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Preface

Now isan interesting timeto be working on consciousness From the alvent of cognitive sciencein
the 195G and 196G up urtil the 19805, few phil osophers or other cogniti ve researchers did much
with it. The philosopher Daniel Dennett once put the situation this way:

Consciousness appeas to be the last bastion d occult properties, epiphenomena,
immeasurable subjedive states—in short, the one aeaof mind kest |eft to the phil osophers.
Let them makefodsof themselvestrying to corral the quicksil ver of “phenomendogy” into
arespedable theory. [1978, p.149

He could have alded that this was pretty much the &titude of most phil osophers, too, espeaaly
phil osophersinthe analytic traditi onrelated to cogniti ve science Intheperiodin question, ore wuld
easily have concluded that for most cognitive reseachers, cognitive functioning could proceed
perfedly well withou any consciousnessat all.

This situation began to change in the mid-198G. The work of the psychadogist, Bernard
Baas(espeaally 1988, waspivotal. Hedevel oped amethoddogy that he cdl ed contrastive analysis
(comparethe diff erencemade by performing atask consciously andwithout consciousness. For the
first time, reseachers has atedhnique better than the widely discredited apped to introspedionto
study consciousnessand consciousness sudies began to flourish. Centres of ConsciousnessStudies
sprang up in anumber of universities, the most famous being at the University of Arizona. A bit
later, an emall li st cdl ed Psyche began andimmediately attracded most of the significant reseachers
on consciousness as members. The Association for the Scientific Study of Consciousness was
started: as of the summer of 2001, it had held its fifth international conference And so on.
Consciousness sudiesis suddenly playing asignificant role in cogniti ve reseach.

Intheyeas snce1988,two things have happened. There hasbeen ahuge explosion o work,
with dozens of important books by philosophers alone. And there has been an explosion d new
terminology and rew theories — just what one would exped in a field where the subjed is an
intensely difficult one and serious multidisciplinary work isbeing donefor the very first time. Here
is some of the blossoming termindogy: access consciousness phenomenal consciousness self-
consciousness simple @nsciousness credure @nsciousness state mnsciousness monitoring
consciousness awarenesstaken to be mextensivewith consciousness awarenessdistinguished from
consciousness higher order thought, higher order experience, quelia, displacel perception,
transparency ....and onand on.Except when | nead to dscusstheidea @sociated with ore of these
terms, | will mostly ignore then and develop termindogy in my own merry way. The reason for
doing so will be gparent very ealy in Chapter 1.

This bookwill strike most people & eccentric. It does not obsessabou ‘qualia and aher
putative propertiesof individual psychologicd states, soit will strikemost phil osophersaseccaentric
(though 1 do say something about qualia). It does nat obsess abou attention as the basis of
consciousness ether, so it will strike most experimental psychologists as eccentric (though it
eventuall y saysalittl ebit abou attention). Well, youcan't please everyone! Neither qualia asusually
understood na attention captures what is distinctive éout consciousness

Thank yous. Acknowledgements.
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Atomism, Anti-representationalism and a Sketch of an Alternative

1. Two Dominant Philosophical Views

Reading recent writi ngs on consciousnessby phil osophers and by cogniti ve psychol ogists together
can be abit unnerving. Most phil osophers focus on individual psychoogicd states — individual
perceptions or fedingsor imaginings— ar at most tiny combinations of such states (Rosenthal, 19xx;
Chalmers, 1996 Dennett 1991 and P. M. Churchland 1995are exceptions). Experimental
psychalogists by contrast focus on properties of whole aognitive systems. Attentionis particularly
favoured; for many of these reseachers, to be mnscious of something simply isto pay attentionto
it (Posner 1994 Madk andRock 1998. Do all thesepeoplethink that they aretalking abou the same
thing?

Much of thisbookisdevoted to working our way out of ideas dominant in recent phil osophy
to a position somewhat more like the paosition accupied by recent experimental approades to
consciousness (but only somewhat more like). When what philosophers are talking abou is
understood aright, the picture adopted by the experimentalists takes on alot of plausibility. What
suppats experimental investigations trumps the ‘ thought-experiments’ and ather techniques of the
philosophers. Surprise! To be sure, the techniques of the phil osophers play an important role in
reseach but these techniques have been considerably misapplied in recent consciousness sudies.

We will start by trying to delineae some views dominant in recent philosophicad work on
consciousness The first is akind d atomism. Recent phil osophers tend to talk abou individual
conscious gates one by one (‘what isit li ke for something to look red?) or at most in tiny groups.
In bath cases, the agnitive system that hasthem isentirely ignored. (Theoristsmay add,‘...lookred
tome?’ but they do ndhing with the addition.) Consider asalealing examplethe massveliterature
onqudia, the felt quality of psychologicd states, states that ‘it is like something to have', to use
Thomas Nagel’s (1974 now-famous phrase. The states purported to have qualia, what these qualia
are like, the relationship of the qualia of statesto representational content, and so onand so forth,
are discussed withou any mention whatsoever of thing that has the states. Let us cdl this view
atomism about consciousness

Atomism —the view that conscious gates can be studied ore by one or in small groups, in
complete isolation from the agnitive system that has them.

Such atomism is remarkable. It is obvious that consciousnessdoes not come in atomicaly
separable states in this way. Consciousnessdoes not exist apart from conscious beings. It isnot as
though you could take individual conscious gates away from the thing that has them and, for
example, sell them! Turn to the experimental literature and ore immediately find a better picture.
Themodelsdevel oped by theorists sichaBaars(19xx), Jadkenddf (19xx), and Posner (1994 model
conscious g/stems, na individual conscious dates. Atomism has been so prevaent in the work of
philosophers, however, that it has beaome aserious problem.
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Atomism abou consciousnessgoeswith another view, which | will cdl local realism. Locd
redism isthe view that consciousnessor what is distinctive ddou consciousness for example that
in virtue of which it islike something to have apsychadogicd state, isalocd property of individual
psychologicd statesor tiny groups of psychalogicd states. By ‘locd property’ | amean property that
isether anorrelational property of single psychologicd states or, thouwgh relational, ties only very
small groups of psychdogicd statesto ore ancther. A relationship between ore state and ancther
single state would be an example. Thisacurt of alocd property isnaot very predse but it is good
enough for my purposes. It is the contrast with noriocd properties that matters; by ‘nonlocd
property’ | have in mind the kind of properties that are those central to theories that view
consciousnessas a relationship between a grea many psychologicd states and a anscious being
whaose states they are. Andlocal realismisthe view that consciousnessor what isdistinctive ebou
consciousnessis either anonrelational property of individual psychologicd statesor arelationship
among very small numbers of psychologicd states.

L ocal realism —the view that consciousnessor what is distinctive éou consciousnessis
either anonrelational property of individual psychologicd states or arelationship among
very small numbers of psychologicd states.

The view islocd becaise it ascribes consciousnessto individual states or tiny groups of statesin
isolation. It isredist because it takes these states to be red (not illusions that we believe in orly
because of certain concepts that we have, or products of interpretation, a something like that).

There ae (at least) two types of locd redism. In ore type, appeaing red to mewould be a
property of an experienceof red, being painful isaproperty of apain | am having, andso on.Inthe
other type, arepresentation d red gets to be anscious by being related to another psychologicd
state, for example by becoming the objed of a thought about that representation (the so-cdled
higher-order thought view of consciousness[Rosenthal 19xx].)

It might seem that atomism requireslocd redism but infad that isnot clea. Some @omists
abou consciousness $mply say nathing abou whether qualia, for example, are locd or nonlocd
properties of the states they discuss This neutrality is a bit curious becaise these theorists believe
that they can say other important things abou qualia, e.g., that when it is like something to have a
representation, this quale, this being like something, isradicdly diff erent from other aspeds of the
representation, but neutral they have been. Nonetheless locd redism would certainly promote
atomism: if consciousnessisalocd property of certain states, it would bevery tempting to hdd that
one auld study such states one by one andin isolation from the system that has them.

Aswe have drealy said, at least thelocd part of locd redism isamost certainly not true.
Theway it isnot true puts alot of pressure onatomism. Consciousnessisnot a (locd) property of
individual psychologicd states. Certainly we ae conscious of various things: the world around s,
our bodly states, our psychoogicd states (including the representational states that make us
conscious of these other things), and ourselves. But are any of the things that we ae @nscious of
themselves conscious gates (in any way other than being states that we ae anscious of)? That is
far from clea. It islike something for meto have these states. These states and what they represent
appea to me asthisor that. But isthisbeing li ke something to have, thisappeaingin a cetain way,
a property of the state that thus appeas? At most consciousness £emsto be a omplex relational



property conreding a state to me, the being who is conscious of it. This observation by itself is
enough to creae some problems for contemporary philosophica work on consciousness

It isimportant to nde that undermining local redi sm abou consciousnessis nat the same
as uncermining realism abou consciousness Even if consciousnessis not a locd property of
individual psychoogicd states, it could still be agenuine property of cogniti ve systems, aproperty
that isinstantiated in aform recognizable & consciousness | mention this now because there have
beaninfluential treamentsof consciousnessreceantly that badk off fr om any form of cogniti ve-system
redism abou consciousness for example Davidson's (19xx) view. In Davidson's view,
consciousnessarisesout of a ammplex triangular interadionamong oneself, other purpasive beings,
and the world. By itself, this triangulation pcture need na depart from redism; the result of the
triangulation, consciousness could still be ared property of cognitive systems. For Davidson,
however, nat only does consciousnessarise out of triangulation, it is (roughly) nothing more than
triangulation. When triangul ation results in stable atributions of consciousnessto self and ahers,
that is what consciousnessis. And this view isincompatible with most versions of redism abou
consciousness’

Denying that the property of being consciousisalocd property of individua psychologicd
states and insisting that it is a property of cognitive systems as a whole immediately invites the
guestion: What, then, isconsciousness? A good questionand orethat will not receve afinal answer
in this book for quite some time. At minimum, being conscious of something is one way of
representing something.? Of course, things can also be represented urconsciously. Infad, probably
the vast bulk of our representations never make us conscious of anything, na in the world and nd

> In these introductory remarks, | want to keep the discusson relatively uncluttered. For those
whoknow the literature and would like to seehow my discusgonrelatesto aher work, | will i nclude
some pointersin foatnates. For those just interested in my view, the foothotes in this chapter can be
safely ignored. The conredion| want to pant to here goes like this.

Some have thought that Dennett’s (1991, 1996, 1998reament of consciousnessrejeds redism
about consciousness too. Dennett vehemently denies thisand | think heisin most respeds right.
However theisaue is complicated. We will t ouch onit again later in this chapter and consider it in detall
in Chapter 2.

> The relationship between being conscious and representing may be more compli cated than at
first appeas. Often when we ae mnscious of something, we ae representing that thing. For example,
when we ae mnscious of something in the world around s or, in proprioception, a state of our own
body, we ae representing that thing. But what abou the cae where what we ae wnscious of isthe
experience, the representation, itself, rather than what it is representing? There is a disagreament in the
literature eou what is being represented here. The majority view is that when oreis conscious of one's
representations, oreis representing the representation, i.e, something diff erent from what representation
represents. However, some theorists argue that consciousnessof one’ s representationsis also given
merely by representing something in them. Focus on a square red patch. Now focus on your awareness of
that square red petch. Are you nav aware of new properties? Phil osophers who answer ‘no’ include
Harman (1990, Dretske (1995, Tye (1999, and Crane 19xx). The resulti ng theories are sometimes
cdled displaced perception a transparency theories. For now we do nd need to go into thisisale.
However, it will | oom large in Chapter yy.



in our own minds. A representation daes nat need to make us conscious of something to be
cognitively adive.

One mgjor issue éou the nature of consciousness is whether the difference between
conscious and nortonscious representation can be catured by appeding to representational
properties of conscious dates alone or whether the properties that make astate conscious are
norrepresentational properties. Here a@omist, locd redist reseachers split into two camps.
Representationali stsabout consciousnessmai ntain that consciousnessi sarepresentational properties
of conscious dates. Anti-representationali stssmaintainthat it isnot. For them, the diff erencebetween
astate that is conscious and orethat isnat is not adifferencein how that state represents anything
or adifferencein thekind d representationit is or anything else representational. Here is how the
anti-representationali st view arises.

When something appeasto usto be a cetain way, therepresentationinwhich it appeasthat
way can play two roles in ou cognitive e@nomy. On the one hand, the representation (or the
contents of the representation) can conred inferentially to ather representations: if the stick appeas
to have two straight parts with abendin the midde, thiswill predude representing it asforming a
circle. The representation can also conred to belief: if the stick appeas graight with abendiniit,
I will not formabelief that it bendsina drcle. Andto memory: | can comparethis gick asit appeas
to sticks| recdl from the past. Andadion: if | want something to pokeinto ahale, | might read for
the stick. In al these cae, so long as | am representing the stick in the gpropriate way, it would
seam to be irrelevant whether | am conscious of the stick or nat. My representation could dothese
jobsfor mejust aswell evenif | were nat aware ather of the stick or of my representation d it. But
| am also aware of the stick — it does appear to mein a cetain way. This ansto be something
different from any representational properties of the representation, at any rate properties sich as
those we just considered

3 Chalmers well-known (1995 distinction between what he cdl s the eay problem and the hard
problem of consciousness sarts from this distinction ketween the @gnitive role of representations and
something appeaing to be like something in them. Understanding the two phenomenawould appea to be
quite distinctive problems. Chalmers cdl s them the eay problem and the hard problem. The eay
problemisto understandthe inferential and aher roles of such states. The hard problem isto understand
how, in these states or any states, something could appea as smething to me, how certain stimulations
of theretina, processng of signals by the visual cortex, applicaion d caegories and aher referential and
discriminatory apparatus elsewhere in the brain can result in an appearing, a state in which something
appears a catain way. Chalmers saysthat the eay problemis easy becaiseit is smply the problem of
the nature and function d representationin general, whil e the hard problemis hard because it appeasto
be sui generis, quite unlike any other problem about cognition that we face If thefirst problemis easy,
I’d hate to seewhat a hard oreislike but there do seam to be two distinct isaues here and the isue of
how anything can appea to usat all does £an to be spedal.

One dement in what makes the hard problem appea spedal is Levine' s (1983 explanatory gap.
According to Levine, na only dowe nat know of any mecdhanism or causal processthat would al ow us
to uncerstand the phenomenon d things appeaing to usin terms of information processng or brain
processes, we caina even imagine what such a mechanism might be like. Thereis nathing like the same
explanatory gap with resped to cognitive functioning.
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Since there ae a@omists and locd redists abou consciousness who are anti-
representationali sts (Block 19xx, 1xx, Chalmers 1996, 1&x) and aherswhoarenat (Lycan 19X,
19xx, and Tye 19xx, 1KXx), it isworth flagging anti-representationali sm explicitl y:

Anti-representationalism —the view that the diff erence between a state that is conscious
and orethat isnot isnot adifferencein how that state represents anything or adifferencein
thekind d representationit is or anything else representational .

We will examine some aguments for the view in Chapter 2 and ahers in Chapter 7. These
arguments often take the following form: the felt quality of a state culd change while its
representational properties remain the same. The aguments are usualy based on thought
experiments. One well-known argument is the inverted spedrum argument: how colours appea to
uscould beinverted without changing how our representationsof colour functionasrepresentations.
Anather is the zombie agument: there could be aedures for whom it is nat like anything to
represent anything and yet their representations function cognitively as representations functionin
us.

Sometimes such arguments go asfar asto conclude that what is distinctive to consciousness
is nat only not representational, it is not even physicd. One way of arguing this to make one's
zombieamicrophysicd dudicate of oneself. If azombie such asthisispossble, then qualia aenct
aphysicad property of me. Another famous argument to the same conclusion is Jadkson's (19xx)
Mary, the colour scientist who knaws everything thereisto know abou the experience of colour,
therefore everything physicd there is to knav abou the experience of colour, but who hes never
experienced colour herself. Then she experiences colour. Clealy she gains ssmething she did na
have before. However, she knew everything physicd abou colour. Therefore, what she gains must
be something nonplysicd.

Itisnat clea that any of these thought experiments establi sh red posshiliti es, or, if they do,
entail the conclusion d-awn from them. Wewill examine them in Chapter yy. The paint for now is
this. Because of Occan’s Razor, the representational theory of consciousness sands or fallsonthe
successof the anti-representational case. All parties agreethat representations exist, so if one party
wants to argue that there is in addition something norrepresentational, the onusis on her to make
the case for this additional element. If thereisnoreasonto believe that such an additional element
exists, wehave an excdl ent reasonto beli evethat it doesnaot. Anti-representationali stsmaintain that
thereis something abou states of which we ae anscious, the felt quality or quale of them, that is
different from anything that makes a representation a representation. Advocaes of the
representational theory urgethat the opporentsof representationali smarewrong abou this. For good
or ill, anti-representationali sm is built onarguments li ke the onesjust sketched. If they don't work,
anti-representationalismisin dego troulde. Sincel favour aversion d thetheory that consciousness
isarepresentational property of certain psychdogicd states, that isjust what | will be aguing.

So the book has threemajor targets. atomism, locd redism, and anti-representationalism
abou consciousness What doesthe dternative point of view looklike? Theview | advocaeisthat
CONSCIOUSNESSIS:

° aproperty of whole cognitive systems,
° areal property of such systems, and,



° arepresentational property of such systems.

Wewill sketch such amodel in Sedion 5.Before we can dothat, we have to dosome more spade
work.

2. The Diversity of Consciousness: |stherea Common Core?

Intherecent literature on consciousness there ae disagreanents even more basic than the onesjust
sketched over atomism, locd redism, and anti-representationali sm. Return to ou question, ‘Do all

these peoplethink that they aretalking abou the samething? Infad, it isnot clea that theoristsare
alwaystalking abou the samething. Thereis disagreament even abou something as basic as what
the term ‘consciousness’ refers to. Many theorists take it to be @ou a kind d accessto ore's
psychadogicd states, where the ntrast is perhaps with urnconscious psychaogicd life of the sort
that Freud taked abou. On this construal, most animals are not conscious. Others take
‘consciousness to bebroad enough toinclude acces(theright kind d accesg to ore’ sworld, where
the contrast would be the nonconscious, na the unconscious. On this propcsal, we then need a
further term for the spedal access ead person hes to herself and her psychologica states:
consciousnessof self or self-consciousness The dudity is brought out nicdy by a statement such
as, ‘Animals have anscious dates but are nat conscious of having them’. Sometheoriststrea bath
such states and consciousnessof having them as kinds of consciousness Some theoristsrestrict the
term ‘ consciousness to consciousnessof one's gates. In fad, the latter isthe most common use of
‘consciousness philosophers and cognitive psychal ogists. On this usage, the term ‘ consciousness

refersto consciousnessof oneself and ore's gates (“the subjedive cdarader of our mental states,”

as Perry recently put it [2001, 4%), though researchers are often nd very clea abou how they are
using the term. Hereis how | seethe matter.

We use the term ‘conscious (or ‘aware’; in most usages, ‘aware’ is smply an alternative
term for ‘conscious’) and cognates to speek of awide variety of things:
° Perceptionand proprioception.* At that moment, thedog became consciousof the cd.” ‘ | just

naticed that I'm crossng my legs again. Blast!’ (said by someone who hes just has an
operationto repair atorn kneeligament).

° One spsychalogicd states. Tosay ‘| am feding lessanxiousthan | wasyesterday’, you must
be conscious of the anxiety. (Here | have deli berately chasen an example where thereisno
representation d anything, na overtly at any rate.)

° Oneself. To say ‘| am not pleased with myself for forgetting that appantment’, youmust be
conscious of yourself. That'sthe objed of your displeasure.

° Something that can comein degrees. ‘| was vaguely conscious of something coming up on
my left, so | turned to get agoodlookat it.’

° A global state of certain beings. ‘ She is dowly regaining consciousness’

Oneresporseto thisdiversity would beto say that we simply usetheword * conscious’ and cognates
to refer to a bunch o different things that have littl e if anything in common. To resolve the
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confusion, we shoud confine the word to one of these kinds of things and use other terms for the
others, or even drop the term altogether, repladng it with a number of more predse terms.* The
troude with this proposal isthat, intuitively, the things being talked about in the five examples do
seam to have something in common. They do nd seem to bejust abunch of unrelated phrenomena.
Isthere a @mmon core to our different uses of the word ‘ conscious’ and cognates?

3. A Common Core

Part of what iscommonto ou five examplesisthat in every one of them, we aetalking abou how
something appears to us, seansto us: how things in the world appea to us, how our own states
appea to us, how one gpeas to oreself.” The only exception is the last example, regaining
consciousness It isonly apartial exception because here we talking abou regaining our capacity
for thingsto appea to us. Thisisthefirst part of a common core:

Common core of the concept of consciousness, first move: consciousness is things
appeaing to us and various cagpadties for things appeaing to us.

Thispoint also gives us part of what we need to clea upthe muddein theliterature ebou what
‘consciousness refersto. Whether it is consciousnessof theworld or consciousnessof oneself and
one's psychologicd states, when we talk abou consciousness we ae talking abou something
appeaing to usin someway. How something appeasto useither isor is a property of how we ae
representing the thing, so whether one has in mind consciousnessof the world or consciousnessof
oneself and ore’s dates, oreistalking abou a property of representings of things, na of states of
affairs represented. If so, whether a theorist is talking about consciousness of the world,
consciousness of oneself and ore's gates, or consciousness as a global property of a aognitive
system, oreistaking abou the same kind of thing: how something appeas as one is representing
it, and the abiliti es that go with this.

Common cor e of the concept of consciousness, second move: consciousnessis things
appeaing to us aswe are representing them, and various cgpadti es for things appeaing to
us.

The next stage in clearing up the mudde isto bring into focus what phil osophers arein fad
talking abou when they restrict consciousnesstalk to consciousnessof one’s own psychologicd
states (whether or not they know that thisis what they are doing). Start with what is left out here,
namely, consciousnessof theworld. (Consciousnessof one’ sown bodly states sich aslimb pasition
isoften left out, too.) When wetalk abou simply being conscious of theworld, we aetalking abou
the world appeaing in variouswaysto us. Inthiskind d consciousness the thing that is conscious

* Thisisthekind d propasal that one might exped an eli minative materiali st to make, for
example Patricia Churchland (1983x).

®> The Kantian alusionin the term ‘ appeaance isnoacddent. Aswill become dea, the theory |
advocde is broadly spe&ing a Kantian ore (Brook 1994).

7



of theworld need na be conscious of how theworld appeasto it. Think of mammals such asdogs
and cas. These aeaures, it is plausible to hdd, are anscious of the world (and o states of their
body). These things appea to them in various ways. There is littl e reason in most cases to think,
however, that they are anscious of how these things appea to them or even that they are gopeaing,
i.e., how or even the fad that these things appea to them does not themselves appea to them. Put
ancther way, they are conscious of the world (and states of their own body) but not of their
experiences of these things.

Thedistinctionl am trying to draw between consciousnessof theworld, i.e., things (in fad)
appeaing to ore, and consciousnessof how the world appeas to ore can be ill ustrated by some
recent work in cogniti ve neuroscience

Blindsightis often invoked in contexts like the aurrent one. Due to damage to the visual
cortex,blindsight patients have ascotoma, a‘blindspat’, in part of their visual field. Ask them what
theyare seangthere andthey will say, "Nothing'. However, if you ask them instead to guess what
is there, they guesswith far better than chance acuracy. If you ask them to read ou to touch
whatevemight be there, they read ou with their hands turned in the right way and fingers and
thumbat exadly the right distance gart to grasp anything that happens to be there. And so on
(Weiskrantz1986. | am not goingto invoke blindsight, however. | am goingto usewhat isfor our
purposesinduwstrial strength blindsight, what is tendentiously cdled ‘inattentional blindress.
(Tendentously because there is in fad a huge debate raging abou whether the phenomenonin
guestiorhasanythingto dowith attention[Mad, http://psyche.cs.monash.edu.au/v7/psyche-7-16-
mack.htm].)

In inattentional blindressreseach, the subjed fixations (concentrates on) onapoint andis
asks to note some feature of an object introduces on or within a few degrees of fixation.

[Figure 1]

After afew trials, asecond oljed isintroduced, inthe sameregion bt clealy distinct from thefirst
object.

[Figure 2]

Subjectshave noinkling that asecmnd oljea will appea. When the gopeaanceof thetwo ojeds

is followed by 1.5seands of masking, at least one-quarter of the subjedsor, if the parameters are

set right, almosall subjeds have no awarenessof having seen the seamnd oljed. Yet - and this is
whatmakesinattentional blindnessbetter for our purpasesthan bindsight - when the second obed

is a word, subjects clearly encode it and prodssseaning. Evidence? When asked shortly after

to doa‘stem completiontask’ (i.e., to complete aword of whichthey are giventhefirst two o three
letters),they complete the word in line with the word they claim not to have seen much more

frequentlythan controls. In inattentional blindress subjeds are just as blind, conscioudly, to the

informationbefore them as bli ndsight patients are. However, their informational accessto theword

they don'’t see is very complete.

This distinction ketween an ojed appeaing to a subjed, as evidenced by the subjed
processingipto semantic information provided byit, and yet the subjed having noconsciousness
of takingintheinformationisthedistinction| am tryingto make. Whereas with bindsight patients
barely ableto doanything with theinformationthey access'in’ the scotoma, someresist saying that
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they have any consciousnessof the items onwhich they canna report, with inattentional blindness
it is natural to say that they do, that the inattentional blind are @&ou as well of as most animals
withou the avility to self-report. The kind and degreeof sophisticaion d the discriminations and
other uses of theincoming informationthat these subjedsmakeis smilar. Yet it isnot like anything
for these subjeds to have thisinformation®

Recent discoveries abou the ventral and dasal streamsin the brain (Milner and Goodale,
1995 present another nice example of the distinction. The esidence Milner and Goodale have
amassed strongly suggeststhat theventral stream suppatstheprocessnginvolved in consciousness
of the world, speaficdly visual consciousness while the dorsal stream suppats control of fine
motor adion. It turnsout that thereisadouldedissociation between thetwo, as patientswith damage
to either strean but nat both streams demonstrate. Patients with certain kinds of damage to the
ventral stream lose visual consciousnessof what is before them but continue to be &leto control
fine bodly movement with resped to the items before them. Other patients with certain kinds of
damage to the dorsal stream lose to the aility to control fine bodly movement but retain visual
consciousnessof what is before them.

Infad, thedissociationcan bedisplayed in namal subjeds. Consider the Titchener ill usion,
in which a drcle gpeas bigger or smaller depending on whether it is surrounded by smaller or
bigger circles.

[insert illustration d Titchener ill usion]

When theill usionis st up wsing circular pieces of plastic rather than drawings on ashed of paper,
subjea for whom the drcles appear to be different sizeswill still, when they are asked to read for
thecircles, opentheir fingersto exadly the samesize, andtheright size, for bath circles (Mil ner and
Gooddle, 1995, p. 168 A remarkable finding indeed!

Theinterpretation o Milner and Goodale' sfindingsis controversial but one natural way to
interpret them isto say that ventrall y-damaged patientsretain at least enough consciousnessof their

6 Change blindress attentional blink, and visual negled are related phenomena. In change
blindress subjedsfail to ndice some obvious change. Sometimes the dhange is made during a saccales
of the eyes (saccales are rapid movements of the gyes; while the e/e is moving, information onthe retina
does nat ‘register’) . Sometimes the change is merely unexpeded. For example, areseacher unknown to
a student engages the student in conversation. Two ather students carry a shed of plywood ketween
them. The reseacher switches places with ore of the people carying the plywood. The student almost
never natices that he istalking to a new person! The dtentional blink is

Visual negled is astrange result of certain kinds of brain damage in which people ceaeto be avare of,
for example, ore side of their visual field or one side of their body.

What ties all these phenomena together for our purposesisthat in al of them, the information
not being registered consciously neverthelessis encodes and enters into cogniti ve tasks making use of
semantic information, for example, disambiguation d ambiguous sntences.
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world for motor control purposesbut lose ansciousnessof how theworld appeasto them and vice
versafor the dorsall y-damaged. The latter retain consciousnessof how the world appeas to them
but lose the aility to use the information thus accessed for motor control.

As much as posdgble, | am avoiding discusson d the work of philosophers in this
introductory chapter or relegating such dscusson to footnotes. However, a distinction d Ned
Block’ s has beaome so well -known and so influential and might appea to be so dredly relevant to
the distinction that | am making that | have to say aword abou it. | have in mind Block’s (1995
distinction between P-consciousnessand A-consciousness ‘P stands for ‘phenomenal’ and ‘A’
stands for ‘access. Block defines' A[accesq-consciousnesdi ke this: "A state is A-consciousif it
ispoaised for dired control of thought andadion” (1995,p. 233. He tellsus that he caana define
" P-consciosness in any "remotely norcircular way" but will use it to refer to what he cdls
"experiential properties’, what it is like to have cetain states (1995, p. 23). What | am cdling
consciousnessof the world may appea to be rather like Block’s A-consciousness Itisnat. Itisa
form of P-consciousness Consciousness of an oljed is — at this dage we cax say only —
consciousness of the objed.

Indications that what we ae cdling consciousness of the world is me form of
consciousness include the foll owing. Often the organism refers or points to theitemsin question.
It focuses onthese objeds. Theobjedscanincreasethe organism’slevel of aertness espedally the
level of alertnessaimed at the objedsthemsel ves. Often ensuing behaviour isbehaviour appropriate,
not to the way the objeds adually are, bu to how the objeds looked (or could have looked) to the
organism (Dennett, 197&). Even if consciousnessturns out just to be informational accessof a
certain kind (something that Block would deny), there would still be informational accesswithou
consciousnessandinformational accessthat is consciousness In my notion d consciousnessof the
world, | am talking abou thelatter. Y et what | am talking about isclealy nat P-consciousnesseither
— beingswho have it are not conscious of how things appea to them, i.e., when you are onscious
of somethinginthisway, itisnat like anything to be conscious of it. Between simpleinformational
accessand P-consciousness there is athird thing: consciousnessof the world.

What is the difference between conscious access to the world and nortonscious
informational accessto theworld? Think of what we know of such consciousnessand hav we know
it. Our evidencethat something is conscious of the world aroundit is aimost entirely behavioural.
Think of adog regai ning consciousnessafter anap. Itsregaining consciousnessisamatter of it again
making rich, suppediscriminationsand using theinformationthus gained for complex behavioural
control, espedally behaviour that relates to its relationships to us. Behaviour that requires us to
invoke how the world is appeaing to the animal is particularly relevant. Even when the animal
appeasto be expressng psychdogicd statesrather diredly, asin crying out in pain or desperately
trying to find something to drink when thirsty, our evidencefor these statesis entirely behavioural.

Thereis, of course, agrea ded moreto be said abou animal consciousnessthan this (see
for example, ... 1%x) but what | have said is enough to show how consciousnessof the world is
different from Block’s A-consciousness There ae dl sorts of situations in which information
exercises control over thought and adion, yet no orewould dream of cdli ng the accesconscious.
Think of the dfeds of theinformationin ethanad onthought andadion. (Ina coupe of goodsenses
of ‘information’, chemicas contain information. They have structure andthis gructure can be used
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to reduceuncertainty.) Thisisinformational accessbut no orewould cdl the accesthat the brain
has to the informationin ethandl aform of conscious access

Enough abou the distinction ketween consciousnessof theworld and consciousnessof how
the world (and aher things such as experiences) appeas to ore. Let us draw out implicaions
conclusions for the topic with which we began the sedion, remely, what phil osophers are talking
abou when they use the word ‘consciousness. As we can hav see generally spedking they are
talking, nat abou things appeaing to something, bu abou consciousness of how things appea to
one. Even if they ignore consciousnessof the world, i.e., the world appeaing to ore withou one
being conscious of how it appeas, and generaly they do, they usually don't ignore consciousness
of how the world appeas. In sum, phlosophers generaly restrict their use of the word
‘consciousness to consciousnessof how things appea to ore.

Problems can arisewhen oredoesnat naticethat, in additi onto consciousnessof how things
appea to ore, wetalk and talk perfedly sensibly abou consciousnessof the world. Consider this
passage from Dennett:

In order to be mnscious — in arder to be the sort of thing it like something to be —it is
necessary have a cetain sort of informational organization ...[one] that is swiftly achieved
in one spedes, ous, andin no dher. ... My claim is not that other spedesladk our kind d
self-consciousness ... | am claiming that what must be alded to mere resporsivity, mere
discrimination, to count as consciousnessat all is an arganization that is not ubiquitous
among sentient organisms [Dennett 1998, p. 33.

Thereisalot tolikeinthisquaation,in particular theideathat spedal, fairly sophisticated cognitive
abilities areinvaved in achieving the kind d consciousnessin which it is like something to have
one's states, be oneself. We will return to this idea Dennett gets his conclusion that few if any
spedes other than human beings have mnsciousness however, only by restricting the term
‘consciousness to consciousnessof how things appea andignoring the perfedly sensibleusagein
which we talk about consciousnessof the world. Dennett might be right about the *somethingiit is
liketo have’ kind d consciousness That kind d consciousnessmight make aogniti ve demandsthat
only human beings can med. But there is ancther kind o consciousness sill available to non
language-using animals.

If consciousnessisamatter of things appeaing —that they appea and consciousnessof how
they appea —then consciousnessisaproperty (not necessarily alocd property) of representings, na
of states of affairs represented. Many complex questions have been asked abou the nature of ads
of representing. Here | will take upjust one of them, because it has been thought to contain ancther
argument against representational theories of consciousness. The iswe is externalism abou
representational content. Many phil osophersnow maintain, to paraphraseHil ary Putnam (1975, that
the content of representationsain’t in the head. Phil osopherswho accept thisview then go onto say
one or the other of two ways abou consciousness Some @ntinue to hdd the ammmonsense view
that quali a, the felt quality of representations, arein the head and, sincerepresentational content is
nat inthe heal, concludethat qualia aenaot representational content. Thisisthe alditional argument
against representationalism | mentioned. Others hald that if representational content ain’t in the
head, then how something appeasain’t goin’ to be in the head either (for this way of reading to
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externalism abou content, see Tye, plato.stanford.edu/entries/qualia, p. 19. We will explore the
implicaions of externalism for representational theories of consciousnessin Chapter yy.

4. Easier and harder problems of consciousness

It is now common, thanksto David Chamers (1995, 199§ to dstinguish easy and herd problems
of consciousness(seenate 3). We can apply that distinctionin adiff erent way here. Of the varieties
of consciousnessthat we have introduced, namely, consciousnessof the world (and bodly states),
consciousnessof how thingsappea in ore’ sown psychologicd states, and consciousnessof oneself,
consciousnessof theworld and d one' s bodly states anslikely to be eaier to understand than
the other two. With consciousness of the world, a behaviourall y-based information-processng
approad is apt to take us along way.

The going getstougher when we move from consciousnessof the world to consciousnessof
how the world appearsto us. For example, the question, ‘What it isfor a shade of colour to appea
to oneina cetainway, for the experienceof that shade of colour to belike something to have? will
probably betrickier to answer than the question, ‘what it isto be conscious of a @lour? Part of the
reasonisthat, in linewith the suggestionin the passage from Dennett that we just considered, more
islikely to beinvolved cogniti vely in being conscious of how something appeasto usthaninsimply
being conscious of the thing. In the former case, as well as the gnitive ailiti es invalved in
discriminating and charaderizing things in the world, we would neal the alditional cognitive
abiliti esinvalved in beaoming conscious of properties of our own psychologicd states.” Clealy we
can make progresswith the question about consciousnessof objeds by talking abou information
flows, discriminatory powers, behavioural control. Itisnaot clea what kind d information-processng
talk would give us a hande on what it is to be avare of how things appea to us. Anti-
representationali sts abou consciousnessmaintain, o course, that noinformation-processng talk is
going to get to the heat of the matter here. Whatever the truth abou that clam, clealy
consciousnessof how things appea to oreis apt to be aharder problem than consciousnessof the
world?

™ A fair amourt of ink has been spill ed over the question o what these alditional cognitive skill s
might be like. SeePeamcke 1993,Dretske 1995, 19971 ycan 1997, Tye 1997.We will return to the
questionin Chapter yy.

& What | am here cdli ng the harder problem of consciousnessis very similar to what Chalmers
cdlsthe hard problem (seencte 4) but that is naot true of what | am cdling the eaier problem. In ou hard
problems, we ae bath talking abou the phenomenon d its being like something to bein certain states.
Hencethe dlusionto hisdistinctionin thetitle of thisis not too misleading. However, what | am cdli ng
the eaier problemis different from his easy problem. His easy problem has do with understanding the
information flowsin and abou and the agnitive functions of conscious dates. My easier problemisthe
problem of understanding what consciousnessof the world and ore’ sbodly statesislike.
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5. What isAppearing Like? Step 1: The Need for a Conscious Subject

As we saw, many recent analytic philosophers of mind have alopted an atomist, locd redist
approad to consciousnessof how things appea. Quite anumber of such phl osophersare dso anti-
representationdli sts. What might anon-atomistic, redi st but not loca redi st, representational model
of thingsappeaingto usbelike? Herel will sketch ore such model, oreinvalving five steps. Much
of the rest of the bookwill be devoted to filli ng out this sketch.

Actualy, what | just said isnot quite right. Wewill adually takethefirst step. Thefirst step
to a noretomist, redist, representational alternative is to ndice that consciousnessis a matter of
something being consciousof something. Consciousnessrequiresasubjed, athingthat isconscious.
Return to our examples of consciousnesstalk. The second example introduces what phil osophers
are talking abou when they talk abou qualia: a property of certain psychologicd states. Certainly
such states shoud enter atheory of consciousness Notice, however, that what isbeing talked abou
in thelast two examplesis quite diff erent. The propertiesin the last two examples are properties of
acognitivesystemasawhale, propertiesinwhichwe aeinthat spedal relationshipto variousitems
that we cdl being conscious of them. Utterly unli ke quali a asusually conceved, these propertiesrest
on abiliti es of the system as a whole: an ability to be conscious of things, and an ability to be
differentially conscious of things (vaguely conscious of this, clealy conscious of that).” These
examples are @ou the aognitive system being conscious — of the world, o its own states, of itself
—nat anything to dowith, a at any rate not anything confined to, individual psychologicd states.

It is plausible to think, moreover, that when certain states appea to me in some way and |
am conscious of them, how they appea and what they, their contents, etc., appea to belikeisthe
result of my exercising certain abiliti es, spedficdly, abiliti es to interpret, to judge. Something
appeaing to me in some way is not a norrelational property of or anything ‘supervening on’
individual psychoogicd states. And what am | interpreting or judging? It is plausible to say:
information incoming in representations. If so, something appearing to me in some way has to be
more than anorrelational property of individual psychdogicd states.

The subjed is central to cognitive life in general, norconscious as much as conscious. In
general, we have no choice but to conceve of anything we describe in intentional language as
invalving a subjed. (Intentional language is language for psychologicd states that are &ou
something, in the way that a perceptionis abou whatever is perceived, a beli ef is abou whatever
isbelieved. In phil osopher’ sjargon, this property of abounessis cdl ed intentionality andlanguage
that ascribes it is cdled intentional language.) If we dharaderize an event or state of affairsin the
language of intentionality, we must postulate that it is had by someone. As Dennett has put it,
"Wherever atheory relieson ...intentiondlity, there alittle manis conceded" (1978, p. 19. Every
representation of something representsit to someone. Every intentionisintended by someone. Every

° A well-known resporse of David Lewis's (1990xX) to an even better-known thought
experiment of Frank Jackson's about Mary the mlour scientist is cdl ed the adility hypothesis. We will
discussthis thought experiment in Chapter yy. For now | am making no claims abou any relationship
between my invocaion d the notion d ability and Lewis' s hypaothesis.
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adionisthe adion d some agent. Everything meant by an utteranceis meant by someone. Simil arly,
if we ascribe ansciousness wehavenochaoicebut to ascribe asubjed of consciousness abeing that
isconscious. There can be no awarenessof something that is not someone's.

If stateswere consciousintrinsicdly, that isto say, would be @nsciousin the way that they
are nomatter where they were, how they were mnneded to ather representations, or whether they
wererelated to minds, then thiswould na bethe cae; consciousnesswould na require asubjed of
consciousness The dasdcd empiricist theories of representation d Locke and Hume may have
maintained such aview. But thereisawell -known, compelli ng reasonto deny that any psychologicd
state can beintrinsic in this sense; any psychologicd state can appea in dfferent waysin dfferent
contexts andtimes, depending on haw it istaken. A ‘taking’ requiresa‘taker’. In general, anything
can be aonscious only in asystem that is conscious. By accepting this requirement, psychologica
theories of consciousnessare dedsively superior to atomist philosophicd ones.

As Dennett (1978, pp. 101, 192and ahers have insisted, we must give an aacount of the
conscious subjed. It canna be left as an undscharged hamunculus or exempt agent (exempt from
capture in a theory).'® Here representational theories s2em to face aproblem. If consciousnessof
representations presuppases asubjed, it ishard to seehow they could be used to give an acourt of
it, to ‘discharge’ it. Aswe @mnceaveit, the mnscious subjed is mething diff erent from the states
of whichit isconscious, something ableto take some states up, dop ahers, storeyet others, withou
itself changing inany way that is sgnificant to itsbeing a conscious subjed and continuing to bethe
subjed itis. So, suggests Dennett hyperbadlicaly, psychdogy isimpossble! | am nat so sure myself
that representational theory isimpatent onthismatter; indeed, themain aim of thisbookisto present
arepresentational theory of the cnscious subjed that can med the requirement.

Instead of attempting to med this requirement, even those anaytic philosophers who have
considered it seam to takethe atitudethat if they can just devel op an adequate acourt of something
else, the problem of the mnscious subjed will go away. Consider in thisregard eliminativism and
homuncular functionali sm.

The éliminativists approac the problem of the subjed by attempting to dspense with the
intentional languagethat forcesit upon ts. (Thisisnat to say that theneed to postul ate asubjea does
not arise in ather ways, just that recourse to intentional language forces the issue.) Switch to the
vocabulary of neuroscienceto describe what we now cdl consciousness as we shoud dofor other
reasonsin any case acording to them, andthe need to pcstulate a ©nscious subjed will disappea.
By contrast, hanuncular functionali sts accept that we ae stuck with intentional discourse. If we
keep intentional discourse, we must also keep the subjed, the little man, o course, and they are
prepared to doso. However, they insist that we need na be stuck with ore big, smart, unanalyzed
homunculus. Rather, the big, smart homunculus can bereduced to afled of small, stupid hanunculi
flying in loose formation, ead with a single or at most a small number of well-charaderized
functions. (Dennett, 1987, pp. 342, 1991, pp. 241, Lycan, 1990,Ch. 4 are good examples of

19 The nead to discharge the homunculus was articulated as long ago as Leibniz; it isfar from
being anew ise.
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homuncular functions.** Paul (1979 and Patricia (1989 Churchland are often cited as lealing
example of eliminativist. However, with resped to consciousness it isnot clea that they are. | will
comment onthisisaue in more detail in Sedion 7)

Unfortunately, themindismore cmpli cated thanisdreamt of in either phil osophy. It would

besilly to exped everythingin our initial picture of the anscious subjed to survivein an completed
acourt of cognition and consciousnessbut we do want an acourt of some of the things in that
picture. And many of the things abou which we want an acourt are properties of the whole
conscious gy/stem, properties that strongly resist cgpture & me wmbination d stupid little
homunculi. Some examples:

We ae avare of whole groups of representations at the same time.

Oftenwhenwe ae avare of whaolegroups of representations, we ae dso aware of ourselves
asthe mmmon subjed of these representations.

Judgments are not just made in us; sometimes we make judgments.

We have agrea many cognitive faaulties that are avail able throughout cognition and some
of them are dosely linked to consciousness Memory isa dea example. Language may be
ancther.

If variouspsychalogicd functionsare performed by diff erent systemsinthebrain, therehave
to be processes that synthesize these various adivities into the single, simultaneously-
introspedibl e patternsof representation, keli ef and behaviour so central to our consciouslife.

Information being locaed in a anscious g/stem is not enough; the information must be of
usetoit. What kind d accessonthe part of the conscious g/stem doesthisrequire? (Aswe
will seewhen we get to Chapter 8, thisphenomenon d information being of useto asystem
is closely related to consciousness)

What is consciously controll ed attentionlike andwhat isitsrolein accessng andintegrating
information?

Consciousnessis independent of, indeal can continue perfedly well in the dsence of,
Sensory inpus

Consciousnessas awhole can dsappea in deep Slegp, and . . .
regopea as whaethough perhaps nat entirely in dreams.*?

I Dennett's most heroic atempt to discharge the littl e man is Consciousness Explained (1991).

He dtemptsto show how at least short-lived conscious subjeds could result from competition among
multi ple, draft narrative-fragments. He cdl s them the "virtual cgptains. Thistheory isaversion o
homuncular functional. We will examineit in Chapter yy.

12 Thislist started from but goes beyond Churchland s sven requirements on a theory of

consciousnessin (1999, pp. 21314.
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We demand an acourt of such phenomena. Some of them will be addressed in Chapter 3, ahers
not urtil Chapter 8. The paint hereisthat it is hard to seehow they could be acourted for either by
eliminativism or by homuncular functionalism.

If we reaognizethat the mnscious s1bed canna beignored, we dso canna prejudge what
it might belike. The someone to whom arepresentationis represented could in principleturn ou to
be like dmost anything. It could even turn out to be akind d representation.

6. The Other Four Steps

Sep 2: The Role of the Conscious Subject in Shaping How Things Appear to It

Having taken step 1,we will now just sketch the other steps. Taking them is one of the jobs of the
rest of the book. We want a model that, though redist, avoids locd redism and models
consciousnessas representational . The next step is to show that when something appeasto oreto
be like something, thisis nat anything that could be ‘read off’ a representation. It is the result of
complex cognitive processng. When a representation a something represented in it to be like
something to have, orne has processed that representation and perhaps other thingsin various ways.
Wewill i ntroducethe wayswethus processandthe extent of the processng in Chapter 2 andreturn
to it in more detail in Chapter YY . For now, kegy in mindthat if something appeaing to someone
isarelationship between a cnscious being andthe state that appeas, it could na be alocd property
of what appeas.

Given this analysis, the question for representational theory of consciousnesswould now
bewmme, is what these adilities produce purely representational or do their products have
norrepresentational properties of some kind?

Sep 3: Unity of Consciousness

In step 3, we turn to the first two properties of conscious g/stems as a whole mentioned above.
Considered in the light of eliminativism and hanuncular functionali sm, the thing abou conscious
subjeds that stands out most strikingly is that

1.eat of usispredasay one of them, and

2.thisoneisaware & the sametime, indeed in asingle ad of consciousness of agred many items.
A theory of the mnscious subjeds hasto acourt for both the unitarinessof the mnscious subjed
and their consciousnessof agrea many things at the same time.

The latter isunity of consciousness It comesin anumber of kinds. In fad, mental unity in
general comesin at least six different kinds. Four of them are kinds of unified consciousness
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2(i) unity of our cognitive dements (we can bring, for example, beliefs, desires, perceptions,
intentions, and many other thingsto bea onasingle situation);

2(it) unified consciousnessof our world (we ae avare of a whole haost of things around sin a
single, unified representation) and

2(iii ) unified consciousnessof one's own representations,

2(iv) unified consciousnessof self (oneisaware of oneself asthe “single, commonsubjed” of one's
experience, as Kant put it),

2(v) unified focus of anumber of cognitive resources onasingleitem of attention; and

2(vi) unified behaviour (our behaviour is highly and multiply unified —think of a cncert pianist
playing a sonata).

Items (i) and (vi) have their own spedal feaures but thereisa are of similarity among (ii) to (v),
the kinds of unified consciousness. The cre of the simil arity isthis:

Unity of consciousness. A group d representations being related to ore ancother such that
to be conscious of any of them isto be anscious of others of them and d the group d them
asasingle group.

Given how central unified consciousnessis to the cnscious mind, it is remarkable how littl e
attention it is has recaved in recent writi ngs on consciousness espedally phil osophicd writi ngs.
Paul Churchland (1995, pxx) includesit as one of the Magnificent Seven phenomenathat atheory
of consciousnesshasto acount for andthe nationis used by afew philosophers but in general the
nation has receved littl e dtention. The unities of consciousnessare the topic of Chapter 3.

That consciousnessisunified hasimmediate impli cations for atomism andlocd redism. That
consciousnessisunified entall sthat consciousnessisnaot aproperty that singlerepresentationsor tiny
groups of representations(e.g., arepresentationandathowght direded at it ontheHOT model) could
have by themselves. Nor it is omething that could fruitfully be studied by studying single
representations in isolation. At present, there is no theory of consciousness representational or
norrepresentational, that provides an adequate acount of thefad that consciousnessisunified. To
acourt for thevariousformsof unified consciousnesswithinapurely representational theory might
appea to be atal order but it one that we will attempt to fill .

Sep 4: The representational base of consciousness

As part of atheory of the conscious subjed, we need a theory of the experiential requisites of
something coming to appea toit. Sincethetheory of these experiential requisitesthat | will advance
will play a number of important roles in the next chapter and beyond, | will | ay it out herein a bit
more detail than | am laying out the other aspeds of my model of consciousnesshere.

What is the experiential basis of becoming conscious of how our ads of representing and
what they represent appea to us? One standard view isthat representations and/or their contents get
to be mnscious by becoming the objed of ancther representational state, a thought (higher-order
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thought (HOT) theory) or an experience(higher-order experience(HOE) theory). By contrast, | want
to propose what | will cdl asingle-order experience (SOE) theory. More spedficdly, in my view,
it takes only one representation for a representation to become something of which we can be
conscious. Infad, an ad of representing can make us aware of threethings. Consider the sentence

1.1 am looking at the words onthe screen in front of me.

Therepresentationthis sntence expressescan makeme avare of thewordsonthescreen, obvously.
But it can aso make me awvare of the representation, that the words are seen (rather than head,
imagined, touched). And it can make me avare of whois ang the words, namely, me.

Let meintroduce aterm for thisfunction.Let uscal an ad of representing that can make me
awareof itsobjed, itself andmyself therepresentational base of my becoming aware of theseitems.

Representational base — an ad of representing that can make me avare of its objed, itself and
myself

Almost any representation will do. Imagining Pegasus will do just as well as percaving external
objedssuchascomputer screens. Indeed, representational stateswhich havenoapparent objed such
as pains or fedings of hunger do fine. Nor does a representation itself have to be reagnized to
provide a representational base for self-awareness Just reagnizing what is represented by a
representation is enough for me to be avare that it is me whois aware of it.

That asingle experience can serve & the representational base of consciousnessof three
different items, its objed, itself andits beaer, does not require that conscious take the same form
in al three caes. Some have agued that my ‘consciousness of my representations is adually an
inference from the fad that | am representing something in them.*® Others have agued (more
plausibly in my view) that when oreis conscious of one’s own representations, this consciousness
is not fully intentional, where what is meant by ‘nat fully intentional’ here is that becaise the
representation and what it makes us conscious of, namely itself in this case, are not separate, that
representation is not straightforwardly about anything. It presents itself but it canna appea in
different ways in this presentation. If so, the usual means of misrepresenting are nat present. And
this suggests that intentionality of the usual sort is not present. Others have agued that when | am
aware of myself as myself, | do nd appea to myself as anything. We will ded with these matters
in Chapter yy.

Indeed, nat only can arepresentation present things, namely, itself and its bearer, withou
these things being its objed, it can enter unified consciousnessin away other than becoming the
objea of such consciousness As we will see edy in Chapter 3, it is plausible to think of the
relationship between individual representations and unfied consciousness as a part/whole
relationship, na arepresentatior/objed relationship.*

13 Thisisthe transparency and dsplaced perceptionintroduced in nae 2.

14 This picture of the relationship between a representation and itself and a representation and
unified consciousnessis inconsistent with the forms of representationali st that assumes that
representations conned to ather things only by taking these other things as objeds of representation. The
pictureisaso probably inconsistent with HOT and HOE pictures.
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Note that having the representational base for consciousnessof astateis not the same thing
asadually being conscious of it, narindeed of myself. For example, in additionto arepresentation,
a direding of attention a some gnitive apparatus might be needed to take alvantage of the
oppatunity to represent and ke avare of the representation. (Something like this might explain the
point we saw Dennett trying to makethat few if any spedesother than human beings havethe aility
to bring it abou that a state becomes mething it is like to have) However, virtualy any
representationgives me dl therepresentation | need. Frege and Hus<erl are said to have postul ated
a separate representation d self, an Ich-Vorstellung. On my theory, nosuch representation would
be needed. Any garden variety representing of something in the world is enowgh for meto become
aware of that representation and o myself asthe thing that hasit. *°

Sep 5.

Thefifth step in the model of consciousnesswe am to construct is easy to sketch, rather difficult to
complete. In step 5we am simply to buld a model that can ded with al the itemsin the list of
requirements onatheory of consciousnessgiven at the end d Step 1which remain after steps1to
4 have been taken.

6. ThelLieof theLand

I will closewith asurvey of the landscgpe of current philosophicd work on consciousnessin the
analytic tradition. This work can be grouped into four broad categories. The second and third
caegories contain many variations:

1. What we call consciousnessis really something else

On this view, consciousnesswill in the end ke “analysed away” — what we misleadingly label
‘consciousness isredly very different from anything that we pretheoreticdly take consciousness
to be like. Perhaps the term ‘ consciousness has been used for such awide and dverse group d
phenomenathat it shoud bereplacead with anumber of more spedficterms (P. S. Churchland 1983
wetouched onthisideain Sedion 2. Or thereis said to be nathing correspondng to ou picture of
consciousnessas ahighly integrated system ableto urify many representationsinto ore. Whatever,

15 Thistheory of self-awarenessis remarkably powerful. In particular, it nealy avoids some of
the problems that affli ct other leading current theories of self-awareness aswe will see Aswe will seg
it isrelated to Peamcke's (2007) deltatheory. In deltatheory, having a property is sufficient in relevant
casesfor its subjed to refer to and ascribe the property to itself. Interesting, Kant was already aware of
the key elements of the representational base over two hunded yeas ago (Brook 2001).
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the system in gquestionis nathing like both common sense and the Cartesian and Kantian model s of
the mind pctureit.

Contrary to a widely held view, right now there ae no clea representatives of this
eliminativism approach. Many will imm ediate ask about Paul andPatriciaChurchlandinthisregard.
Perhaps onceuponatimethey did flirt with elimi nativism abou consciousness However, they have
never advocaed wholesale replacament of our consciousnesstalk as they did with resped to ou
intentional talk. Inrecent yeasthey have backed away from whatever strength of elimi nativism they
originaly held in connedionwith bah. We will return to Paul Churchland shortly.

Some commentators will also think of Dennett’s (1991) model of consciousnessin this
regard. | think that it would be amistake to read Dennett thisway. When hergjedswhat he cadl sthe
Cartesian Thedre picture of consciousness heisrejeding a cetain theory of consciousness Ashe
seesit, consciousnessinvolves more interpretation by the agnitive system than has been thought,
asystem in turn that has lessunity and cogniti ve structure than has been thought, and the resulti ng
conscious states have lessdeterminabilit y andtemporal stabilit y than has been thought. Noneof this
isto deny that something appropriately cdled consciousness exists. Indead, Dennett insists that
conscious states exist. He just want to deflate some philosophicd pretensions abou what
consciousnessis like (2000, pp. 3690). However, theisaue is a bit complicaed. We will discuss
it properly in the next chapter.

2. Consciousness is something very peculiar

This is the home of anti-representationalism and some related pasitions. On this st of views,
consciousness(understoodas quali a, the “felt quality” of representations) is held to be quite unlike
anything else known in cogniti ve systems. Theoristsin thisgroup kelieve that consciousnesscould
in principle be separated from other aspeds of representations, in particular the aspedsthat causally
affed other representations and behaviour (Nagel 1965,Block 1995,Chalmers 1996. One fedure
of this “neo-dualism”, as Perry (2001) cdls it, is heavy reliance on thought experiments abou
inverted spedra, inverted eath, zombies, colour-blind colour scientists, etc. These thought-
experiments are designed to show that the content and causally eff edive aspeds of arepresentation,
onthe one hand, and haw it appeas, onthe other, could come apart. Suppat for this sparationis
often foundin the explanatory gap mentioned eali er, our suppased inabilit y to imagine how the felt
gualiti es of experiences could conred to anything elsein cognition a the brain (Levine 1983.

Animportant subclassof these theorists are those who argue that thereis something central
to consciousnessthat cannat be catured in atheory or description at al (McGinn 1991 Jadkson
1986. Drawing on Chomsky’s nation d cognitive dosure, these theorists argue that something
abou consciousnessis as closed to us as physicsisto afield mouse (McGinn) or that what the felt
quality of somethingislike canna be catured in atheory abou physica systems (Jackson) or that
the nature of a paint of view is g/stematicaly inexpressble in an oljective theory dore from an
impersonal or God s-eye paint of view (Nagel 1974. 1%x). Flanagan (1992 cdl sthese people the
new Mysterians. Not all mysterians are aomists. McGinn and Nagel are nat, for example.
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3. Consciousness is an aspect of individual representations or small groups of representations

We now consider theorists who are aomists but also representationdi sts. The @mre @wnwction o
representationali sts of whatever persuasionabou atomism isthat consciousnessis smply aspeadal
form of representation a an asped of some representations. Far from consciousnessbeing some
“layer” that could be peded off arepresentation while leaving the rest of the representationintad,
asintheinverted spedrum story, consciousnesssimply is representation: somekind a some asped
of ordinary representations. Whether it is consciousness of the world, consciousness of our
representations, or consciousnessof self, consciousnessof somethingisnathing morethan an asped
of representing that thing.

Many representationali stsare aomists. Thesetheoristsview consciousnessasalocd property
of certain psychaogicd states. Among representational theories that hold that conscious gates can
be studied inisolation from conscious g/stems, HOT and HOE theories are aprominent subgroup.
On this approad, a psychalogicd state becomes conscious when athought or other representation
isdireded at it. Thus, what makes something consciousisthat it isthe objed of some other (itself
nonconscious) thowght or experience Theterm “higher-order’ refersto the fad that the thought is
abou anather psychaologicd state, na some state of aff airsintheworld (Rosenthal 19xx; othersxx).

Respondng to the dallenge of externalism, anocther prominent subgroup d atomistic
representational theory triesto trea something appeaing to be like something as an inferencefrom
representing somethingintheworld around s. Thisgroup d theoriesurgesthat conscious satesare
“transparent”: to the extent that our conscious gates appea to us at al, they do nd appea as
anything diff erent from the states of aff airs of which they make us conscious. Hereistheill ustration
we considered ealier. Return to the example of the square red petch. First focus onthe patch. Now
focus onyour awareness of that squarered patch Areyou nav aware of new properties? Aswesaid,
philosopherswhoanswer ‘no’ include Harman (1990, Dretske (1995 Tye (1995 and Crane 19xx).
As Dretske has put it, we ae avare through our representations but we ae not aware of our
representations. Consciousnessis said to be adisplaced perception (Dretske 1995,Tye 1995, i.e.,
something that we infer from what representations do make us diredly aware of, namely, states and
eventsin the world, nd something represented to us diredly.

A third subgroup d atomistic, representational theories views conscious dates as smply
straightforward representations of a cetain kind (Lycan 1987, 1996 -€hedk; Flanagan 1992 Tye
1995. We have mnscious representations of the world, we have cnscious representations of some
of our representations, andwe have conscious representations of ourselves. Ontheonehand,we ae
diredly aware of our representations, na just what they represent. We know more things and
diff erent things abou them than we could gain by any processof inference. On the other hand, far
from the “felt quality” and the functional properties of representations being separable, they are in
fad one and the same thing. What makes these representations conscious? Opinions vary but one
common answer is that we can describe them, report onthem (Lycan 1987, 1995
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4. Consciousness is a property whole cognitive systems

Nonatomistic approaches to consciousnessonce dominated phlosophy — think of Descartes and
Kant. Whil e this general approach has retained its popuarity among cogniti ve psychologist, it has
had fewer adherents among analytic phil osophers, as we have seen. Nevertheless it has not been
abandored entirely. Dennett (1991, 199% and Paul Churchland (1995,2002 are two important
philosophers who continue the noratomistic tradition. For Churchland, when the brain focuses
attention onarepresentation, interpretsit conceptually, hddsit in short term memory, and upaites
its narrative of the “world-unfolding-in-time” (2001, p.xx), it is conscious of the representation.
Others stressthe fad that conscious gates mean something to the @gnitive system, are of useto it
ina cetain speda way (Mad, URL). For Dennett, consciousnessis a matter of one or more of the
multi ple drafts of various depictionsin usacieving a cetain kind o dominancein the dynamics of
Pandemonium-architedure of competing information-parcds that make up cognition. We will
examine these modelsin Chapter YY .

Most significantly, when reseachers other than phlosophers — psychdogists, artificial
intelli gence reseachers — work on consciousness most of their work is noretomistic and
representationist, aswe have noted. We will examine some of thiswork in Chapter yy, too. Aswill
be clea by now, | favour some variant of the nonatomistic representational approad to
CONSCiOUsSNess

A word abou redi sm. Nonatomistic representationali sts abou consciousnessfall i nto two
subgroups, redists and nomedists (or modified redists). All the thinkers that we have mnsidered
in this group so far are redists — they al haold that consciousnessnaot only exists but exists as a
property of at least human brains. There ae afew phil osopherswhaseview of consciousness though
not eliminativist, is © urlike the standard ar even the Dennettian redi st picture that they deserve
their own subgroup. Rorty (19xx) and Davidson (19xx) come to mind. For Davidson, as we said
ealier, consciousnessarises out of a wmplex triangular interadion o oneself, other purposive
beings, andtheworld and consciousnessis, roughly, thistriangul ation generating stable dtributions
of consciousness For Rorty, consciousnesstalk is sSmply an ‘efficadous discourse’, an interesting
and useful way of talking abou certain things that we take ourselves to be experiencing. | tend
simply to assume that some form of redism istrue, bu | will say abit abou why this drikesme &
areasonable assumption rea the end d the next chapter.

With this survey of the types of approadhesto consciousnesscurrently in play, we can now
identify our strategy. First we will dispose of the goproadhes taken by groups (1) and (2). For this,
al orehasdoisargue ayainst anti-representationali sm. If one can show that anti-representationali sm
iswrong, that would dspose of (1): if we can make arepresentational story fly, then therewould be
no motive to adopt eliminativism. Showing that anti-representationalism is wrong would aso
dispose of al variants of (2) (the latter variants becaise withou anti-representationalism, there
would be nomotiveto adopt mysterianism).That would leave the various views grouped in (3) and
(4). Here the task will be to continue the agument we have started against atomism and locd
redism. If wedothis succesully, then only (4), someversion d noretomistic representationali sm,
would be left. If we then dspaich nonor-modfied-redist approacies, noratomistic
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representationali smredi st approachesare dl that would remain standing. Whichwould befinewith
me.

In Chapter 2, we will examine anti-representationalism abou how things appea to us by
looking at Dennett’ swell-known attadk onthe central ideaunderlying the view, the ideaof qualia.
Chapter 3 shows, via a citique of HOT theory, that unified consciousnessis what is needed to be
conscious of particular representational states, na any kind of higher-order thought, and then lays
out thevariouskinds of unified consciousnessand explorestheir charaderistics. Chapter 4 examine
unified consciousnessaaosstime andits relationship (or lad of relationship) to being one andthe
same person ower time. In Chapter 5, weturn to consciousnessof self and examine some of theways
in consciousnessof self isdiff erent from consciousnessof other things. Chapter 6 will examinetwo
recant attemptsto conred consciousnessof self to aher things, Bermudez’ s attempt to show how
it could develop ou of simpler forms of consciousness and Cassam’s attempt to argue that
consciousnessof self as sibjed of one' sexperiencesrequires consciousnessof self asathinginthe
world. [Campbell, too, maybe.] In Chapter 7, wewill examinethe dall enge of externalism and cast
a criticd eye on Dretske's approach to meding the threa to representationalism that he thinks
externalism paoses. Finally, Chapter 8 takes uptheisaue underlying everything elsein the book,the
issue of what a aognitive system that achieves consciousnesswould have to belike.

7. A Note on Method

[Maybe]
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