizes that properties inherently possess both 
mental and physical aspects, providing a more nuanced understanding of their nature. 

16  See Benovsky (2016).
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To further illustrate this perspective, consider Jastrow and Wittgenstein’s duckrabbit 
example.17 According to the dual-aspect monism proposed here, the “duckrabbit” is a 
single object with two distinct aspects: the duck-wise and the rabbit-wise. This unique 
feature allows us to describe the object in two fundamentally different ways: from its 
rabbit-like and duck-like perspectives. Both descriptions are accurate, and the object 
itself validates both. However, the essence of the object is neither purely a rabbit nor 
purely a duck; it is a composite entity, a duckrabbit. Similarly, the dual-aspect version 
of PRM (DPRM for short), as a version of kind monism, states that there is a single 
type of property (PRM’s property) that exhibits different aspects, each corresponding 
to its physical and mental characteristics.

In light of the ontological framework of dual-aspect monism, PRM can provide a 
satisfactory solution to the exclusion problem. According to this perspective, when a 
property or event, let’s call it E1, causally influences another property or event, there 
is a uniformity in the causal relationship since both entities belong to the same cat-
egory, unified by a simple property. Importantly, it is this simple PRM property that 
is involved in the causal network of reality, rather than its individual aspects. In other 
words, neither the physical aspect nor the mental aspect causes anything; instead, it is 
the simple PRM property that is causally efficacious. Our understanding (conceptually 
and descriptively) of this causal efficacy, however, is attained through the aspectual 
descriptions that are determined by the essence of PRM properties. To address the 
modal variance of PRM more precisely within the framework of dual-aspect monism, 
we will now proceed with a detailed examination of the following three options.

A*. The strong account of DPRM: all instances sharing the same PRM properties 
in the actual world, as causes, will have the same effects as the actual world.
B*. The moderate version of DPRM: there are instances sharing the same PRM 
properties in the actual world as causes but differing in their effects.
C*. The weak version of DPRM: PRM properties only constitute the causal net-
work of the actual world, and there are worlds in which radically different proper-
ties constitute the causal network.

Similar to A, option A* assumes the thesis of metaphysical necessitarianism, 
while options B* and C*, like B and C, are compatible with the thesis of contin-
gency. The main difference is that DPRM, unlike the dualist interpretation of PRM 
that intertwines physical and mental properties (whether necessarily or contin-
gently), posits only one type of PRM property, and such PRM properties alone play 
the causal role in every world they exist. The intriguing point is that PRM operates 
under different modal conditions without imposing a metaphysical stance on cau-
sation and the laws of nature. For example, B* allows the same PRM property to 
have different causes in different worlds. Even C* suggests that PRM is contingently 
true, meaning that our world is constituted by PRM properties; nevertheless, it is 
not true that all possible worlds are constituted by PRM worlds; instead, accord-
ing to C*, there are possible worlds where physicalism is true—where everything 

17  Wittgenstein (1963: 194)
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is physical—or where idealism is true—where everything is mental, and so forth. 
These worlds are radically different. Nevertheless, these possibilities do not under-
mine the truth of PRM in the actual world or its causal efficacy.

With these preliminaries in mind, let’s revisit the objections raised by Howell 
against PRM and consider how the dual-aspect version of PRM (DPRM) addresses 
them. Howell’s argument shows that PRM aligned with the thesis of contingency 
PRM yield the swapped-and-absence scenarios (options B and C). However, for 
DPRM, the thesis of contingency does not entail such scenarios because aspects, 
by definition, are inseparable from the object. To possess a property in the frame-
work of DPRM means to have both aspects inherently. Consequently, a proponent 
of DPRM, as shown in B* can consistently embrace the thesis of contingency and 
maintain that the same causes may lead to different effects in different worlds, as 
according to B*, causes themselves do not necessitate specific effects. Thus, the 
thesis of contingency can coherently be reconciled with DPRM without requiring 
swapped-and-absence scenarios or rendering mental-qua-mental epiphenomenal. 
This is because, within DPRM, aspects of PRM properties are inseparable, and they 
do not exist independently or in isolation. This resolves the concern raised by How-
ell regarding the swapped-and-absence scenarios, as DPRM posits a simple property 
(i.e., PRM property) with both aspects always present. Therefore, DPRM provides a 
coherent framework that allows for the coexistence of the thesis of contingency and 
the integration of mentality into the causal network of reality.

Additionally, as A* demonstrates, DPRM is compatible with the thesis of neces-
sitarianism without dismissing the conceivability of zombie-world scenarios or 
questioning our cognitive ability to comprehend these cases. As noted earlier, due 
to the impossibility of zombie-world scenarios, proponents of PRM like Alter and 
Coleman argue that their conceivability is illusory and erroneous, casting doubt on 
our cognitive abilities to grasp these scenarios. Indeed, if the thesis of necessitari-
anism is true, a zombie world would be metaphysically impossible. However, why 
should we discredit our cognitive ability, which can coherently and clearly conceive 
of zombie-world scenarios? Why should this clear and distinct conception be con-
sidered illusory and erroneous? I believe that we can still entertain the conceivability 
of zombie-world scenarios, even if their possibility is ruled out. Remember, within 
DPRM, the actual monistic reality is truly conceived and described in two distinct 
ways: physically and mentally; these two conceptions and descriptions are parallel, 
distinct, and mutually exclusive. Thus, one can and should conceive and describe one 
without the other, and it is wrong and impossible to blend these conceptions/descrip-
tions to truly describe the world. This is like the example of the duckrabbit object, 
where we can conceive and describe the object as either entirely a rabbit or entirely 
a duck, even though it can never be solely one or the other. The ability to conceive 
different scenarios is rooted in the nature of the properties that constitute the world. 
Since these properties can be described using two different conceptual and descrip-
tive frameworks, we can coherently conceive of one aspect without the other.

Therefore, DPRM, or the dual-aspect version of Russellian panpsychism, can 
coherently address the concerns raised by Howell and offer a distinctive solution to 
the exclusion problem. It is worth noting that Russellian panpsychism, in contrast 
to physicalism, does not claim that all aspects of reality are empirically detectable. 
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Instead, within the broader framework of PRM and its specific dual-aspect version 
presented in this paper, the mental aspects of reality are empirically hidden and 
privately knowable only to conscious subjects. This way, Russellian panpsychism, 
as opposed to dualism, can coherently explain why mental causation is absent in 
the causal interactions discovered by the physical sciences. According to DPRM, 
a complete physical theory of the universe only uncovers the physical aspects of 
reality. Physical sciences provide insights accessible through physical descriptions, 
but there is another dimension of reality revealed through introspective examination 
and first-person experience, which involves phenomenological investigations. Thus, 
from this viewpoint, the intention that I am aware of through direct acquaintance is 
genuinely involved in causing my physical behavior, and the phenomenal aspects of 
events are not epiphenomenal or devoid of efficacy. PRM, in its dual-aspect monism 
formulation, offers a coherent and integrated framework where both the mental and 
the physical aspects of reality play a causally efficacious role.

5 � Conclusion

Russellian panpsychism (PRM) presents a unique viewpoint on the intricate connec-
tion between consciousness and the physical realm. By asserting that phenomenal 
consciousness is both fundamental and ubiquitous, PRM offers a novel approach to 
understanding the nature of consciousness. Throughout this paper, I have delved into 
how PRM provides a distinctive solution to the exclusion problem. Through the lens 
of the dual-aspect interpretation of PRM, it becomes apparent that this theory has 
the capacity to seamlessly incorporate mentality into the intricate causal fabric of 
reality. This nuanced perspective not only addresses theoretical challenges but also 
opens up new avenues for exploring the profound interplay between consciousness 
and the physical world.
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