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          The following topics are briefly discussed: First, the different senses of what counts as phenomenal, and in particular how this might influence how our results are described; second, the methodological limitations of our original study; and finally, some ways that the commentary by Mroczko-Wąsowicz charts out potential theoretical advancement of the results we presented in our study.
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  1 On the nature of phenomenology
First, as Mroczko-Wąsowicz quite rightly points out, there are different understandings of what phenomenology is, with concomitant differences in what phenomenal adaptation might mean. The distinction drawn is between phenomenal conservatism, and phenomenal liberalism; the former being constrained to the vicinity of sensory features, and the latter including various cognitive phenomena, such as expectations and associations, among others.
We chose to use the term in the more restrictive sense for a number of reasons. First, as the more restrictive of the two, it is less controversial that what is included counts as genuinely phenomenological. Second, in many circles at least, the more restrictive understanding seems to be what people generally have in mind. The more liberal understanding is one that is endorsed more commonly only among specialists. 
What I am about to say may be a matter of splitting hairs – and so I ask for forgiveness in advance. I am in complete agreement that the distinction is a valuable one to make, and that in our original article we just ran with the more restrictive definition. That said, it doesn’t seem to me that with this distinction in hand one is raising “alternative interpretations” of our results; rather one is providing a different way of describing the same result. On a conservative definition of what counts as phenomenal, we did not find phenomenal adaptation. But if one adopts a liberal understanding of the term that includes various cognitive phenomena, then it would be correct to say that we did, in fact, find some phenomenal adaptation. So long as there is clarity on what exactly was found, and on how one intends to use the key terms, then this shouldn’t be cause for confusion or concern.
Where things could get interesting would be on a possible third way to understand phenomenal – call it the radical understanding. On the radical view, there is nothing to phenomenology other than the sort of cognitive phenomena that the liberal view intended to add to the more narrowly sensory understanding. For one who holds such a view, we may very well have found the beginnings of phenomenal adaptation tout court when we found the beginnings of elements of cognitive adaptation.
This hairsplitting aside, I couldn’t agree more with Mroczko-Wąsowicz’s point that when getting into the details of discussions about phenomenal adaptation, a solid understanding of the different ways that the key terms might be understood is crucially important, and in this respect her commentary is an excellent supplement to the discussion we provided.



2 On methodological limitations
Mroczko-Wąsowicz goes on to, quite reasonably, point to some of the shortcomings of our pilot study. In fact, we pointed out many of these same shortcomings ourselves. There are a couple however that are worth saying at least a bit about.
Mroczko-Wąsowicz points out that some of our findings are based on subjective report, and that there are “doubts about whether subjective reports are trustworthy.” While in general this is entirely correct, there is a sense of phenomenal adaptation according to which what we were studying is precisely how things would seem to the subject. It is undoubtedly the case that even in such situations one is not limited to what subjective report might have to say on the matter. Indeed, this is among the reasons we included other experiments as part of the protocol. But the phenomenon that I subjectively notice and can report on when I adapt to the spatial distortion of new corrective glasses, or to the color distortion of blue-blocking sunglasses is an interesting one, and one might reasonably wonder if one can get an analogous adaptation effect – the same subjectively noticeable and reportable effect – with respect to rotated colors.
This is related to a second point. Mroczko-Wąsowicz echoes our claim that it is a shortcoming of the study that the researchers themselves were subjects. Surely it is the case that knowledge of the experiment and the phenomena to be studied can bias the results. Of course I agree completely with that.
Nevertheless, I am reminded of a point made in conversation by Vilayanur Ramachandran. In a moment of venting about some objections made to some of his results, he hypothesized that he could show psychologists a talking pig and they would scoff that it was an n of 1.
In the present case, it is true that having the experimenters themselves be subjects effects the results. But even so, if it turned out that I or the other subject JK did end up in a state that seemed to us to be one of phenomenal adaptation, then this would still be interesting, because if nothing else it would demonstrate that we could get the effect in anyone if we just briefed them on the experiment beforehand. If I hypothesize that hitting myself on the head three times with a baguette will make me able to speak fluent French, and I do the experiment and it does, this is an interesting result even if I was both experimenter and subject.
In any case, Mroczko-Wąsowicz and I are in a great deal of agreement about the limitations created by the methodology of our pilot study, and these limitations need to be kept firmly in mind when anyone ventures to interpret our findings or follow up on them.



3 Advancing the debate
The final set of points made by Mroczko-Wąsowicz concerns synesthesia, and in particular how the phenomenon presents an interesting complement to the sort of phenomenon we studied. When we were initially brainstorming the experiment we discussed what might happen if a synesthete were to wear the rotation gear. But that line of speculation never got past the brainstorming stage, since just doing it with ourselves proved enough of a challenge. While it has some significant differences from synesthesia, we did make an attempt to see whether the McCollough effect would adapt. But the subjective effect was very small, and didn’t last long enough into the protocol to get any data at the time when there might have been some adaptation.
Mroczko-Wąsowicz makes some fascinating points about how our study and synesthesia complement each other in interesting way that would be strong motivation for anyone following up on our study to try to include some synesthetes among the test subjects.



4 Conclusion
We tried to make our initial article streamlined and not burdened with too much detailed theoretical discussion. Since we hope the interested parties will include not only philosophers but also psychologists and cognitive scientists, the thought was to present the results, which we thought were quite interesting and suggestive, and leave the more detailed theoretical discussions and possible follow-up experiments to others. In this respect Mroczko-Wąsowicz’s commentary is exactly the sort of detailed theoretical follow-up we hoped others might be inspired to produce on the basis of our results. I am grateful to her for fantastic commentary.
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   TERMS AND CONDITIONS FOR USE, REPRODUCTION, AND DISTRIBUTION



   1. Definitions.



      "License" shall mean the terms and conditions for use, reproduction,

      and distribution as defined by Sections 1 through 9 of this document.



      "Licensor" shall mean the copyright owner or entity authorized by

      the copyright owner that is granting the License.



      "Legal Entity" shall mean the union of the acting entity and all

      other entities that control, are controlled by, or are under common

      control with that entity. For the purposes of this definition,

      "control" means (i) the power, direct or indirect, to cause the

      direction or management of such entity, whether by contract or

      otherwise, or (ii) ownership of fifty percent (50%) or more of the

      outstanding shares, or (iii) beneficial ownership of such entity.



      "You" (or "Your") shall mean an individual or Legal Entity

      exercising permissions granted by this License.



      "Source" form shall mean the preferred form for making modifications,

      including but not limited to software source code, documentation

      source, and configuration files.



      "Object" form shall mean any form resulting from mechanical

      transformation or translation of a Source form, including but

      not limited to compiled object code, generated documentation,

      and conversions to other media types.



      "Work" shall mean the work of authorship, whether in Source or

      Object form, made available under the License, as indicated by a

      copyright notice that is included in or attached to the work

      (an example is provided in the Appendix below).



      "Derivative Works" shall mean any work, whether in Source or Object

      form, that is based on (or derived from) the Work and for which the

      editorial revisions, annotations, elaborations, or other modifications

      represent, as a whole, an original work of authorship. For the purposes

      of this License, Derivative Works shall not include works that remain

      separable from, or merely link (or bind by name) to the interfaces of,

      the Work and Derivative Works thereof.



      "Contribution" shall mean any work of authorship, including

      the original version of the Work and any modifications or additions

      to that Work or Derivative Works thereof, that is intentionally

      submitted to Licensor for inclusion in the Work by the copyright owner

      or by an individual or Legal Entity authorized to submit on behalf of

      the copyright owner. For the purposes of this definition, "submitted"

      means any form of electronic, verbal, or written communication sent

      to the Licensor or its representatives, including but not limited to

      communication on electronic mailing lists, source code control systems,

      and issue tracking systems that are managed by, or on behalf of, the

      Licensor for the purpose of discussing and improving the Work, but

      excluding communication that is conspicuously marked or otherwise

      designated in writing by the copyright owner as "Not a Contribution."



      "Contributor" shall mean Licensor and any individual or Legal Entity

      on behalf of whom a Contribution has been received by Licensor and

      subsequently incorporated within the Work.



   2. Grant of Copyright License. Subject to the terms and conditions of

      this License, each Contributor hereby grants to You a perpetual,

      worldwide, non-exclusive, no-charge, royalty-free, irrevocable

      copyright license to reproduce, prepare Derivative Works of,

      publicly display, publicly perform, sublicense, and distribute the

      Work and such Derivative Works in Source or Object form.



   3. Grant of Patent License. Subject to the terms and conditions of

      this License, each Contributor hereby grants to You a perpetual,

      worldwide, non-exclusive, no-charge, royalty-free, irrevocable

      (except as stated in this section) patent license to make, have made,

      use, offer to sell, sell, import, and otherwise transfer the Work,

      where such license applies only to those patent claims licensable

      by such Contributor that are necessarily infringed by their

      Contribution(s) alone or by combination of their Contribution(s)

      with the Work to which such Contribution(s) was submitted. If You

      institute patent litigation against any entity (including a

      cross-claim or counterclaim in a lawsuit) alleging that the Work

      or a Contribution incorporated within the Work constitutes direct

      or contributory patent infringement, then any patent licenses

      granted to You under this License for that Work shall terminate

      as of the date such litigation is filed.



   4. Redistribution. You may reproduce and distribute copies of the

      Work or Derivative Works thereof in any medium, with or without

      modifications, and in Source or Object form, provided that You

      meet the following conditions:



      (a) You must give any other recipients of the Work or

          Derivative Works a copy of this License; and



      (b) You must cause any modified files to carry prominent notices

          stating that You changed the files; and



      (c) You must retain, in the Source form of any Derivative Works

          that You distribute, all copyright, patent, trademark, and

          attribution notices from the Source form of the Work,

          excluding those notices that do not pertain to any part of

          the Derivative Works; and



      (d) If the Work includes a "NOTICE" text file as part of its

          distribution, then any Derivative Works that You distribute must

          include a readable copy of the attribution notices contained

          within such NOTICE file, excluding those notices that do not

          pertain to any part of the Derivative Works, in at least one

          of the following places: within a NOTICE text file distributed

          as part of the Derivative Works; within the Source form or

          documentation, if provided along with the Derivative Works; or,

          within a display generated by the Derivative Works, if and

          wherever such third-party notices normally appear. The contents

          of the NOTICE file are for informational purposes only and

          do not modify the License. You may add Your own attribution

          notices within Derivative Works that You distribute, alongside

          or as an addendum to the NOTICE text from the Work, provided

          that such additional attribution notices cannot be construed

          as modifying the License.



      You may add Your own copyright statement to Your modifications and

      may provide additional or different license terms and conditions

      for use, reproduction, or distribution of Your modifications, or

      for any such Derivative Works as a whole, provided Your use,

      reproduction, and distribution of the Work otherwise complies with

      the conditions stated in this License.



   5. Submission of Contributions. Unless You explicitly state otherwise,

      any Contribution intentionally submitted for inclusion in the Work

      by You to the Licensor shall be under the terms and conditions of

      this License, without any additional terms or conditions.

      Notwithstanding the above, nothing herein shall supersede or modify

      the terms of any separate license agreement you may have executed

      with Licensor regarding such Contributions.



   6. Trademarks. This License does not grant permission to use the trade

      names, trademarks, service marks, or product names of the Licensor,

      except as required for reasonable and customary use in describing the

      origin of the Work and reproducing the content of the NOTICE file.



   7. Disclaimer of Warranty. Unless required by applicable law or

      agreed to in writing, Licensor provides the Work (and each

      Contributor provides its Contributions) on an "AS IS" BASIS,

      WITHOUT WARRANTIES OR CONDITIONS OF ANY KIND, either express or

      implied, including, without limitation, any warranties or conditions

      of TITLE, NON-INFRINGEMENT, MERCHANTABILITY, or FITNESS FOR A

      PARTICULAR PURPOSE. You are solely responsible for determining the

      appropriateness of using or redistributing the Work and assume any

      risks associated with Your exercise of permissions under this License.



   8. Limitation of Liability. In no event and under no legal theory,

      whether in tort (including negligence), contract, or otherwise,

      unless required by applicable law (such as deliberate and grossly

      negligent acts) or agreed to in writing, shall any Contributor be

      liable to You for damages, including any direct, indirect, special,

      incidental, or consequential damages of any character arising as a

      result of this License or out of the use or inability to use the

      Work (including but not limited to damages for loss of goodwill,

      work stoppage, computer failure or malfunction, or any and all

      other commercial damages or losses), even if such Contributor

      has been advised of the possibility of such damages.



   9. Accepting Warranty or Additional Liability. While redistributing

      the Work or Derivative Works thereof, You may choose to offer,

      and charge a fee for, acceptance of support, warranty, indemnity,

      or other liability obligations and/or rights consistent with this

      License. However, in accepting such obligations, You may act only

      on Your own behalf and on Your sole responsibility, not on behalf

      of any other Contributor, and only if You agree to indemnify,

      defend, and hold each Contributor harmless for any liability

      incurred by, or claims asserted against, such Contributor by reason

      of your accepting any such warranty or additional liability.



   END OF TERMS AND CONDITIONS



   APPENDIX: How to apply the Apache License to your work.



      To apply the Apache License to your work, attach the following

      boilerplate notice, with the fields enclosed by brackets "[]"

      replaced with your own identifying information. (Don't include

      the brackets!)  The text should be enclosed in the appropriate

      comment syntax for the file format. We also recommend that a

      file or class name and description of purpose be included on the

      same "printed page" as the copyright notice for easier

      identification within third-party archives.



   Copyright [yyyy] [name of copyright owner]



   Licensed under the Apache License, Version 2.0 (the "License");

   you may not use this file except in compliance with the License.

   You may obtain a copy of the License at



       http://www.apache.org/licenses/LICENSE-2.0



   Unless required by applicable law or agreed to in writing, software

   distributed under the License is distributed on an "AS IS" BASIS,

   WITHOUT WARRANTIES OR CONDITIONS OF ANY KIND, either express or implied.

   See the License for the specific language governing permissions and

   limitations under the License.








