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Commentary on Ned Block (1995). On a confusion about a function of consciousness. BBS 18:227E287.

Abstract of the original article: Consciousness is a mongrel concept: there are a number of very different Gronsciousnesses.O
Phenomenal consciousnessisexperience; the phenomenally consciousaspect of astate iswhat it islike tobe in that state. The mark of
access-consciousness, by contrast, isavailability for use in reasoningand rationally guiding speech and action. These conceptsare often
partly or totally conflated, with bad results. Thistarget article usesasan example aform of reasoningabout afunction of GconsciousnessO
based on the phenomenon of blindsight. Some information about stimuli in the blind field isrepresented in the brains of blindsight
patients, asshown by their correct Qquesses.OThey cannot harnessthisinformation in the service of action, however, and thisissaid to
show that afunction of phenomenal consciousnessis somehow to enable information represented in the brain to guide action. But
stimuli in the blind field are both access-unconscious and phenomenally unconscious. The falacy is. an obvious function of the
machinery of access-consciousnessisillicitly transferred to phenomena consciousness.

An example of access-consciousness
without phenomenal consciousness?

Joseph E. Bogen
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Abstract: Both Block and the commentatorswho accepted hisP versusA
distinction readily recognize examplesof P without A but not vice versa. As
an example of A without P, Block hypothesized a Crombie,Ocomputa
tionally like a human but without subjectivity. This would appear to
describe the disconnected right hemisphere of the split-brain subject,
unless one aternatively opts for two parallel mechanisms for P?

Block (1995a) m akesaclear conceptual distinction between what
he calsphenomena consciousness (P) and what he calls access
consciousness (A). The former (P) he pointsto by saying that
(P-conscious states are experientiaQ he gives examples such as
smells, tastes, pains, thoughts, and desires (p. 230). The latter (A)
he describesasastate in which some content is(poised for use asa
premise in reasoningOand Qoised for rational control of actionO
(p. 231). A can dso be (poised for rational control of speech,Obut
for Block this is not a necessary aspect because he considers
chimpsto have A. Indeed, he elsewhere notes that Qiery much
lower animals are A-consciousO(p. 238).

Blockisat some painstoconsider the possibilitiesof P without A
and of A without P; in particular, he says, ot certainly seems
conceptually possible that the neural bases of P-consciousness
systemsand A-consciousness systemsare distinctO(p. 233). Block
provides some possible examples of P without A (on p. 234 and
p. 244) such as Mecoming consciousO(acquiring A) of an ongoing
noise (e.g., apneumatic drill) some considerable time &fter one
hasheen Gaware of Oor hasbeen GxperiencingGit. Although Block
is reluctant to accept dreaming as an example of P without A
(p. 275), some of usare inclined to agree with Revonsuo (1995)
that dreaming can be agood example of subjective experience in
the absence of both current perceptua input and behaviora
output (see also D elacour 1995; Par& & L linas 1995).

Block suggestsafew hypothetical exam plesof A without P, such
as a GombieOthat is computationaly identical to a person but
without any subjectivity. He concludes O don® know whether
there are any actual casesof A-consciousnesswithout P-conscious-
ness, but | hope | have illustrated their conceptua possibility®
(p. 233).

|f there can be A without P aswell asP without A, we should
probably conclude that they have digtinct neura bases. H owever,
if there can be P without A but there cannot be Awithout P (that is,
A entailsP), then there could be one neura mechanism which in
the case of P without A istemporarily disconnected either from
action or from ideation or both.

In my recent proposal (Bogen 1995g; 1995h) that the intra-
laminar nuclei (ILN) of athalamusprovide acerebra hemisphere
with both subjectivity and accessto action and/or thought, it was
explicitly assumed that asingle mechanism providesboth P and A
aswell asproviding, on some occasions, only P. This assum ption
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wascriticized by Kinsbourne (1995). U sing adistinction similar to
that proposed by Block, but in a more anatomico-physiologic
context, Kinsbourne arguesthat the ILN can be Gittention-action
coordinatorsOwithout also being Gubjectivity pum psO(p. 168). At
one point he suggeststhat without coordination of attention and
action onsciousness would lapseQ that is, there would be no P
without A. His main emphasis is on the possbility that A is
provided by adifferent neural basisthan P, in which case there
would be the possibility of A without P. Kinsbourne does not,
however, provide examples of A without P. At thispoint it seems
that we are left with aproblem: Are there actual casesof A without
P? As Block (1995r) put it (p. 277), (OThe relative ease of finding
cases of P without A as compared with A without P suggeststhe
digtinction ison to something to do with the joints of nature.OH e
added, Of brain dam age doesnot yield casesof A without P, thisis
an especidly interestingfact given the fantasticwealth of variation
in brain-damage cases.0

Speaking of brain-dam age cases, | would ask, what about split-
brain humans, with whom | have had a lengthy acquaintance
(Bogen 1993; Bogen & Vogel 1962)? So far as| am aware, no one
has ever denied that: (1) in most of these patients speech is
produced only by the left hemisphere, (2) the speech isevidence
that P and A coexist in that hemisphere, and (3) verbal denia of
information that hasheen delivered only tothe right hemisphere
(and rationally acted upon) reflectsthe existence of an indepen-
dent capacity in the right hemisphere, that is, an A-consciousness
different from the A-consciousness of the left hemisphere. D ces
the right hemisphere in that circumstance also possess its own
P-consciousness?(In my scheme, thisP isprovided by the ILN of
the right hemisphere.) M ost of uswith apersonal experience with
split-brain patients (e.g., Sperry 1974; Zaidel 1978; Zaidel et al.
1996) believe that the disconnected right hemisphere also hasits
own P-consciousness. The same conclusion has been recently
suggested by others (Berlucchi et a. 1995; Corballis 1995). | f we
are wrong, and the right hemisphere of asplit-brain patient does
nothave aseparate P in spite of havingadigtinctly different A, then
perhapswe have here areadily replicable exam ple of A-conscious-
ness without P-consciousness.

Consciousness by the lights of logic
and commonsense
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Abstract: | urge return by the lights of logic and comnmonsense to adia-
lectical tabularasa Daccordingtowhich (1) consciousness, in the ordinary
pre-analytic sense of the term, is identified with P-consciousness, and
Q\-consciousnessOis supplanted by suitably configured termsfrom its Block-
ian definition; (2) the supposedly fallaciousSearlean argument for the view
that afunction of P-consciousnessistoalow flexible and creative cognition
isenthymematic and, when charitably specified, quite formidable.



Block® (1995t) paper, according to Warren (1995), Gadds its own
confusion to [the] difficult and disma topic [of consciousness]
(p. 270).0Warren proceedsto claim that the termsat the heart of
the consciousness dialectic are obscure and to prescribe, there-
fore, that the topic should simply no longer be an object of
scientific scrutiny. While Warren® view is easily refuted (if the
view were correct, then given the obscurity of Qroof Cthat reigned
from Euclid toF rege, following Warren@prescription would have
eventuated in aworld without classical mathem aticsl), hisattitude,
| submit, isseductive Bbecause, let@face it, the commentary to
thispoint certainly at least appearsto be adark cacophony, with
consensus, or even near-consensus, nowhere to be sensed, let
alone sen. The antidote to Warren@ despair isto return by the
lights of logic and commonsense to a didectica tabula rasa B
according towhich: (1) consciousness, in the ordinary preanalytic
sense of the term, is identified with P-consciousness, and OA-
consciousnessOissupplanted by suitably configured termsfrom its
Blockian definition; (2) the supposedly fallacious Searlean argu-
ment for the view that afunction of P-consciousnessisto alow
flexible and creative cognition isenthymematicand, when charita-
bly specified, quite formidable. L et@ start with (2).

Consider, first, Georges Rey8 (1995) reductio ad absurdum,
summarized (and affirmed) by Block (p. 235): GDrdinary Iaptop
computersare capable of varioustypesof self-scanning, but .
one would think of their laptop com puteras@:onscmusO(usngthe
term in the ordinary way).OThe target of this reductio is the
identification of consciousness simpliciter with internal scanning
(or Gnonitoring consciousness,Oas Block callsit). But Rey& argu-
ment is of course easily adapted so asto threaten Block@ funda-
mental digtinction between P- and A-consciousness: As Lloyd
(1995) points out, Block@ (para. 3 of sect. 4.2.2) definition of
A-consciousnesst is satisfied (provably, | might add2) by Gy
implemented com puter program O(p. 262), but noone would think
of apascal program written by anine-year-old child and running
on ahumble laptop as GonsciousOin any (nonweird) construal of
the term.

Block isthe last person on the planet equipped to dodge this
argument. It wasnone other than Block (1980) who long ago told
usthat any theory of consciousnessentailing that, say, abunch of
beer cansand string can be consciousisaworthlesstheory. But it
hasbeen known for decadesthat asuitably configured abacuscan
compute al functions acomputer can compute (L ambek 1961),
and beer cans and string can obvioudly be used to instantiate an
abacus. It followsimmediately from thisand L loyd@argument that
an GbacusedObunch of beer cans and string, on Block® view, is
conscious. And, ironically enough, it was Searle (1983) who gave
usthe beer can gedankenexperiment.

In his response to first-round commentaries, Block (1995r)
registers (R3, para. 1) hisobservation that not only L loyd (1995),
but also Graham (1995), N atsoulas (1995), Revonsuo (1995), and
the E ditorial Commentary (1995) hold that A-consciousnessisn®
consciousness a al. Unfortunately, Block then (R3, para 1)
reminds readers that it is a non sequitur to infer from the
proposition that zombies (in the technica sense of GrombieOat
playin these discussions) are not consciousin any sense tothe idea
that A-consciousnessisnot aform of consciousness. As a shield
against the Gunny instantiationOobjection, of course, thisisitself
fallacious reasoning: It commits the Gtraw manOfallacy.

So Block@ attempt to disarm counterarguments that A-
consciousnessisn® consciousnessisat best half-hearted, but what
of his attempt to establish in his response that A js akind of
consciousness?In order toevaluate thisattempt, | think it may be
useful to consider (e.g.) the Gaverage professor.OAbout thiscrea
ture we might say

(3) The average professor owns five sportcoats.

But we shouldn@infer from (3) that there reallyis, out there in the
world, a professor picked out by (3) who owns five sportcoats.
Sentence (3) iselliptical for something like

Continuing Commentary

(3') When you add together, for each professor (and there are n
of them), the number of sportcoats owned, and then divide
by n, the result is 5.

Is there realy, out there in the world, this thing Block calls
A-consciousnesst? | don@® think so. In fact, al his tak of this
vaporousconcept iseasily trandated away in the manner of (3) to
(3). Consider, for example, Block@ assertion (p. 275) about
prosopagnosia

(4) A prosopagnosiac Qacks A-consciousness of the information
about the identity of the person.0

Sentence (4), courtesy of the definition of A-consciousness Block
provides, is elliptica for something like

(4') A prosopagnosiac is aflicted by certain faluresin the
processing of information involved in representing and
reasoning about faces.

WhoneedsA-consciousness? Without it, and with some scientific
toil, (4') promises to lead the way to a complete specification
(perhapseven amathematization) of the inform ation-processing
failuresat the heart of prosopagnosia. In sum, let@use GtonsciousO
to refer to P-consciousness. And let® replace the confusing
A-consciousnessOwith appropriately configured terms from its
Blockian definition. Then we can comfortably say that beer cans
and string, calculators, and library reference systems aren con-
scious Bhut aremarvels of information processing. And, armed
with this commonsensical view, we needn® stop there: Nearly
every confusion Block seeksto disentangle, and every syndrome
he seeksto anayze, can be handled quite nicely on our stream-
lined taxonomy.3

Now to the second part of my logico-commonsense view,
namely, that Searle® argument for the view that a function of
P-consciousnessistopermit flexibility and creativity isfundamen-
taly correct. (D espite the fact that Block tells us both that
consideration of this argument is the denouement of his paper
[p. 239], and that hispaper, overall, is Qrimarily concerned with
reasoning, not with dataO[p. 227], no commentator in the first
round gave [printed] thought tothe details of Searle@argument.)
What is the argument? Block says (p. 240): (Bearle argues: P-
consciousnessismissing; soiscreativity; therefore the former lack
explainsthe latter lack.Ol f thisisSearle@argument, we don® need
Block® attack in the least, for this reasoning is transparently
falacious, ascan be revealed by effortlessparodies. (For example,
my watch ismissing [because | forgot that | left it outside in my
car]; soismy car@battery [because athief stole it]; therefore my
watch@absence explainsthe battery®.) In fact, even the Blockian
(see hisnote 25)4 argument-schem aof which Searle@reasoningis
an ingtance isuntenable:

(5) Person Sloses x from time tto t'.
(6) Slosesthe ability to ¢ from ttot'.

Therefore:
(7) A function of x isto facilitate ¢ing.

N o logic certifies this argument-schema; once again, parodies
abound. For example, suppose Jones coincidentaly loses his
watch over the same period of time he@afflicted by prosopagnosia
Then by the aforementioned reasoning:

(5') Jones loses his watch from M onday to Friday.
(6') Jones loses the ability to recognize faces from M onday to
Friday.

Therefore:
(7) A function of JonesDwatch isto facilitate face recognition.

What Block isignoring, or a least what charity in these matters
dictateshe consider, isaprinciple that unpacksthe conmonsense
ideathat if the advent of apsychological deficiency coincideswith
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anoteworthy diminution of aperson@faculty, then it& agood bet
that the diminution is causally linked with the deficiency. Adding
(adlightly more sophisticated version of ) thisprinciple, aswell asa
premise that is its antecedent, to (5) and (6), turns the schema
from a stunning non sequitur to a formally valid form (in first-
order logic) for (7). The principle and premise, respectively, are:

(P1) If Sloses x over an interval of time during which Slosesthe
ability to ¢, and there is at least a prima faciereason to
think x is centraly employed when people ¢ (in part
because atemptsto replicate $ingin systemslacking x have
failed, and show no appreciable promise of succeeding in
the future), then afunction of x isto at least facilitate $ing.

(8) Sloses x over an interva . .. promise of succeeding.

Victorious instantiations of this schema seem to me to be a
hand. (If x = P-consciousnessOand & = Qwrite belletristic
fiction,Othen it turnsout that | have elsewhere explicitly defended
the relevant ingtantiation.5 This defense capitaizes on [P1]&
parenthetica by including an observation that Al [Artificial In-
telligence] has so far failed to produce creative computer
systems.) Block would disagree.H e would insist that Searle (in the
Penfieldian instantiation Block intimates) gives us no reason to
think that the appropriate ingtantiation of (5) B say, Smith loses
P-consciousnessduringapetit mal sizure that overlapshisdriving
acar Bistrue. Unfortunately, thiscomplaint isuncom pelling, for
at least® two reasons.

First, there is a least some evidence for the proposition that
GormasOlose P-consciousness of, and P-consciousness arising
from, behaviorsthat become routinized (e.g., Cooper & Shepard
(1973) and Pani (1982) appear toshow that when subjectshecome
skilled enough to render imagistic tasks Gutomatic,Othey lose
P-consciousnessof these tasks). Given Block@undeniable mastery
of the literature, | find it peculiar that such work isn® discussed in
his paper. i i

The second reason toregard Block@ objection to Searle@ (5) as
uncompelling is more powerful, certainly more ironic. It isthat
when evaluatingthispremise Block ssem stoforget hisown modus
operandi: introspection. Appealsto introspection are ubiquitous
in Block® paper and in his response, but one such appeal, for
autobiographical reasons, caught my attention above most others:
Block@ report (p. 275) Bdesigned to counter Revonsuo@ (1995)
proposal that dreams constitute cases of P-consciousnesswithout
A-consciousness Bthat Chom sky engagesin rationa dreaming. | f
this congtitutes germane evidence, then what about the ability to
premeditatedly bring on what might be called quasi-petit mal
episodes? Suppose, for example, that Brown decides, before
reading to his children, that while he reads he is going to spend
time reflecting upon some difficult and long-standing problem,
the solution towhich calsfor some creativity. Brown iswilling to
dothe reading, at least significant stretches of it, asan Gutoma
ton,OyvhiIe he directs his consciousness (P-consciousness in
Block@ scheme) toward a problem unsolvable by any familiar
routine or agorithm. Isthere anythingit islike for Brown toread
in such ascenario?Since | often dowhat Brown does, | can inform
Block that the answer is N 0.0l have absolutely no memories
about what | read; | have no subjective awareness of the words,
sntences, themes, characters, no P-consciousness of anything
related to what | have read. And yet | justifiably infer from the
absence of protests from my listeners that | have performed
adequately.

All of us, | venture, have experienced unplanned intervals of
Gutomatism.OTo repeat the familiar example, you@e driving late
at night on the interstate; you®e 27 milesfrom your exit . . . and
the next thing you know, after reverie about aresearch problem
snapstoan end, you are but 27milesfrom your turnoff. N ow, was
there anything it was like to drive those 10 mysterious miles? If
youGe like me, the answer isarather firm Ol oO(and | daresay the
real-life casesare myriad, and not alwaysautomotive). N ow, why is
it that such episodes invariably happen when the ongoing overt
behavior ishighly routinized?H ave you ever had such an episode
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while your overt behavior involved, say, the writing of ashort story,
or the proving of atheorem? These are rhetorical questions only,
of course. But the pointisthat Block isdead wrongthat there isno
reason tothink that there isnothingit&like for an epilepticdriver
toturn through acurve on the interstate (pp. 239940). | conclude,
then, that (5) B appropriately instantiated D is plausible; so the
deductively valid reconstruction from "(5), (6), (8), (PL)#to (7) b
once it too is accordingly instantiated B constitutes aformidable
cas for the view that afunction of P-consciousnessisto facilitate
creative cognition.

If Searle isto emerge entirely unscathed, there isaloose end.
What of Block@ claim (p. 241) that Searle contradicts himself
when he saysboth that the totaly unconsciousepileptic can drive
home and that the car would crash if the epileptic were totaly
unconscious?What Searle should be read assayinghere isthat (1)
as a matter of contingent fact, if the epileptic were totally uncon-
scioushiscar would crash, but (2) it@nonethelessasotrue that itis
possiblefor adriver whoistotaly non-P-consciousto drive home
without crashing. Indeed, | fully expect successful automatic
drivingsystemstobe in place dongside humanshefore long; and |
expect these systemstobe, a heart, nothing fancier than present-
day computation B computation devoid of P-consciousness. For
that matter,the near-future surely alsoholdssimple computationa
systemscapable of reading aloud tomy offspring. These systems,
so exotic now, will soon become asunassuming as TVs, which are
just as bereft of consciousness as beer cans.

NOTES

1. Block® definition: Something is A-conscious if it has (an) A-con-
scious state(s). Such astate must (p. 231) be poised (1) to be used asa
premise in reasoning, (2) for rational control of action, and (3) for rational
control of speech.

2. For example, the database application currently running on my
laptop satisfies Block® (1)EX3) for the following reasons. One, the applica-
tion ishased on first-order logic, soastate of the system isnothingbut aset
of first-order formulas used as premises in deductive reasoning. Two,
action iscontrolled by rational deduction from such sets. Three, GpeechO
is controlled by rational deduction from such setswith help from gram-
mars designed to enable simple conversation. The application QalksOby
producingtext, but it could be outfitted with avoice synthesizer, and at any
rate Block tells us (p. 231) that condition (3) isn® necessary, since
nonlinguistic creatures can be A-consciousin virtue of their states satisfy-
ing (1) and (2). Alongthe same lines, it@probably worth notingthat action
(indicated in condition (2)) can be dlight, since many paralyzed people are
not only A-conscious, but P-conscious as well.

3. For example, D ennett@views, shown tobe at best bizarre by Block
(pp. 237ER9), look that way in the commonsense view. In fact, Block®
devastating critique in paragraphs 12P14, section 5, remainsnearly word-
for-word intact in the commonsense view.

4. | charitably neaten the schemajust abit, in part to eae anaysis
carried out below.

5. Toput abit of thisreasoning barbarically (for lack of space), | have
argued that without P-consciousnessan GuthorOcannot adopt the point of
view of his character(s), and that so adopting is a sine qua non for
producing belletrigtic fiction. (See Bringgord 1992; 1995.)

6. | say Gt leastOhere because there may be areason toreject Block®
objection out of hand: Block® complaint hasnothing whatever to do with
fallaciousness. An argument isfalacious when and only when its conclu-
sion doesn@ follow from itspremises. As, for example, in the fam ousfallacy
of affirming the consequent: p ! gq; g; therefore p. See aso Harmon®
(1995) commentary for sample fallacies.



Two conceptions of access-consciousness
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Abstract: Block® (1995) cognitive conception of consciousnessmight be
introduced in the service of twodifferent projects. In one, the explanatory
gap between science and folklore remains. In the other, areductive claim
is advanced, but the intuitive idea of consciousness is abandoned.

If cognitivism istrue, then consciousness, if real, isreally cogni-
tion. Cognitivists will reject Block® (1995t) claim that there isa
distinct kind of phenomenal-consciousness, and so will reject his
charge that they are guilty of conflating different properties. But
many cognitivistswill allow that the ideaof acce ss-consciousnessis
on the right track. Rather than adding to the ranks of those who
query Block@ defense of phenomenal-consciousness, | want in-
stead to ask some guestions about his handling of the cognitive
conception. Access-consciousness rests on the idea of Qroised
content,Othat is, of semantically evaluable statesthat are poised
for the rationa control of reasoning, speech, and action. My
discussion isorganized around the followingquestion: D oesBlock
intend to introduce the concept of access-consciousness in the
context of phenomenology or of cognitive theory?

Suppose the former. Then Block issayingthat it isan introspec-
tively accessible fact about our mental livesthat we have thoughts.
The thoughtsof which we are conscious(towhich we have access)
enter our reasoning aspremisesand may contribute (GationalyQ
to the control of speech or action. The phenomenology of mind
needsaconcept that capturesour consciousness of thought. The
distinctive marker of the phenomenological conception of access-
consciousnessisthat the subject of the accessrelation isthe person
himself. Access-consciousness, under thisinterpretation, picksout
the set of contentful mental statesin me (my QhoughtsQ towhich
| have personal-level access. Thisisby contrast with the hypothe-
sized multitude of cognitive states to which my subpersonal
agencieshave accessbut towhich | donot. To save the phenom-
ena, it seemsthat we should say that each of ushas akind and
quality of access to our own thoughts that no other person has.
N otice, however, that it is, in Block@ view, equally a phenome-
nological fact that we have immediate accessto inner statesthat
have noncognitive, experientia properties (Geelings). Feelings
are the objectsof P-consciousness. | f the subject of the relation of
access in Block® A-consciousness is the self, then the term Gac-
cessO s ill-chosen, for we equally have access (he thinks) to
something other than thoughts, namely, feelings.

Asthat may be, and persistingfor atime with thisinterpretation,
Block does more than describe the phenomenology. H e offers a
hypothesisabout acomm on feature of the set of cognitive episodes
towhich we have conscious access. They are those statesthat are
(1) poised for use aspremisesin reasoning, (2) poised for rationa
control of action, and (3) poised for rational control of speech
(Block 1995t, p. 231). Block® empirical hypothesis B for this is
surely not Gonceptual analysisOof any rem otely apriori kind Dis
that the thoughtsthat are phenomenologicaly identified asbeing
those of which | am conscious have acommon, functiona prop-
erty: They are al poised for the rationa control of reasoning,
speech, or action. At first blush, thisisanice ideaif one ishoth a
friend of consciousnessand am ateriaist, for it suggestsafunction
for consciousness. The function of consciousnessistoexert active,
executive control, that is, todirect content intothe rationa control
of reasoning, speech, and action. But the ideadoesn® work. The
concept of poised content itself has an obvious utility if one is
trying to understand how the rationa contral of action emerges
out of high-level,inform ation-processing activities. But conscious-
ness is no help here. The problem isto close the explanatory
gap between the intuitive conception of consciousness (A-
consciousness) yielded by the phenomenology and these cognitive
functions. H ow does the fact of being accessible at the persona
level explain the availability of content for the rational control of
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reasoning, speech, and action?U nlessthe conscious, executive slf
is already credited with specid powers, the fact that a bit of
content ispresent to consciousnessdoesn® explain how it acquires
any powersthat it would not otherwise have. It isunhelpful to say
tha consciousness can explain the mind@ ability to organize its
knowledge for the rationa control of reasoning, speech, and
action. The notion of conscious agency has no independent ex-
planatory power.One hopesinstead that the ideaof poised content
will help to explain the troubled phenomenon of consciousness.

Block saysthat histhree conditions are together sufficient for
access-consciousness. The sufficiency claim meansthat al poised
content isconscious. U nder the phenomenological interpretation
of Block@ project, the claim isthat there isauniform correlation,
presumably nom ological, between two QogicallyOdistinct proper-
ties: the property of being, intuitively speaking, a conscious
thought, and the property of being a state with poised content.
Thisisworth thinking about, provided we don® succumb to the
ideathat by citing the former property (consciousness) we have
the beginnings of alawful explanation of the latter (poised con-
tent). But the sufficiency claim, the claim that al poised content is
conscious, supports a very different interpretation of Block&
project: the second aternative | mentioned a the beginning.
Under this interpretation, there are not two distinct properties
here, just one. Suppose (not very plausibly) that Block is not
especialy concerned to save the phenomena He doesnot begin
by accepting as given the phenomenology of consciousness and
demanding tha cognitive science preserve what we pre-
theoretically know about the conscious aspects of mind. He is
instead advancing what will turn out tobe areductive hypothesis,
one that saves what can be saved in the folk conception of
consciousness and discards the rest. Suppose a complex behav-
ioural control system containssome contentful statesthat have the
following functiona property: They are poised for the rational
control of reasoning, speech, and action. The keyideain thisline of
thought isthat just to be a state with poised content isto be a
conscious state. Instead of a nomological connection between
(conceptually) distinct properties, Block would be making a con-
stitutive claim: The property athought has of being consciousis
identical with the property of having poised content. We are not
tryingto save the phenomenaat al costs, sowe are not committed
to atributing to consciousness any properties that our cognitive
theory does not recognise. Any behavioura control system of
sufficient complexity to support the functions played by poised
content would be consciousin the cognitive sense.

One of the tell-tale marks of this interpretation of access-
consciousnessisthat the accessrelation isnot arelation between
the self and itsthoughts. Stich@idea of Gnferential promiscuity®
(Stich 1978), borrowed by Block, hintsthat the term sof the access
relation are the different thoughtsthat join together in inferentia
ligisons: They have access to each other. Perhaps a preferable
readingisthat the processorscontrolling reasoning have comm on
access to al those contents, as have the processors controlling
speech and action.

The reductionist view alarms the friends of phenomenology,
however, because it replacesthe first-persona character of con-
sciousnesswith impersonal, computationd relationsthat are real-
ised in information-processingsystems. Perhapsthiswill not alarm
Block, becauss he dso has his concept of phenomena-
consciousness, which is supposed to capture the subjective fea
tures of experience. Perhapsthere is dothing it is like to beOa
conscious thinker. But if that is so, to describe a (sufficiently
complex) cognitive system as Gaccess-consciousOadds nothing to
the leaner information-processing description of a system as
containing Qroised content.0
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Availability: The cognitive basis
of experience

David J. Chalmers

Department of Philosophy, University of California, Santa Cruz, CA 95064.
chalmers ! paradox.ucsc.edu

Abstract: Although A-consciousness and P-consciousness are concep-
tually distinct, arefined notion of A-consciousnessmakesit plausible that
the two are empiricaly inseparable. | suggest that the notion of direct
availability for global control can play a centra role here, and draw out
some consequences.

Block® (1995) distinction between access consciousnessand phe-
nomenal consciousness (or experience) is very useful. There is
clearly aconceptual digtinction here, asillustrated by the fact that:
(1) one can imagine accesswithout experience and vice versa; (2)
access can be observed draightforwardly, whereas experience
cannot; and, most important, (3) access consciousness seems
clearly amenable to cognitive explanation, whereas phenomenad
consciousness is quite perplexing in this regard. But the tight
empirical link between the two phenomena deserves attention.

Bringing access and experience closer together. Block him self
notesthat P-consciousness and A-consciousness often occur to-
gether. This is no accident, as one can se by noting that a
P-consciousexperience isusualyreportable, and that reportability
impliesaccessibility of the correspondinginformation. Block does
notthinktheyawaysoccur together, but | thinkthat with appropri-
ate modificationsthey might. One of the most interesting projects
in thisareaisthat of modifyingthe concept of A-consciousnessin
such away asto make it plausible that A-consciousness (in the
modified sense) and P-consciousness are perfect correlates.

Agood startisthe m odified notion of direct availability for global
control.Thatis,acontentisA-consciousin the modified sense when
itisdirectly available for use in directingawide range of behaviors,
especialy deliberate behaviors.| am not sure how different thisis
from Block® definition: it plays down the role of rationality and
reasoning (after al, impairments of rationality probably do not
diminish phenomenal consciousness), it relegatesverbal report to
the status of aheurigtic (as Block himself suggests), and there is
another important difference that | will come to shortly. The
restriction todirect availability workstoeliminate contentsthat can
be retrieved with some work but that are not conscious.

Tosee how well thismodified notion of A-consciousnesscorre-
lateswith P-consciousness, we need to see how it handles Block®
examplesin which one sort of consciousness occurs without the
other. Block@ examples of A-consciousness without P-conscious-
ness are all mere conceptual possibilities (zombies and super-
blindsight, for example), so they are not relevant here, but to
illustrate P-consciousness with A-consciousness he gives some
real-world examples. One isSperling® (1960) example in which all
nine letters in a square array are experienced, but only three
can be reported a a time. In this case, only three letter-
representations are accessed, but it isneverthelessplausible that
each of the nine was available until the process of access de-
stroyed their availability. Thisworksbecause the modified notion
of A-consciousnessisdispositiona Bnot access, but accessibilityis
required. And itisplausible that al nine letter-representationsare
A-conscious in the modified sense. So even in this case, P-
consciousness and modified A-consciousness occur together.

The case of the drillingnoise in the background can be handled
similarly. H ere it seemsreasonable to say that the inform ation was
directly available al along; it simply wasn® accessed. The case of
experience under anesthesia(if it isactual) istrickier, but we might
handle it by sayingthat in these casesthe corresponding contents
are availablefor globa control; it isjust that the control mecha
nisms themselves are mostly shut down. We might say that the
inform ation m akesit toalocation where it could have been used to
direct behavior, had the motor cortex and other processes been
functioning normally.
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Other casescould be considered and further refinementscould
be made. A fuller account might flesh out the kind of availability
required (perhapsakind of high-bandwidth availability isrequired
for experience, or a least for experience of any intensty) and
might specify the relevant kind of control role more fully. Counter-
examplesare not threatening but helpful; they alow usto refine
the definition further. The detailscan be left aside here; the point
isthat thisproject will lead toafunctionally characterized property
that might correlate perfectly with P-consciousness, at least in the
cases with which we are familiar.

This property Bsomething in the vicinity of direct availability
for global control Bcould then be thought of asthe information-
processing correlate of P-consciousness, or asthe cognitive basis
of experience. There are some interesting consequences for the
issues that Block discusses.

Empirical work on consciousness. Block notes that re-
searchers on consciousness often start with an invocation of
phenomena consciousnessbut end up offering an explanation of
A-consciousnessand leaving P-consciousnesstothe side. The tight
link between the two suggests that a somewhat more charitable
interpretation ispossible. | f experience correlateswith availability
for global control, much of thiswork can be interpreted asseeking
to explain A-consciousness, but trying to find a basis for P-
consciousness. For example, Crick and Koch® (1990) oscillations
are put forward because of apotentia role in bindingand working
memory;thatis,in integratingcontentsand makingthem available
for control (working memory isitself an availability system, after
all). If both the empirica hypothesis (oscillations subserve avail-
ability) and the bridging principle (availability goes along with
experience) are correct, then the oscillationsare aneural correlate
of experience, which isjust what Crick and Koch claim.

The same holdselsewhere. Shallice® Gelector inputsOfor CGac-
tion system sO(1972) and his Gupervisory system O(1988a; 1988b)
are clearlysupposed toplay acentral role in availability and control;
if the empirical hypothesis is correct, they could reasonably be
regarded aspart of the basisfor consciousexperience. Similarly,the
Qlobal workspace Oof Baars (1988), the high-quality representa-
tionsOof F arah (1994), the Qem porally-extended neural activityQof
Libet (1993), and many other proposas can be al be sen as
offering mechanisns in the process whereby some contents are
made available for global control. The common elementisstriking.
Of course, it isan empirical question which of these proposalsis
correct (although more than one might be, if they offer accountsof
different parts of the process or descriptions at different levels).
But insofar as these mechanisms play a role in the availabil-
ity/control process, they are candidatesto be neural or cognitive
correlates of experience, which isoften what the authors suggest
(correlation isal that Farah and Libet claim; Shallice and Baars
oscillate between GtorrespondenceOand explanation).

The picture isthis: (1) we know that availability goesalong with
experience; (2) we discover empirically that some mechanism
plays the centra role in the availability process. We may then
conclude that the mechanism is part of the explanation of A-
consciousnessand part of the basisof P-consciousness. Of course,
the story about the mechanism aone does not explain P-con-
sciousness, as we still have not explained why availability aways
goesalongwith experience; we have simply taken for granted that
it does. But if we are prepared totake the link between availability
and experience asakind of background assumption (perhapsfor
later explanation), thiscan provide auseful partial explanation of
the contents of experience.

A phenomenal consciousness module?  Interestingly, this
analysisallowsustomake some sense of the ideaof aphenomenal
consciousnessmodule. /fit turnsout that there isasingle system
responsible for mediating the availability of certain contents for
globa control Bsomething like Baarss globa workspace or Shal-
lice® supervisory sysem B then it might be plausible that the
contents of that system correspond precisely to the contents of
experience, and maybe we could cal it aP-consciousnessmodule.
| donot think it isprobable that there issuch amodule Bmore



likely there are many different mechanisms by which contents
become available for acontrol role Bbut at least the ideamakes
sense. But the only way there could be a (P-consciousnessO
module would be for it to be an availability/control module. If a
module were dissociable from the relevant role in availability and
control,the considerationsabove suggest that it would be dissocia-
ble from P-consciousness too.

Inparticular,there issomethingvery strange about the ideaof an
Gpiphenomena OP-consciousness module (Block® Fig. 3). The
main motivation for epiphenomenalism issurely that experience
semssuperfluoustoany information-processing; but Block8idea
suggests an implausible epiphenomendism  within the
information-processing story. Indeed, if the module hasno effect
on other processes, then we could lesion it with noexternal change
(same reports,even),and noempirical evidence could support the
hypothesis. PerhapsBlock meanstoalow that the module hasthe
very limited function of causing phenomena reports, so that
lesioning it eliminates remarks such as O am having a blue
sensation.OBut now either (1) remarks such as (fhere is ablue
object,Oconfident blue-directed behavior, and so on are all elimi-
nated too Bin which case the module had an important function
after all Bor (2)theyare preserved (akind of ultra-superblindsight),
implying an extraordinary independence between the pathways
responsible for phenomenal report and those responsible for visua
descriptionsand normal visual processing. Given the remarkable
coherence between visua descriptionsand reportsof visual experi-
ence, one presumesthat they are tied more closely than this.

The function of consciousness? The link between P-
consciousness and (modified) A-consciousness makesthe search
for afunction for P-consciousnesseven more hopeless. Given the
correlation, any purported function for P-consciousness can be
attributed to A-consciousness instead.

Onlythose whoimplausiblyidentify the concept of P-conscious-
nesswith that of (modified) A-consciousnesshave away out. | f one
accepts the conceptual distinction, one will accept the conceiv-
ability of zombie functional isom orphs(m ade of silicon, say). Tobe
consistent, one must then accept the conceivability of zombie
physicalisomorphs, asthere isnomore of aconceptual entailment
from neura stuff to consciousnessthan there isfrom silicon stuff.
From here, it is easy to see that P-consciousness gives me no
functiona advantage. After al, | am different from my zombie
twin onlyin that | have P-consciousnessand he doesnot, but we
are functionally identical.

Block suggeststhat P-consciousness might Qyrease the wheelsO
of A-consciousness, but this cannot work. P-consciousness is
redundant to the explanation of the physical mechanisms of
A-consciousness, asthe conceivability of the zombie shows: same
physica mechanisms, same explanation of A-consciousness, no
P-consciousness. The remaining option is to QdentifyO P-
consciousnesswith modified A-consciousness(empiricaly but not
conceptually), solving the problem by fiat. | think this sort of
identification without explanation misunderstands the way that
scientificidentification works(see Chalmers1996), but in any case
it il leavesthe concept of P-consciousness with no explanatory
role in cognitive functioning. The independent concept of A-
consciousness does all the work. | think it best to accept instead
that phenomenad consciousness is distinct from any physical or
functional property, and that it doesnot need tohave afunction to
be central to our menta lives.

P-Consciousness presentation/
A-Consciousness representation

Denise Gamble

Department of Philosophy, The University of Adelaide, Adelaide 5005, South
Australia. dgamble ! arts.adelaide.edu.au

Abstract: P-Consciousness(P) istobe understood in termsof an immedi-
ate fluctuating continuum that isapresentation of raw experiential matter
against which A-consciousness (A) actsto objectify, impose form or make
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determinate QhinkableOcontents. A representationalises P but P isnot
itself representational, at least in terms of some concepts of Gepresenta
tion.OBlock@argumentsfall short of establishingthat P isrepresentational
and, given the sort of cognitive science assumptionshe isworking with, he
isunable to account for the aspect of phenomenal content that he thinks
goesbeyond GepresentationalOcontent. BBSdiscussion revealsthe need
for greater analysis and justification for arepresentationdist thess of P.

An important question arising from discussion is whether phe-
nomenal consciousness (P) is, itself, wholly or partly, represen-
tational. Block (1995r, p. 273) rejects the view, proposed by
Armstrong (1995, pp. 247ff) and others, that P isentirely repre-
sntationa, that is, merely a matter of the degree of detail,
specificity, and inform ational richnessof representational content.
Block agrees, however, that P isrepresentationa (see, pp. 278,
280). Itisjust that Gwhenomenal contentOtranscendsOepresent&
tional content.OBlock is careful to point out that by Qepresenta
tionalOhe doesnot mean eroposmonal .Olfhe had, he would have
used the term GntentionaO(answering Tye; pp. 268069, p. 278). It
is not clear what Block thinks the phenomena content that
transcends representational content actualy is.

An argument for P representationdlity is given (Block 1995r,
p. 278). Explaining phenomenologically either (1) the difference
between perceiving athing from different orientations (e.g., with
left versusright ear) or aslocated differentlyin space, or (2) Geeing-
thatCthe squaresbut not the circlesare packable, must appeal tothe
Qepresentationa featuresOof phenomenal consciousness itself.
The argument is inconclusive. One could exploit Block® view
(p.274) that access-consciousness(A) isQrarasiticon,Oor can come
and go againgt abackground of, P. In seeing that the squares are
packable an A state occursagainst aP background. ThisA state isa
second-order, intentiona Brepresentational state. The occurrence
of the second-order state presupposes somefirgt-order state. This
first-order state does not itself have to be Qepresentationa.0

Block speaks of Gseelng throughO(p 279) our P (perceptud)
satestothe world. CSeelngthrougholsnot an image of represent-
ing. If the foregoing A GtoryOwere right, there must be something
transpiringinternally in virtue of which we can Gee throughQOand
something transpiring to which we bring A awarenessin Geeing-
that.Olt is likely that these somethings transpiring (or ways of
being self-modified) are one and the same, but one needs a
substantial argument to establish that they them selvesare repre-
sentationa somethings. In virtue of what would an internd activa
tion or disturbance of sensory substratum instantiating phenome-
na awareness constitute a representation?

Cognitive science musttreat P asrepresentational if it hopesto
say anything about it. Representation in cognitive science usually
means concrete particulars having representationality in func-
tional, hence relational, properties. Representations are arbitrary
mediating vehicles of content and bring with them awhole set of
machinery for moving them around (manipulable in virtue of
forma properties). Concrete particulars with shared formab
relational properties count astokens of the same type. You and |
can both have the same representations, but we can® have the
same qualia. We can® share awarenessesbecause awarenessesare
subject-specific, immediate material instantiations of GontentO
(in C.1.Lewis8[1929] original notion of Qquales,Ocited by L ycan
[1995, pp. 262D63]: i.e., Qhe introspectible monadic qualitative
property of what seemsto be aphenomenal individuaQ. Repre-
sentations work by standing for what they are not. Awarenesses
work, insofar asthey dowork, by beingwhat they intrinsically are.

Block grants(p. 278) that P isQelativelyOintrinsic compared to
A, which is GelativelyOrelational. But he continuesto treat P as
significantly Qepresentational.OH isimage of A interfacing with
the more fundamenta P isof one parquet floor over another floor
(p- 274). The suggestion isof one level and/or type of representa
tion meeting another. In the instance of seeing-that, concerning
the packability of squares, Block holds that P-contents do not
represent extrinsically (R9) but are them selvesQntrinsically pack-
able,Ghence Qepresent per se.OBut what exactly doesthisam ount
to?A sand dune can intrinsically change itsshape Bdoesthat mean
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it represents-per-se changeability? The squares, because of their
spatia properties, only actualy represent packability via some
propositionalizing act of A.

An ontology of representationsisapowerful tool for explaining
some types of content. But not every interna stimulation or
activation in mentality need be arepresentation. | sthere noother
conceptua framework for understanding phenomenology? Arm -
chair metaphorsand analogiesgo some way tosatisfyingintrospec-
tive intuition but fal far short of empirica or conceptual rigour.
H owever, | will indulge in one briefly (L evine [1995, p. 261] spoke
of P asakind of presentingtothe self, and that ishasicaly the ideal
would like to see explored). Consciousnessislike apond enclosed
by the inner skin or membrane of the person. Thingscan be in the
pond (QresentingQ without actualyimpingingon the membrane.
An interplay of interna and externd factors determines what
impinges on the membrane, and where and when. Being at the
surface, membrane permits QrresentingsOto become represen-
tated by and tothe system asawhole. Being at the surface alows
representation but doesnot necessitaterepresentation. How phe-
nomenal content in itsintrinsicnature getstoinstantiate or effect
information flow and where it does (I agree with Levine, p. 261),
remans amystery because we are nowhere near understanding
what consciousness in its phenomena intrinsic nature is. The
point of representation isto objectify, make determinate, focus,
extract for use, and integrate latent information. Apart from
representationalization, latent GontentOof P manifestsin afour-
dimensional fluctuating continuum of activations in content-
snsditive vicinities of the pond of consciousness Bexperienced by
subjectsasthe substratum of experiential sensitivity or awareness.

Block wonders(p. 281) whether he isup against anew version of
the old debate about functionalism and qualia. The representa
tionalists claim to have a position stronger than functionalism.
That is, two tokens of the one P-state type can differ not just in
functional role but in virtue of representationa content. What
such theorists will say isthe vehicle of representationa content,
that is, the GoccupierOof the functional role? And how does this
vehicle have itsrepresentationa content, since the latter is now
digtinguished from the functional role? It isin the very nature of
the concept GepresentationOthat the answer must be arelational,
mediationa one. Insofar asit is, it failsto satisfy the intuitionsthat
phenomena consciousness is fundamentally nonrelationa and
immediate: momentspresentingin afluctuating continuum, not a
series of inert objects for manipulation.

I sthe objection torepresentationality really only of determinate
conceptua or propositional representation? Bachmann (1995,
p. 251) suggeststhat basic sensational, intuitively ionrepresenta
tional,0 states are redly low-level embryonic representational
states that represent, for example, the bare categorid fact of
s«nsing something as CbxistingO or perhapsthe fact that events
are occurring in parts of one® body (wha Block suggests is
One-ishO representation; pp. 275, 281). Are activations/
disturbances/presentationsthat reach the surface, then, represen-
tations just because of this latent, vague existential or GelfyO
informing import? But of what kind? Representationsto whom ?
H ow are any kinds of representation instantiations of subjective
awarenesses? There isan ambiguity in the Bachmann view. From
our theoretical perspective someone® activations represent some
state of their body, whereasthat person simply by means of those
activations/presentations feels some state of their body.

The problem might just be lack of clarity in the claim that P is
Gepresentational,Oin which case that point ought tobe cleared up
before debate istaken much further.M aybe some representation-
ist construa of consciousnessisright, but the thesisisdoomed to
failure in acognitive science dominated by classical computation.
That paradigm, havinglongdissociated consciousnessfrom opera-
tions over object-like representations, ssemsnow to be trying to
put them back together again. H owever it may not matter what
implementation of representationsyou propose. An unbridgeable
gap exists between specification of representation in terms of
intersubjective, external, and determinate relationsand an under-
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standing of the intrinsic, often indeterminate nature of subjective
awareness. Thislatter isthe essence of phenomenal consciousness.

Consciousness and mental representation

Daniel Gilman

Department of Humanities, College of Medicine, Penn State University,
Hershey, PA 17033. djg3! psuvm.psu.edu

Abstract: Block (1995t) hasargued for anoncognitive and nonrepresenta-
tiona notion of phenomenal consciousness, but hisputative examples of
thisphenomenon are conspicuousin their representationa and functional
propertieswhile they donot clearly possessother phenomenal properties.

Block (1995t) hasargued for anonrepresentatlonal nonfunctional
notion of phenomena consciousness, or (P-consciousness.O A
mental state might be both P-conscious and A-conscious (repre-
sntational, among other things). But it can neither be phenome-
na in virtue of having aparticular sort of content, nor in virtue of
playing a certain functional role in perceptual or other cognitive
processing. Several commentators B notably Armstrong (1995),
Lycan (1995), H arm an (1995), and Tye (1995) Bhave taken issue
with this position. Rightly so, for it is a mistake to conceive of
phenomena consciousness as being intrinsically nonrepresenta
tional. It isamistake because Block is right that Qhe paradigm
P-conscious states are sensationsO(p. 232) and because we ought
not to divorce study of sensation and perception from consider-
ation of their centra function, that is, todetect, discriminate, and
represent sensible featuresof the environment (includingfeatures
of the organism itself).

Block dependson our recognizing severa sensory examples as
manifestly non- or suprarepresentational; namely, the experience
of orgasm and the sensation of intermodal differencesin percep-
tion. (Presumably, we are to read QrgasmOas Onale orgasmO
throughout.)

First, Block claimsit obvioustha Qhe phenomenal content of
orgasm Ois not representational at all; then, in response to Tye®
objection that we delineate the content of orgasm just as we
delineate the contents of other bodily sensations (a location, an
intensity, a quality, etc.). Block alows that the experience has a
limited representationa content but one that does not begin to
explain its phenomena content. What is missing? Block raises
severa possibilities. Sensations might vary phenomenally while
their representational contentsdonot. Isthat clear? Phenomend
contents may vary in amore fine-grained way than natura lan-
guage labels for those contents, but is such variation obviously
nonrepresentationa and nonfunctiona? Block admitsthat not al
representationsare expressible in English. Tye hassuggested that
the representationa content of orgasm is complex and dynamic.
M any subtly variable physiological phenomenaattend orgasm. | f
space and decorum donot permit amore comprehensive articula-
tion of aparticular male orgasm, sensory contentsmight nonethe-
lessdifferentiate particular orgasm sjust asother sensationsdiffer-
entiate particular painsin the foot. We have com plex capacitiesfor
recognizing and discriminating states of the body, anong other
things. These are capacities subserved by representations; this
claim isnot confounded by the fact that dynamic variation within
phenomenaneedstobe represented, nor by the fact that variation
acrossphenomenaneedstobe represented. N otice, too, that there
isno in principle problem with representationa or functiona
accounts of the evauative part of an experience. M agnitudesand
varieties of pleasantnessmight be, for example, input asvariables
in some sort of dispositiona calculus.

Block anticipatesthe response that contentsmight be specified
in terms of recognitional capacities but says Qhat runs into the
problem that recognitiona capacitiescan work without P-content,
asin blindsight.O(p. 281) The theory that phenomenal differences
are representationa doesnot say that all representational differ-
ences are phenomenal. Of course, if our full discriminative and
recognitional capacities, and all the functionsthey subserve, are



realized without phenomena experience, then the theory isin
trouble. But why suspect that?Such aconclusion would not strictly
follow even from Block@fantasy case of Guper blindsightOand, as
Farah (1995) pointsout, there isnosuch thing assuper blindsight
(see also Gazzaniga et al. 1994).

Block also considershoth an auditory and avisua experience of
something overhead. Thisis supposed to be informationally im-
poverished perception: OGn imagining a case where one has an
impression only of where the thing is without an impression of
other featuresO(p. 14). We are to conclude, from our im agining,
Qhat there is a modal difference that isn® at al a matter of
representation, but rather is a matter of how those modes of
representation feelO (p. 14). So al we get is (1) something
overhead, heard; and (2) something overhead, seen.

Tye suggests that the gedankenexperiment fails because there
will be extravisual or auditory information (size in the visud case,
loudnessin the auditory case) that differentiate (1) from (2). Block
surrendersin the auditory case but not in the visual case, where, he
says, we cannot track size with periphera vision.

| think Block mistakesimpoverished scale coding for no scale
coding. But suppose he is right about size. There are further
representational differences. Some object fliesacrossthe periph-
ery of my visual field too fast for mechanismsof attention todirect
eye movementsfor fovea scanning. Sol cannot see what it is, be it
bird, plane, or superman. As periphera vision is rod-rich and
cone-poor, | fail to discern the color of the stimulus. But even
peripheraly | see dark or light against a field. This picks out a
feature of the distal simulusand it carriesinformation about the
mode and media of transmission of information. These, collec-
tively, represent featuresof the environment. Tryingto Qeplicate O
Block® gedankenexperiment, | fail to achieve his reported Ge-
sults.OBut hisexample ismore puzzling still. Presumably, Block
picked the subject of orgasm because of his conviction that the
phenomenon is, well, phenomenal. H e takes pains to point out
that Qhere can be no doubt that orgasm is @henomenologically
impressive.00(p. 273) Presum ably thiswassupposed toencourage
an intuition that there issomuch tothe experience of orgasm that
one couldn® possibly exhaust Gall thatOwith arepresentational or
functiona account. But wha@curiousabout the modal trackingis
that it ssemssosimple;itisjust away of taggingthe active sensory
system, and surely there isnoproblem imagininghow arepresen-
tational system might simply tag, as opposed to describe, some-
thing. What could be more representationally primitive?

On the relation between phenomenal and
representational properties

Guven Guzeldere2 and Murat AydedeP

aDuke University, Department of Philosophy, Durham, NC 27708 and ®The
University of Chicago, Department of Philosophy, Chicago, IL 60637.
aguven! aas.duke.edu; www.duke.edu/philosophy/faculty/
guzeldere.html; Pmaydede! midway.uchicago.edu; tuna.
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Abstract: We argue that Block8 charge of falacy remainsungrounded so
long asthe existence of P-consciousness, as Block construesit, isindepen-
dently established. This, in turn, dependson establishing the existence of
(ohenomenal propertiesOthat are essentially not representational, cogni-
tive, or functiona. We argue that Block leaves this fundamenta thesis
unsubstantiated. We conclude by suggesting that phenomenal conscious-
nesscan be accounted for in termsof ahybrid set of representationa and
functional properties.

Block (1995t) thinksthere isawidespread confusion in the recent
philosophy and neuropsychology literature regardingthe function
of consciousness. This confusion manifestsitself in Gapersistent
falacy involving a conflation of two very different concepts of
consciousnessO(p. 228): Phenomenal-consciousness and Access-
consciousness.

According to Block, the (target) reasoning commitsthe falacy

Continuing Commentary

of equivocation in concludingthat consciousnesshasthe function
of initiating voluntary action based on the phenomenon of blind-
sight. The blindsight patients, under forced-choice conditions,
succeed in making simple visua judgmentsin their blind fields
accurately, al the while insisting that they are only guessing to
please the experimenter, hence they never initiate relevant actions
themselves.

On the basisof these facts, the two partiesreach two different
conclusions. The target reasoning concludesthat lindsighted pa-
tientsnever initiate activity toward the blindfield becausethey lack
subjective awareness[phenomenal consciousness] of thingsin that
fieldO(p. 242). In contrast, Block® conclusion isthat it is Access-
consciousnessthat ismissngin blindsight patients (end, as such, re-
sponsble for the lack of voluntary action). Phenomena-consciousness
mayormaynotbe missing(butthatisirrelevant),and the falacylies
in Gdiding from an obvious function of A-consciousness to a
nonobvious function of P-consciousnessO(p. 232). i

The fallacy claim. Clearly, the validity of Block@ charge of
falacy dependscritically on the validity of hisdistinction. U nlessit
is established independently that Block® distinction between
A-consciousness and P-consciousness must be accepted by al,
includingproponentsof the target reasoning, all Block&argument
shows is that there is a disagreement between the notions of
phenomena consciousness he and proponents of the target rea
soning use. And from amere disagreement, a charge of fallacy
does not follow.

Block discussesthe work of Schacter (1989) asrepresentative of
the target reasoning. The notion of phenomena consciousness
that Schacter uses, however, happenstobe much closer to Block®
A-consciousness, not hisP-consciousness. Schacter usesthe term
(Qohenomenal consciousnessOto mean Gain ongoing awareness of
specific menta activity.O Schacter® fundamenta distinction is
presented in terms of OmplicitO versus @xplicitO knowledge,
where the former isCknowledge that isexpressed in performance
without subject@phenomenal awarenessthat they possessit,Oand
the latter, which occurs as a result of access to consciousness,
Gefers to expressed knowledge that subjects are phenomenally
aware that they possessO(Schacter 1989, p. 356, emphasisadded).

H owever sketchy it may be, it isworth noting that Schacter@
notion of phenomenal consciousnessOinvolvesthe sort of cogni-
tive elementsthat belongto B[ocké A-consciousness, most nota
bly, verba expressibility. Block@notion of P-consciousness, on the
other hand, hasnocounterpartin Schacter@framework. But then,
Block® argument that P-consciousness does not play any role in
voluntary behavior runsorthogonal to the target reasoning, since
the target reasoning makes no claim vis-&vis Block$ sense of
P-consciousness. i

Put differently, Block@ fallacy charge has some validity only
when coupled with the assumption that hisdistinction is aready
established, and that hisP-consciousnessisthe same asthe target
reasoning® phenomenal consciousness. Pointing out Schacter®
work wasone way of demonstratingthat the target reasoningdoes
not necessarily share thisconceptua starting point with Block. In
any case, our argument standsindependent of thisdemonstration.
Until it is established that it is Block& P-consciousness that
providesthe right starting place, Block and the target reasoning
could only begthe question against one another on what they take
(Qohenomenal consciousnessOto be, and any charge of falacy
remains ungrounded.

Phenomenal versus representational properties. D oes Block
establish the vaidity of his digtinction between A- and P-
consciousness?We think not. Block triestoprovide support for his
distinction by presentinganumber of casesthat are purported to
demonstrate how P-consciousness can exist in the absence of
A-consciousness, and conversely. But he takesfor granted amore
fundamenta distinction on which the plausibility of his cases
rest. This is the digtinction between phenomena properties
(P-propertiesor P-content) and representationa/functional prop-
erties(R/F -propertiesor content). In the rest of thiscommentary,
we will show that Block&distinction between P- and A-conscious-
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nessisnot established because the digtinction between P-proper-
tiesand R/F -properties is left unsubstantiated.

Block@ starting point isto take P-conscious propertiesdistinct
from any cognitive, intentional, or functional propertyO(p. 230).
For Block, (P-consciousness, as such, is not consciousness ofO
(p. 232). By this, Block meansthat P-conscious properties are in
essencenot representational. They intrinsically congtitute a kind,
or type in them selves. E choingKripkean intuitions, Block asserts,
for example, that, Qhe feel of pain is aP-conscioustype Devery
pain must have that feelO(p. 232).

But these claims are far from congtituting a neutra starting
point. They are rather substantialy controversia philosophical
theses that need to be established at the end of argument, not
taken for granted at the beginning. We thus fail to see how a
proponent of the target reasoningwhothinksthat P-propertiesare
exhausted by R/F -properties could be expected to accept Block®
fallacy charge.

I'n other words, the issue ultim ately comesdown towhether the
phenomena character of menta states can or cannot be ac-
counted for in representational and causa/functiona terms.
N eedlesstosay, there are many accountsthat purport toshow that
it can (e.g., D ennett 1991; D retske 1995; Tye 1995). Block thinks
otherwise, especialy vis-avis the distinction between phenome-
nal and representational properties(or content). (H ere, we should
state that by Gepresentational contentOwe intend to cover both
conceptualized and nonconceptualized content. We will use QGn-
tentionalO to indicate conceptuaized content. Thus, an R-
property may be intentiona or not. Roughly speaking, such a
property, if intentional, ispossessed by thought-like mental states;
otherwise, it is aproperty of sensory states and the like.)?

N ow, what precisely is Block8 position on the relationship
between R- and P-properties? He thinks that P-properties
are esentidly nonrepresentational (and  noncognitive/
nonfunctional), but nonetheless, P-conscious contents can be
representationalO(p. 232). In other words, (P-conscious contents
often have an intentional aspect, and aso that P-conscious con-
tentsoften represent in aprimitive, nonintentiona wayQ(p. 245, n.
4). H owever, (P-conscious content cannot be reduced to inten-
tional content.OThat is, Block maintains (p. 234) Ghenomenal
content need not be representationa at all (my favorite example is
the phenomenal content of orgasm).0

By this, we take Block to mean that certain phenomena
properties, even though they are in essence phenomenal, can
contingently be representational as well. To clarify, consider the
set, P, of al P-propertiesthat can be associated with a conscious
menta state. Consider, aso, the st R of al representational
properties. N ow, some (e.g., D retske 1995 and Tye 1995) think
that P isjust asubset of R Bthat is, any P-property is aso an
R-property (but the converse does not have to hold). Perhaps
some othersthink that P and R are mutually exclusive (cf. Katz
1995). In contrast, Block seemstothink that certain P-properties
may alsobe R-properties, but there are (can be) also certain other
elements of P that are not elements of R. That is, what Block
semstohave in mind here are Qurely phenomenaOproperties
that are not representational (not cognitive/functiona) at al. Call
these properties P*-properties, and their set P*. It isthis set we
are interested in.2

Block seemscommitted tothe existence of such aset.In hisreply
toLycan and H arman, he actually takesit asobviouscommonsense
that such a set existss QAs reflection on the example of the
phenomena content of orgasm should make clear, the ideathat
there ismore tophenomenal experience than itsrepresentationa
contentisjust common sense from which it should take argumentto
didodge usO(p. 279). But not everyone thinksso. D retske and Tye
would presumably think of P* asthe em pty set, for example. Soour
point,once again,isthat solongasBlock@fallacy charge fundamen-
tally relies, asit does, on an unsubstantiated thesison the relation
between P- and R-properties, it remainsungrounded.3

A further problem: What is access to P-properties? There
would remain a further problem, even if Block could convince
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everyone that there wasindeed anonempty set, P*, of nonrepre-
sentationa phenomenal properties. Thisproblem, asanumber of
commentators also point out (Church 1995; Kobes 1995; L evine
1995; and Rey 1995) concernsspecifying the nature of GaccessOto
such Gourely phenomenaOproperties. Block talks about accessto
P-content/P-properties. But it isnot clear if the notion of GaccessO
used here is, or can be, the same as his technical notion that is
definitive of Access-consciousness.

Access, asdefined by Block in the technical sense, isessentialy
access to only R-propertiess O\ state is access-conscious (A-
conscious) if, in virtue of one@havingthe state, arepresentation of
itscontent is(1) inferentially promiscuous. . ., that is, poised for
use as a premise in reasoningO(p. 231). The notion of access
involved in A-consciousnessisthus meant to be introduced as a
technically restricted notion: The content of acertain state may be
accessed in this sense insofar asthe content isrepresentational.

But what about access to nonrepresentationa P-content or
P-properties?It cannot be accessin the technical sense. It doesnot
suffice for Block to say that someP-propertiesare alsorepresenta
tiona, for here we are interested in the nonrepresentational
P-propertiesthat belongtothe set P*. Perhaps, then, we can resort
toaccesstononrepresentationa propertiesin some undefined yet
intuitive sense. But what exactly is the nature of such access?

So far aswe can e, thisissue remainsunexplicated in Block@
account. Given that accessin the technical sense isruled out, the
idea of GaccessOto P-consciousness remains mysterious. This
sems to be the underlying worry Rey (1995), Shepard (1995),
H arman (1995), and Lycan (1995) expressin their commentaries,
and it explains, for instance, why Rey thinksthat if the essence of a
P-property isneither representationa nor functional, we cannot,
even in our own case, come to know whether we have P-conscious
sates at all.4

Final remarks. In closing, we would like to leave open the
quedtion of whether al P-propertiesare, in fact, representational
properties. But thisdoesnot necessarily leave the door open tothe
existence of Qurely phenomenaOproperties. For it may be that a
hybrid set of representational, functional, and cognitive properties
actually account for the phenomenal character of any given mental
state.

In experiences like pain, in particular, there seems to be a
natural place for each of the three kinds of propertiesto account
for the different dimensions of its phenomenology. Roughly
speaking, the representational properties can provide one with a
sense of some particular type of dam age occurringin acertain part
of one® body (incision in the foot, burning on the fingertips),
whereasthe functional properties(and, in the cognitively manipu-
lable casesof pain, cognitive propertiesaswell) can account for the
reactive/motivationa aspectsand the affective/emotiona tone of
the experience. In other words, causa/functional properties,
which can account for the attractive/aversive dimensions of cer-
tain experiencesin termsof an organism @ special ro-Oor Gon-0
reaction toincomingsensory information, can, when coupled with
representational and cognitive properties, constitute just the right
candidate for appropriately capturing its phenomena aspects,
without leaving any peculiar and mysterious henomenal resi-
dueObehind.5
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NOTES

1. We would like tothink of thisposition asheingin accord with Block,
but his position with respect to conceptualized/nonconceptualized con-
tent is not al that clear. On the one hand, he sems to think tha
nonconceptualized content (as well as conceptuaized content) can be
representational, as, for example, in: O\ perceptual experience can repre-
snt space asheing filled in certain ways without representing the object
perceived asfallingunder any concept. Thus, the experiencesof acreature
that doesnot possessthe concept of adonut could represent space asbeing
filled in adonutlike wayO(p. 245, n. 4).



On the other hand, in the Response (Block 1995), Block seem sforced to
reject that there can be any nonconceptudized content at al: G®n the
substance of Tye® argument: H ow do we know if P is preconceptual?|
used the phrase GepresentationalOto describe P-content instead of
OntentionalOto alow for that possibility, but | have seen no convincing
argument to the effect that P-content is preconceptuaO(p. 278).

All'in al, however, we think there isgood reason not tothink of Block as
beingcommitted torepresentational content asheingonly conceptualized
content. Asregardsthe convincing argument he isseeking, we would like
to suggest D retske® long-standing work on the nonconceptua nature of
(nonepistemic) perception, which isfully representational (D retske 1969;
1981; 1995).

2. Block sometimestaks asif R-properties are properties of P-properties
(i.e., second-order properties), or vice versa. This, we think, issuggested by
his use of such predications as the intentiona aspects of P-content or
P-properties(p. 245,n.4). We donot think thisishisrea intention, but if it is,
it isnot adtogether clear how he would work out the details of the ontology
this would commit him to.

3. Actualy, things take an unexpected turn during the rest of Block®
reply, ashe goeson tosay: F urthermore, why should believingin phenome-
nd contents that are partly nonrepresentationd commit one to wholly
nonrepresentationa phenomena contents (of the sort Kaz advocaes)?
PerhapsH arman and Lycan think that if P-content ispartly nonrepresenta
tiond, one can smply separae off the nonrepresentational part and think of
it as a sparate realm. But once the argument is made explicit it looks
dubious. Consider the examples!| used in my reply to Katz, say, the example
of packability in the case of experiencesasof sjuarescontrasted with circles.
I's it obvious that there is any sparable phenomena content of tha
experience tha is phenomenal but not representationa? | don® think s00
(p. 280).

This is surprising. Could Block realy be denying tha Qhere is any
sparable phenomena content of [an] experience that is phenomena but
not representational® This would amount to claiming that there are no
P-properties that make a state P-conscious without thereby making it a
representationa state D that is, that are not aso R-properties. But if al
P-propertiesare representationd, why would Block think that P-consciousness
ismysterioustothe extent that o one really hasany ideaabout what P isO
(p. 279), or that current research programs (zontain no theoretical
perspective on what P-consciousness actually isO (p. 231). We remain
puzzled.

4. Some notion of GaccessOto nonrepresentational P-properties seems
to find its analog in sense-data theories B perhaps we simply GeholdO
P-content with an inner mental eye. But Block cannot possibly be afriend
of such ideas, ashe says. Q am grateful toL ycan for explicitly not supposing
.. .that the advocate of qualiaiscommitted tosense-dataor phenomenal
individuals.0if any of usiscommitted to sense data, it isL ycan, Armstrong,
Church, Kitcher, (and perhapsH arman) and other advocates of m onitor-
ing. The rest of uscan agree with H arm an (1990) that we look through our
experiences, and that the experiencesdonot need tobe observed in order
tobe phenomenally consciousO(p. 279). But then how does Block account
for his accessto P*?N othing in his account caught our (mind®) eye asa
promising answer.

5. See Guizeldere (1997) for the development of a similar view, the
Mundle thesis of qualiaOSee Aydede (1995) for an anaysis of pain and
pleasure experiences aong these lines.

Empirical status of BlockOs
phenomenal/access distinction

Bruce Mangan

Institute of Cognitive Studies, University of California, Berkeley, Berkeley,
CA 94720-3020. mangan ! cogsci.berkeley.edu

Abstract: P/A (Block& phenomenal/access) confounds alogical digtinc-
tion with an empirical claim . Successof P/A in itslogical role hasamost no
bearing on its plausibility as an empirical thesis (i.e., that two kinds of
consciousness exist). The advantage of P/A over a single-consciousness
assumption is unclear, but one of Block® anaogies for P (liquid in a
hydraulic computer) may be used to clarify the notion of consciousnessas
cognitive hardware.O

Block (1995t) is certainly right about one thing: Two different
concepts of consciousness now prowl the cognitive landscape.
The reaction of two of Block@referees (p. 235) is, | can attest, al
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too indicative: One referee thought that only Block8 access-
consciousness Gleservesthe name @onsciousness,@yet the other
wondered Quvhy access is called . . . access-consciousness? Why
isn® accessjust . . . apurelyinformation processing (functionalist)
analysis?0

Block triesto give both sidestheir due and work out a modus
vivendibetween (roughly) functiondist and antifunctionalist con-
cepts of consciousness. P-consciousnessisthe robust, phenome-
nal, what-it-is-like concept; A-consciousness Gs the inform ation
processingimage of P and thusagood candidate for what P isin
information processing termsO(p. 277). But while | find Block®
general program refreshing, | am still confused about the precise
interpretation of A and P, especialy at the empirical level.

Block arguesin detail for the conceptua possibility of the P/A
digtinction (e.g., p. 231) in order to Oeveal the falacy in the target
reasoningOabout afunction of consciousness. But he alsousesthe
P/A distinction to frame the empirical hypothesisthat there are
two different kinds of consciousnessin the world: P and A are said
to OnteractOwith one another (p. 231), to be distinct cognitive
systemswith presumptively different loci in the brain (p. 233), to
have Gomethingtodowith the jointsof natureQ(p. 277), and soon.

The P/A digtinction, then, looks asif it playstwo very different
roles Done narrowly logical, the other broadly scientific. Appar-
ently Block thinksthese rolesdovetail: I f the conceptsof P and A
are logically possible and help clarify aline of reasoning about
consciousness, then we have plausible groundstobelieve that two
different GonsciousnessesOexigt.

But thisisaproblematictransition, open, first of al, toapurely
forma objection: A concept can help clarify aline of scientific
reasoning and yet refer to amost anything B to a completely
imaginary entity, for instance. Block him self usesconceptsabout a
M artian experiment on Pentagon drinkingfountainstohelp clarify
arelated problem in reasoning about the function of conscious-
ness (Note 25). But | doubt Block thinks that M artians exist
because the concept of M artiansislogicaly possible and can help
isolate aformal problem in a scientific argument.

Of course the great practica difficulty with the thesisthat A and
P are separate kindsof consciousnessisthat Block cannot show us
in any straightforward way how to tease them apart. Even in
extreme casessuch asblindsight, we are told that A and P are both
absent. At one point Block straightforwardly concedes that (er-
haps P-consciousness and A-consciousness amount to much the
same thing empiricaly even though they differ conceptually®
(p. 242).

But even conceptualy, | am not sure that the P/A digtinction is
viable.One example: At first P and A seem toincorporate aclear-
cut phenomenal/functional split: for example, QA-consciousnessis
afunctional notion . . . P-consciousnessisnot afunctional notionO
(p. 232). Yet at thispaint, in afootnote, Block beginsto pull back:
0 acknowledge the empirical possibility that the scientific nature
of P-consciousnesshassomethingtodowith information process-
ingd (note 10). So Block® notion of P-consciousness will bear
functional attributes after al. Thisbecomesincreasingly clear in
later sections, for instance, when Block saysthat P-consciousness
could function in the sensesproposed by M arcel (1986; 1988) or
Schacter (1989, p. 242), or when he concludes tha Qearning
something about the function of P-consciousnessmay help usin
finding out what it isO(p. 245). Whatever distinguishesP from A, it
isnot functionality per se. So, to the degree that P& functionality
can be captured in information procesingterms, P collgpsesinto A.

| do not see why Block maintains that there are two digtinct
kinds of consciousness. Certainly we do not need a Qwo con-
sciousnessesOpremise to (1) identify the logical limitation in the
target reasoning or (2) distinguish, for scientific purposes, phe-
nomenology from those cognitive function(s) consciousness may
execute.

The old fashioned Gingle-consciousnessOassumption will do
much the same work asBlock@ A and P duo. It, too, iscompatible
with the view that phenomenology and cognitive function have no
necessary connection, and thisisenough toshow the logical gap in
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the target reasoning (with, say, argumentssimilar tothose used for
epiphenomenalism). And, at the empirical level, there isnothing
in a single-consciousness assumption to prevent us from either
digtinguishing cognitive function from phenomenology, or looking
for systematic links between them. In particular the single con-
sciousnessassumption isable tohandle some of the more puzzling
phenomena Block himself mentions B imageless thought, Qust
knowing,Ofeelingsof relation Bwhen considering (without resolu-
tion) the possibility of A without P (p. 275). Both phenomenologi-
cal and functional analysis of these puzzlesare already underway
using experimental support and standard information processing
notions(M angan 1993b) without the need for Block@m ore radical
option.

Findly, | have aquestion about P and A that | don® believe
Block addresses. At one point he speculates that Qrerhaps P-
consciousnessislike the liquid in ahydrauliccomputer,the means
by which A-consciousness operatesO(p. 242). Now if A Qs the
information processingimage of P and thusagood candidate for
what P isin information processingtermsQ(p. 277), it looksasif we
have the following consequence: A could be instantiated in an
indefinite number of inform ation-bearing mediawithout loss, but
P, qua P, cannot. For P can only be a liquid or it isn® P. P-
consciousness is, by analogy, Qart of the hardware,Owhile A
retainsthe classic functionalist indifference toitsparticular physi-
cal manifestation. This captures one crucia feature of the func-
tionalist/antifunctionalist dispute about consciousness (M angan
19934, pp. 10D14), though probably not asBlock intends, since he
generaly takes A and P to congtitute an interacting system. A-
consciousnesscapturesthose featuresof P-consciousnessthat can
be instantiated (functionalist Gonsciousness), but A cannot cap-
ture everything that it isto be P (antifunctionalist Gtonscious-
nessQ). Or, for Block, can A conpletely instantiate P?

Perception and content

Alva Noer

Department of Philosophy, University of California, Santa Cruz, Santa Cruz,
CA 95064 anoe! cats.ucsc.edu; www.ucsc.edu/people/anoe/

Abstract: It isargued that tohave an experience istobe in aphenomenal
state with A-conscious content. Perceptual contents are aways both
P-conscious and A-conscious.

The dubiousline of reasoning about the function of consciousness
which Block (1995t) criticizesconcernsthe phenomenon of blind-
sight. Blindsight patientsare said toacquire perceptual contentsin
a P-unconscious manner. Since they are unable to use them to
guide action or reason, it is hypothesized that the function of
P-consciousnessisto alow rational use of content. The argument
is fallacious, however, because these patients aso lack A-
consciousness, without ademonstration of the dependence of A-
consciousness on P-consciousness, no conclusions can be drawn
about the latter@function. It may turn out that there could be no
A-consciousness without P-consciousness, but as a conceptual
matter, Block argues, the two kinds of consciousnessare indepen-
dent (pp. 233B835).

It isthis conceptual point | want to question. For Block, the
question whether agiven content isP-consciousis comparable to
the question whether agiven sentence istrue. It either is, or it is
not, and it could just aswell turn out tobe either. P-consciousness
isin this way taken to be an accidental or externa property of
perceptua contents. One can (haveOthe content it can be
available as input to the action-guiding, reasoning systems (A-
conscious) Beven though one hasnoexperience asof that content.
Thisisessentially what isimagined in the superblindsight scenario
(p. 233).

But there are compelling reasonstothink that P-consciousness
isan interna property of perceptual contents, comparable not so
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much to the truth or fasity of a sentence, asto the validity of a
proof. A proof which isnot valid isnot aproof; in just thisway, a
content which is thadObut not experienced (which is not P-
conscious) isnot apossible content of experience.

Hereismyreasoning: Visual perceptua content (for example)is
representational content, and the way it representsthingsasbeing
is, inter alia, as colored. But colorsare phenomenal qualities par
excellence Asfar as| can see, there isnodifference between the
perceptua awarenessof phenomenal qualitiesand the experience
of them. This bears on the question of whether it is correct to
describe superblindsight patientsasA-consciousof P-unconscious
contents. | would say that any evidence that they acquire percep-
tual knowledge of the scene (what they say and do) would aso
count as evidence that they have perceptua experience. Super-
blindsight patientseither have experience asof how thingsare in
their environment, or they fail toacquire perceptual knowledge of
that environment atogether. There isno third way.

In this last point, | agree with D ennett (1995), who thinks
that the differences Block is trying to get a with his
A-consciousness/P-consciousness distinction realy have to do
with the relative richness of the content of experience. We find it
plausible to suppose that superblindsight patients have rational
accessto contentsof which they are P-unconscious, only because
the contents in question are highly impoverished. Once one
controlsfor thisvariable richnessof content, D ennett argues, it is
much more difficult toim agine that the twokindsof consciousness
can come apart. Thisisright asfar asit goes, but it misseswhat |
take tobe amore fundamental point. Where D ennett seesdegrees
of richness, | see the absence of perceptua content atogether. To
e istolearn howthingsare by dint of their looks, just astohear is
toacquire knowledge from the soundsof things. The sense-datum
theory was mistaken to suppose that we have an immediate and
certain awareness of snse-data. But the truth in that famous
version of empiricism is the fact that any form of perceptua
awareness of states of affairs is aso aways an awareness of
phenomena properties, such ascolors, looks, sounds, smells, and
tastes. Even the barest representation of the orientation of aline
gradient will represent the lines as having some distinctively
apparent qualities. Perhaps it represents the lines as colored
(using GcolorGbroadly toinclude shadesof gray), or ashavingsome
apparent shape. In the case of a paient who can detect only
motion, but no color or static form, the motion must at least be
represented ashaving acertain characteristic Qook.OF or percep-
tion isaccessto the world from apoint of view, and that point of
view incorporates not only one® relative position, but aso the
limitationsand characteristics of sense modalities. What D ennett
viewsasthe impoverishment of content is, in fact, the evaporation
of perceptual content atogether.

The claim that superblindsight patients, nolessthan blindsight
patients, lack perceptual contents, can be supported in adifferent
way. Perceptua contents are always, a least a some level of
description, demonstrative and particular see M cD owell 1994).
One sees, for example, that that tree over thereisin full bloom.
The demonstrative identification of the object of sight entersinto
the content itself. The patient® contents, on the other hand, lack
thisdirect contact with their objects. The content that just Gops
intothe headGisgeneral at best, for example that there isatree of
such-and-such adescription in acertain location. Block refersto
superblindsight patientsasacquiring knowledge, but it should be
clear that the knowledge thus acquired isinferentia; they must
infer the presence of a tree from the independently known
correlation between Gontentspopping into her headOand states
of affairs. The patient lacks perceptual awareness, that is why
super-blindsight, asmuch asblindsight,isaform of blindness, not
aform of sightedness.

According to Block, P-consciousness is experience. | have
argued that perceptua contentsare intrinsically phenomenal. But
there are aso reasonsto think that perceptud content isintrin-
sically A-conscious. First, experience, by its very nature, has a
rationa bearing on action and judgment. To have avisual experi-



ence that thingsare thus-and-soisfor it to look to one asif things
are thus-and-so. The fact that things look thus-and-so to one is
compatible with their not being that way, and also with one@not
beingdisposed tobelieve that they are. Other thingsbeingequd,
however, their looking thus-and-so gives one a reason for so
judging. We could not have such areason if we lacked accesstothe
content of experience. Second, | doubt that one would credit
someone (for example) with P-consciousnessas of aline gradient
who was unable to say something farly elaborate about what the
gradient looks like (D ennett 1995).

A-consciousness and P-consciousness, then, are not separable
propertiesof experience. E xperience, content, and the two differ-
ent kinds of consciousness are internaly related; to have an
experienceistobein aphenomenal satewith A-consciouscontent.

Consciousness versus states of
being conscious

Ernst Peppel

Forschungszentrum, 52425 Julich, Germany. e.poeppel ! kfa-juelich.de

Abstract: States of being conscious (S) can be defined on the bass of
tempord information processing. A high-frequency mechanism provides
atempora system stateswith periods of approximately 30 msectoimple-
ment the functiona connection of distributed activities alowing the
construction of primordia events; a low frequency mechanism charac-
terized by automatictemporal integration setsup tempora windowswith
approximately 3 seconds duration. This integration mechanism can be
used todefine S. P-consciousnessand A-consciousnessasconceived of by
Block can be mapped onto these neurona mechanisms.

Let usrefer to particular phenomenal states as Gtates of being
consciousO(S), and let ustry to define these states operationally.
In so doing | believe that what Block (1995t) refers to as P-
consciousnessand A-consciousnesscan be mapped ontoneurona
mechanisms; thus, ssmantic confusions about GconsciousnessO
may be (at least partly) prevented.

Equivocationsare difficult toavoid if it istaken for granted that
Qhere is conscioumessc')(similar equivocal problems arise with
other genera concepts in philosophica or psychologica dis-
course). The locution Qhere is. . . Ocompellsusto search for its
Qvhatness,Obut as history shows answersto questions about the
AwhatnessO of genera concepts like Qvhat is timeO apparently
never converge. Toan experimental scientist not directly involved
in the traditional search in philosophy for answersto questions of
the Qwhat is. .. variety, it appears that the assumption of the
existence of consciousness necessarily leads to semantic diffi-
culties. The reason for this may be that the starting point of
reasoning or the underlying assumptionsdefine somany implicit
congraintsfor the traectories of reasoning that these trajectories
never or hardly ever cross. | believe that one can stay clear from
equivocations about GonsciousnessOby operationaly defining S,
If one refersto aphenomenal state such asQ am consciousnowO
and not to an abstract concept such as Gny consciousnessin this
moment,Oone avoids the dudligtic trap, because assuming the
existence of consciousness one might be inclined to trea con-
sciousness as an independent substance in contrast to the Carte-
san Oes extensa,Othat is, the brain.

S can be recongtructed if one looks a the mode of temporal
information processingin the brain. (H ere only ashort outline can
be given; for more extensive discussions, see Peppel 1994.) E ach
mental act isimplemented by simultaneousneuronal activitiesin
spatialy distributed areas. Thisproduces alogistical problem for
the brain: How are neurona activities linked together? One
answer isthat the brain endogenoudly createssystem stateswithin
which specificneuronal algorithmshind spatially distributed activ-
ities together. These system states provide a forma basis for
linking operations; they are atemporal in nature because all
information processed within one such state independent of its
location istreated as contemporaneous.
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Converging experimenta evidence indicates the existence of
such system states Bof approxim ately 30msecduration (SS-30). It
has been suggested that SS-30 msec can be used to define
Qorimordial events.OThere are at least tworeasonsfor thisidea: (1)
The beforeBefter relationship of stimuli isnot defined for shorter
intervals; only if there istemporal independence isit possible to
talk about events (i.e., abeforePefter relationship is anecessary
condition for ssparate events). (2) N euronal activitiesfrom differ-
ent areasin the brain in which different elementary functionsare
represented are linked together; in thisway supramodal statesare
created, comprising severad attributesthat are necessary to consti-
tute events.

N euronally, SS-30 appearsto be provided by oscillations that
can be observed in the midlatency response of the evoked poten-
tial and derived from experiments on temporal order threshold,
multimodal distributionsof reaction time (Peppel 1970), or other
experimental paradigms (1994). D irect evidence that oscillations
provide the forma background for SS-30 comes from anesthe-
siological experiments.Onlyif these oscillationsdisappear can one
be sure one hassufficient anesthesia(M adler & Peppel 1987). | f
under anesthesiasuch oscillationsare preserved, sensory inform a-
tion can gtill be processed (Schwender et al. 1994). Patientswho
have undergone anesthesiain which the oscillatory activities are
completely suppressed often report spontaneoudy that notime at
al haselapsed while in the anesthetic state (statements may be:
Grothing has happenedQ Guvhen does the operation start?Q; this
phenomend state is qualitatively different from regular deep.
These reportscan be taken asone support for the hypothesisthat
SS-30 is anecessary condition for the availability of primordia
events.

Whereas SS-30 provideselementary building blocks by throw-
ing adiscrete temporal net over the cortical mantle (and presum-
ably other brain regions), an independent mechanism of temporal
integration links successive building blocks of primordial events
together. Substantial experimental evidence indicatesthat tempo-
ra integration islimited to 2to 3 seconds (3sec-int). An essentia
aspect of 3sec-int isthat itisnot determined by content, that is, by
what is processed. Because of the independence of what is
processed, the term QinkingOor (indingOfor 3sec-int may be
mideading, because these terms imply an integrative activity
secondary to content analysis. The 3sec-int is automatic and
presmantic.

What is the experimenta support for automatic pressmantic
integration? In tasks of sensorimotor coordination such as in
synchronizing regularly occurring sensory stimuli with simple
movements, such stimuli can be anticipated up toapproximately 3
secondsand not beyond (M ateset al. 1994). A similar time window
in the motor domain hasbeen observed in studieson the duration
of intentional movements(Schleidt et al. 1987). Speech appearsto
be segmented in asimilar tempora fashion (e.g., Kowal et a. 1975;
Vollrath et a. 1992), that is, movement and speech patterns are
preferentialyimplemented in 3-second windows. Other examples
come from the perceptua domain (e.g., Gerstner & Fazio 1995;
Peppel 1994). 1f the duration of visual or auditory stimuli hastobe
reproduced, veridical reproduction is only possible up to 3
seconds; longer lasting stimuli are reproduced asshorter. Another
example comesfrom the time course of the perception of anbig-
uous figures and stimuli inducing binocular rivary. The sponta
neousreversal rate for both auditory and visua stimuli indicates
that each percept can only be kept for 3 secondson average; after
an exhaust time of 3 seconds, the alternative interpretation of the
gimulus autom atically takes over and dominates perception for
the subsequent integration time. Even mnemonic processes are
temporally structured in thisway; if rehearsa isprevented, short-
term storage islimited tothe same temporal interval (Peterson &
Peterson 1959).

Because of itsuniversality in cognitive activities, it issuggested
that we use the 3sec-int for aformal definition of S(Peppel 1994).
An endogenoudly generated presemantic integration process sets
up atemporal window within which phenomenal awareness can
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Continuing Commentary

be realized. Whatever gets access to phenomenal awareness (to
P-consciousnessasdescribed by Block) isrepresented within this
temporal window of approximately 3seconds. Thus, mental activ-
ity is segmented in time characterized by the succession of
logitically independent integration intervals, each interva imple-
menting S. Successive intervalsare connected with each other on
the basisof asemanticnexus, that is, by what isrepresented within
each S. If one needs averba marker, the term GonsciousnessO
could refertothe sequence of logistically independent but seman-
tically dependent states, but thiswould be only away of speaking.

The next question is: What gets accessto S and what are the
mechanismsthat control thisaccess? To approach thisproblem it
isuseful to ask two questions: (1) What isthe potential repertoire
of menta phenomenathat might get accessto S? and (2) What
could be the functiona use of S? In an attempt to develop a
taxonomy of subjective phenomena (Peppel 1989), it has been
argued that four distinct domainsof subjective phenomenadefine
the content of S. For each of these domainsamodular representa
tion is suggested by neuropsychologica and neuroanatomical
evidence. These domainscomprise in everyday language percep-
tions, memories, evauations, and volitions (resulting in actions).
Particular functionsfrom each of these domainsmay get accessto
S (P-consciousness), and particular neurona agorithms control
thisaccess. Without the operation of such acontrol mechanism, S
may be Mlind,Othat is, specific percepts, memories, emotional
evaluations, or intentiona acts may not get accessto S.

The phenomenon of residua vision or blindsight (Peppel et al.
1973) can be interpreted within this framework. The access
mechanism to Shasbheen disrupted because of a specific lesion;
through an experimental trick it is still possible to demonstrate
residua visua capacities, but they cannot reach those neuronal
processes that st up S. Similarly, other subjective phenomena
may be available in principle, but because of deficienciesin the
accessmechanisms(A-consciousnessaccordingto Block) they are
absent. The dissociation of emotiona evaluation and perceptual
registration often observed in schizophrenic patients is another
case in point, that is, the emotional evaluationsdonot get accessto
S. Another demonstration would be the tip-of-the-tongue phe-
nomenon; the speaker knows that he knows something, but his
knowledge cannot reach S, because the accessis disrupted.

What could be the functiona use of S, if any? An answer tothis
question could lead to those mechanisms contralling access. |
believe that Splaysabasicrole in conmunication (Peppel 1988).
The selection pressure for Swassuch that individual states could
be made available to others. To have functional communication,
one needsatemporal framework with interindividual constancy. S
is,thus,the expression of alogistical solution bythe braintoensure
interactions by communication, the later only being possible
because of an interindividua tempora match of S.

Phenomenal consciousness and what

itOs like

David M. Rosenthal

Ph.D. Program in Philosophy and Concentration in Cognitive Science, City

University of New York, Graduate School, New York, NY 10036-8099.
drosenth ! broadway.gc.cuny.edu

Abstract: Even if A-consciousness and P-consciousness were concep-
tually distinct, it isnofallacy for researchersrelyingon asuitable theory to
infer one from the other. But P-consciousness conceptualy implies A-
consciousness Bunlessone or the other ismere ersatz consciousness. And
we can best explain menta statesObeing conscious, in any intuitively
natura snse, by appeal to higher-order thoughts.

1. Conceptual versus empirical connections. Block (1995a)
concedes that it@ hard to come by actua cases of P-conscious
states that are not A-conscious, or A-conscious states that are
not P-conscious. Indeed, it@ (plausible,O he says, that OA-
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consciousness and P-consciousness are aimost always present or
absent together.0Still, he insists, the two Qliffer conceptually.OH e
concludesthat even if (P-consciousnessand A-consciousness. . .
amount tomuch the same thingem piricallyQ(p. 242), it@fallacious
to infer facts about the one from facts about the other.

Fewinferencesres solely on conceptual connections, however,
especidly in scientific investigations; typicaly they also rely on
theoretica and empirical assumptions. So even if Block is right
that A- and P-consciousness are conceptudly distinct, theorists
who regard them asempirically connected in suitable ways may
reasonably infer one from the other. Thus Block® concession
that Schacter@ alleged conflation of P-consciousness with A-
consciousnessdoesn® Grause any real problem in Schacter@theo-
rizingO(p. 237).

Block@ seventeenth century Florentine experimenters got in-
compatible resultsfrom measuringGlegree of heatOin twodistinct
ways, because heat and temperature diverge empiricaly. If the
results had coincided empirically, inferring one from the other
would have been warranted despite their differing conceptualy; it
is the actua conflicting results that show that heat and tem-
perature differ. Block offers nothing paralel for A- and P-
consciousness, the divergenceshe considershetween them are all
science fiction or highly speculative. Conflating the two, Block
thinks, closes off possibilities for theorizing; but if the two coin-
cide, those possbilities are dead ends.

2. The pretheoretic tie. Indeed, there is, pace Block, arobust
pretheoretic tie between P- and A-consciousness. Block sees al
P-consciousstatesashaving acharacteristickind of content Bcall
it phenomenal content. And he holds, conversely, that every state
with such content isP-conscious. So perhaps Block@ P-conscious
states are just states that have phenomena content. Armstrong
(1995) and Lycan (1995) adopt this reading, which Block
(1995a) sometimes encourages by taking interchangeably of P-
consciousness and a state® having P-content.

But being P-conscious is distinct from having content. What
P-conscious states all have in common isthat they are conscious;
they differ in respect of content. Phenomenal content consists of
the properties we use to sort P-conscious states into types. And
states may exhibit these very content properties without in any
intuitive way being conscious states, for example, in subliminal
perception. We fix the extensionsof termsfor these propertieshy
way of the conscious cases, but those terms apply equaly to
nonconscious states.

Since states with phenomena content are not al conscious, if
P-consciousnessO means simply having such content, P-
consciousness can occur without A-consciousness Bindeed, with-
out consciousnessof any sort. But P-consciousnesswould then be
mere ersaz consciousness. So Block must mean more by P-
consciousness, and he does. A state is P-conscious if there is
something it@ like tobe in that state. Thishelps, since whenever
there issomethingit@like tobe in astate, that state is, intuitively, a
conscious state.t

What it8 like be in astate dependspartly on itsdigtinguishing
content properties. What it@ like to be in pain, for example,
depends on propertiesin virtue of which pains are al aike but
differ from other states, whether consciousor not. But if one isin
noway conscious of these properties, there can be nothingit@ like
for a subject to be in that state. Phenomena content can occur
without being conscious, but what it@like tobe in astate with such
content cannot.

This explains why it is so hard to find convincing cases of
P-conscious statesthat aren® A-conscious.2 A state isA-conscious
if itispoised for use asapremise in reasoning, or for the rationa
control of action or speech. That isbecause these thingsinvolve
one@ having access to the state in question; intuitively, A-
consciousnessishaving accessto one®@ own states Bthat is, one@
being conscious of those states. M uch in Block@ discussion relies
on this pretheoretic notion of A-consciousness, rather than the
official connection with inference and the control of speech and
action.



Some stateswe are consciousof are not conscious; | may think |
am in astate because of atheory or what another person says. But
when one is conscious of a state in a way that seems to one
immediate, that state is, intuitively, aconscious state. (Being able
to guess successfully makes the blindsighter conscious of visua
states, but because this access is not intuitively immediate, we
don® count the states as conscious.)

A state cannot be P-consciousunlessone isconscious of it, and
that means being A-conscious of it. So P-consciousness always
involves A-consciousness. Thisis neither an empirical discovery,
for example, about interactionshetween the twophenomenanor a
theoretical hypothesis. It ispart of how we think, pretheoreticaly,
about consciousness. Perhaps A-conscious states occur that are
not P-conscious, but P-conscious states are aways A-conscious.

3. A-consciousness and higher-order thoughts. Block would
resist construing A-consciousness in terms of one® being con-
sciousof astate. H isofficial account of A-consciousnessallowsfor
P-conscious states that are not A-conscious, that is, P-conscious
states not poised for use as premises in reasoning nor for the
rational control of action and speech.

But no intuitive notion of consciousness corresponds to this
official account. Even if agtate ispoised for such use Bindeed,
evenifitisactualy soused Bitisnot intuitively aconsciousstate if
the subject isnot conscious of it. Indeed, though the intentional
States our speech acts express are aways conscious,3 many non-
consciousthoughtsrationaly influence what we say, and how. And
many provide premises in nonconscious reasoning leading to
nonconscious conclusions, which in turn may rationally influence
our actions. Since statesthat control speech, action, and inference
needn@® in any intuitive way be conscious, these roles define no
intuitive notion of astate@being conscious. Block findsin common
snse a Qotion of accessO corresponding to A-consciousness
(1995, p. 277), but common sense hasno corresponding notion of
consciousness. At best, Block® officiad account is a theoretical
proposal about what it isfor certain statesto be conscious.4

But higher-order thoughts (H OTs) explain more successfully
our pretheoretic notion of a menta state® being conscious.s
H avingathought about somethingisone way of being consciousof
it; so | am conscious of whatever states | have thoughts about.
When those thoughts rely on no consciousinference, my being
conscious of those states seemsto me unmediated; so we count
those states as conscious.® Indeed, such HOTs would result in
consciousstatestheing suitably poised in respect of speech, action,
and reasoning, even though beingthuspoised cannot itself secure
consciousness for a state.

Block® monitoring consciousness is introspective conscious-
ness, and sooutstripsthe ordinary way statesare conscious. A state
isintrospectively consciousif it isconsciousand, in addition, one is
conscious of being conscious of it; thus Block® (1995) identifica-
tion of monitoring consciousness with attention. Block is surely
right that monitoring in thissense need not figure in either P- or
A-consciousness.

But it distorts things to see HOTs in terms of monitoring
consciousness. |f a state is accompanied by aHOT that isitself
conscious, one isintrospectively consciousof the state. ButH OTs,
like other intentional states, need not be conscious; when they are
not, the target states are conscious, but not introspectively so.
Block notes (p. 234) that monitoring consciousness is somewhat
intellectualized; that@ because in the H O Tsthose cases are con-
scious, whereas the HOTs that accompany nonintrospectively
conscious states are not.

That iswhy, asBlock (1995) objects, some commentaorssimply
assumed that A- and P-consciousness involve monitoring. We
need not be in any way conscious of A-consciousstates, on Block®
official account, nor of P-conscious statesif they are simply states
with phenomena content.” So more is needed for A- or P-
consciousnesstobe genuine form sof consciousness. Although we
are conscious of our conscious states, we normally are not con-
scious that we are. So monitoring, as Block construes it, is too
strong; nonconscious H OTs are just right.

Continuing Commentary

Conscious states are mental states we are conscious of as
mental. When | am conscious, apparently without mediation, of
my veins throbbing, | an conscious of two things. states of my
veins, and a certain bodily sensation. Being conscious of the
sensation as such results in its being conscious, but being con-
scious of the veins, as such, resultsin no conscious state. That is
why, as Block notes (1995), H O Ts about states of one@ liver (as
such) donf result in conscious liver states.8

NOTES

1. AsKitcher (1995) notes; though she also assumes, wrongly asl argue
below, that this involves monitoring consciousness in Block@ sense.

2. Many of Block@ ostensible cases of P-consciousness without A-
consciousnessare redly just casesof diminished or indigtinct A-consciousness.
Thus he speculates that the Sperling (1960) experiment may exhibit
P-consciousness of al the lettersjointly without A-consciousness of al of
them jointly. But even in Block® own experience as a subject, there was
something it@like to experience al the lettersjointly; so he had accessto
his experience of al the letters together, and that access rationaly
controlled his verbal report of his own P-consciousness. Other results,
such asthe L ackner and Garrett (1973) dichoticlisteningexperiment, aso
seem only to exhibit diminished A-consciousness, rather than none at all.

3. See Rosentha (1990).

4. Beingpoised isheingdisposed in acertain way. So, on BlockBofficial
account, A-consciousness is a dispositional property (as he concedes
[1995]) corresponding to access in the sense of being able to get a
something. But the pretheoretic property of consciousness involves the
nondispositional property of actually accessingone@states. Some disposi-
tional properties coincide with one® consciously accessing one® mental
states; for example, conscious states are reportable and introspectible.
Still, a state® being conscious is not itself a dispositiona property.

5. Rosenthal (1986); (1990); (1993); and elsewhere.

6. What matters is sseming unmediated to the subject. The HOT&
causa history figures only to ensure that, not for its own sake, as Block
supposes (1995).

7. Block seesit asheyond dispute that dogs, for example, have phenom -
enal stateswithout thoughts; that@right in thisweak sense of (phenomenal
state.OBut dogs do have thoughts, and may well have unsophigticated
HOTs. And it is question begging just to assert without evidence that
HOTsare not needed for their statesto be conscious. In any case, Block
concedes that P- and A-consciousness may fall off together in lower
species (Block 1995).

8. But pace Block (1995), HOTs may well result in repressed states
becoming P-conscious; after all, suitable H O Tsintuitively seem tohelp in
Quetting in touch with one® feelings.O

On widening the explanatory gap

A. H. C. van der Heijden,2 P. T. W. Hudson,b and

A. G. Kurvink

Department of Experimental and Theoretical Psychology, Leiden University,
2300 RB Leiden, The Netherlands.

aheijden ! rulfsw.leidenuniv.nl;  www.rulfsw.leidenuniv.nl;
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Abstract: The explanatory gap refersto the lack of concepts for under-
standingowitisthat . . . astate of consciousnesscomesabout asaresult
of irritating nervous tissue.OBy assuming that there are colours in the
outside world, Block needlessly widens this gap and Lycan and Kitcher
simply fail to see the gap. When such assumptions are abandoned, an
unnecessary and incomprehensible constraint disappears. It then be-
comesclear that the brain can use itsown neural language for representing
aspectsof the outside world. While thismay not close the gap, it becomes
clearer where we need new concepts.

Block (1995t) acknowledges that he cannot define phenomenal
consciousnessin any remotely noncircular way: Gealy all one can
doispointtothe phenomenon. . . .N onethelessit isimportant to
point properlyO(p. 230). Block then paints via Gynonym sOQvhat
makesadtate phenomenally consciousisthat there issomething Gt
islikeO(N agel 1974) tobe in that stateO(p. 228) and viaGxam plesO
Qwe have P-conscious states when we see, hear, smell, taste, and
have painsO(p. 230).
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Continuing Commentary

Block emphasizesthat it isphenomenal consciousnessthat has
seemed such ascientificmystery. In hisview, BBy way of homingin
on P(henomenal)-consciousness, it isuseful toappea towha may
be acontingent property of it, namely, the famous Gxplanatory
gapO(p. 230E81.) To quote T. H . Huxley (1866), H ow it is that
anythingsoremarkahle asastate of consciousnesscomesabout as
aresult of irritating nervoustissue, isjust asunaccountable asthe
appearance of D jin when Aladdin rubbed hislamp.OAnd indeed, a
good thingtodoistohome in on the mystery viathisproperty. Itis
important, however, to home in properly.

In Block@view, Gt isnot easy to see how current approachesto
P-consciousness could yield an account of it. Indeed, what passes
for research programson consciousness just isa combination of
cognitive psychology and explorations of neuropsychological syn-
dromes that contain no theoretical perspective on what P-
consciousness actually isO (p. 231). In our view, however, the
situation is worse. In not taking the natura sciences seriousdly,
philosophers like Block needlessly broaden the explanatory gap.
Following H ardin® example in his (GColour for philosophers)
(H ardin 1988), we illustrate this point with examples from the
colour-vision domain (audition could be used as well).

In severa places in the text, Block expresses, implies, or
sympathizes with the point of view that there are coloursin the
outer world. @ ifferent areasof the visual cortex are differentially
sensitive to colourO(p. 231); (Representations of colours. . . of a
single objectO(p. 231); M ary (the wom an whoisraised in ablack
and white room O(p. 231); Qhe representational content that there
isared squarein front ofmeO(p 232); GBuppose he getshome by
turningright at ared wall. | sn@there somethingit islike for him to
see the red wall Dand isn@it different from what it islike for him to
see agreen wall?20(p. 240); ONhen the inattentive driver stopsat a
red light, presumably there issomethingitislike for him tosee the
red light Bthe red light nodoubt looksred in the usua way, that is
it appears as brightly and vividly to him as red normally doesO
(p. 241).

If one assumesthat there isred, green, black, and white in the
outer world, one isindeed confronted with an awesome chasm.
One must then not only accept and learn tounderstand that there
is something it is liketo be afunctioning visua brain. One must
also develop conceptsthat can make clear how (some attributes
of) that something it is like can be identica with (some of the)
properties of objectsin the outer world. The requirement that in
what it is like to be this functioning visual brain (some of) the
propertiesof the objectsin the outer world be literaly reproduced
is indeed mind-boggling and paraysing. Neither physics nor
neurobiology provide the dightest hints about the direction in
which these concepts should be sought.

If one acceptsthat there are no coloursin the outer world, the
gap becomes appreciably smaller. Of course, one must then still
accept and learn tounderstand that thereissomething it isliketo
be afunctioning visua brain. N ow, however, there isno need for
conceptsthat can make clear how (some aspectsof) the function-
ing of the visual brain can make (some attributes of that) some-
thing it islikeidentical with (some of the) propertiesof objectsin
the outer world. Outside colour can than be described in termsof
distributionsof electrom agneticenergy or photons, asphysicswill
have it, and perceived colour can be characterized in neuro-
anatomica and neurophysiological terms, as the neurosciences
will have it.

There isno reason to assume that the visua brain has ever
attempted toreproduce in what it isliketo bea functioning visual
brain (some of ) the propertiesof the objectsin the outer world. In
other words, there is no reason to assume that there was the
colour-colour identity-constraint that is implied by talk about
colours in the externa world and that needlessy widens the
explanatory gap. That there are coloursin the externa world isa
naive idea, unsupported by physics, biology, or psychology. U Iti-
mately it presupposes that the representation (the perceived
colour)isrepresented (asaperceived colour). A perceptua system
performs its proper function when it distinguishes the relevant
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thingsin the outer world. For vision, the inform ation about these
relevant things is contained in the structure and composition of
the light reflected by the outer world that enters the eyes. For
distinguishing the relevant thingsin the external world, aunique
and consistent representation of the corresponding digtinctionsin
the light is all that isrequired.

So, the visua brain was forced to represent whatever was
important for its existence in the external world, by whatever
internal meanswere available or could easily be come by. For this
representing, the brain could donothingbut use itsown language.
The language the brain had available or could easily come by was
the language of neurons, connections, and activity paterns over
structured groups of neurons. These are the means used by the
visua brain torepresent the relevant information contained in the
electromagnetic reflectance patternsin the outer world. There is
noreason todoubtthatin the near future neurobiology will be able
totell usexactly how the visua brain performsthisjob. And, if the
intact brain usesthat language, and if one happenstobe that intact
brain, then one perceives a coloured visua world.

Just because Block missesthe paint about colours, he getsinto
trouble with two commentators. Lycan (1995), in afootnote, says
CBIock would do well tonote that, in particular, the puzzle of the
@xplanatory gapO applies to sensory experience of the fuller,
atended sort but not, or not obvioudy, to qualiastrictly so-calledO
(p. 263). Kitcher (1995) says At least | don® know how to make
sense of the Gvhat it islikeOlocution other than in term sof however
inchoate aknowledge or belief about aproperty of the subject®
own states. (Were thislacking, what would be the other relatumof
the explanatory gap with science?)O(p. 259). In other words, both
commentatorsfail to see agap where Block rightly thinksthere is
one.

What Block failstonote isthat, like him, these two conmenta-
tors aso think that there are coloursin the outside world. Lycan
says (D ne registers such aquale whenever one perceives a col-
oured object assuch,0and, again, (Buppose he did in fact stop at a
red light. Presumably the light looked red rather than green to
himO(p. 263). Kitcher says OTo see the rose window, however, we
must have some inner state(s) that can serve assurrogate(s) for a
blue array, that can carry the amazingly rich inform ation we extract
from arraysof colours,Oand, again, (rhisaccount explains. . . why,
when people try to describe what it is like to see blue, they are
drawn to characterizationsthat aso fit blue itself Bnamely, cold,
smilar to Geeingdpurple, and so on; and why the idea that
perceiving blue involves a®luishOstate isso naturaO(p. 259). So,
according tothese commentators, there are coloured objectsand
there is Olue itself.0

Because Block failstonotice their use of colour words, he fails
tounderstand how they compound hiserror, thus sowing confu-
sion. Kitcher and Lycan compound the problem because they
postulate coloursin the outside world and, thereby, fail to see any
explanatory gap between coloursin the world and coloursin the
sysem. For them, if there has to be a gap, it has to be a gap
between something like coloursin the sysemand attending to or
having knowledge about those colours. Block, not surprisingly,
fails to understand where the rea problem is. He responds by
gating O find this difference of opinion far more troubling than
any other that comesup about consciousness. | really don® know
how to explain the vast divergence we see hereO(p. 280).

Block teaches us as a general rule that Of you want to get
anywhere in theorizing about X you should have a good pre-
theoretica grip on the difference between X and thingsthat are
easily confused with itO(p. 237). Thisgeneral rule iscertainly valid.
E specialy when you wish tospeculate about functionsof phenom -
enal consciousnessyou should have agood pretheoretical grip on
the difference between what showsup in phenomenal conscious-
nessand thingsin the outer world that are easily confused with it.
For phenomenal consciousness, Block@ coloursare certainly such
things.
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Abstract: The distinction between phenomenal (P) and access(A)
consciousness arisesfrom the battle between biologica and com-
putational approachestothe mind.|fP = A, the computationdists
are right; but if not, the biological nature of P yieldsits scientific
nature.

The target article focused on the distinction between P (for
phenomenal) consciousness and A (for access) conscious-
ness.P = experience.P-consciousqualitiesare the qualities
of experience such asthe phenomenal quality of pain or the
sensation of red. A state is A conscious if it is poised for
direct control of reasoning, speech, and action. The interest
in the A/P distinction arises from the battle between two
different conceptions of the mind, the computational and
the biological. The computational approach supposesthat
al of the mind (including consciousness) can be captured
with information processing notions such as computation
and function in asystem.

According to this view (often called functionalism by
philosophers), the level of abstraction for understanding
the mind isone that allowsmultiple realizations. just asone
algorithm can be redlized electrically or hydraulically, the
mind can be realized biologicaly or electronicaly. The
functionalist thinks that the right level of description for
characterizing consciousnessisthe information processing
level, not the level of realization of computation, namely,
the biological level. The biological approach makes the
opposite bet. [f P = A, the functionalist side isright about
consciousness. But if consciousnesshasabiologica nature,
then the realizationsare what count, and we can expect that
P and A will diverge.

| hypothesized that casesof P without A exist, but that A
without P may not. In all my searching and reviewing
suggestionsof correspondents, | have seen only one case (in
humans) that may well be acase of A without P. H artmann
et al. (1991) describe acase of Anverse Anton@syndrome,O
an adult whose primary visual cortex had been mostly
destroyed, leaving asmall idand of primary visua cortex.
(ThankstoRalph Adolphsfor drawingthistomy attention.)
Thispatient cannot discriminate whether the room isdark
orilluminated, and he insiststhat he isblind. If stimuli are
presented in the upper right visual field (which projectsto
the remnant of hisprimary visua cortex), however, he can
recognize faces, facial emotions, and read single words. Yet
the patient insists that he does not see anything. When
asked how he knowswhat the word says or whose face it is,
he saysthingslike Ot clicksOor Q feel itin mymind.OThere
isno sign of hysteria or a psycho-socid situation favoring
blindness; that is, no reason to believe he is self-deceived.
There isdamage in the parietal lobes, including the left
inferior parietal region. Milner and Goodale (1995) have
proposed that phenomenal consciousnessrequiresventra
stream activity plusattention, and that the requisite atten-
tion can be blocked by parietal lesions. So perhapsthisisa
case of visual accesswithout visual phenomenal conscious-
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ness. | hope that readers of thisjourna can comment on
whether thisis a genuine case of A without P.

R1. Tweaking the definition of OAO

| certainly agree with Chalmers8 point that we should
tweak the definition of AAOso as to avoid uninteresting
cracks between P and A, that is uninteresting cases of P
without A or A without P. Of course, it would be easy to
redefine QAQin response to each crack between A and P,
resultingin an ad hoc gerrymandered notion of A. Since P
hasan information-processing role (I assume), it would be
trivia to claim that there are no cracksbetween P and that
role. For example, in the target article | gave an example of
P which doesnot result in A because of lack of attention.
Assume that Crick and Koch (1995) are right that visual
experience isamatter of activity in pyramida cells of the
lower cortical layers of the visua areasin the back of the
head. Suppose further, (as Crick and Koch also suggest)
that visual information isput in aposition in which it can be
used for reasoning and control of behavior by being trans-
mitted to the frontal and prefronta cortex (in the front of
the head). Soaconsciousevent in the visual cortexbecomes
A-conscious by virtue of transmitting information to the
frontal and pre-fronta cortex, and those eventsin the front
are later than the P-eventsin the back, since it takestime for
the information to get tothe front. I fthese ideasare right, a
crack would appear toopen up between P and A because of
the myriad waysin which the information in the back might
fall to affect the front in the appropriate way. N ow many
functionalists(especialy the variety that hold functionalism
as aconceptua truth) would not be bothered by this, for
functionalism isprepared to count an event asP-conscious
by virtue of its effects at other times and places. In fact,
functionalism isprepared toinclude in the definingrole of a
P-consciousevent processesthat don® actuallyhappen, but
would happen under certain conditions. But such features,
if used to frame atype of information processing, would
make it far from anatura kind of information processing.

[f the claim that P = A isto be significant, A must be a
genuine natural kind that is aso a geniune information-
processinganaogof P. It wasin thisspirit that | defined A so
as to rule out the kind of degraded access involved in
blindsight as a case of genuine A. The blindsight patient
cannot harnessthe information from the blind field without
beingtold toguessand beinggiven aset of aternatives. Soit
isbest tothink of access-consciousnessasinvolving aform
of access that is more full-blooded than what exists in
blindsight. Torule out blindsight asacase of A without P, |
defined a state as A-conscious if it is poised for rational
control of reasoning, speech, and action. The word Qatio-
nalOcaused a great dea of misunderstanding and | con-
ceded in the response tothe first round of conmentary that
it was a mideading choice. (I never meant to rule out
control that involves poor reasoning D see especially my
reply toKobesin the original response.) @ontrolOdoesthe
job al by itself if understood properly: the information in
the blindsight patient@head about what he saw influences,
but it doesnot control. In some publications, | have been
definingastate asA-consciousif it ispoised for voluntary or
direct control. The blindsight patient@ guesses are volun-
tary, but the contents do not control the responsesin a
voluntary manner. They control via an indirect pathway
involving guessing.
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Chalmers proposes defining A\Oas Qlirect availability
for global controlQ he expandson global control sayingthat
he hasin mind especialy deliberate behaviors. H is’C‘MeIib—
erateOcorrespondstomy QroluntaryO(and GrationaQ, and |
think both play the same role in eliminating blindsight. N o
significant difference sofar. Also,my poised and Chalmerss
directly availableseem to do the same job. As| explained
(Block 1995), the reason for oisedOwasto rule out cases
where accessrequiresprocessing. F or example, we al have
abelief about what we had for breakfast thismorning, but
for many readers, that belief was quiescent until reading
thissentence. |f we make A atotally dispositiona concept, a
matter of mere accessibility, then quiescent or inactive
beliefs will count as A without P. Chalmers8 Qlirectly
availableOseems designed to do the same job, since as he
explains, it ismeant to eliminate contentsthat take some
work to retrieve.

Chalmers suggests Qjlobal controlOwhere | specify the
kind of control in much more detail, including specifying
that the kind of control of reasoning must involve inferen-
tia promiscuity, that is, free use of arepresentation as a
premise in reasoning. | don® sce much difference here
between Chalmersand me, but it isworth mentioning that
the greater specificity doeshave an advantage. Consider the
case | mentioned in the target article of atorture victim who
repressesthe memories of torture. The memories exert a
global effect on hishehavior, causinghim toreact negatively
toplacesand people that are similar tothose involved in the
torture; the memoriescause dips, affect dreams, and create
agloba mood. Yet they are not A-conscious. The notion of
inferential promiscuity is especially useful in seeing why
not.

Now we come to a significant difference. Though our
definitions of CAOseem more or lessequivalent, there isa
crucial difference in interpretation when it comestothink-
ingabout my putative casesof P without A. | gave anumber
of examples that were designed to exploit the fact that
access to a P-content can fail for a variety of reasons,
includinglack of attention and variousform sof blockage. (I
mentioned blockage due to repression, information pro-
cessinglimits, fragmentation of the self, and deactivation of
centersof reasoningand planning by, for example, anesthe-
sia) | fthese casesare genuine casesof P, then they are cases
of P without A, because some work would be required to
access the blocked representations. Attention would have
tobe focused or the blockage removed. Chalmersdoesnaot
dispute that any of my casesare casesof P; rather, he triesto
avoid such cases by saying Qhe information was directly
available al along; it smply wasn® accessed.OBut he is
tryingto have hiscake and eat it too, interpreting Qlirectly
availableO as poisad for access in order to rule out A-
consciousness of what | had for breakfast thismorning and
as merely potentially available for access to rule in A-
consciousnessin cases of inattention, repression, limitson
information process, fragmentation, and anesthesia. The
information about what | had for breakfast was potentialy
available for access, only not accessed.

Perhaps Chalmers will say that accessing the informa
tion about what | had for breakfast this morning involves
retrieval from memory B which is why it is not access-
conscious B whereas the cases of P without A that |
mentioned do not. But what about repression? Accessing
the repressed images of torture involves retrieval from
memory too, yet Chamers wants to se them as access-
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conscious. N o doubt there is some way of distinguishing
between the ways that memory is involved in these two
cases. But recall that acandidate definition of OAOmust be
non-ad-hoc as well as a genuine information processing
image of P. To build into our definition of O\Oa very fine
grained condition distinguishing between two ways of ac-
cessing memory looksad hoc, and it raisesthe question of
why that difference involvingmemory ought tobe included
in an information processing image of P.

In sum, there are a variety of ways in which access to
representations Bboth P and non-P representations B can
be derailed. Anyone whowantsto frame adefinition of GAO
that cuts between the P and non-P casesto avoid cracks
between P and A owes us far more than Chalmers has
provided. M oreover, P comes in a variety of degrees, of
phenomenal flavors, and of representationa contents. All
would seem to affect the causal properties of P-states. But
that raisesthe issue of whether the role of P hasany unity
apart from its dependence on the intensity, flavor, and
representationa properties of the P-states that have that
role. Consider the kind feet, which, let us suppose, is a
natural category. N ow consider the causal role of feet, what
affects them and how and what they affect. Feet are
affected by concrete and high-heeled shoes and in turn
affect the air-conditionersin gaspedal plants, the breeding
of animalsfrom which shoeleather istaken, and the stock-
pricesof companiesin the foot-jewelry industry. | sthe role
anatura item apart from the feet that mediate the causa
relations?| doubt it, and | would guessthat the same point
appliesto the role of P-consciousness.

R2. Does consciousness have a function?

The best explanation for the close correlation between P
and A isthat P issomehow involved in the machinery of A.
By contrast, Chalmers favorsepiphenomenalism. He ob-
jectsto my claim that P greases the wheels of A on the
ground that there isno conceptud entailment from neura
stuff to P-consciousness, sothere isno contradiction in the
ideaof aphysical duplicate of me whoisazombie, that is,
hasnoP-consciousness. H isargument that P-consciousness
must be redundant to the causal mechanisms of A-
consciousness is that the zombie has the same physica
causal machinery of A-consciousnessas!| do but hasnoP.
Since the causal machinery works the same way with or
without P, P does nothing.

But thisargument takesmere logical possibilities much
too serioudly. M ere logica possibilitiesdo not tell uswhat
the real mechanisms are. M agic is logically possible. The
scarecrow of Oz who thinks despite a head of straw is
logically possible, but one cannot move from that to any
conclusion about the actual mechanisms of thinking. My
cardoesnot think and hasnoP-consciousness, but there isa
logically possible physical duplicate of it that isasapient and
sentient being whose thinking and P-consciousnessplaysa
role in the operation of the car. In my car, the low-gaslight
goeson viaasimple piece of machinery. That machinery is
present in the magic world, but, in addition, there is
another mechanism. In the magic world, the fact that the
car wantstoinform me of the empty tank playsacausa role
that is paralel to the physica machinery but nonetheless
causaly efficacious. Both are causally efficacious; it isacase
of overdetermination. The magic world is merely logically
possible in the sense that there is no contradiction in it.



Sapience and sentience are present in one case, absent in
the other. But no conclusion can be drawn about sapience
and sentience having no effect.

Moving to a somewhat different topic, | agree with
Chalmers that one can interpret much of the empirica
work on consciousnessthat | criticized asassumingthat P =
A (thatis,that P isanondispositiona state that providesthe
basisfor the A-disposition). So some of thisem pirical work
can be rescued in apost hoc way by making a distinction
that the authors themselves did not see. | acknowledged
thisin the target article. But not all of thiswork isequally
rescuable in that way. I n particular, much of the reasoning|
was criticizing hasproblems of the Qrivial or falseOvariety.
Witness Searle® reasoning described in the target article
and Crick and Koch@ reasoning that V1 isnot part of the
neura correlate of consciousness because V1 does not
project to frontal cortex and projection to frontal cortex is
required for direct control of behavior. Thisistrivia of A
and false (or at least unjustified) for P. (See Block 1996b.)

One final point: Chalmersnotesthat model 3isimplau-
sible, apparently assuming that | thought otherwise. |
indicated that model 3 might be difficult to refute empiri-
caly, not because | thought the model might actualy be
right, but rather because of the usud problemswith refuting
epiphenomenalism. Refutations of the view awaysend up
beingmore methodologica than experimental. Socaled Gim-
plicityOhasto figure very strongly in refutation of such ideas.

R3. Consciousness and the self

M any of the commentatorsin round one felt that neither A
nor P corresponds very well to the intuitive notion of
consciousness. The problem was that neither P nor A
required that one@ seff have accessto one@ own conscious
states. A-consciousness is a purely information-theoretic
ideathat doesnot explicitly involve the self. One can speak
of one state controlling another without explicitly putting
any <lf in the picture. Although | mentioned various
connections with the self in talking about P, none loomed
large. Both Browne and Rosenthal criticize me on this
basis, asdid many in round one. Church (1995), Harman
(1995), Lycan (1995), Kitcher (1995), and Levine (1995)
criticized my view explicitly on thisground, but many of the
criticsin round one were obliquely critical about this. For
example, Baars (1995) expanded my P-consciousness as
(personal consciousnessOand Armstrong (1995) suggested
that OAOwould be better replace by QOfor introspection.

Officialy, Rosenthal® conclusion is that P entails A
(unlessone or the otherisphony), soit isuselesstolook for
casesof P without A. | say that thisishis official conclusion
because actually he thinks cases of P without A are com-
pletely obviousand uncontroversial. Rosentha hasadopted
the mideading strategy of redefining both ®Oand AOso
that the P-redefined entailsthe A-redefined, even though in
hisview, asin mine, Pdoesnot entail A. What ismisleading
about thisprocedure isthat the redefinitionsare not made
explicit. | confessthat my first thought on reading Rosen-
thal@ reply was that for the reason just mentioned, the
disagreement between us was completely verbal. But on
reflection, | see that the redefinitionshe offersare natural
expressions of the clash of our points of view about the
importance of slf-consciousness, and this clash isan im-
portant one to get clear about.

Letmeexplain. Rosenthal and | mean the same thingby
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Gtate with phenomenal content.OPhenomenal contentsare
gpecific types or categories of experience such as the
experience of the sensation of red or the feeling of pain. In
my terminology, a state with phenomenal content isjust a
P-consciousstate; | donot distinguish between the two. But
Rosenthd rejectsthe equivalence, state with phenomenal
content = P-conscious state. H is argument starts with the
claim that we can have unconsciousstatesthat belongin one
of these P-content categories, for example, an unconscious
pain or an unconscious snsaion of red in sublimina
perception. Such unconscious pains and snsaions, he
notes, are not A-conscious. By my definitions (which I will
be usinghere), they are casesof P without A, and sowe see
that Rosentha accepts P without A in my senses of these
termsasuncontroversia. Indeed, Rosentha ismuch more
liberal about P without Athan | am.| thinkthat there isonly
averyremote possibilitytha sublimina perception isP and
thus only aremote possibility that sublimina perception
involves P-content without A. Suppose the letter @ QOis
flashed too briefly for the subject toreport on it, but long
enough to influence later choices. Rosenthal seems to
assume that such (perceptionsOare stateswith phenomenal
content. (I expect thisishecause he hasaverythin notion of
phenomenal content. But let usput thisissue to one side,
accepting with Rosenthal that there are uncontroversial
cases of P, in my terms, without A.)

H ere iswhere the bascdifference in perspective comesin.
Rosenthal holds that thess P-without-A states (in my
sensesof the terms) are not consciousstatesat all, for there
isothingit@like for a subjecttobe in that state.Oln other
words, P without A, if it exists, is not real consciousness
because it need not involve accesstothe slf, tothe subject
him or herself. Sohe rejectsmynotion of P (because itisnot
what he thinksof as consciousness). H e holdsthat the cases
of P without A are not real casesof P-consciousnesswithout
A. Since he thinksaccesstothe self isrequired for genuine
consciousness, he redefines@®Oaswhat we might call OP +
self-access#O

Okay, sothat ispart of the story. But we still haven® seen
how aredefined P will necessarily involve A. D ces"P +
slf-access#entail A?N o, because asRosenthal notes, A is
apurelyinformation-processingnotion that alsoinvolvesno
connection to the self. So Rosentha changesmy A too to
what we might call OA + self-access#tOmy A plusthe added
condition that the self has access to the state. H e regards
this as the pre-theoretic intuitive sense of A: QM uch in
Block8@ discussion relies on this pretheoretic notion of
A-consciousness, rather than the official connection with
inference and the control of speech and action.0So Rosen-
thal@ claim that P entails A amountsto the claim that the
redefined P, "P + self-accesstentailsthe redefined A, "A +
self-accesst There ismore tothe story here about why "P +
slf-accesstentails"A + self-accesst but | will not gointoit.
My point is only that the claim that redefined-P entails
redefined-A doesnot chalenge myclaim that P without Ais
at least conceptually possible. Those cases of P that don@
involve self-accessm ay be the very casesthat donot involve
A. For example, in the target article | mentioned acase in
which one ishaving an intense conversation obliviousto a
loud noise, even though one hasraised the volume of one@
voice to compensate for it. Once one noticesthe noise, one
might realize that one was hearing it all along. This is
plausibly a case of P without A, and one that does not
involve self-access.
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Rosenthal notesthat Aisdispositional. Beingpoised for
direct mental and behavioral control is adisposition. But
consciousness is not dispositional, he says. For one@ sn-
sation of red to be conscious in his preferred sense, one
must oneself be consciousof it, and that isnot dispositional.
| can agree that that nondispositionality of the P-conscious
snsation of red shows that P-consciousness is not A-
consciousness. But thisdoesnot show that we should reject
A in favor of higher order thought. The sensation of red is
also P-conscious. And P consciousness, like higher order
thought, isnot dispositional.

The key problem with higher order thought asthe main
or only nondispositiona notion of consciousnessisthat it is
too intellectual. Consider the dog in pain mentioned by
both Kitcher (1995) and me (Block 1995). Surely adog with
a pan that hurts (and therefore exerts direct control of
behavior) isin aconscious state in areasonable, intuitive
snse of the term even if the dog has no higher order
thought about the pain! And the dog may have aconscious
paininthissense even if it doesnot have asufficient grip on
the concept of pain or the concept of the self to havethe
thought that O, myself have apain.O

The verbal aspect of Rosenthal@point can asobe seen
by noting that Rosentha has no complaint against the
naturaness or importance of what | call P-consciousness.
For him, it isthe category state with phenomenal content.
And he makesno criticisn of my notion of A except that,
leaving out the elf, it is not the (pretheoretic notion of
A-consciousness.O The criticism is that neither P nor A
deserve to be called categories of QronsciousnessOSo the
verbal aspect isthat the word GonsciousnessOshould not be
applied to them. But there is aso an implicit substantive
and nonverbal complaint, namely, that | have left out the
main thingin anotion of consciousness. What isthismain
thing that | left out? For Rosenthal it isthe higher order
thought, one state being about another. | agree that higher
order thought isimportant, but | have scanted it because
both P and A are more primitive and fundamental. It isP
that engenders the famous explanatory gap. We have a
promising research program into the nature of thought.
There isnoreason tosuppose that higher order thought will
not yield toit. But there issomething else that | might be
said to have left out. Armstrong, Baars, Church, Harman,
Kitcher, Levine, and Lycan, al first round commentators,
mention some sort of connection with the self. I will try to
come to gripswith thisissue, starting with Browne@ argu-
ment.

Browne regardsthe relationsof accesstothe slf asthe
heart of the intuitive conception of consciousness. H e says
that reducing thisintuitive conception to A-consciousness
will smply leave out the intuitive ideaof accesstothe self.
Recall that arepresentation isA-conscioustothe extent that
it ispoised for direct mental and behavioral control. The
informationd relationsinvolved in direct control of reason-
ing and action (e.g., informationa promiscuity) make no
mention of the self and donot in any explicit way clarify the
intuitive notion of self-access. So, according to Browne,
reducing the intuitive ideato A isnot initialy promising.
The other dternative mentioned by Browne isthe idea of
reducing the intuitive idea of self-consciousnessto P (or
perhaps adopting a version of P that includes it). His
objection tothisideaisthat it isunexplanatory. P doesnot
help to explain anything about accessto the self.
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R4. Deflationism about the self

My disagreement with Browne (and many of the other
commentators) hinges on my deflationism about the self.
(See White 1991, for a worked out picture along these
lines) Thisisnot tantamount to being an eliminativist like
Hume or D ennett. My view isthat the upshot of work in
cognitive psychology and cognitive neuroscience isthat we
(ourselves) are loose federations of centers of control and
integration, and for thisreason, the intuitive ideaof the self
asamonalithicintegrated entity isan illusion. The conflict
between the intuitive conception and the emerging scien-
tific picture was first captured in a convincing manner in
Nagel@ 1971 paper, Brain bisection and the unity of
consciousness.ON agel argued that the fragmentation ob-
srved in split brain patients exists to some degree in
normal people, and thischalengesour intuitive concept of
the self. Thissort of ideahasbeen widened and elaborated
for many years now by many psychologists and neuropsy-
chologists, for example by Gazzaniga and his colleagues
(see dso, D ennett 1991). Gazzaniga(1985) triestoexplain
many ubiquitous cognitive phenomena in terms of the
relationsamong Gub-selves,Cespecially the effortsof some
sub-selvesto rationalize the behavior of other sub-selves.
The most impressive evidence involvescaseswhere knowl-
edge isaccessible viaone part of the body, but not ancther.
Goodae and Milner (1992) note a double dissociation:
some patients cannot describe the orientation of asot but
act appropriately towardsit, othersshow the reverse. M ar-
cel (1993) notesasituation in which blindsight patientscan
accessinformation better if responding by button-presses
than verbally, and better still by eye blinks. Such phenom-
enaare observed not only in brain damaged patients, but
also in normals.

So | take it that there isagood scientific basis for what
might be caled deflationism about the lf; regarding the
<=If as aloose federation. This fact is what underlies my
disagreement with Browne and others. To begin, my
notion of A-consciousnessdoesinvolve the slf, the only self
that really exists. The self-consciousnessthat they hanker
afterisamirage. For arepresentation tobe informationally
promiscuous, todirectly control behavior and speech, isfor
it to be self-conscious, given what the slf really is. The
definition of access-consciousnessisimplicitly relativized to
asystem. For arepresentation to dominate activity within
that system is for it to be as self-conscious as it can be.
Browne@dissatisfaction with A because it leavesout the self
depends on ignoring the relevant science. | said in the
target article that one should take intuitions about con-
sciousness very serioudly. But these intuitions can only be
taken serioudly insofar asthey donot conflict with scientific
fact, and one of the few factsin thisareaisthat the intuitive
notion of the self isin large part illusory. Sothe dissatisfac-
tion with A that many of the criticshave expressed, that it
doesnot involve any connection with the self,isamistake. A
doesinvolve slIf-consciousnessin the only sense in which
slIf-consciousnessis real.

R5. Is A a kind of consciousness at all?

Bringsjord pointsout that | waffle on whether A isakind
of consciousnessthat can exist without P. | expressed some
sympathy (but did not actually endorse) Searle@(1992) and



Burge® (1996) claim that a zombie which has no P con-
sciousness has no consciousness of any sort, even if it has
the information processing aspectsof P. | think they are on
to something important about the ordinary notion of con-
sciousness: P isthe core and A isconceived of by many of us
asakind of consciousnessonly against abackground of P (as
| noted in the repliesin the first round). But | have two
reasons for seeing A asan independent kind of conscious-
ness.First, | thinkwe al use both A and P tosome extent in
thinking about consciousness. | refer the reader to the
discussion of Searle in the target article. Searle officialy
deniesthat A isakind of consciousness, but | have caught
him using @onsciousnessOin the sense of A. There isaso
the curious fact | noted in the target article that many
people appear to have aconcept of consciousnessin which
A appearstobe the core and P isasubsidiary sensory aspect
of A that isnot even necessary for consciousness. It would
be surprisingif there were noechoof thisin those of uswho
officially see consciousness as P.

A second reason isthat | am less concerned with our
ordinary use of GonsciousOthan with the important scien-
tific issue of the relation between P and its information
processingimage,namely, A. Are they phenomenaof differ-
ent sorts? Can one can exist without the other? The ordi-
nary conceptsof consciousnessare vague and even if Searle
and Burge are right, not too much violence isdone to the
ordinary concept by treating A without P as a form of
consciousness. [As Block (1996b) shows, both A and P are
present in the pages of Naturel]

R6. How representational is P?

Guzeldere & Aydede find my views on the representa
tional properties of P incoherent. Let me summarize the
relevant claims so you can judge for yourselves:

1. Some P-contentsare not at al representational, or a
least, there isnothing about P that requiresthat P-contents
be representational. I nthe target article, | gave the example
of orgasm, but | am not totally sure about it. What | am sure
about isthat what mattersabout the phenomenal content of
orgasm isnothing representational.

2. So P-content isnot representationa per se. (Thisis
just another way of sayingthat there isnothing about P that
requiresit to be representational.)

3. Some specific P contents arerepresentationa per se
that is, some specificP-contentshave an essentia represen-
tational aspect. The example | used wasthe image or visua
experience of circles(asopposed tosquares). | noted that it
isafeature of these P contentsthat the squaresare packable
but the circles are not.

4. Some other specific P contents are representational,
but not per se According to me, the inverted spectrum
thought experiment shows that the P-content that repre-
sentsred might have represented green.

| think the appearance of incoherence that Guzeldere &
Aydede are worried about comesfrom the ease of confusing
the claim that P isnot essentialy representationa with the
clam that some specific P-contents are essentidly repre-
sentational. Art isnot essentially representational but some
items of art are.

Gamble raises the interesting issue of how P could be
representational at all. She says P is an intrinsic property
whereas representation is relationa. But why can® an
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intrinsicproperty represent viaarelation?Consider the red
color of a sction of a map. Suppose the redness is an
intrinsic property. Still, it can be used torepresent atitude.
Gamble says that cognitive science must treat P as a
representation if it hopes to study it. | don® see why
cognitive science can® study the function of somethingthat
isnot representationa. N odoubt thisdependson how one
choosesto define Qognitive science.OBut using Gognitive
scienceOsothat Gamble isright, still some other field could
study P, call it cognitive biology.

R7. Is there a fallacy?

Guzeldere & Aydede say that Schacter® notion of con-
sciousnessismore like A than P. But their quotationsdonot
sem tome tosupport thisview. Guzeldere & Aydede quote
Schacter as speaking of CGaccess to consciousness.Ols this
supposed to be access to access-consciousness? Charity
requiresrejecting thisreading. My view isthat conscious-
nessisamongrel concept containing elements of both P
and A. Schacter (and Crick & Koch 1995b) are closer to P
than A. But the important point is tha by using a single
notion of consciousness (that includeselements of both P
and A), they end up with adilemma: triviality or falsshood.
ThisasoappliestoCrickand Koch (19954). | f theymean A,
it istrivial that V1isnot conscious; but if they mean P it is
perhaps fase. Consider Searle (1992): the epileptics are
missing GonsciousnessOand therefore flexibility. 11 it is P
that ismeant, the premise isvery likely false. If A ismeant,
the reasoning istrivid. It istrivia that missing A leadsto
lack of flexibility because A includesflexibility in the rele-
vant snse.

Searle doesnot make the P/A distinction, but if we m ake
it, we can reinterpret him assayingthat P ismissingin the
epileptics, and that explains the missing A. But even this
much charity will not save his argument, since it is very
implausible that they are missing P. Bringsjord tries to
make it plausible that thishappensall the time, for example,
when we drive Gautom atically.OBut thisisavery implausi-
ble view of autom aticdriving. H ere isan experiment we can
al perform.N ext time you are goingout on alongdrive, get
your companion tonote when you seem tohave spaced out
and to ask you the following question: QVhat did you just
se?0! will tell you my result: | remember the last car |
passed, the last curve in the road and the like. | have been
told that pilot work using the Nissan driving simulator (at
the Nissan laboratory in Cambridge M A) yields the same
result: a moving window of memory of about 30045
seconds. (U nfortunately, | have been unable toconfirm this
report.) Bringgord seemsto assume that because there is
nolongterm memory of P, there isno P.

What about Searle@ contradiction? Bringsjord gives a
stunningapplication of the principle of charityin explaining
away Searle® contradiction. | submit that my diagnosis
(switchingbetween using ronsciousnessdtomean A and P)
was far more plausible.

R8. Representation and function

Gilman and | are tosome extent at crosspurposes, asl can
explain by digtinguishing between representationism and
functionalism. Functionaism isthe view that the nature of
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experience can be completely captured by the role of
experiencesin the menta economy, how they affect other
mental states and behavior, and how they are themselves
affected by stimulation. Suppose that when | both touch
and look at the corner of acube, | have experiencesin the
two modalitieswith the same representationa content but
different phenomenal feels. One phenomenal feel in sight,
another in touch, but no representational difference. This
need not disturb afunctionalist, since there are such large
and obvious functional differences between sight and
touch. A functiondist has the resources to explain the
phenomenal difference. But arepresentationist, by contrast
cannot accept experiencesthat have the same representa
tiona content but different phenomenal content, for repre-
sentationism goes beyond functionalism in trying to cash
out al phenomenal character in termsof the waysthe world
isrepresented to be. Similarly, afunctionalist need not be
troubled if the experience of orgasm has no representa
tiona content at al, for itsfunctiona role (e.g., itsm otiva-
tiona role) can serve to distinguish that experience from
other experiences. .

As Gilman notes, | believe in a Gonrepresentational,
nonfunctiona notion of phenomenal consciousness.OAl-
though phenomena consciousness represents and func-
tions, it cannot be completely accounted for in these terms.
H owever, | did nottrytoargue for the nonfunctional part in
the target article. The strategy of the target article, wasto
try to put some of the controversies aside to discuss a
digtinction (between P and A) that was to some extent at
least visible even if my position in those controversies is
mistaken.H owever, | did argue that P-content goesheyond
the representational. | did not give my strongest argument
for that conclusion (namely, the Inverted E arth argument,
presented in 1990; 1994; 1996) but | did make some brief
remarks in that direction, discussing the impoverished
representationa content of orgasm (as compared with its
truly impressive phenomenal character). And | also had a
discussion of sensations with the same representationa
content in different moddlities. M y purpose wastohead off
an identification of P with A, one that surfaced in the
commentaries of Armstrong, D ennett, Farah, and Tye, in
the first round.

Here@why Gilman and | are largely at cross purposes.
He arguesagainst my point about the experience of orgasm
partly by appealing to its functiona properties. He says
(Phenomenal contentsmay varyin amore fine-grained way
than natural language labelsfor those contents, but issuch
variation obviously nonrepresentational and nonfunc-
tional?OH e summarizesmy rem arks about the experience
of orgasn as suggesting that Qhere is so much to the
experience of orgasm that one couldn@ possibly exhaust Gl
thatOwith arepresentational or functional account.OAnd he
notesthat there isnoin-principle problem to Gepresenta
tional or functional accounts of the evaluative part of an
experience.O (Emphasis added in al these quotations.)
Sure, the evaluative function of the experience of orgasm is
entirely immune from my point that this experience is
representationally impoverished; however, | wasn@® trying
toargue against functionalism, but only against the stronger
view: representationism.

We are not entirely at crosspurposes, however. Gilman
does also defend the representationist point of view. For
example, he notes correctly that we cannot expect al of
representationa content to be expressible in natura lan-
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guage; for example, recognitional dispositionsoften consti-
tute akind of content that isnot expressible in English. But
are we to take serioudy the idea that the phenomena
character of orgasm isexhausted by akind of recognition?
On the face of it, having the orgasm-experience and recog-
nizingit are very different. Perhapsrecognizingthe experi-
ence changesthe experience somewhat. But surely recogni-
tion doesnot wholly create the experience. (What about the
first time?) And there isno plaushbility in the ideathat an
orgasm experience requires any sort of categorization.
Couldn® an animal, or even aperson, have something like
that experience without the recognition?

R9. P = A?

| argued that just asthe concept of water differsfrom the
concept of H ,0, sothe concept of P and A differ. The real
question, | suggested, waswhether asamatter of empirical
fact,just aswater =H ,0,s0P = A.(Since Aisdispositiona
whereas P is not, what this comesto isthat al and only
P-states have the A role.)

Peppel presents evidence that 30B40 H z oscillations
(each one lasting roughly 30 msec) are the basis of con-
sciousness. For example, if atype of anesthesiaisused that
suppressesthese oscillations, subjectsfeel that notime has
elapsed when they wake up. (QWhen does the operation
sart?) Typesof anesthesiathat donot suppressthe oscilla
tionspromote implicit recall of tapesplayed under anesthe-
sia. (Patientsexposed to arecording of aRobinson Crusoe
story are much more likely to associate Crusoe with G ri-
dayOafter the operation; see Schwender et al. 1994). Peppel
mentionsanotherinterestingtempora matter: evidence for
mechanisms of presemantic automatic sensory integration
that take 2B8 seconds. Accessto P must take place within
such a2B8 second window. So isthe ideathis? There are
two basic mechanisms of consciousness; the 30B40 Hz
oscillations underlie P, and the 2B3 scond integration
mechanism underliesA.| take it that with mechanismsthat
differ in their time scale in this way, we could have P
without A. For aP event might occur and fade out before
the integration required for A can take place.

Noedeniesthat the conceptsof P and A differ.H e argues
that perception intrinsically involveshoth P and A. Even if
he is right about this, it fals short of the conclusion.
Perception could essentialy involve two nonidentica
things. M oreover, | mentioned anumber of nonperceptua
cases. Recall the Freudian example of the repressed image
of the red room in which the patient wastortured. | argued
that the repressed image could be P without being A. (The
case ishypothetical, but recall that we are talking about the
conceptual possibility that P and A come apart.) But N oe
sometimesappearstouse (perceptionOto mean experience,
namely, P. On this interpretation, there is no doubt that
experience isintrinsically P. The only issue, then, iswhether
experience is intrinsicaly A, the issue of the next to last
paragraph of N 0e® comment.

Noe gives two reasons why P contents must be A, but
neither applies to nonperceptual cases like the Freudian
case. The first isthat experience by itsnature hasarational
import. Surely the repressed image potentialy hasaratio-
na bearing, but one cannot use it unless it hecomes A-
conscious. The second is that he doubts that one would
credit someone with P unlessone were willingto credit the
person with A too. But one might have al sorts of indirect



evidence of the P content of the red image, including the
person@own testimony after the psychotherapy is success-
ful and the image becomesA conscious. The patient might
tell us that once he recovered access to the image, he
reaized that he had aways had the image, but the pain
associated with it kept him from acknowledging it even to
the point of redizing that he had it or realizing that it
showed that he had been tortured. E ven if one insistson the
latter sort of evidence, there could be aperiod duringwhich
the im age wasP without beingA. (Some modelsof mem ory,
e.g.,the H eaded Recordsview of M orton, 1991, have room
for such phenomena)

Mangan agreesthat there isaconceptual possibility of P
diverging from A, but he iscertain that in fact P = A.He
seems to think that | argue as follows: a difference in
concepts, therefore difference in fact. But that isnot my
argument. | say that we donot know whether P = A. There
is certainly reason to take apparent cases of P without A
(and one apparent case of A without P) serioudly. M angan
saysthat research on P isdoingwell on the assumption that
P = A.Butisit realy doingwell when we have noideahow
anything physical could have P, when we have proposas
that the field seriously considers drawing on quantum
mechanics, whose rationale seemstobe that both quantum
mechanics and consciousness are mysterious? M angan
mentions my analogy: perhaps P is like the liquid in a
hydraulic computer, and A islike the computation. P isthe
hardware implementation of A. M angan wonders whether
P can GompletelyOimplement A. But if the analogy is
correct, then we have to wonder whether there are other
implementations of A, just asagiven computation may be
realized electrically instead of mechanically. There can be
hydraulic fluid without the hydraulic computer and an
electronic version of the computer without any fluid. H ow
doesM angan rule out the analogouspossibilitiesin the case
of P and A?

Bogen wonders whether the right hemisphere might
have Awithout P.H e issure it hasA, and if histheory of P in
termsof the ILN isright, it hasP too. Perhapssome reader
can shed more light on the issue. On dreaming, Bogen
agrees with Revonsuo (first round) that dreans may be P
without A.In dreaming, one@representationsarepoised to
control behavior, but behaviora systems are parayzed, so
there isnobehavior. D ream contentsare A; sothey donot
provide a case of P without A.

R10. The explanatory gap

Van der Heijden et al. think that the explanatory gap is
made toseem wider than itishy assumingthat, for example,
rosesare red and violetsare blue. I f you suppose that arose
isred,then, accordingtothem,you have tosuppose that red
is Qiterally reproducedOin P-consciousness. And if red is
Qiterally reproducedQin P-consciousness, it isno surprise
that it ssemsamost impossible to explain P-consciousness
in neural terms. They suggest that we give up the (zolor-
color identity constraintOthat insiststhat we have red both
in the world and in the mind. H ere iswhere they go wildly,
unbelievably wrong. They say that we should give up the
idea that a rose or anything else is ever red. The only
redness, they say, is menta redness. But why not hold
instead that roses are red, giving up the ideathat red is
Qiterally reproducedOin P-consciousness? Why not reject
the olor-color identity constraintOby rejecting colors in
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the mind? Why not construe talk of red in the mind asa
mideading way of expressing the fact that P-conscious
states represent the world asred? And arepresentation of
red need not itself be red (like the occurrencesof the word
QedOhere). Thisideaisspelled out further in Block (1983)
and Tye (1995, Ch. 4).
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