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C ommentary on Ned Block (1995 ). On a conf usion about a f unction of  consciousness. BBS 18 :2 2 7Ð2 8 7.

Abstract of  the or iginal ar ticle: C onsciousness is a m ongrel concept: there are a num ber of very different Òconsciousnesses.Ó
Phenom enal consciousness is experience; the phenom enally conscious aspect of a state is what it is like to be in that state. The m ark of
access-consciousness, by contrast, is availability for use in reasoning and rationally guiding speech and action. These concepts are often
part ly or totally conflated, with bad results. This target art icle uses as an exam ple a form  of reasoning about a function of ÒconsciousnessÓ
based on the phenom enon of blindsight. Som e inform ation about st im uli in the blind field is represented in the brains of blindsight
patients, as shown by their correct Òguesses.Ó They cannot harness th is inform ation in the service of action, however, and th is is said to
show that a function of phenom enal consciousness is som ehow to enable inform ation represented in the brain to guide action. But
stim uli in the blind field are both access-unconscious and phenom enally unconscious. The fallacy is: an obvious function of the
m achinery of access-consciousness is illicit ly transferred to phenom enal consciousness.

An example of access-consciousness
without phenomenal consciousness?

Joseph E. Bogen
Department of Neurological Surgery, University of Southern California, Los
Angeles, CA 90033-4620.

Abstract: Both Block and the com m entators who accepted his P versus A
dist inction readily recognize exam ples of P without A but not vice versa. As
an exam ple of A without P, Block hypothesized a Òzom bie,Ó com puta-
t ionally like a hum an but without subjectivity. This would appear to
describe the disconnected right hem isphere of the split-brain subject,
unless one alternatively opts for two parallel m echanism s for P?

Block (1995a) m akes a clear conceptual d ist inction between what
he calls phenom enal consciousness (P) and what he calls access
consciousness (A). The form er (P) he points to by saying that
ÒP-conscious states are experient ialÓ; he gives exam ples such as
sm ells, tastes, pains, thoughts, and desires (p. 230). The latter (A)
he describes as a state in which som e content is Òpoised for use as a
prem ise in reasoningÓ and Òpoised for rational control of actionÓ
(p. 231). A can also be Òpoised for rational control of speech,Ó but
for Block th is is not a necessary aspect because he considers
chim ps to have A. I ndeed, he elsewhere notes that Òvery m uch
lower anim als are A-consciousÓ (p. 238).

Block is at som e pains to consider the possibilit ies of P without A
and of A without P; in part icular, he says, ÒI t certainly seem s
conceptually possible that the neural bases of P-consciousness
system s and A-consciousness system s are dist inctÓ (p. 233). Block
provides som e possible exam ples of P without A (on p. 234 and
p. 244) such as Òbecom ing consciousÓ (acquiring A) of an ongoing
noise (e.g., a pneum atic drill) som e considerable t im e after one
has been Òaware of Ó or has been ÒexperiencingÓ it. Although Block
is reluctant to accept dream ing as an exam ple of P without A
(p. 275), som e of us are inclined to agree with Revonsuo (1995)
that dream ing can be a good exam ple of subjective experience in
the absence of both current perceptual input and behavioral
output (see also D elacour 1995; Par «e & L lin «as 1995).

Block suggests a few hypothet ical exam ples of A without P, such
as a Òzom bieÓ that is com putationally identical to a person but
without any subjectivity. H e concludes ÒI  donÕt know whether
there are any actual cases of A-consciousness without P-conscious-
ness, but I  hope I  have illustrated their conceptual possibilityÓ
(p. 233).

I f there can be A without P as well as P without A, we should
probably conclude that they have dist inct neural bases. H owever,
if there can be P without A but there cannot be A without P (that is,
A entails P), then there could be one neural m echanism  which in
the case of P without A is tem porarily disconnected either from
action or from  ideation or both.

I n m y recent proposal (Bogen 1995a; 1995b) that the intra-
lam inar nuclei (I L N ) of a thalam us provide a cerebral hem isphere
with both subjectivity and access to action and /or thought, it  was
explicit ly assum ed that a single m echanism  provides both P and A
as well as providing, on som e occasions, only P. This assum ption

was crit icized by Kinsbourne (1995). U sing a dist inction sim ilar to
that proposed by Block, but in a m ore anatom ico-physiologic
context, Kinsbourne argues that the I L N  can be Òattent ion-action
coordinatorsÓ without also being Òsubjectivity pum psÓ (p. 168). At
one point he suggests that without coordination of attent ion and
action Òconsciousness would lapseÓ; that is, there would be no P
without A. H is m ain em phasis is on the possibility that A is
provided by a different neural basis than P, in which case there
would be the possibility of A without P. Kinsbourne does not,
however, provide exam ples of A without P. At th is point it  seem s
that we are left with a problem : Are there actual cases of A without
P? As Block (1995r) put it  (p. 277), ÒThe relative ease of finding
cases of P without A as com pared with A without P suggests the
dist inction is on to som ething to do with the joints of nature.Ó H e
added, ÒI f brain dam age does not yield cases of A without P, th is is
an especially interesting fact given the fantastic wealth of variation
in brain-dam age cases.Ó

Speaking of brain-dam age cases, I  would ask, what about split-
brain hum ans, with whom  I  have had a lengthy acquaintance
(Bogen 1993; Bogen & Vogel 1962)? So far as I  am  aware, no one
has ever denied that: (1) in m ost of these patients speech is
produced only by the left hem isphere, (2) the speech is evidence
that P and A coexist in that hem isphere, and (3) verbal denial of
inform ation that has been delivered only to the right hem isphere
(and rationally acted upon) reflects the existence of an indepen-
dent capacity in the right hem isphere, that is, an A-consciousness
different from  the A-consciousness of the left hem isphere. D oes
the right hem isphere in that circum stance also possess its own
P-consciousness? (I n m y schem e, th is P is provided by the I L N  of
the right hem isphere.) M ost of us with a personal experience with
split-brain patients (e.g., Sperry 1974; Zaidel 1978; Zaidel et al.
1996) believe that the disconnected right hem isphere also has its
own P-consciousness. The sam e conclusion has been recently
suggested by others (Berlucchi et al. 1995; C orballis 1995). I f we
are wrong, and the right hem isphere of a split-brain patient does
not have a separate P in spite of having a dist inctly different A, then
perhaps we have here a readily replicable exam ple of A-conscious-
ness without P-consciousness.

Consciousness by the lights of logic
and commonsense

Selmer Bringsjord
Department of Philosophy, Psychology and Cognitive Science, Department
of Computer Science, Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute, Troy, NY 12180.
selmer !!! rpi.edu; www.rpi.edu/ ! brings

Abstract: I  urge return by the lights of logic and com m onsense to a dia-
lectical tabula rasa Ð according to which: (1) consciousness, in the ordinary
pre-analyt ic sense of the term , is identified with P-consciousness, and
ÒA-consciousnessÓ is supplanted by suitably configured term s from  its Block-
ian defin it ion; (2) the supposedly fallacious Searlean argum ent for the view
that a function of P-consciousness is to allow flexib le and creative cognit ion
is enthym em atic and, when charitably specified, quite form idable.
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BlockÕs (1995t) paper, according to Warren (1995), Òadds its own
confusion to [the] d ifficult and dism al topic [of consciousness]
(p. 270).Ó Warren proceeds to claim  that the term s at the heart of
the consciousness dialectic are obscure and to prescribe, there-
fore, that the topic should sim ply no longer be an object of
scient ific scrutiny. While WarrenÕs view is easily refuted (if the
view were correct, then given the obscurity of Òproof Ó that reigned
from  E uclid to F rege, following WarrenÕs prescript ion would have
eventuated in a world without classical m athem atics!), h is att itude,
I  subm it, is seductive Ð because, letÕs face it, the com m entary to
this point certainly at least appears to be a dark cacophony, with
consensus, or even near-consensus, nowhere to be sensed, let
alone seen. The antidote to WarrenÕs despair is to return by the
lights of logic and com m onsense to a dialectical tabula rasa Ð
according to which: (1) consciousness, in the ordinary preanalyt ic
sense of the term , is identified with P-consciousness, and ÒA-
consciousnessÓ is supplanted by suitably configured term s from  its
Blockian defin it ion; (2) the supposedly fallacious Searlean argu-
m ent for the view that a function of P-consciousness is to allow
flexib le and creative cognit ion is enthym em atic and, when charita-
bly specified, quite form idable. L etÕs start with (1).

C onsider, first, G eorges ReyÕs (1995) reductio ad absurdum,
sum m arized (and affirm ed) by Block (p. 235): ÒO rdinary laptop
com puters are capable of various types of self-scanning, but . . . no
one would th ink of their laptop com puter as ÔconsciousÕ (using the
term  in the ordinary way).Ó The target of th is reductio is the
identification of consciousness simpliciter  with internal scanning
(or Òm onitoring consciousness,Ó as Block calls it). But ReyÕs argu-
m ent is of course easily adapted so as to threaten BlockÕs funda-
m ental d ist inction between P- and A-consciousness: As L loyd
(1995) points out, BlockÕs (para. 3 of sect. 4.2.2) defin it ion of
A-consciousness1 is satisfied (provably, I  m ight add2) by Òany
im plem ented com puter program Ó (p. 262), but no one would th ink
of a pasc a l  program  writ ten by a nine-year-old child and running
on a hum ble laptop as ÒconsciousÓ in any (nonweird) construal of
the term .

Block is the last person on the planet equipped to dodge th is
argum ent. I t  was none other than Block (1980) who long ago told
us that any theory of consciousness entailing that, say, a bunch of
beer cans and string can be conscious is a worthless theory. But it
has been known for decades that a suitably configured abacus can
com pute all functions a com puter can com pute (L am bek 1961),
and beer cans and string can obviously be used to instantiate an
abacus. I t follows im m ediately from  this and L loydÕs argum ent that
an ÒabacusedÓ bunch of beer cans and string, on BlockÕs view, is
conscious. And, ironically enough, it was Searle (1983) who gave
us the beer can gedankenexper iment.

I n his response to first-round com m entaries, Block (1995r)
registers (R3, para. 1) his observation that not only L loyd (1995),
but also G raham  (1995), N atsoulas (1995), Revonsuo (1995), and
the E ditorial C om m entary (1995) hold that A-consciousness isnÕt
consciousness at all. U nfortunately, Block then (R3, para. 1)
rem inds readers that it  is a non sequitur to infer from  the
proposit ion that zom bies (in the technical sense of Òzom bieÓ at
play in these discussions) are not conscious in any sense to the idea
that A-consciousness is not a form  of consciousness. As a shield
against the Òfunny instantiationÓ objection, of course, th is is itself
fallacious reasoning: I t com m its the Òstraw m anÓ fallacy.

So BlockÕs attem pt to disarm  counterargum ents that A-
consciousness isnÕt consciousness is at best half-hearted, but what
of his attem pt to establish in his response that A is a kind of
consciousness? I n order to evaluate th is attem pt, I  th ink it m ay be
useful to consider (e.g.) the Òaverage professor.Ó About th is crea-
ture we m ight say

(3) The average professor owns five sportcoats.

But we shouldnÕt infer from  (3) that there really is, out there in the
world, a professor picked out by (3) who owns five sportcoats.
Sentence (3) is ellip t ical for som ething like

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

I s there really, out there in the world, th is th ing Block calls
ÒA-consciousnessÓ? I  donÕt th ink so. I n fact, all h is talk of th is
vaporous concept is easily translated away in the m anner of (3) to
(3!). C onsider, for exam ple, BlockÕs assert ion (p. 275) about
prosopagnosia:

(4) A prosopagnosiac Òlacks A-consciousness of the inform ation
about the identity of the person.Ó

Sentence (4), courtesy of the defin it ion of A-consciousness Block
provides, is ellip t ical for som ething like

(4!) A prosopagnosiac is afflicted by certain failures in the
processing of inform ation involved in representing and
reasoning about faces.

Who needs A-consciousness? Without it , and with som e scientific
toil, (4!) prom ises to lead the way to a com plete specification
(perhaps even a m athem atization) of the inform ation-processing
failures at the heart of prosopagnosia. I n sum , letÕs use ÒconsciousÓ
to refer to P-consciousness. And letÕs replace the confusing
ÒA-consciousnessÓ with appropriately configured term s from  its
Blockian defin it ion. Then we can com fortably say that beer cans
and string, calculators, and library reference system s arenÕt con-
scious Ð but are m arvels of inform ation processing. And, arm ed
with th is com m onsensical view, we neednÕt stop there: N early
every confusion Block seeks to disentangle, and every syndrom e
he seeks to analyze, can be handled quite n icely on our stream -
lined taxonom y.3

N ow to the second part of m y logico-com m onsense view,
nam ely, that SearleÕs argum ent for the view that a function of
P-consciousness is to perm it flexib ility and creativity is fundam en-
tally correct. (D espite the fact that Block tells us both that
consideration of th is argum ent is the d «enouem ent of his paper
[p. 239], and that his paper, overall, is Òprim arily concerned with
reasoning, not with dataÓ [p. 227], no com m entator in the first
round gave [printed] thought to the details of SearleÕs argum ent.)
What is the argum ent? Block says (p. 240): ÒSearle argues: P-
consciousness is m issing; so is creativity; therefore the form er lack
explains the latter lack.Ó I f th is is SearleÕs argum ent, we donÕt need
BlockÕs attack in the least, for th is reasoning is transparently
fallacious, as can be revealed by effort less parodies. (F or exam ple,
m y watch is m issing [because I  forgot that I  left it  outside in m y
car]; so is m y carÕs battery [because a th ief stole it ]; therefore m y
watchÕs absence explains the batteryÕs.) I n fact, even the Blockian
(see his note 25)4 argum ent-schem a of which SearleÕs reasoning is
an instance is untenable:

(5) Person S loses x from  tim e t to t!.
(6) S loses the ability to " from  t to t!.

Therefore:

(7) A function of x is to facilitate "ing.

N o logic cert ifies th is argum ent-schem a; once again, parodies
abound. F or exam ple, suppose Jones coincidentally loses his
watch over the sam e period of t im e heÕs afflicted by prosopagnosia.
Then by the aforem entioned reasoning:

(5!) Jones loses his watch from  M onday to F riday.
(6!) Jones loses the ability to recognize faces from  M onday to

F riday.

Therefore:

(7!) A function of JonesÕ watch is to facilitate face recognit ion.

What Block is ignoring, or at least what charity in these m atters
dictates he consider, is a principle that unpacks the com m onsense
idea that if the advent of a psychological deficiency coincides with
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a noteworthy dim inution of a personÕs faculty, then itÕs a good bet
that the dim inution is causally linked with the deficiency. Adding
(a slightly m ore sophist icated version of ) th is principle, as well as a
prem ise that is its antecedent, to (5) and (6), turns the schem a
from  a stunning non sequitur to a form ally valid form  (in first-
order logic) for (7). The principle and prem ise, respectively, are:

(P1) I f S loses x over an interval of t im e during which S loses the
ability to ", and there is at least a pr ima facie reason to
think x is centrally em ployed when people " (in part
because attem pts to replicate "ing in system s lacking x have
failed, and show no appreciable prom ise of succeeding in
the future), then a function of x is to at least facilitate "ing.

(8) S loses x over an interval . . . prom ise of succeeding.

Victorious instantiations of th is schem a seem  to m e to be at
hand. (I f x # ÒP-consciousness,Ó and " # Òwrite belletrist ic
fict ion,Ó then it turns out that I  have elsewhere explicit ly defended
the relevant instantiation.5 This defense capitalizes on [P1]Õs
parenthet ical by including an observation that AI  [Art ificial I n-
telligence] has so far failed to produce creative com puter
system s.) Block would disagree. H e would insist that Searle (in the
Penfield ian instantiation Block int im ates) gives us no reason to
think that the appropriate instantiation of (5) Ð say, Sm ith loses
P-consciousness during a petit mal seizure that overlaps his driving
a car Ð is true. U nfortunately, th is com plaint is uncom pelling, for
at least6 two reasons.

F irst, there is at least som e evidence for the proposit ion that
Ònorm alsÓ lose P-consciousness of, and P-consciousness arising
from , behaviors that becom e routin ized (e.g., C ooper & Shepard
(1973) and Pani (1982) appear to show that when subjects becom e
skilled enough to render im agistic tasks Òautom atic,Ó they lose
P-consciousness of these tasks). G iven BlockÕs undeniable m astery
of the literature, I  find it peculiar that such work isnÕt discussed in
his paper.

The second reason to regard BlockÕs objection to SearleÕs (5) as
uncom pelling is m ore powerful, certainly m ore ironic. I t  is that
when evaluating th is prem ise Block seem s to forget h is own modus
operandi: in trospection. Appeals to introspection are ubiquitous
in BlockÕs paper and in his response, but one such appeal, for
autobiographical reasons, caught m y attent ion above m ost others:
BlockÕs report (p. 275) Ð designed to counter RevonsuoÕs (1995)
proposal that dream s constitute cases of P-consciousness without
A-consciousness Ð that C hom sky engages in rational dream ing. I f
th is constitutes germ ane evidence, then what about the ability to
prem editatedly bring on what m ight be called quasi-petit mal
episodes? Suppose, for exam ple, that Brown decides, before
reading to his children, that while he reads he is going to spend
tim e reflecting upon som e difficult and long-standing problem ,
the solut ion to which calls for som e creativity. Brown is willing to
do the reading, at least significant stretches of it , as an Òautom a-
ton,Ó while he directs his consciousness (P-consciousness in
BlockÕs schem e) toward a problem  unsolvable by any fam iliar
routine or algorithm . I s there anything it is like for Brown to read
in such a scenario? Since I  often do what Brown does, I  can inform
Block that the answer is ÒN o.Ó I  have absolutely no m em ories
about what I  read; I  have no subjective awareness of the words,
sentences, them es, characters, no P-consciousness of anything
related to what I  have read. And yet I  justifiably infer from  the
absence of protests from  m y listeners that I  have perform ed
adequately.

All of us, I  venture, have experienced unplanned intervals of
Òautom atism .Ó To repeat the fam iliar exam ple, youÕre driving late
at night on the interstate; youÕre 27 m iles from  your exit . . . and
the next th ing you know, after reverie about a research problem
snaps to an end, you are but 17 m iles from  your turnoff. N ow, was
there anything it was like to drive those 10 m ysterious m iles? I f
youÕre like m e, the answer is a rather firm  ÒN oÓ (and I  daresay the
real-life cases are m yriad, and not always autom otive). N ow, why is
it that such episodes invariably happen when the ongoing overt
behavior is highly routin ized? H ave you ever had such an episode

while your overt behavior involved, say, the writ ing of a short story,
or the proving of a theorem ? These are rhetorical questions only,
of course. But the point is that Block is dead wrong that there is no
reason to th ink that there is nothing itÕs like for an epilept ic driver
to turn through a curve on the interstate (pp. 239Ð40). I  conclude,
then, that (5) Ð appropriately instantiated Ð is plausible; so the
deductively valid reconstruction from  "(5), (6), (8), (P1)# to (7) Ð
once it too is accordingly instantiated Ð constitutes a form idable
case for the view that a function of P-consciousness is to facilitate
creative cognit ion.

I f Searle is to em erge entirely unscathed, there is a loose end.
What of BlockÕs claim  (p. 241) that Searle contradicts him self
when he says both that the totally unconscious epilept ic can drive
hom e and that the car would crash if the epilept ic were totally
unconscious? What Searle should be read as saying here is that (1)
as a matter  of contingent fact, if the epilept ic were totally uncon-
scious his car would crash, but (2) itÕs nonetheless also true that it  is
possible for a driver who is totally non-P-conscious to drive hom e
without crashing. I ndeed, I  fu lly expect successful autom atic
driving system s to be in place alongside hum ans before long; and I
expect these system s to be, at heart, nothing fancier than present-
day com putation Ð com putation devoid of P-consciousness. F or
that m atter, the near-future surely also holds sim ple com putational
system s capable of reading aloud to m y offspring. These system s,
so exotic now, will soon becom e as unassum ing as TVs, which are
just as bereft of consciousness as beer cans.

N O T E S
1. BlockÕs defin it ion: Som ething is A-conscious if it  has (an) A-con-

scious state(s). Such a state m ust (p. 231) be poised (1) to be used as a
prem ise in reasoning, (2) for rational control of action, and (3) for rational
control of speech.

2 . F or exam ple, the database application currently running on m y
laptop satisfies BlockÕs (1)Ð(3) for the following reasons. O ne, the applica-
t ion is based on first-order logic, so a state of the system  is nothing but a set
of first-order form ulas used as prem ises in deductive reasoning. Two,
action is controlled by rational deduction from  such sets. Three, ÒspeechÓ
is controlled by rational deduction from  such sets with help from  gram -
m ars designed to enable sim ple conversation. The application ÒtalksÓ by
producing text, but it  could be outfit ted with a voice synthesizer, and at any
rate Block tells us (p. 231) that condit ion (3) isnÕt necessary, since
nonlinguist ic creatures can be A-conscious in virtue of their states satisfy-
ing (1) and (2). Along the sam e lines, itÕs probably worth noting that action
(indicated in condit ion (2)) can be slight, since m any paralyzed people are
not only A-conscious, but P-conscious as well.

3. F or exam ple, D ennettÕs views, shown to be at best b izarre by Block
(pp. 237Ð39), look that way in the com m onsense view. I n fact, BlockÕs
devastating crit ique in paragraphs 12Ð14, section 5, rem ains nearly word-
for-word intact in the com m onsense view.

4. I  charitably neaten the schem a just a bit, in part to ease analysis
carried out below.

5 . To put a bit of th is reasoning barbarically (for lack of space), I  have
argued that without P-consciousness an ÒauthorÓ cannot adopt the point of
view of his character(s), and that so adopting is a sine qua non for
producing belletrist ic fict ion. (See Bringsjord 1992; 1995.)

6. I  say Òat leastÓ here because there m ay be a reason to reject BlockÕs
objection out of hand: BlockÕs com plaint has nothing whatever to do with
fallaciousness. An argum ent is fallacious when and only when its conclu-
sion doesnÕt follow from  its prem ises. As, for exam ple, in the fam ous fallacy
of affirm ing the consequent: p !  q; q; therefore p. See also H arm onÕs
(1995) com m entary for sam ple fallacies.
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Two conceptions of access-consciousness

Derek Browne
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Abstract: BlockÕs (1995) cognit ive conception of consciousness m ight be
introduced in the service of two different projects. I n one, the explanatory
gap between science and folklore rem ains. I n the other, a reductive claim
is advanced, but the intu it ive idea of consciousness is abandoned.

I f cognit ivism  is true, then consciousness, if real, is really cogni-
t ion. C ognit ivists will reject BlockÕs (1995t) claim  that there is a
dist inct kind of phenom enal-consciousness, and so will reject h is
charge that they are guilty of conflating different propert ies. But
m any cognit ivists will allow that the idea of access-consciousness is
on the right track. Rather than adding to the ranks of those who
query BlockÕs defense of phenom enal-consciousness, I  want in-
stead to ask som e questions about his handling of the cognit ive
conception. Access-consciousness rests on the idea of Òpoised
content,Ó that is, of sem antically evaluable states that are poised
for the rational control of reasoning, speech, and action. M y
discussion is organized around the following question: D oes Block
intend to introduce the concept of access-consciousness in the
context of phenom enology or of cognit ive theory?

Suppose the form er. Then Block is saying that it  is an introspec-
t ively accessible fact about our m ental lives that we have thoughts.
The thoughts of which we are conscious (to which we have access)
enter our reasoning as prem ises and m ay contribute (ÒrationallyÓ)
to the control of speech or action. The phenom enology of m ind
needs a concept that captures our consciousness of thought. The
dist inctive m arker of the phenom enological conception of access-
consciousness is that the subject of the access relation is the person
him self. Access-consciousness, under th is interpretation, picks out
the set of contentfu l m ental states in m e (m y ÒthoughtsÓ) to which
I  have personal-level access. This is by contrast with the hypothe-
sized m ult itude of cognit ive states to which m y subpersonal
agencies have access but to which I  do not. To save the phenom -
ena, it seem s that we should say that each of us has a kind and
quality of access to our own thoughts that no other person has.
N otice, however, that it  is, in BlockÕs view, equally a phenom e-
nological fact that we have im m ediate access to inner states that
have noncognit ive, experient ial propert ies (ÒfeelingsÓ). F eelings
are the objects of P-consciousness. I f the subject of the relation of
access in BlockÕs A-consciousness is the self, then the term  Òac-
cessÓ is ill-chosen, for we equally have access (he th inks) to
som ething other than thoughts, nam ely, feelings.

As that m ay be, and persist ing for a t im e with th is interpretation,
Block does m ore than describe the phenom enology. H e offers a
hypothesis about a com m on feature of the set of cognit ive episodes
to which we have conscious access. They are those states that are
(1) poised for use as prem ises in reasoning, (2) poised for rational
control of action, and (3) poised for rational control of speech
(Block 1995t, p. 231). BlockÕs em pirical hypothesis Ð for th is is
surely not Òconceptual analysisÓ of any rem otely a priori kind Ð is
that the thoughts that are phenom enologically identified as being
those of which I  am  conscious have a com m on, functional prop-
erty: They are all poised for the rational control of reasoning,
speech, or action. At first b lush, th is is a nice idea if one is both a
friend of consciousness and a m aterialist, for it  suggests a function
for consciousness. The function of consciousness is to exert active,
executive control, that is, to direct content in to the rational control
of reasoning, speech, and action. But the idea doesnÕt work. The
concept of poised content itself has an obvious utility if one is
trying to understand how the rational control of action em erges
out of high-level, inform ation-processing activit ies. But conscious-
ness is no help here. The problem  is to close the explanatory
gap between the intu it ive conception of consciousness (A-
consciousness) yielded by the phenom enology and these cognit ive
functions. H ow does the fact of being accessible at the personal
level explain the availability of content for the rational control of

reasoning, speech, and action? U nless the conscious, executive self
is already credited with special powers, the fact that a bit of
content is present to consciousness doesnÕt explain how it acquires
any powers that it  would not otherwise have. I t is unhelpful to say
that consciousness can explain the m indÕs ability to organize its
knowledge for the rational control of reasoning, speech, and
action. The notion of conscious agency has no independent ex-
planatory power. O ne hopes instead that the idea of poised content
will help to explain the troubled phenom enon of consciousness.

Block says that his three condit ions are together sufficient for
access-consciousness. The sufficiency claim  m eans that all poised
content is conscious. U nder the phenom enological interpretation
of BlockÕs project, the claim  is that there is a uniform  correlation,
presum ably nom ological, between two ÒlogicallyÓ dist inct proper-
t ies: the property of being, intu it ively speaking, a conscious
thought, and the property of being a state with poised content.
This is worth th inking about, provided we donÕt succum b to the
idea that by cit ing the form er property (consciousness) we have
the beginnings of a lawful explanation of the latter (poised con-
tent). But the sufficiency claim , the claim  that all poised content is
conscious, supports a very different in terpretation of BlockÕs
project: the second alternative I  m entioned at the beginning.
U nder th is interpretation, there are not two dist inct propert ies
here, just one. Suppose (not very plausibly) that Block is not
especially concerned to save the phenom ena: H e does not begin
by accepting as given the phenom enology of consciousness and
dem anding that cognit ive science preserve what we pre-
theoret ically know about the conscious aspects of m ind. H e is
instead advancing what will turn out to be a reductive hypothesis,
one that saves what can be saved in the folk conception of
consciousness and discards the rest. Suppose a com plex behav-
ioural control system  contains som e contentfu l states that have the
following functional property: They are poised for the rational
control of reasoning, speech, and action. The key idea in th is line of
thought is that just to be a state with poised content is to be a
conscious state. I nstead of a nom ological connection between
(conceptually) d ist inct propert ies, Block would be m aking a con-
stitu t ive claim : The property a thought has of being conscious is
identical with the property of having poised content. We are not
trying to save the phenom ena at all costs, so we are not com m itted
to attribut ing to consciousness any propert ies that our cognit ive
theory does not recognise. Any behavioural control system  of
sufficient com plexity to support the functions played by poised
content would be conscious in the cognit ive sense.

O ne of the tell-tale m arks of th is interpretation of access-
consciousness is that the access relation is not a relation between
the self and its thoughts. StichÕs idea of Òinferential prom iscuityÓ
(Stich 1978), borrowed by Block, hints that the term s of the access
relation are the different thoughts that join together in inferential
liaisons: They have access to each other. Perhaps a preferable
reading is that the processors controlling reasoning have com m on
access to all those contents, as have the processors controlling
speech and action.

The reductionist view alarm s the friends of phenom enology,
however, because it replaces the first-personal character of con-
sciousness with im personal, com putational relations that are real-
ised in inform ation-processing system s. Perhaps th is will not alarm
Block, because he also has his concept of phenom enal-
consciousness, which is supposed to capture the subjective fea-
tures of experience. Perhaps there is Ònothing it is like to beÓ a
conscious th inker. But if that is so, to describe a (sufficient ly
com plex) cognit ive system  as Òaccess-consciousÓ adds nothing to
the leaner inform ation-processing descript ion of a system  as
containing Òpoised content.Ó
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Availability: The cognitive basis
of experience
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Abstract: Although A-consciousness and P-consciousness are concep-
tually dist inct, a refined notion of A-consciousness m akes it p lausible that
the two are em pirically inseparable. I  suggest that the notion of direct
availability for global control can play a central role here, and draw out
som e consequences.

BlockÕs (1995) dist inction between access consciousness and phe-
nom enal consciousness (or experience) is very useful. There is
clearly a conceptual d ist inction here, as illustrated by the fact that:
(1) one can im agine access without experience and vice versa; (2)
access can be observed straightforwardly, whereas experience
cannot; and, m ost im portant, (3) access consciousness seem s
clearly am enable to cognit ive explanation, whereas phenom enal
consciousness is quite perplexing in th is regard. But the t ight
empir ical link between the two phenom ena deserves attent ion.

Bringing access and experience closer together.  Block him self
notes that P-consciousness and A-consciousness often occur to-
gether. This is no accident, as one can see by noting that a
P-conscious experience is usually reportable, and that reportability
im plies accessibility of the corresponding inform ation. Block does
not th ink they always occur together, but I  th ink that with appropri-
ate m odifications they m ight. O ne of the m ost interesting projects
in th is area is that of modifying the concept of A-consciousness in
such a way as to m ake it p lausible that A-consciousness (in the
m odified sense) and P-consciousness are perfect correlates.

A good start is the m odified notion of direct availability for  global
control. That is, a content is A-conscious in the m odified sense when
it is directly available for use in directing a wide range of behaviors,
especially deliberate behaviors. I  am  not sure how different th is is
from  BlockÕs defin it ion: it  p lays down the role of rationality and
reasoning (after all, im pairm ents of rationality probably do not
dim inish phenom enal consciousness), it  relegates verbal report to
the status of a heurist ic (as Block him self suggests), and there is
another im portant d ifference that I  will com e to short ly. The
restrict ion to direct availability works to elim inate contents that can
be retrieved with som e work but that are not conscious.

To see how well th is m odified notion of A-consciousness corre-
lates with P-consciousness, we need to see how it handles BlockÕs
exam ples in which one sort of consciousness occurs without the
other. BlockÕs exam ples of A-consciousness without P-conscious-
ness are all m ere conceptual possibilit ies (zom bies and super-
blindsight, for exam ple), so they are not relevant here, but to
illustrate P-consciousness with A-consciousness he gives som e
real-world exam ples. O ne is SperlingÕs (1960) exam ple in which all
n ine let ters in a square array are experienced, but only three
can be reported at a t im e. I n th is case, only three let ter-
representations are accessed, but it  is nevertheless plausible that
each of the nine was available, until the process of access de-
stroyed their availability. This works because the m odified notion
of A-consciousness is disposit ional Ð not access, but accessibility is
required. And it is plausible that all n ine let ter-representations are
A-conscious in the m odified sense. So even in th is case, P-
consciousness and m odified A-consciousness occur together.

The case of the drilling noise in the background can be handled
sim ilarly. H ere it seem s reasonable to say that the inform ation was
directly available all along; it  sim ply wasnÕt accessed. The case of
experience under anesthesia (if it  is actual) is trickier, but we m ight
handle it  by saying that in these cases the corresponding contents
are available for global control; it  is just that the control m echa-
nism s them selves are m ostly shut down. We m ight say that the
inform ation m akes it to a location where it could have been used to
direct behavior, had the m otor cortex and other processes been
functioning norm ally.

O ther cases could be considered and further refinem ents could
be m ade. A fuller account m ight flesh out the kind of availability
required (perhaps a kind of high-bandwidth availability is required
for experience, or at least for experience of any intensity) and
m ight specify the relevant kind of control role m ore fu lly. C ounter-
exam ples are not threatening but helpful; they allow us to refine
the defin it ion further. The details can be left aside here; the point
is that th is project will lead to a functionally characterized property
that m ight correlate perfectly with P-consciousness, at least in the
cases with which we are fam iliar.

This property Ð som ething in the vicin ity of direct availability
for global control Ð could then be thought of as the inform ation-
processing correlate of P-consciousness, or as the cognit ive basis
of experience. There are som e 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
phenom enal consciousness but end up offering an explanation of
A-consciousness and leaving P-consciousness to the side. The t ight
link between the two suggests that a som ewhat m ore charitable
interpretation is possible. I f experience correlates with availability
for global control, m uch of th is work can be interpreted as seeking
to explain A-consciousness, but trying to find a basis for P-
consciousness. F or exam ple, C rick and KochÕs (1990) oscillat ions
are put forward because of a potential role in binding and working
m em ory; that is, in integrating contents and m aking them  available
for control (working m em ory is itself an availability system , after
all). I f both the em pirical hypothesis (oscillat ions subserve avail-
ability) and the bridging principle (availability goes along with
experience) are correct, then the oscillat ions are a neural correlate
of experience, which is just what C rick and Koch claim .

The sam e holds elsewhere. ShalliceÕs Òselector inputsÓ for Òac-
tion system sÓ (1972) and his Òsupervisory system Ó (1988a; 1988b)
are clearly supposed to play a central role in availability and control;
if the em pirical hypothesis is correct, they could reasonably be
regarded as part of the basis for conscious experience. Sim ilarly, the
Òglobal workspaceÓ of Baars (1988), the Òhigh-quality representa-
t ionsÓ of F arah (1994), the Òtem porally-extended neural activityÓ of
L ibet (1993), and m any other proposals can be all be seen as
offering m echanism s in the process whereby som e contents are
m ade available for global control. The com m on elem ent is striking.
O f course, it  is an em pirical question which of these proposals is
correct (although m ore than one m ight be, if they offer accounts of
different parts of the process or descript ions at different levels).
But insofar as these m echanism s play a role in the availabil-
ity/control process, they are candidates to be neural or cognit ive
correlates of experience, which is often what the authors suggest
(correlation is all that F arah and L ibet claim ; Shallice and Baars
oscillate between ÒcorrespondenceÓ and explanation).

The picture is th is: (1) we know that availability goes along with
experience; (2) we discover em pirically that som e m echanism
plays the central role in the availability process. We m ay then
conclude that the m echanism  is part of the explanation of A-
consciousness and part of the basis of P-consciousness. O f course,
the story about the m echanism  alone does not explain P-con-
sciousness, as we still have not explained why availability always
goes along with experience; we have sim ply taken for granted that
it does. But if we are prepared to take the link between availability
and experience as a kind of background assum ption (perhaps for
later explanation), th is can provide a useful part ial explanation of
the contents of experience.

A phenomenal consciousness module?  I nterestingly, th is
analysis allows us to m ake som e sense of the idea of a phenom enal
consciousness m odule. I f it  turns out that there is a single system
responsible for m ediating the availability of certain contents for
global control Ð som ething like BaarsÕs global workspace or Shal-
liceÕs supervisory system  Ð then it m ight be plausible that the
contents of that system  correspond precisely to the contents of
experience, and m aybe we could call it  a P-consciousness m odule.
I  do not th ink it is probable that there is such a m odule Ð m ore



C ontinuing C om m entary

BEHAVIORAL AND BRAIN SCIENCES (1997) 20:1 149

likely there are m any different m echanism s by which contents
becom e available for a control role Ð but at least the idea m akes
sense. But the only way there could be a ÒP-consciousnessÓ
m odule would be for it to be an availability/control m odule. I f a
m odule were dissociable from  the relevant role in availability and
control, the considerations above suggest that it  would be dissocia-
ble from  P-consciousness too.

I n part icular, there is som ething very strange about the idea of an
Òepiphenom enalÓ P-consciousness m odule (BlockÕs F ig. 3). The
m ain m otivation for epiphenom enalism  is surely that experience
seem s superfluous to any inform ation-processing; but BlockÕs idea
suggests an im plausible epiphenom enalism  within the
inform ation-processing story. I ndeed, if the m odule has no effect
on other processes, then we could lesion it with no external change
(sam e reports, even), and no em pirical evidence could support the
hypothesis. Perhaps Block m eans to allow that the m odule has the
very lim ited function of causing phenom enal reports, so that
lesioning it elim inates rem arks such as ÒI  am  having a blue
sensation.Ó But now either (1) rem arks such as ÒThere is a blue
object,Ó confident b lue-directed behavior, and so on are all elim i-
nated too Ð in which case the m odule had an im portant function
after all Ð or (2) they are preserved (a kind of ultra-superblindsight),
im plying an extraordinary independence between the pathways
responsible for phenom enal report and those responsible for visual
descript ions and norm al visual processing. G iven the rem arkable
coherence between visual descript ions and reports of visual experi-
ence, one presum es that they are t ied m ore closely than th is.

The function of consciousness?  The link between P-
consciousness and (m odified) A-consciousness m akes the search
for a function for P-consciousness even m ore hopeless. G iven the
correlation, any purported function for P-consciousness can be
attributed to A-consciousness instead.

O nly those who im plausibly identify the concept of P-conscious-
ness with that of (m odified) A-consciousness have a way out. I f one
accepts the conceptual d ist inction, one will accept the conceiv-
ability of zom bie functional isom orphs (m ade of silicon, say). To be
consistent, one m ust then accept the conceivability of zom bie
physical isom orphs, as there is no m ore of a conceptual entailm ent
from  neural stuff to consciousness than there is from  silicon stuff.
F rom  here, it  is easy to see that P-consciousness gives m e no
functional advantage. After all, I  am  different from  m y zom bie
twin only in that I  have P-consciousness and he does not, but we
are functionally identical.

Block suggests that P-consciousness m ight Ògrease the wheelsÓ
of A-consciousness, but th is cannot work. P-consciousness is
redundant to the explanation of the physical m echanism s of
A-consciousness, as the conceivability of the zom bie shows: sam e
physical m echanism s, sam e explanation of A-consciousness, no
P-consciousness. The rem aining option is to ÒidentifyÓ P-
consciousness with m odified A-consciousness (em pirically but not
conceptually), solving the problem  by fiat. I  th ink th is sort of
identification without explanation m isunderstands the way that
scient ific identification works (see C halm ers 1996), but in any case
it st ill leaves the concept of P-consciousness with no explanatory
role in cognit ive functioning. The independent concept of A-
consciousness does all the work. I  th ink it best to accept instead
that phenom enal consciousness is dist inct from  any physical or
functional property, and that it  does not need to have a function to
be central to our m ental 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-C onsciousness (P) is to be understood in term s of an im m edi-
ate fluctuating continuum  that is a presentation of raw experient ial m atter
against which A-consciousness (A) acts to objectify, im pose form  or m ake

determ inate ÒthinkableÓ contents. A representationalises P but P is not
itself representational, at least in term s of som e concepts of Òrepresenta-
t ion.Ó BlockÕs argum ents fall short of establishing that P is representational
and, given the sort of cognit ive science assum ptions he is working with, he
is unable to account for the aspect of phenom enal content that he th inks
goes beyond ÒrepresentationalÓ content. BBS discussion reveals the need
for greater analysis and justification for a representationalist thesis of P.

An im portant question arising from  discussion is whether phe-
nom enal consciousness (P) is, itself, wholly or part ly, represen-
tational. Block (1995r, p. 273) rejects the view, proposed by
Arm strong (1995, pp. 247ff ) and others, that P is ent irely repre-
sentational, that is, m erely a m atter of the degree of detail,
specificity, and inform ational richness of representational content.
Block agrees, however, that P is representational (see, pp. 278,
280). I t is just that Òphenom enal contentÓ transcends Òrepresenta-
t ional content.Ó Block is careful to point out that by Òrepresenta-
t ionalÓ he does not m ean Òproposit ional.Ó I f he had, he would have
used the term  Òintent ionalÓ (answering Tye; pp. 268Ð69, p. 278). I t
is not clear what Block th inks the phenom enal content that
transcends representational content actually is.

An argum ent for P representationality is given (Block 1995r,
p. 278). E xplaining phenom enologically either (1) the difference
between perceiving a th ing from  different orientations (e.g., with
left versus right ear) or as located different ly in space, or (2) Òseeing-
thatÓ the squares but not the circles are packable, must appeal to the
Òrepresentational featuresÓ of phenom enal consciousness itself.
The argum ent is inconclusive. O ne could exploit BlockÕs view
(p. 274) that access-consciousness (A) is Òparasit ic on,Ó or can com e
and go against a background of, P. I n seeing that the squares are
packable an A state occurs against a P background. This A state is a
second-order, in tent ionalÐrepresentational state. The occurrence
of the second-order state presupposes some first-order state. This
first-order state does not itself have to be Òrepresentational.Ó

Block speaks of Òseeing throughÓ (p. 279) our P (perceptual)
states to the world. ÒSeeing throughÓ is not an im age of represent-
ing. I f the foregoing A ÒstoryÓ were right, there m ust be som ething
transpiring internally in virtue of which we can Òsee throughÓ and
som ething transpiring to which we bring A awareness in Òseeing-
that.Ó I t is likely that these som ethings transpiring (or ways of
being self-m odified) are one and the sam e, but one needs a
substantial argum ent to establish that they them selves are repre-
sentational som ethings. I n virtue of what would an internal activa-
t ion or disturbance of sensory substratum  instantiating phenom e-
nal awareness constitute a representation?

C ognit ive science must treat P as representational if it  hopes to
say anything about it . Representation in cognit ive science usually
m eans concrete part iculars having representationality in func-
t ional, hence relational, propert ies. Representations are arbitrary
m ediating vehicles of content and bring with them  a whole set of
m achinery for m oving them  around (m anipulable in virtue of
form al propert ies). C oncrete part iculars with shared form alÐ
relational propert ies count as tokens of the sam e type. You and I
can both have the sam e representations, but we canÕt have the
sam e qualia. We canÕt share awarenesses because awarenesses are
subject-specific, im m ediate m aterial instantiations of ÒcontentÓ
(in C . I . L ewisÕs [1929] original notion of Òquales,Ó cited by L ycan
[1995, pp. 262Ð63]: i.e., Òthe introspectib le m onadic qualitat ive
property of what seem s to be a phenom enal individualÓ). Repre-
sentations work by standing for what they are not. Awarenesses
work, insofar as they do work, by being what they intrinsically are.

Block grants (p. 278) that P is ÒrelativelyÓ intrinsic com pared to
A, which is ÒrelativelyÓ relational. But he continues to treat P as
significantly Òrepresentational.Ó H is im age of A interfacing with
the m ore fundam ental P is of one parquet floor over another floor
(p. 274). The suggestion is of one level and /or type of representa-
t ion m eeting another. I n the instance of seeing-that, concerning
the packability of squares, Block holds that P-contents do not
represent extrinsically (R9) but are them selves Òintrinsically pack-
able,Ó hence Òrepresent per se.Ó But what exactly does th is am ount
to? A sand dune can intrinsically change its shape Ð does that m ean
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it represents-per-se changeability? The squares, because of their
spatial propert ies, only actually represent packability via som e
proposit ionalizing act of A.

An ontology of representations is a powerful tool for explaining
som e types of content. But not every internal st im ulation or
activation in m entality need be a representation. I s there no other
conceptual fram ework for understanding phenom enology? Arm -
chair m etaphors and analogies go som e way to satisfying introspec-
t ive intu it ion but fall far short of em pirical or conceptual rigour.
H owever, I  will indulge in one briefly (L evine [1995, p. 261] spoke
of P as a kind of presenting to the self, and that is basically the idea I
would like to see explored). C onsciousness is like a pond enclosed
by the inner skin or m em brane of the person. Things can be in the
pond (ÒpresentingÓ) without actually im pinging on the m em brane.
An interplay of internal and external factors determ ines what
im pinges on the m em brane, and where and when. Being at the
surface, m em brane perm its ÒpresentingsÓ to becom e represen-
tated by and to the system  as a whole. Being at the surface allows
representation but does not necessitate representation. H ow phe-
nom enal content in its intrinsic nature gets to instantiate or effect
inform ation flow and where it does (I  agree with L evine, p. 261),
rem ains a m ystery because we are nowhere near understanding
what consciousness in its phenom enal intrinsic nature is. The
point of representation is to objectify, m ake determ inate, focus,
extract for use, and integrate latent inform ation. Apart from
representationalization, latent ÒcontentÓ of P m anifests in a four-
dim ensional fluctuating continuum  of activations in content-
sensit ive vicin it ies of the pond of consciousness Ð experienced by
subjects as the substratum  of experient ial sensit ivity or awareness.

Block wonders (p. 281) whether he is up against a new version of
the old debate about functionalism  and qualia. The representa-
t ionalists claim  to have a posit ion stronger than functionalism .
That is, two tokens of the one P-state type can differ not just in
functional role but in virtue of representational content. What
such theorists will say is the vehicle of representational content,
that is, the ÒoccupierÓ of the functional role? And how does th is
vehicle have its representational content, since the latter is now
distinguished from  the functional role? I t is in the very nature of
the concept ÒrepresentationÓ that the answer m ust be a relational,
m ediational one. I nsofar as it is, it  fails to satisfy the intu it ions that
phenom enal consciousness is fundam entally nonrelational and
im m ediate: m om ents presenting in a fluctuating continuum , not a
series of inert objects for m anipulation.

I s the objection to representationality really only of determ inate
conceptual or proposit ional representation? Bachm ann (1995,
p. 251) suggests that basic sensational, in tu it ively Ònonrepresenta-
t ional,Ó states are really low-level em bryonic representational
states that represent, for exam ple, the bare categorial fact of
sensing som ething as Òexist ingÓ; or perhaps the fact that events
are occurring in parts of oneÕs body (what Block suggests is
Òm e-ishÓ representation; pp. 275, 281). Are activations/
disturbances/presentations that reach the surface, then, represen-
tations just because of th is latent, vague existent ial or ÒselfyÓ
inform ing im port? But of what kind? Representations to whom ?
H ow are any kinds of representation instantiations of subjective
awarenesses? There is an am biguity in the Bachm ann view. F rom
our theoret ical perspective som eoneÕs activations represent som e
state of their body, whereas that person sim ply by m eans of those
activations/presentations feels som e state of their body.

The problem  m ight just be lack of clarity in the claim  that P is
Òrepresentational,Ó in which case that point ought to be cleared up
before debate is taken m uch further. M aybe som e representation-
ist construal of consciousness is right, but the thesis is doom ed to
failure in a cognit ive science dom inated by classical com putation.
That paradigm , having long dissociated consciousness from  opera-
t ions over object-like representations, seem s now to be trying to
put them  back together again. H owever it m ay not m atter what
im plem entation of representations you propose. An unbridgeable
gap exists between specification of representation in term s of
intersubjective, external, and determ inate relations and an under-

standing of the intrinsic, often indeterm inate nature of subjective
awareness. This latter is the essence of phenom enal consciousness.

Consciousness and mental representation
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Abstract: Block (1995t) has argued for a noncognit ive and nonrepresenta-
t ional notion of phenom enal consciousness, but h is putative exam ples of
th is phenom enon are conspicuous in their representational and functional
propert ies while they do not clearly possess other phenom enal propert ies.

Block (1995t) has argued for a nonrepresentational, nonfunctional
notion of phenom enal consciousness, or ÒP-consciousness.Ó A
m ental state m ight be both P-conscious and A-conscious (repre-
sentational, am ong other th ings). But it  can neither be phenom e-
nal in virtue of having a part icular sort of content, nor in virtue of
playing a certain functional role in perceptual or other cognit ive
processing. Several com m entators Ð notably Arm strong (1995),
L ycan (1995), H arm an (1995), and Tye (1995) Ð have taken issue
with th is posit ion. Rightly so, for it is a m istake to conceive of
phenom enal consciousness as being intrinsically nonrepresenta-
t ional. I t  is a m istake because Block is right that Òthe paradigm
P-conscious states are sensationsÓ (p. 232) and because we ought
not to divorce study of sensation and perception from  consider-
ation of their central function, that is, to detect, d iscrim inate, and
represent sensible features of the environm ent (including features
of the organism  itself ).

Block depends on our recognizing several sensory exam ples as
m anifestly non- or suprarepresentational; nam ely, the experience
of orgasm  and the sensation of interm odal differences in percep-
t ion. (Presum ably, we are to read Òorgasm Ó as Òm ale orgasm Ó
throughout.)

F irst, Block claim s it obvious that Òthe phenom enal content of
orgasm Ó is not representational at all; then, in response to TyeÕs
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 allows that the experience has a
lim ited representational content but one that does not begin to
explain its phenom enal content. What is m issing? Block raises
several possibilit ies. Sensations m ight vary phenom enally while
their representational contents do not. I s that clear? Phenom enal
contents m ay vary in a m ore fine-grained way than natural lan-
guage labels for those contents, but is such variation obviously
nonrepresentational and nonfunctional? Block adm its that not all
representations are expressible in E nglish. Tye has suggested that
the representational content of orgasm  is com plex and dynam ic.
M any subtly variable physiological phenom ena attend orgasm . I f
space and decorum  do not perm it a m ore com prehensive art icula-
t ion of a part icular m ale orgasm , sensory contents m ight nonethe-
less different iate part icular orgasm s just as other sensations differ-
ent iate part icular pains in the foot. We have com plex capacit ies for
recognizing and discrim inating states of the body, am ong other
th ings. These are capacit ies subserved by representations; th is
claim  is not confounded by the fact that dynam ic variation with in
phenom ena needs to be represented, nor by the fact that variation
across phenom ena needs to be represented. N otice, too, that there
is no in pr inciple problem  with representational or functional
accounts of the evaluative part of an experience. M agnitudes and
variet ies of pleasantness m ight be, for exam ple, input as variables
in som e sort of d isposit ional calculus.

Block anticipates the response that contents m ight be specified
in term s of recognit ional capacit ies but says Òthat runs into the
problem  that recognit ional capacit ies can work without P-content,
as in blindsight.Ó (p. 281) The theory that phenom enal differences
are representational does not say that all representational differ-
ences are phenom enal. O f course, if our fu ll d iscrim inative and
recognit ional capacit ies, and all the functions they subserve, are
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realized without phenom enal experience, then the theory is in
trouble. But why suspect that? Such a conclusion would not strict ly
follow even from  BlockÕs fantasy case of Òsuper blindsightÓ and, as
F arah (1995) points out, there is no such th ing as super blindsight
(see also G azzaniga et al. 1994).

Block also considers both an auditory and a visual experience of
som ething overhead. This is supposed to be inform ationally im -
poverished perception: ÒI Õm  im agining a case where one has an
im pression only of where the th ing is without an im pression of
other featuresÓ (p. 14). We are to conclude, from  our im agining,
Òthat there is a m odal difference that isnÕt at all a m atter of
representation, but rather is a m atter of how those m odes of
representation feelÓ (p. 14). So all we get is: (1) som ething
overhead, heard; and (2) som ething overhead, seen.

Tye suggests that the gedankenexper iment fails because there
will be extra visual or auditory inform ation (size in the visual case,
loudness in the auditory case) that different iate (1) from  (2). Block
surrenders in the auditory case but not in the visual case, where, he
says, we cannot track size with peripheral vision.

I  th ink Block m istakes im poverished scale coding for no scale
coding. But suppose he is right about size. There are further
representational differences. Som e object flies across the periph-
ery of m y visual field too fast for m echanism s of attent ion to direct
eye m ovem ents for foveal scanning. So I  cannot see what it is, be it
b ird, p lane, or superm an. As peripheral vision is rod-rich and
cone-poor, I  fail to discern the color of the st im ulus. But even
peripherally I  see dark or light against a field. This picks out a
feature of the distal st im ulus and it carries inform ation about the
m ode and m edia of transm ission of inform ation. These, collec-
t ively, represent features of the environm ent. Trying to ÒreplicateÓ
BlockÕs gedankenexper iment, I  fail to achieve his reported Òre-
sults.Ó But his exam ple is m ore puzzling still. Presum ably, Block
picked the subject of orgasm  because of his conviction that the
phenom enon is, well, phenom enal. H e takes pains to point out
that Òthere can be no doubt that orgasm  is Ôphenom enologically
im pressive.ÕÓ (p. 273) Presum ably th is was supposed to encourage
an intu it ion that there is so m uch to the experience of orgasm  that
one couldnÕt possibly exhaust Òall thatÓ with a representational or
functional account. But whatÕs curious about the m odal tracking is
that it  seem s so sim ple; it  is just a way of tagging the active sensory
system , and surely there is no problem  im agining how a represen-
tational system  m ight sim ply tag, as opposed to describe, som e-
thing. What could be m ore representationally prim it ive?

On the relation between phenomenal and
representational properties

G¬uven G¬uzelderea and Murat Aydedeb

aDuke University, Department of Philosophy, Durham, NC 27708 and bThe
University of Chicago, Department of Philosophy, Chicago, IL 60637.
aguven !!! aas.duke.edu; www.duke.edu/philosophy/faculty/
guzeldere.html; bmaydede !!! midway.uchicago.edu; tuna.
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Abstract: We argue that BlockÕs charge of fallacy rem ains ungrounded so
long as the existence of P-consciousness, as Block construes it, is indepen-
dently established. This, in turn, depends on establishing the existence of
Òphenom enal propert iesÓ that are essentially not representational, cogni-
t ive, or functional. We argue that Block leaves th is fundam ental thesis
unsubstantiated. We conclude by suggesting that phenom enal conscious-
ness can be accounted for in term s of a hybrid set of representational and
functional propert ies.

Block (1995t) th inks there is a widespread confusion in the recent
philosophy and neuropsychology literature regarding the function
of consciousness. This confusion m anifests itself in Òa persistent
fallacy involving a conflation of two very different concepts of
consciousnessÓ (p. 228): Phenom enal-consciousness and Access-
consciousness.

According to Block, the (target) reasoning com m its the fallacy

of equivocation in concluding that consciousness has the function
of in it iat ing voluntary action based on the phenom enon of blind-
sight. The blindsight patients, under forced-choice condit ions,
succeed in m aking sim ple visual judgm ents in their b lind fields
accurately, all the while insist ing that they are only guessing to
please the experim enter, hence they never in it iate relevant actions
them selves.

O n the basis of these facts, the two part ies reach two different
conclusions. The target reasoning concludes that Òblindsighted pa-
t ients never in it iate activity toward the blindfield because they lack
subjective awareness [phenom enal consciousness] of th ings in that
fieldÓ (p. 242). I n contrast, BlockÕs conclusion is that it  is Access-
consciousness that is m issing in blindsight patients (and, as such, re-
sponsible for the lack of voluntary action). Phenom enal-consciousness
m ay or m ay not be m issing (but that is irrelevant), and the fallacy lies
in Òsliding from  an obvious function of A-consciousness to a
nonobvious function of P-consciousnessÓ (p. 232).

The fallacy claim.  C learly, the valid ity of BlockÕs charge of
fallacy depends crit ically on the valid ity of his dist inction. U nless it
is established independently that BlockÕs dist inction between
A-consciousness and P-consciousness m ust be accepted by all,
including proponents of the target reasoning, all BlockÕs argum ent
shows is that there is a disagreement between the notions of
phenom enal consciousness he and proponents of the target rea-
soning use. And from  a m ere disagreem ent, a charge of fallacy
does not follow.

Block discusses the work of Schacter (1989) as representative of
the target reasoning. The notion of phenom enal consciousness
that Schacter uses, however, happens to be m uch closer to BlockÕs
A-consciousness, not his P-consciousness. Schacter uses the term
Òphenom enal consciousnessÓ to m ean Òan ongoing awareness of
specific m ental activity.Ó SchacterÕs fundam ental d ist inction is
presented in term s of Òim plicitÓ versus ÒexplicitÓ knowledge,
where the form er is Òknowledge that is expressed in perform ance
without subjectÕs phenom enal awareness that they possess it,Ó and
the latter, which occurs as a result of access to consciousness,
Òrefers to expressed knowledge that subjects are phenom enally
aware that they possessÓ (Schacter 1989, p. 356, em phasis added).

H owever sketchy it m ay be, it  is worth noting that SchacterÕs
notion of Òphenom enal consciousnessÓ involves the sort of cogni-
t ive elem ents that belong to BlockÕs A-consciousness, m ost nota-
bly, verbal expressibility. BlockÕs notion of P-consciousness, on the
other hand, has no counterpart in SchacterÕs fram ework. But then,
BlockÕs argum ent that P-consciousness does not play any role in
voluntary behavior runs orthogonal to the target reasoning, since
the target reasoning m akes no claim vis-à-vis BlockÕs sense of
P-consciousness.

Put d ifferent ly, BlockÕs fallacy charge has som e valid ity only
when coupled with the assum ption that his dist inction is already
established, and that his P-consciousness is the sam e as the target
reasoningÕs phenom enal consciousness. Point ing out SchacterÕs
work was one way of dem onstrating that the target reasoning does
not necessarily share th is conceptual start ing point with Block. I n
any case, our argum ent stands independent of th is dem onstration.
U ntil it  is established that it  is BlockÕs P-consciousness that
provides the right start ing place, Block and the target reasoning
could only beg the question against one another on what they take
Òphenom enal consciousnessÓ to be, and any charge of fallacy
rem ains ungrounded.

Phenomenal versus representational properties.  D oes Block
establish the valid ity of his dist inction between A- and P-
consciousness? We think not. Block tries to provide support for his
dist inction by presenting a num ber of cases that are purported to
dem onstrate how P-consciousness can exist in the absence of
A-consciousness, and conversely. But he takes for granted a m ore
fundam ental d ist inction on which the plausibility of his cases
rest. This is the dist inction between phenom enal propert ies
(P-propert ies or P-content) and representational /functional prop-
ert ies (R/F -propert ies or content). I n the rest of th is com m entary,
we will show that BlockÕs dist inction between P- and A-conscious-
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ness is not established because the dist inction between P-proper-
t ies and R/F -propert ies is left unsubstantiated.

BlockÕs start ing point is to take ÒP-conscious propert ies dist inct
from  any cognit ive, in tent ional, or functional propertyÓ (p. 230).
F or Block, ÒP-consciousness, as such, is not consciousness of Ó
(p. 232). By th is, Block m eans that P-conscious propert ies are in
essence not representational. They intrinsically constitute a kind,
or type, in them selves. E choing Kripkean intu it ions, Block asserts,
for exam ple, that, Òthe feel of pain is a P-conscious type Ð every
pain m ust have that feelÓ (p. 232).

But these claim s are far from  constitut ing a neutral start ing
point. They are rather substantially controversial philosophical
theses that need to be established at the end of argum ent, not
taken for granted at the beginning. We thus fail to see how a
proponent of the target reasoning who thinks that P-propert ies are
exhausted by R/F -propert ies could be expected to accept BlockÕs
fallacy charge.

I n other words, the issue ult im ately com es down to whether the
phenom enal character of m ental states can or cannot be ac-
counted for in representational and causal /functional term s.
N eedless to say, there are m any accounts that purport to show that
it can (e.g., D ennett 1991; D retske 1995; Tye 1995). Block th inks
otherwise, especially vis-à-vis the dist inction between phenom e-
nal and representational propert ies (or content). (H ere, we should
state that by Òrepresentational contentÓ we intend to cover both
conceptualized and nonconceptualized content. We will use Òin-
tent ionalÓ to indicate conceptualized content. Thus, an R-
property m ay be intent ional or not. Roughly speaking, such a
property, if in tent ional, is possessed by thought-like m ental states;
otherwise, it  is a property of sensory states and the like.)1

N ow, what precisely is BlockÕs posit ion on the relationship
between R- and P-propert ies? H e th inks that P-propert ies
are essentially nonrepresentational (and noncognit ive /
nonfunctional), but nonetheless, ÒP-conscious contents can be
representationalÓ (p. 232). I n other words, ÒP-conscious contents
often have an intent ional aspect, and also that P-conscious con-
tents often represent in a prim it ive, nonintent ional wayÓ (p. 245, n.
4). H owever, ÒP-conscious content cannot be reduced to inten-
t ional content.Ó That is, Block m aintains (p. 234) Òphenom enal
content need not be representational at all (m y favorite exam ple is
the phenom enal content of orgasm ).Ó

By this, we take Block to m ean that certain phenom enal
propert ies, even though they are in essence phenom enal, can
contingently be representational as well. To clarify, consider the
set, P, of all P-propert ies that can be associated with a conscious
m ental state. C onsider, also, the set R of all representational
propert ies. N ow, som e (e.g., D retske 1995 and Tye 1995) th ink
that P is just a subset of R Ð that is, any P-property is also an
R-property (but the converse does not have to hold). Perhaps
som e others th ink that P and R are m utually exclusive (cf. Katz
1995). I n contrast, Block seem s to th ink that certain P-propert ies
m ay also be R-propert ies, but there are (can be) also certain other
elem ents of P that are not elem ents of R. That is, what Block
seem s to have in m ind here are Òpurely phenom enalÓ propert ies
that are not representational (not cognit ive /functional) at all. C all
these propert ies P*-propert ies, and their set P* . I t is th is set we
are interested in.2

Block seem s com m itted to the existence of such a set. I n his reply
to L ycan and H arm an, he actually takes it as obvious com m onsense
that such a set exists: ÒAs reflection on the exam ple of the
phenom enal content of orgasm  should m ake clear, the idea that
there is m ore to phenom enal experience than its representational
content is just com m on sense from  which it should take argum ent to
dislodge usÓ (p. 279). But not everyone th inks so. D retske and Tye
would presum ably th ink of P* as the em pty set, for exam ple. So our
point, once again, is that so long as BlockÕs fallacy charge fundam en-
tally relies, as it does, on an unsubstantiated thesis on the relation
between P- and R-propert ies, it  rem ains ungrounded.3

A further problem: What is access to P-properties?  There
would rem ain a further problem , even if Block could convince

everyone that there was indeed a nonem pty set, P* , of nonrepre-
sentational phenom enal propert ies. This problem , as a num ber of
com m entators also point out (C hurch 1995; Kobes 1995; L evine
1995; and Rey 1995) concerns specifying the nature of ÒaccessÓ to
such Òpurely phenom enalÓ propert ies. Block talks about access to
P-content /P-propert ies. But it  is not clear if the notion of ÒaccessÓ
used here is, or can be, the sam e as his technical notion that is
defin it ive of Access-consciousness.

Access, as defined by Block in the technical sense, is essentially
access to only R-propert ies: ÒA state is access-conscious (A-
conscious) if, in virtue of oneÕs having the state, a representation of
its content is (1) inferentially prom iscuous . . . , that is, poised for
use as a prem ise in reasoningÓ (p. 231). The notion of access
involved in A-consciousness is thus m eant to be introduced as a
technically restricted notion: The content of a certain state m ay be
accessed in th is sense insofar as the content is representational.

But what about access to nonrepresentational P-content or
P-propert ies? I t cannot be access in the technical sense. I t does not
suffice for Block to say that some P-propert ies are also representa-
t ional, for here we are interested in the nonrepresentational
P-propert ies that belong to the set P* . Perhaps, then, we can resort
to access to nonrepresentational propert ies in som e undefined yet
intu it ive sense. But what exactly is the nature of such access?

So far as we can see, th is issue rem ains unexplicated in BlockÕs
account. G iven that access in the technical sense is ruled out, the
idea of ÒaccessÓ to P-consciousness rem ains m ysterious. This
seem s to be the underlying worry Rey (1995), Shepard (1995),
H arm an (1995), and L ycan (1995) express in their com m entaries,
and it explains, for instance, why Rey th inks that if the essence of a
P-property is neither representational nor functional, we cannot,
even in our own case, com e to know whether we have P-conscious
states at all.4

Final remarks.  I n closing, we would like to leave open the
question of whether all P-propert ies are, in fact, representational
propert ies. But th is does not necessarily leave the door open to the
existence of Òpurely phenom enalÓ propert ies. F or it m ay be that a
hybrid set of representational, functional, and cognit ive propert ies
actually account for the phenom enal character of any given m ental
state.

I n experiences like pain, in part icular, there seem s to be a
natural p lace for each of the three kinds of propert ies to account
for the different d im ensions of its phenom enology. Roughly
speaking, the representational propert ies can provide one with a
sense of som e part icular type of dam age occurring in a certain part
of oneÕs body (incision in the foot, burning on the fingert ips),
whereas the functional propert ies (and, in the cognit ively m anipu-
lable cases of pain, cognit ive propert ies as well) can account for the
reactive /m otivational aspects and the affective /em otional tone of
the experience. I n other words, causal /functional propert ies,
which can account for the attractive /aversive dim ensions of cer-
tain experiences in term s of an organism Õs special Òpro-Ó or Òcon-Ó
reaction to incom ing sensory inform ation, can, when coupled with
representational and cognit ive propert ies, constitute just the right
candidate for appropriately capturing its phenom enal aspects,
without leaving any peculiar and m ysterious Òphenom enal resi-
dueÓ behind.5
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N O T E S
1. We would like to th ink of th is posit ion as being in accord with BlockÕs,

but h is posit ion with respect to conceptualized /nonconceptualized con-
tent is not all that clear. O n the one hand, he seem s to th ink that
nonconceptualized content (as well as conceptualized content) can be
representational, as, for exam ple, in: ÒA perceptual experience can repre-
sent space as being filled in certain ways without representing the object
perceived as falling under any concept. Thus, the experiences of a creature
that does not possess the concept of a donut could represent space as being
filled in a donutlike wayÓ (p. 245, n. 4).



C ontinuing C om m entary

BEHAVIORAL AND BRAIN SCIENCES (1997) 20:1 153

O n the other hand, in the Response (Block 1995), Block seem s forced to
reject that there can be any nonconceptualized content at all: ÒO n the
substance of TyeÕs argum ent: H ow do we know if P is preconceptual? I
used the phrase ÒrepresentationalÓ to describe P-content instead of
Òintent ionalÓ to allow for that possibility, but I  have seen no convincing
argum ent to the effect that P-content is preconceptualÓ (p. 278).

All in all, however, we th ink there is good reason not to th ink of Block as
being com m itted to representational content as being only conceptualized
content. As regards the convincing argum ent he is seeking, we would like
to suggest D retskeÕs long-standing work on the nonconceptual nature of
(nonepistem ic) perception, which is fu lly representational (D retske 1969;
1981; 1995).

2 . Block som etim es talks as if R-properties are properties of P-properties
(i.e., second-order properties), or vice versa. This, we think, is suggested by
his use of such predications as the intentional aspects of P-content or
P-properties (p. 245, n. 4). We do not think this is his real intention, but if it is,
it is not altogether clear how he would work out the details of the ontology
this would com m it him  to.

3. Actually, things take an unexpected turn during the rest of BlockÕs
reply, as he goes on to say: ÒF urtherm ore, why should believing in phenom e-
nal contents that are partly nonrepresentational com m it one to wholly
nonrepresentational phenom enal contents (of the sort Katz advocates)?
Perhaps H arm an and L ycan think that if P-content is partly nonrepresenta-
tional, one can sim ply separate off the nonrepresentational part and think of
it as a separate realm . But once the argum ent is m ade explicit it looks
dubious. Consider the exam ples I  used in m y reply to Katz, say, the exam ple
of packability in the case of experiences as of squares contrasted with circles.
I s it obvious that there is any separable phenom enal content of that
experience that is phenom enal but not representational? I  donÕt think soÓ
(p. 280).

This is surprising. Could Block really be denying that Òthere is any
separable phenom enal content of [an] experience that is phenom enal but
not representationalÓ? This would am ount to claim ing that there are no
P-properties that m ake a state P-conscious without thereby m aking it a
representational state Ð that is, that are not also R-properties. But if all
P-properties are representational, why would Block think that P-consciousness
is m ysterious to the extent that Òno one really has any idea about what P isÓ
(p. 279), or that current research program s Òcontain no theoret ical
perspective on what P-consciousness actually isÓ (p. 231). We rem ain
puzzled.

4. Som e notion of ÒaccessÓ to nonrepresentational P-propert ies seem s
to find its analog in sense-data theories Ð perhaps we sim ply ÒbeholdÓ
P-content with an inner m ental eye. But Block cannot possibly be a friend
of such ideas, as he says: ÒI  am  grateful to L ycan for explicit ly not supposing
. . . that the advocate of qualia is com m itted to sense-data or Ôphenom enal
individuals.Õ I f any of us is com m itted to sense data, it  is L ycan, Arm strong,
C hurch, Kitcher, (and perhaps H arm an) and other advocates of m onitor-
ing. The rest of us can agree with H arm an (1990) that we look through our
experiences, and that the experiences do not need to be observed in order
to be phenom enally consciousÓ (p. 279). But then how does Block account
for his access to P*? N othing in his account caught our (m indÕs) eye as a
prom ising answer.

5 . See G ¬uzeldere (1997) for the developm ent of a sim ilar view, the
Òbundle thesis of qualia.Ó See Aydede (1995) for an analysis of pain and
pleasure experiences along these lines.
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Abstract: P /A (BlockÕs phenom enal /access) confounds a logical dist inc-
t ion with an em pirical claim . Success of P /A in its logical role has alm ost no
bearing on its plausibility as an em pirical thesis (i.e., that two kinds of
consciousness exist). The advantage of P /A over a single-consciousness
assum ption is unclear, but one of BlockÕs analogies for P (liquid in a
hydraulic com puter) m ay be used to clarify the notion of consciousness as
cognit ive Òhardware.Ó

Block (1995t) is certainly right about one th ing: Two different
concepts of consciousness now prowl the cognit ive landscape.
The reaction of two of BlockÕs referees (p. 235) is, I  can attest, all

too indicative: O ne referee thought that only BlockÕs access-
consciousness Òdeserves the nam e Ôconsciousness,ÕÓ yet the other
wondered Òwhy access is called . . . access-consciousness? Why
isnÕt access just . . . a purely inform ation processing (functionalist)
analysis?Ó

Block tries to give both sides their due and work out a modus
vivendi between (roughly) functionalist and antifunctionalist con-
cepts of consciousness. P-consciousness is the robust, phenom e-
nal, what-it-is-like concept; A-consciousness Òis the inform ation
processing im age of P and thus a good candidate for what P is in
inform ation processing term sÓ (p. 277). But while I  find BlockÕs
general program  refreshing, I  am  still confused about the precise
interpretation of A and P, especially at the em pirical level.

Block argues in detail for the conceptual possibility of the P /A
dist inction (e.g., p. 231) in order to Òreveal the fallacy in the target
reasoningÓ about a function of consciousness. But he also uses the
P /A dist inction to fram e the em pirical hypothesis that there are
two different kinds of consciousness in the world: P and A are said
to ÒinteractÓ with one another (p. 231), to be dist inct cognit ive
system s with presum ptively different loci in the brain (p. 233), to
have Òsom ething to do with the joints of natureÓ (p. 277), and so on.

The P /A dist inction, then, looks as if it  p lays two very different
roles Ð one narrowly logical, the other broadly scient ific. Appar-
ently Block th inks these roles dovetail: I f the concepts of P and A
are logically possible and help clarify a line of reasoning about
consciousness, then we have plausible grounds to believe that two
different ÒconsciousnessesÓ exist.

But th is is a problem atic transit ion, open, first of all, to a purely
form al objection: A concept can help clarify a line of scient ific
reasoning and yet refer to alm ost anything Ð to a com pletely
im aginary entity, for instance. Block him self uses concepts about a
M artian experim ent on Pentagon drinking fountains to help clarify
a related problem  in reasoning about the function of conscious-
ness (N ote 25). But I  doubt Block th inks that M artians exist
because the concept of M artians is logically possible and can help
isolate a form al problem  in a scientific argum ent.

O f course the great practical d ifficulty with the thesis that A and
P are separate kinds of consciousness is that Block cannot show us
in any straightforward way how to tease them  apart. E ven in
extrem e cases such as blindsight, we are told that A and P are both
absent. At one point Block straightforwardly concedes that Òper-
haps P-consciousness and A-consciousness am ount to m uch the
sam e th ing em pirically even though they differ conceptuallyÓ
(p. 242).

But even conceptually, I  am  not sure that the P /A dist inction is
viable. O ne exam ple: At first P and A seem  to incorporate a clear-
cut phenom enal /functional split : for exam ple, ÒA-consciousness is
a functional notion . . . P-consciousness is not a functional notionÓ
(p. 232). Yet at th is point, in a footnote, Block begins to pull back:
ÒI  acknowledge the em pirical possibility that the scient ific nature
of P-consciousness has som ething to do with inform ation process-
ingÓ (note 10). So BlockÕs notion of P-consciousness will bear
functional attributes after all. This becom es increasingly clear in
later sections, for instance, when Block says that P-consciousness
could function in the senses proposed by M arcel (1986; 1988) or
Schacter (1989, p. 242), or when he concludes that Òlearning
som ething about the function of P-consciousness m ay help us in
finding out what it isÓ (p. 245). Whatever dist inguishes P from  A, it
is not functionality per se. So, to the degree that PÕs functionality
can be captured in inform ation processing term s, P collapses into A.

I  do not see why Block m aintains that there are two dist inct
kinds of consciousness. C ertainly we do not need a Òtwo con-
sciousnessesÓ prem ise to (1) identify the logical lim itation in the
target reasoning or (2) dist inguish, for scient ific purposes, phe-
nom enology from  those cognit ive function(s) consciousness m ay
execute.

The old fashioned Òsingle-consciousnessÓ assum ption will do
m uch the sam e work as BlockÕs A and P duo. I t, too, is com patib le
with the view that phenom enology and cognit ive function have no
necessary connection, and th is is enough to show the logical gap in
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the target reasoning (with, say, argum ents sim ilar to those used for
epiphenom enalism ). And, at the em pirical level, there is nothing
in a single-consciousness assum ption to prevent us from  either
dist inguishing cognit ive function from  phenom enology, or looking
for system atic links between them . I n part icular the single con-
sciousness assum ption is able to handle som e of the m ore puzzling
phenom ena Block him self m entions Ð im ageless thought, Òjust
knowing,Ó feelings of relation Ð when considering (without resolu-
t ion) the possibility of A without P (p. 275). Both phenom enologi-
cal and functional analysis of these puzzles are already underway
using experim ental support and standard inform ation processing
notions (M angan 1993b) without the need for BlockÕs m ore radical
option.

F inally, I  have a question about P and A that I  donÕt believe
Block addresses. At one point he speculates that Òperhaps P-
consciousness is like the liquid in a hydraulic com puter, the m eans
by which A-consciousness operatesÓ (p. 242). N ow if A Òis the
inform ation processing im age of P and thus a good candidate for
what P is in inform ation processing term sÓ (p. 277), it  looks as if we
have the following consequence: A could be instantiated in an
indefin ite num ber of inform ation-bearing m edia without loss, but
P, qua P, cannot. F or P can only be a liquid or it isnÕt P. P-
consciousness is, by analogy, Òpart of the hardware,Ó while A
retains the classic functionalist indifference to its part icular physi-
cal m anifestation. This captures one crucial feature of the func-
t ionalist /antifunctionalist d ispute about consciousness (M angan
1993a, pp. 10Ð14), though probably not as Block intends, since he
generally takes A and P to constitute an interacting system . A-
consciousness captures those features of P-consciousness that can
be instantiated (functionalist ÒconsciousnessÓ), but A cannot cap-
ture everything that it  is to be P (antifunctionalist Òconscious-
nessÓ). O r, for Block, can A completely instantiate P?

Perception and content

Alva No¬e
Department of Philosophy, University of California, Santa Cruz, Santa Cruz,
CA 95064 anoe!!! cats.ucsc.edu; www.ucsc.edu/people/anoe/

Abstract: I t  is argued that to have an experience is to be in a phenom enal
state with A-conscious content. Perceptual contents are always both
P-conscious and A-conscious.

The dubious line of reasoning about the function of consciousness
which Block (1995t) crit icizes concerns the phenom enon of blind-
sight. Blindsight patients are said to acquire perceptual contents in
a P-unconscious m anner. Since they are unable to use them  to
guide action or reason, it is hypothesized that the function of
P-consciousness is to allow rational use of content. The argum ent
is fallacious, however, because these patients also lack A-
consciousness; without a dem onstration of the dependence of A-
consciousness on P-consciousness, no conclusions can be drawn
about the latterÕs function. I t m ay turn out that there could be no
A-consciousness without P-consciousness, but as a conceptual
m atter, Block argues, the two kinds of consciousness are indepen-
dent (pp. 233Ð35).

I t is th is conceptual point I  want to question. F or Block, the
question whether a given content is P-conscious is com parable to
the question whether a given sentence is true. I t  either is, or it is
not, and it could just as well turn out to be either. P-consciousness
is in th is way taken to be an accidental or external property of
perceptual contents. O ne can ÒhaveÓ the content Ð it can be
available as input to the action-guiding, reasoning system s (A-
conscious) Ð even though one has no experience as of that content.
This is essentially what is im agined in the superblindsight scenario
(p. 233).

But there are com pelling reasons to th ink that P-consciousness
is an internal property of perceptual contents, com parable not so

m uch to the truth or falsity of a sentence, as to the valid ity of a
proof. A proof which is not valid is not a proof; in just th is way, a
content which is ÒhadÓ but not experienced (which is not P-
conscious) is not a possible content of experience.

H ere is m y reasoning: Visual perceptual content (for exam ple) is
representational content, and the way it represents th ings as being
is, inter  alia, as colored. But colors are phenom enal qualit ies par
excellence. As far as I  can see, there is no difference between the
perceptual awareness of phenom enal qualit ies and the experience
of them . This bears on the question of whether it  is correct to
describe superblindsight patients as A-conscious of P-unconscious
contents. I  would say that any evidence that they acquire percep-
tual knowledge of the scene (what they say and do) would also
count as evidence that they have perceptual experience. Super-
blindsight patients either have experience as of how things are in
their environm ent, or they fail to acquire perceptual knowledge of
that environm ent altogether. There is no th ird way.

I n th is last point, I  agree with D ennett (1995), who thinks
that the differences Block is trying to get at with his
A-consciousness/P-consciousness dist inction really have to do
with the relative richness of the content of experience. We find it
p lausible to suppose that superblindsight patients have rational
access to contents of which they are P-unconscious, only because
the contents in question are highly im poverished. O nce one
controls for th is variable richness of content, D ennett argues, it  is
much m ore difficult to im agine that the two kinds of consciousness
can com e apart. This is right as far as it goes, but it  m isses what I
take to be a m ore fundam ental point. Where D ennett sees degrees
of richness, I  see the absence of perceptual content altogether. To
see is to learn how things are by dint of their looks, just as to hear is
to acquire knowledge from  the sounds of th ings. The sense-datum
theory was m istaken to suppose that we have an im m ediate and
certain awareness of sense-data. But the truth in that fam ous
version of em piricism  is the fact that any form  of perceptual
awareness of states of affairs is also always an awareness of
phenom enal propert ies, such as colors, looks, sounds, sm ells, and
tastes. E ven the barest representation of the orientation of a line
gradient will represent the lines as having som e dist inctively
apparent qualit ies. Perhaps it represents the lines as colored
(using ÒcolorÓ broadly to include shades of gray), or as having som e
apparent shape. I n the case of a patient who can detect only
m otion, but no color or static form , the m otion m ust at least be
represented as having a certain characterist ic Òlook.Ó F or percep-
t ion is access to the world from  a point of view, and that point of
view incorporates not only oneÕs relative posit ion, but also the
lim itations and characterist ics of sense m odalit ies. What D ennett
views as the im poverishm ent of content is, in fact, the evaporation
of perceptual content altogether.

The claim  that superblindsight patients, no less than blindsight
patients, lack perceptual contents, can be supported in a different
way. Perceptual contents are always, at least at som e level of
descript ion, dem onstrative and part icular see M cD owell 1994).
O ne sees, for exam ple, that that tree over there is in fu ll b loom .
The dem onstrative identification of the object of sight enters into
the content itself. The patientÕs contents, on the other hand, lack
this direct contact with their objects. The content that just Òpops
into the headÓ is general at best, for exam ple that there is a tree of
such-and-such a descript ion in a certain location. Block refers to
superblindsight patients as acquiring knowledge, but it  should be
clear that the knowledge thus acquired is inferential; they m ust
infer the presence of a tree from  the independently known
correlation between Òcontents popping into her headÓ and states
of affairs. The patient lacks perceptual awareness; that is why
super-blindsight, as m uch as blindsight, is a form  of blindness, not
a form  of sightedness.

According to Block, P-consciousness is experience. I  have
argued that perceptual contents are intrinsically phenom enal. But
there are also reasons to th ink that perceptual content is intrin-
sically A-conscious. F irst, experience, by its very nature, has a
rational bearing on action and judgm ent. To have a visual experi-
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ence that th ings are thus-and-so is for it to look to one as if th ings
are thus-and-so. The fact that th ings look thus-and-so to one is
com patib le with their not being that way, and also with oneÕs not
being disposed to believe that they are. O ther th ings being equal,
however, their looking thus-and-so gives one a reason for so
judging. We could not have such a reason if we lacked access to the
content of experience. Second, I  doubt that one would credit
som eone (for exam ple) with P-consciousness as of a line gradient
who was unable to say som ething fairly elaborate about what the
gradient looks like (D ennett 1995).

A-consciousness and P-consciousness, then, are not separable
propert ies of experience. E xperience, content, and the two differ-
ent kinds of consciousness are internally related; to have an
exper ience is to be in a phenomenal state with A-conscious content.

Consciousness versus states of
being conscious

Ernst P¬oppel
Forschungszentrum, 52425 Julich, Germany. e.poeppel !!! kfa-juelich.de

Abstract: States of being conscious (S) can be defined on the basis of
tem poral inform ation processing. A high-frequency m echanism  provides
atem poral system  states with periods of approxim ately 30 m sec to im ple-
m ent the functional connection of distributed activit ies allowing the
construction of prim ordial events; a low frequency m echanism  charac-
terized by autom atic tem poral integration sets up tem poral windows with
approxim ately 3 seconds duration. This integration m echanism  can be
used to define S. P-consciousness and A-consciousness as conceived of by
Block can be m apped onto these neuronal m echanism s.

L et us refer to part icular phenom enal states as Òstates of being
consciousÓ (S), and let us try to define these states operationally.
I n so doing I  believe that what Block (1995t) refers to as P-
consciousness and A-consciousness can be m apped onto neuronal
m echanism s; thus, sem antic confusions about ÒconsciousnessÓ
m ay be (at least part ly) prevented.

E quivocations are difficult to avoid if it  is taken for granted that
Òthere is consciousnessÓ (sim ilar equivocal problem s arise with
other general concepts in philosophical or psychological dis-
course). The locution Òthere is . . . Ó com pells us to search for its
Òwhatness,Ó but as history shows, answers to questions about the
ÒwhatnessÓ of general concepts like Òwhat is t im eÓ apparently
never converge. To an experim ental scient ist not directly involved
in the tradit ional search in philosophy for answers to questions of
the Òwhat is . . . ?Ó variety, it  appears that the assum ption of the
existence of consciousness necessarily leads to sem antic diffi-
cult ies. The reason for th is m ay be that the start ing point of
reasoning or the underlying assum ptions define so m any im plicit
constraints for the trajectories of reasoning that these trajectories
never or hardly ever cross. I  believe that one can stay clear from
equivocations about ÒconsciousnessÓ by operationally defin ing S.
I f one refers to a phenom enal state such as ÒI  am  conscious nowÓ
and not to an abstract concept such as Òm y consciousness in th is
m om ent,Ó one avoids the dualist ic trap, because assum ing the
existence of consciousness one m ight be inclined to treat con-
sciousness as an independent substance in contrast to the C arte-
sian Òres extensa,Ó that is, the brain.

S can be reconstructed if one looks at the m ode of tem poral
inform ation processing in the brain. (H ere only a short outline can
be given; for m ore extensive discussions, see P ¬oppel 1994.) E ach
m ental act is im plem ented by sim ultaneous neuronal activit ies in
spatially distributed areas. This produces a logistical problem  for
the brain: H ow are neuronal activit ies linked together? O ne
answer is that the brain endogenously creates system  states with in
which specific neuronal algorithm s bind spatially distributed activ-
it ies together. These system  states provide a form al basis for
linking operations; they are atem poral in nature because all
inform ation processed with in one such state independent of its
location is treated as contem poraneous.

C onverging experim ental evidence indicates the existence of
such system  states Ð of approxim ately 30 m sec duration (SS-30). I t
has been suggested that SS-30 m sec can be used to define
Òprim ordial events.Ó There are at least two reasons for th is idea: (1)
The before Ðafter relationship of st im uli is not defined for shorter
intervals; only if there is tem poral independence is it possible to
talk about events (i.e., a before Ðafter relationship is a necessary
condit ion for separate events). (2) N euronal activit ies from  differ-
ent areas in the brain in which different elem entary functions are
represented are linked together; in th is way supram odal states are
created, com prising several attributes that are necessary to consti-
tute events.

N euronally, SS-30 appears to be provided by oscillat ions that
can be observed in the m idlatency response of the evoked poten-
t ial and derived from  experim ents on tem poral order threshold,
m ult im odal distribut ions of reaction t im e (P ¬oppel 1970), or other
experim ental paradigm s (1994). D irect evidence that oscillat ions
provide the form al background for SS-30 com es from  anesthe-
siological experim ents. O nly if these oscillat ions disappear can one
be sure one has sufficient anesthesia (M adler & P ¬oppel 1987). I f
under anesthesia such oscillat ions are preserved, sensory inform a-
tion can still be processed (Schwender et al. 1994). Patients who
have undergone anesthesia in which the oscillatory activit ies are
com pletely suppressed often report spontaneously that no t im e at
all has elapsed while in the anesthet ic state (statem ents m ay be:
Ònothing has happenedÓ; Òwhen does the operation start?Ó); th is
phenom enal state is qualitat ively different from  regular sleep.
These reports can be taken as one support for the hypothesis that
SS-30 is a necessary condit ion for the availability of prim ordial
events.

Whereas SS-30 provides elem entary build ing blocks by throw-
ing a discrete tem poral net over the cort ical m antle (and presum -
ably other brain regions), an independent m echanism  of tem poral
integration links successive build ing blocks of prim ordial events
together. Substantial experim ental evidence indicates that tem po-
ral integration is lim ited to 2 to 3 seconds (3sec-int). An essential
aspect of 3sec-int is that it  is not determ ined by content, that is, by
what is processed. Because of the independence of what is
processed, the term  ÒlinkingÓ or ÒbindingÓ for 3sec-int m ay be
m isleading, because these term s im ply an integrative activity
secondary to content analysis. The 3sec-int is autom atic and
presem antic.

What is the experim ental support for autom atic presem antic
integration? I n tasks of sensorim otor coordination such as in
synchronizing regularly occurring sensory stim uli with sim ple
m ovem ents, such stim uli can be anticipated up to approxim ately 3
seconds and not beyond (M ates et al. 1994). A sim ilar t im e window
in the m otor dom ain has been observed in studies on the duration
of intent ional m ovem ents (Schleidt et al. 1987). Speech appears to
be segm ented in a sim ilar tem poral fashion (e.g., Kowal et al. 1975;
Vollrath et al. 1992), that is, m ovem ent and speech patterns are
preferentially im plem ented in 3-second windows. O ther exam ples
com e from  the perceptual dom ain (e.g., G erstner & F azio 1995;
P ¬oppel 1994). I f the duration of visual or auditory stim uli has to be
reproduced, verid ical reproduction is only possible up to 3
seconds; longer lasting stim uli are reproduced as shorter. Another
exam ple com es from  the t im e course of the perception of am big-
uous figures and stim uli inducing binocular rivalry. The sponta-
neous reversal rate for both auditory and visual st im uli indicates
that each percept can only be kept for 3 seconds on average; after
an exhaust t im e of 3 seconds, the alternative interpretation of the
stim ulus autom atically takes over and dom inates perception for
the subsequent integration t im e. E ven m nem onic processes are
tem porally structured in th is way; if rehearsal is prevented, short-
term  storage is lim ited to the sam e tem poral interval (Peterson &
Peterson 1959).

Because of its universality in cognit ive activit ies, it  is suggested
that we use the 3sec-int for a form al defin it ion of S (P ¬oppel 1994).
An endogenously generated presem antic integration process sets
up a tem poral window with in which phenom enal awareness can
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be realized. Whatever gets access to phenom enal awareness (to
P-consciousness as described by Block) is represented with in th is
tem poral window of approxim ately 3 seconds. Thus, m ental activ-
ity is segm ented in t im e characterized by the succession of
logistically independent integration intervals, each interval im ple-
m enting S. Successive intervals are connected with each other on
the basis of asem antic nexus, that is, by what is represented with in
each S. I f one needs a verbal m arker, the term  ÒconsciousnessÓ
could refer to the sequence of logist ically independent but sem an-
tically dependent states, but th is would be only a way of speaking.

The next question is: What gets access to S and what are the
m echanism s that control th is access? To approach th is problem  it
is useful to ask two questions: (1) What is the potential repertoire
of m ental phenom ena that m ight get access to S? and (2) What
could be the functional use of S? I n an attem pt to develop a
taxonom y of subjective phenom ena (P ¬oppel 1989), it  has been
argued that four dist inct dom ains of subjective phenom ena define
the content of S. F or each of these dom ains a m odular representa-
t ion is suggested by neuropsychological and neuroanatom ical
evidence. These dom ains com prise in everyday language percep-
t ions, m em ories, evaluations, and volit ions (result ing in actions).
Part icular functions from  each of these dom ains m ay get access to
S (P-consciousness), and part icular neuronal algorithm s control
th is access. Without the operation of such a control m echanism , S
m ay be Òblind,Ó that is, specific percepts, m em ories, em otional
evaluations, or intent ional acts m ay not get access to S.

The phenom enon of residual vision or blindsight (P ¬oppel et al.
1973) can be interpreted with in th is fram ework. The access
m echanism  to S has been disrupted because of a specific lesion;
through an experim ental trick it is st ill possible to dem onstrate
residual visual capacit ies, but they cannot reach those neuronal
processes that set up S. Sim ilarly, other subjective phenom ena
m ay be available in principle, but because of deficiencies in the
access m echanism s (A-consciousness according to Block) they are
absent. The dissociation of em otional evaluation and perceptual
registration often observed in schizophrenic patients is another
case in point, that is, the em otional evaluations do not get access to
S. Another dem onstration would be the t ip-of-the-tongue phe-
nom enon; the speaker knows that he knows som ething, but h is
knowledge cannot reach S, because the access is disrupted.

What could be the functional use of S, if any? An answer to th is
question could lead to those m echanism s controlling access. I
believe that S plays a basic role in com m unication (P ¬oppel 1988).
The selection pressure for S was such that individual states could
be m ade available to others. To have functional com m unication,
one needs a tem poral fram ework with interindividual constancy. S
is, thus, the expression of a logistical solut ion by the brain to ensure
interactions by com m unication, the latter only being possible
because of an interindividual tem poral m atch of S.

Phenomenal consciousness and what
itÕs 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: E ven if A-consciousness and P-consciousness were concep-
tually dist inct, it  is no fallacy for researchers relying on a suitable theory to
infer one from  the other. But P-consciousness conceptually im plies A-
consciousness Ð unless one or the other is m ere ersatz consciousness. And
we can best explain m ental statesÕ being conscious, in any intu it ively
natural sense, by appeal to higher-order thoughts.

1. Conceptual versus empirical connections.  Block (1995a)
concedes that itÕs hard to com e by actual cases of P-conscious
states that are not A-conscious, or A-conscious states that are
not P-conscious. I ndeed, itÕs Òplausible,Ó he says, that ÒA-

consciousness and P-consciousness are alm ost always present or
absent together.Ó Still, he insists, the two Òdiffer conceptually.Ó H e
concludes that even if ÒP-consciousness and A-consciousness . . .
am ount to m uch the sam e th ing em piricallyÓ (p. 242), itÕs fallacious
to infer facts about the one from  facts about the other.

F ew inferences rest solely on conceptual connections, however,
especially in scient ific investigations; typically they also rely on
theoret ical and em pirical assum ptions. So even if Block is right
that A- and P-consciousness are conceptually dist inct, theorists
who regard them  as em pirically connected in suitable ways m ay
reasonably infer one from  the other. Thus BlockÕs concession
that SchacterÕs alleged conflation of P-consciousness with A-
consciousness doesnÕt Òcause any real problem  in SchacterÕs theo-
rizingÓ (p. 237).

BlockÕs seventeenth century F lorentine experim enters got in-
com patib le results from  m easuring Òdegree of heatÓ in two dist inct
ways, because heat and tem perature diverge em pirically. I f the
results had coincided em pirically, inferring one from  the other
would have been warranted despite their d iffering conceptually; it
is the actual conflict ing results that show that heat and tem -
perature differ. Block offers nothing parallel for A- and P-
consciousness; the divergences he considers between them  are all
science fict ion or highly speculative. C onflating the two, Block
thinks, closes off possibilit ies for theorizing; but if the two coin-
cide, those possibilit ies are dead ends.

2. The pretheoretic tie.  I ndeed, there is, pace Block, a robust
pretheoretic t ie between P- and A-consciousness. Block sees all
P-conscious states as having a characterist ic kind of content Ð call
it  phenom enal content. And he holds, conversely, that every state
with such content is P-conscious. So perhaps BlockÕs P-conscious
states are just states that have phenom enal content. Arm strong
(1995) and L ycan (1995) adopt th is reading, which Block
(1995a) som etim es encourages by talking interchangeably of P-
consciousness and a stateÕs having P-content.

But being P-conscious is dist inct from  having content. What
P-conscious states all have in com m on is that they are conscious;
they differ in respect of content. Phenom enal content consists of
the propert ies we use to sort P-conscious states into types. And
states m ay exhibit these very content propert ies without in any
intuit ive way being conscious states, for exam ple, in sublim inal
perception. We fix the extensions of term s for these propert ies by
way of the conscious cases, but those term s apply equally to
nonconscious states.

Since states with phenom enal content are not all conscious, if
ÒP-consciousnessÓ m eans sim ply having such content, P-
consciousness can occur without A-consciousness Ð indeed, with-
out consciousness of any sort. But P-consciousness would then be
m ere ersatz consciousness. So Block m ust m ean m ore by P-
consciousness, and he does: A state is P-conscious if there is
som ething itÕs like to be in that state. This helps, since whenever
there is som ething itÕs like to be in a state, that state is, in tu it ively, a
conscious state.1

What itÕs like be in a state depends part ly on its dist inguishing
content propert ies. What itÕs like to be in pain, for exam ple,
depends on propert ies in virtue of which pains are all alike but
differ from  other states, whether conscious or not. But if one is in
no way conscious of these propert ies, there can be nothing itÕs like
for  a subject to be in that state. Phenom enal content can occur
without being conscious, but what itÕs like to be in a state with such
content cannot.

This explains why it is so hard to find convincing cases of
P-conscious states that arenÕt A-conscious.2 A state is A-conscious
if it  is poised for use as a prem ise in reasoning, or for the rational
control of action or speech. That is because these th ings involve
oneÕs having access to the state in question; intu it ively, A-
consciousness is having access to oneÕs own states Ð that is, oneÕs
being conscious of those states. M uch in BlockÕs discussion relies
on th is pretheoret ic notion of A-consciousness, rather than the
official connection with inference and the control of speech and
action.
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Som e states we are conscious of are not conscious; I  m ay th ink I
am  in a state because of a theory or what another person says. But
when one is conscious of a state in a way that seems to one
im m ediate, that state is, in tu it ively, a conscious state. (Being able
to guess successfully m akes the blindsighter conscious of visual
states, but because th is access is not intu it ively im m ediate, we
donÕt count the states as conscious.)

A state cannot be P-conscious unless one is conscious of it , and
that m eans being A-conscious of it . So P-consciousness always
involves A-consciousness. This is neither an em pirical d iscovery,
for exam ple, about interactions between the two phenom ena nor a
theoret ical hypothesis. I t  is part of how we th ink, pretheoret ically,
about consciousness. Perhaps A-conscious states occur that are
not P-conscious, but P-conscious states are always A-conscious.

3. A-consciousness and higher-order thoughts.  Block would
resist construing A-consciousness in term s of oneÕs being con-
scious of a state. H is official account of A-consciousness allows for
P-conscious states that are not A-conscious, that is, P-conscious
states not poised for use as prem ises in reasoning nor for the
rational control of action and speech.

But no intu it ive notion of consciousness corresponds to th is
official account. E ven if a state is poised for such use Ð indeed,
even if it  is actually so used Ð it is not intu it ively a conscious state if
the subject is not conscious of it . I ndeed, though the intent ional
states our speech acts express are always conscious,3 m any non-
conscious thoughts rationally influence what we say, and how. And
m any provide prem ises in nonconscious reasoning leading to
nonconscious conclusions, which in turn m ay rationally influence
our actions. Since states that control speech, action, and inference
neednÕt in any intu it ive way be conscious, these roles define no
intuit ive notion of a stateÕs being conscious. Block finds in com m on
sense a Ònotion of accessÓ corresponding to A-consciousness
(1995, p. 277), but com m on sense has no corresponding notion of
consciousness. At best, BlockÕs official account is a theoret ical
proposal about what it is for certain states to be conscious.4

But higher-order thoughts (H O Ts) explain m ore successfully
our pretheoret ic notion of a m ental stateÕs being conscious.5
H aving a thought about som ething is one way of being conscious of
it ; so I  am  conscious of whatever states I  have thoughts about.
When those thoughts rely on no conscious inference, m y being
conscious of those states seem s to m e unm ediated; so we count
those states as conscious.6 I ndeed, such H O Ts would result in
conscious statesÕ being suitably poised in respect of speech, action,
and reasoning, even though being thus poised cannot itself secure
consciousness for a state.

BlockÕs m onitoring consciousness is introspective conscious-
ness, and so outstrips the ordinary way states are conscious. A state
is introspectively conscious if it  is conscious and, in addit ion, one is
conscious of being conscious of it ; thus BlockÕs (1995) identifica-
t ion of m onitoring consciousness with attent ion. Block is surely
right that m onitoring in th is sense need not figure in either P- or
A-consciousness.

But it  d istorts th ings to see H O Ts in term s of m onitoring
consciousness. I f a state is accom panied by a H O T that is itself
conscious, one is introspectively conscious of the state. But H O Ts,
like other intent ional states, need not be conscious; when they are
not, the target states are conscious, but not introspectively so.
Block notes (p. 234) that m onitoring consciousness is som ewhat
intellectualized; thatÕs because in the H O Ts those cases are con-
scious, whereas the H O Ts that accom pany nonintrospectively
conscious states are not.

That is why, as Block (1995) objects, som e com m entators sim ply
assum ed that A- and P-consciousness involve m onitoring. We
need not be in any way conscious of A-conscious states, on BlockÕs
official account, nor of P-conscious states if they are sim ply states
with phenom enal content.7 So m ore is needed for A- or P-
consciousness to be genuine form s of consciousness. Although we
are conscious of our conscious states, we norm ally are not con-
scious that we are. So m onitoring, as Block construes it, is too
strong; nonconscious H O Ts are just right.

C onscious states are m ental states we are conscious of as
mental. When I  am  conscious, apparently without m ediation, of
m y veins throbbing, I  am  conscious of two things: states of m y
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, results in no conscious state. That is
why, as Block notes (1995), H O Ts about states of oneÕs liver (as
such) donÕt result in conscious liver states.8

N O T E S
1. As Kitcher (1995) notes; though she also assum es, wrongly as I  argue

below, that th is involves m onitoring consciousness in BlockÕs sense.
2 . M any of BlockÕs ostensible cases of P-consciousness without A-

consciousness are really just cases of dim inished or indistinct A-consciousness.
Thus he speculates that the Sperling (1960) experim ent m ay exhibit
P-consciousness of all the let ters joint ly without A-consciousness of all of
them  joint ly. But even in BlockÕs own experience as a subject, there was
som ething itÕs like to experience all the let ters joint ly; so he had access to
his experience of all the let ters together, and that access rationally
controlled his verbal report of h is own P-consciousness. O ther results,
such as the L ackner and G arrett (1973) dichotic listening experim ent, also
seem  only to exhibit d im inished A-consciousness, rather than none at all.

3. See Rosenthal (1990).
4. Being poised is being disposed in a certain way. So, on BlockÕs official

account, A-consciousness is a disposit ional property (as he concedes
[1995]) corresponding to access in the sense of being able to get at
som ething. But the pretheoret ic property of consciousness involves the
nondisposit ional property of actually accessing oneÕs states. Som e disposi-
t ional propert ies coincide with oneÕs consciously accessing oneÕs m ental
states; for exam ple, conscious states are reportable and introspectib le.
Still, a stateÕs being conscious is not itself a disposit ional property.

5 . Rosenthal (1986); (1990); (1993); and elsewhere.
6. What m atters is seem ing unm ediated to the subject. The H O TÕs

causal history figures only to ensure that, not for its own sake, as Block
supposes (1995).

7. Block sees it as beyond dispute that dogs, for exam ple, have phenom -
enal states without thoughts; thatÕs right in th is weak sense of Òphenom enal
state.Ó But dogs do have thoughts, and m ay well have unsophist icated
H O Ts. And it is question begging just to assert without evidence that
H O Ts are not needed for their states to be conscious. I n any case, Block
concedes that P- and A-consciousness m ay fall off together in lower
species (Block 1995).

8 . But pace Block (1995), H O Ts m ay well result in repressed states
becom ing P-conscious; after all, suitable H O Ts intu it ively seem  to help in
Ògett ing in touch with oneÕs feelings.Ó

On widening the explanatory gap

A. H. C. van der Heijden,a 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;
bhudson !!! rulfsw.leidenuniv.nl

Abstract: The explanatory gap refers to the lack of concepts for under-
standing Òhow it is that . . . a state of consciousness com es about as a result
of irritat ing nervous t issue.Ó By assum ing that there are colours in the
outside world, Block needlessly widens th is gap and L ycan and Kitcher
sim ply fail to see the gap. When such assum ptions are abandoned, an
unnecessary and incom prehensible constraint d isappears. I t then be-
com es clear that the brain can use its own neural language for representing
aspects of the outside world. While th is m ay not close the gap, it becom es
clearer where we need new concepts.

Block (1995t) acknowledges that he cannot define phenom enal
consciousness in any rem otely noncircular way: Òreally all one can
do is point to the phenom enon. . . . N onetheless it is im portant to
point properlyÓ (p. 230). Block then points via Òsynonym sÓ Òwhat
m akes a state phenom enally conscious is that there is som ething Ôit
is likeÕ (N agel 1974) to be in that stateÓ (p. 228) and via Òexam plesÓ
Òwe have P-conscious states when we see, hear, sm ell, taste, and
have painsÓ (p. 230).
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Block em phasizes that it  is phenom enal consciousness that has
seem ed such a scientific m ystery. I n his view, ÒBy way of hom ing in
on P(henom enal)-consciousness, it is useful to appeal to what m ay
be a contingent property of it , nam ely, the fam ous Òexplanatory
gapÓ (p. 230Ð31.) To quote T. H . H uxley (1866), ÒH ow it is that
anything so rem arkable as a state of consciousness com es about as
a result of irritat ing nervous t issue, is just as unaccountable as the
appearance of D jin when Aladdin rubbed his lam p.Ó And indeed, a
good th ing to do is to hom e in on the m ystery via th is property. I t  is
im portant, however, to hom e in properly.

I n BlockÕs view, Òit is not easy to see how current approaches to
P-consciousness could yield an account of it . I ndeed, what passes
for research program s on consciousness just is a com bination of
cognit ive psychology and explorations of neuropsychological syn-
drom es that contain no theoret ical perspective on what P-
consciousness actually isÓ (p. 231). I n our view, however, the
situation is worse. I n not taking the natural sciences seriously,
philosophers like Block needlessly broaden the explanatory gap.
F ollowing H ardinÕs exam ple in his (ÒC olour for philosophersÓ)
(H ardin 1988), we illustrate th is point with exam ples from  the
colour-vision dom ain (audit ion could be used as well).

I n several p laces in the text, Block expresses, im plies, or
sym pathizes with the point of view that there are colours in the
outer world. ÒD ifferent areas of the visual cortex are different ially
sensit ive to colourÓ (p. 231); ÒRepresentations of colours . . . of a
single objectÓ (p. 231); ÒM ary (the wom an who is raised in a black
and white room Ó (p. 231); Òthe representational content that there
is a red square in front of meÓ (p. 232); ÒSuppose he gets hom e by
turning right at a red wall. I snÕt there som ething it is like for him  to
see the red wall Ð and isnÕt it  d ifferent from  what it is like for him  to
see a green wall?Ó (p. 240); ÒWhen the inattent ive driver stops at a
red light, presum ably there is som ething it is like for him  to see the
red light Ð the red light no doubt looks red in the usual way, that is
it appears as brightly and vivid ly to him  as red norm ally doesÓ
(p. 241).

I f one assum es that there is red, green, black, and white in the
outer world, one is indeed confronted with an awesome chasm.
O ne m ust then not only accept and learn to understand that there
is something it is like to be a functioning visual brain. O ne m ust
also develop concepts that can m ake clear how (som e attributes
of ) that something it is like can be identical with (som e of the)
propert ies of objects in the outer world. The requirem ent that in
what it is like to be this functioning visual brain (som e of ) the
propert ies of the objects in the outer world be literally reproduced
is indeed m ind-boggling and paralysing. N either physics nor
neurobiology provide the slightest h ints about the direction in
which these concepts should be sought.

I f one accepts that there are no colours in the outer world, the
gap becom es appreciably sm aller. O f course, one m ust then still
accept and learn to understand that there is something it is like to
be a functioning visual brain. N ow, however, there is no need for
concepts that can m ake clear how (som e aspects of ) the function-
ing of the visual brain can m ake (som e attributes of that) some-
thing it is like identical with (som e of the) propert ies of objects in
the outer world. O utside colour can than be described in term s of
distribut ions of electrom agnetic energy or photons, as physics will
have it, and perceived colour can be characterized in neuro-
anatom ical and neurophysiological term s, as the neurosciences
will have it.

There is no reason to assum e that the visual brain has ever
attem pted to reproduce in what it is like to be a functioning visual
brain (som e of ) the propert ies of the objects in the outer world. I n
other words, there is no reason to assum e that there was the
colour-colour identity-constraint that is im plied by talk about
colours in the external world and that needlessly widens the
explanatory gap. That there are colours in the external world is a
naive idea, unsupported by physics, biology, or psychology. U lt i-
m ately it presupposes that the representation (the perceived
colour) is represented (as a perceived colour). A perceptual system
perform s its proper function when it d istinguishes the relevant

th ings in the outer world. F or vision, the inform ation about these
relevant th ings is contained in the structure and com posit ion of
the light reflected by the outer world that enters the eyes. F or
dist inguishing the relevant th ings in the external world, a unique
and consistent representation of the corresponding dist inctions in
the light is all that is required.

So, the visual brain was forced to represent whatever was
im portant for its existence in the external world, by whatever
internal m eans were available or could easily be com e by. F or th is
representing, the brain could do nothing but use its own language.
The language the brain had available or could easily com e by was
the language of neurons, connections, and activity patterns over
structured groups of neurons. These are the m eans used by the
visual brain to represent the relevant inform ation contained in the
electrom agnetic reflectance patterns in the outer world. There is
no reason to doubt that in the near future neurobiology will be able
to tell us exactly how the visual brain perform s th is job. And, if the
intact brain uses that language, and if one happens to be that intact
brain, then one perceives a coloured visual world.

Just because Block m isses the point about colours, he gets into
trouble with two com m entators. L ycan (1995), in a footnote, says
ÒBlock would do well to note that, in part icular, the puzzle of the
Ôexplanatory gapÕ applies to sensory experience of the fu ller,
attended sort but not, or not obviously, to qualia strict ly so-calledÓ
(p. 263). Kitcher (1995) says ÒAt least I  donÕt know how to m ake
sense of the Ôwhat it is likeÕ locution other than in term s of however
inchoate a knowledge or belief about a property of the subjectÕs
own states. (Were th is lacking, what would be the other relatum of
the explanatory gap with science?)Ó (p. 259). I n other words, both
com m entators fail to see a gap where Block rightly th inks there is
one.

What Block fails to note is that, like him , these two com m enta-
tors also th ink that there are colours in the outside world. L ycan
says ÒO ne registers such a quale whenever one perceives a col-
oured object as such,Ó and, again, ÒSuppose he did in fact stop at a
red light. Presum ably the light looked red rather than green to
him Ó (p. 263). Kitcher says ÒTo see the rose window, however, we
m ust have som e inner state(s) that can serve as surrogate(s) for a
blue array, that can carry the am azingly rich inform ation we extract
from  arrays of colours,Ó and, again, ÒThis account explains . . . why,
when people try to describe what it is like to see blue, they are
drawn to characterizations that also fit  b lue itself Ð nam ely, cold,
sim ilar to ÔseeingÕ purple, and so on; and why the idea that
perceiving blue involves a ÔbluishÕ state is so naturalÓ (p. 259). So,
according to these com m entators, there are coloured objects and
there is Òblue itself.Ó

Because Block fails to notice their use of colour words, he fails
to understand how they com pound his error, thus sowing confu-
sion. Kitcher and L ycan com pound the problem  because they
postulate colours in the outside world and, thereby, fail to see any
explanatory gap between colours in the wor ld and colours in the
system. F or them , if there has to be a gap, it has to be a gap
between som ething like colours in the system and attending to or
having knowledge about those colours. Block, not surprisingly,
fails to understand where the real problem  is. H e responds by
stating ÒI  find th is difference of opinion far m ore troubling than
any other that com es up about consciousness. I  really donÕt know
how to explain the vast divergence we see hereÓ (p. 280).

Block teaches us as a general ru le that Òif you want to get
anywhere in theorizing about X you should have a good pre-
theoret ical grip on the difference between X and th ings that are
easily confused with itÓ (p. 237). This general ru le is certainly valid.
E specially when you wish to speculate about functions of phenom -
enal consciousness you should have a good pretheoret ical grip on
the difference between what shows up in phenom enal conscious-
ness and things in the outer world that are easily confused with it.
F or phenom enal consciousness, BlockÕs colours are certainly such
things.
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Abstract: The dist inction between phenom enal (P) and access (A)
consciousness arises from  the batt le between biological and com -
putational approaches to the m ind. I f P # A, the com putationalists
are right; but if not, the biological nature of P yields its scient ific
nature.

The target art icle focused on the dist inction between P (for
phenom enal) consciousness and A (for access) conscious-
ness. P # experience. P-conscious qualit ies are the qualit ies
of experience such as the phenom enal 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 dist inction arises from  the batt le between two
different conceptions of the m ind, the computational and
the biological. The com putational approach supposes that
all of the m ind (including consciousness) can be captured
with inform ation processing notions such as com putation
and function in a system .

According to th is view (often called functionalism  by
philosophers), the level of abstraction for understanding
the m ind is one that allows m ult ip le realizations: just as one
algorithm  can be realized electrically or hydraulically, the
m ind can be realized biologically or electronically. The
functionalist th inks that the right level of descript ion for
characterizing consciousness is the inform ation processing
level, not the level of realization of com putation, nam ely,
the biological level. The biological approach m akes the
opposite bet. I f P # A, the functionalist side is right about
consciousness. But if consciousness has a biological nature,
then the realizations are what count, and we can expect that
P and A will d iverge.

I  hypothesized that cases of P without A exist, but that A
without P m ay not. I n all m y searching and reviewing
suggestions of correspondents, I  have seen only one case (in
hum ans) that m ay well be a case of A without P. H artm ann
et al. (1991) describe a case of Òinverse AntonÕs syndrom e,Ó
an adult whose prim ary visual cortex had been m ostly
destroyed, leaving a sm all island of prim ary visual cortex.
(Thanks to Ralph Adolphs for drawing th is to m y attent ion.)
This patient cannot discrim inate whether the room  is dark
or illum inated, and he insists that he is blind. I f st im uli are
presented in the upper right visual field (which projects to
the rem nant of his prim ary visual cortex), however, he can
recognize faces, facial em otions, and read single words. Yet
the patient insists that he does not see anything. When
asked how he knows what the word says or whose face it is,
he says th ings like ÒI t clicksÓ or ÒI  feel it  in m y m ind.Ó There
is no sign of hysteria or a psycho-social situation favoring
blindness; that is, no reason to believe he is self-deceived.
There is dam age in the parietal lobes, including the left
inferior parietal region. M ilner and G oodale (1995) have
proposed that phenom enal consciousness requires ventral
stream  activity plus attent ion, and that the requisite atten-
t ion can be blocked by parietal lesions. So perhaps th is is a
case of visual access without visual phenom enal conscious-

ness. I  hope that readers of th is journal can com m ent on
whether th is is a genuine case of A without P.

R1. Tweaking the definition of ÒAÓ

I  certainly agree with ChalmersÕs point that we should
tweak the defin it ion of ÒAÓ so as to avoid uninteresting
cracks between P and A, that is uninteresting cases of P
without A or A without P. O f course, it  would be easy to
redefine ÒAÓ in response to each crack between A and P,
result ing in an ad hoc gerrym andered notion of A. Since P
has an inform ation-processing role (I  assum e), it  would be
trivial to claim  that there are no cracks between P and that
role. F or exam ple, in the target art icle I  gave an exam ple of
P which does not result in A because of lack of attent ion.
Assum e that C rick and Koch (1995) are right that visual
experience is a m atter of activity in pyram idal cells of the
lower cort ical layers of the visual areas in the back of the
head. Suppose further, (as C rick and Koch also suggest)
that visual inform ation is put in a posit ion in which it can be
used for reasoning and control of behavior by being trans-
m itted to the frontal and prefrontal cortex (in the front of
the head). So a conscious event in the visual cortex becom es
A-conscious by virtue of transm itt ing inform ation to the
frontal and pre-frontal cortex, and those events in the front
are later than the P-events in the back, since it takes t im e for
the inform ation to get to the front. I f these ideas are right, a
crack would appear to open up between P and A because of
the m yriad ways in which the inform ation in the back m ight
fail to affect the front in the appropriate way. N ow m any
functionalists (especially the variety that hold functionalism
as a conceptual truth) would not be bothered by th is, for
functionalism  is prepared to count an event as P-conscious
by virtue of its effects at other  t imes and places. I n fact,
functionalism  is prepared to include in the defin ing role of a
P-conscious event processes that donÕt actually happen, but
would happen under certain condit ions. But such features,
if used to fram e a type of inform ation processing, would
m ake it far from  a natural kind of inform ation processing.

I f the claim  that P # A is to be significant, A m ust be a
genuine natural kind that is also a geniune inform ation-
processing analog of P. I t was in th is spirit  that I  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 harness the inform ation from  the blind field without
being told to guess and being given a set of alternatives. So it
is best to th ink of access-consciousness as involving a form
of access that is m ore fu ll-b looded than what exists in
blindsight. To rule out b lindsight as a case of A without P, I
defined a state as A-conscious if it  is poised for rational
control of reasoning, speech, and action. The word Òratio-
nalÓ caused a great deal of m isunderstanding and I  con-
ceded in the response to the first round of com m entary that
it was a m isleading choice. (I  never m eant to rule out
control that involves poor reasoning Ð see especially m y
reply to Kobes in the original response.) ÒC ontrolÓ does the
job all by itself if understood properly: the inform ation in
the blindsight patientÕs head about what he saw influences,
but it  does not control. I n som e publications, I  have been
defin ing a state as A-conscious if it  is poised for voluntary or
direct control. The blindsight patientÕs guesses are volun-
tary, but the contents do not control the responses in a
voluntary m anner. They control via an indirect pathway
involving guessing.
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Chalmers proposes defin ing ÒAÓ as Òdirect availability
for global controlÓ; he expands on global control saying that
he has in m ind especially deliberate behaviors. H is Òdelib-
erateÓ corresponds to m y ÒvoluntaryÓ (and ÒrationalÓ), and I
th ink both play the sam e role in elim inating blindsight. N o
significant d ifference so far. Also, m y poised and C halm ersÕs
directly available seem  to do the sam e job. As I  explained
(Block 1995), the reason for ÒpoisedÓ was to rule out cases
where access requires processing. F or exam ple, we all have
a belief about what we had for breakfast th is m orning, but
for m any readers, that belief was quiescent until reading
this sentence. I f we m ake A a totally disposit ional concept, a
m atter of m ere accessibility, then quiescent or inactive
beliefs will count as A without P. C halm ersÕs Òdirectly
availableÓ seem s designed to do the sam e job, since as he
explains, it  is m eant to elim inate contents that take som e
work to retrieve.

Chalmers suggests Òglobal controlÓ where I  specify the
kind of control in m uch m ore detail, including specifying
that the kind of control of reasoning m ust involve inferen-
t ial prom iscuity, that is, free use of a representation as a
prem ise in reasoning. I  donÕt see m uch difference here
between C halm ers and m e, but it  is worth m entioning that
the greater specificity does have an advantage. C onsider the
case I  m entioned in the target art icle of a torture vict im  who
represses the m em ories of torture. The m em ories exert a
global effect on his behavior, causing him  to react negatively
to places and people that are sim ilar to those involved in the
torture; the m em ories cause slips, affect dream s, and create
a global m ood. Yet they are not A-conscious. The notion of
inferential prom iscuity is especially useful in seeing why
not.

N ow we com e to a significant d ifference. Though our
defin it ions of ÒAÓ seem  m ore or less equivalent, there is a
crucial d ifference in interpretation when it com es to th ink-
ing about m y putative cases of P without A. I  gave a num ber
of exam ples that were designed to exploit the fact that
access to a P-content can fail for a variety of reasons,
including lack of attent ion and various form s of blockage. (I
m entioned blockage due to repression, inform ation pro-
cessing lim its, fragm entation of the self, and deactivation of
centers of reasoning and planning by, for exam ple, anesthe-
sia.) I f these cases are genuine cases of P, then they are cases
of P without A, because som e work would be required to
access the blocked representations. Attent ion would have
to be focused or the blockage rem oved. Chalmers does not
dispute that any of m y cases are cases of P; rather, he tries to
avoid such cases by saying Òthe inform ation was directly
available all along; it  sim ply wasnÕt accessed.Ó But he is
trying to have his cake and eat it  too, interpret ing Òdirectly
availableÓ as poised for access in order to rule out A-
consciousness of what I  had for breakfast th is m orning and
as merely potentially available for access to rule in A-
consciousness in cases of inattent ion, repression, lim its on
inform ation process, fragm entation, and anesthesia. The
inform ation about what I  had for breakfast was potentially
available for access, only not accessed.

Perhaps Chalmers will say that accessing the inform a-
tion about what I  had for breakfast th is m orning involves
retrieval from  m em ory Ð which is why it is not access-
conscious Ð whereas the cases of P without A that I
m entioned do not. But what about repression? Accessing
the repressed im ages of torture involves retrieval from
m em ory too, yet C halm ers wants to see them  as access-

conscious. N o doubt there is som e way of dist inguishing
between the ways that m em ory is involved in these two
cases. But recall that a candidate defin it ion of ÒAÓ m ust be
non-ad-hoc as well as a genuine inform ation processing
im age of P. To build into our defin it ion of ÒAÓ a very fine
grained condit ion dist inguishing between two ways of ac-
cessing m em ory looks ad hoc, and it raises the question of
why that difference involving m em ory ought to be included
in an inform ation processing im age of P.

I n sum , there are a variety of ways in which access to
representations Ð both P and non-P representations Ð can
be derailed. Anyone who wants to fram e a defin it ion of ÒAÓ
that cuts between the P and non-P cases to avoid cracks
between P and A owes us far m ore than Chalmers has
provided. M oreover, P com es in a variety of degrees, of
phenom enal flavors, and of representational contents. All
would seem  to affect the causal propert ies of P-states. But
that raises the issue of whether the role of P has any unity
apart from  its dependence on the intensity, flavor, and
representational propert ies of the P-states that have that
role. C onsider 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. F eet are
affected by concrete and high-heeled shoes and in turn
affect the air-condit ioners in gas pedal plants, the breeding
of anim als from  which shoeleather is taken, and the stock-
prices of com panies in the foot-jewelry industry. I s the role
a natural item  apart from  the feet that m ediate the causal
relations? I  doubt it , and I  would guess that the sam e point
applies to the role of P-consciousness.

R2. Does consciousness have a function?

The best explanation for the close correlation between P
and A is that P is som ehow involved in the m achinery of A.
By contrast, Chalmers favors epiphenom enalism . H e ob-
jects to m y claim  that P greases the wheels of A on the
ground that there is no conceptual entailm ent from  neural
stuff to P-consciousness, so there is no contradiction in the
idea of a physical duplicate of m e who is a zom bie, that is,
has no P-consciousness. H is argum ent that P-consciousness
m ust be redundant to the causal m echanism s of A-
consciousness is that the zom bie has the sam e physical
causal m achinery of A-consciousness as I  do but has no P.
Since the causal m achinery works the sam e way with or
without P, P does nothing.

But th is argum ent takes m ere logical possibilit ies m uch
too seriously. M ere logical possibilit ies do not tell us what
the real m echanism s are. M agic is logically possible. The
scarecrow of O z who thinks despite a head of straw is
logically possible, but one cannot m ove from  that to any
conclusion about the actual m echanism s of th inking. M y
car does not th ink and has no P-consciousness, but there is a
logically possible physical duplicate of it  that is a sapient and
sentient being whose th inking and P-consciousness plays a
role in the operation of the car. I n m y car, the low-gas light
goes on via a sim ple piece of m achinery. That m achinery is
present in the m agic world, but, in addit ion, there is
another m echanism . I n the m agic world, the fact that the
car wants to inform  m e of the em pty tank plays a causal role
that is parallel to the physical m achinery but nonetheless
causally efficacious. Both are causally efficacious; it  is a case
of overdeterm ination. The m agic world is merely logically
possible in the sense that there is no contradiction in it .
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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.

M oving to a som ewhat different topic, I  agree with
Chalmers that one can interpret m uch of the em pirical
work on consciousness that I  crit icized as assum ing that P #
A (that is, that P is a nondisposit ional state that provides the
basis for the A-disposit ion). So som e of th is em pirical work
can be rescued in a post hoc way by m aking a dist inction
that the authors them selves did not see. I  acknowledged
this in the target art icle. But not all of th is work is equally
rescuable in that way. I n part icular, m uch of the reasoning I
was crit icizing has problem s of the Òtrivial or falseÓ variety.
Witness SearleÕs reasoning described in the target art icle
and C rick and KochÕs reasoning that V1 is not part of the
neural correlate of consciousness because V1 does not
project to frontal cortex and projection to frontal cortex is
required for direct control of behavior. This is trivial of A
and false (or at least unjustified) for P. (See Block 1996b.)

O ne final point: Chalmers notes that m odel 3 is im plau-
sible, apparently assum ing that I  thought otherwise. I
indicated that m odel 3 m ight be difficult to refute em piri-
cally, not because I  thought the m odel m ight actually be
right, but rather because of the usual problem s with refuting
epiphenom enalism . Refutations of the view always end up
being m ore m ethodological than experim ental. So called Òsim -
plicityÓ has to figure very strongly in refutation of such ideas.

R3. Consciousness and the self

M any of the com m entators in round one felt that neither A
nor P corresponds very well to the intu it ive notion of
consciousness. The problem  was that neither P nor A
required that oneÕs self have access to oneÕs own conscious
states. A-consciousness is a purely inform ation-theoret ic
idea that does not explicit ly involve the self. O ne can speak
of one state controlling another without explicit ly putt ing
any self in the picture. Although I  m entioned various
connections with the self in talking about P, none loom ed
large. Both Browne and Rosenthal crit icize m e on th is
basis, as did m any in round one. C hurch (1995), H arm an
(1995), L ycan (1995), Kitcher (1995), and L evine (1995)
crit icized m y view explicit ly on th is ground, but m any of the
crit ics in round one were obliquely crit ical about th is. F or
exam ple, Baars (1995) expanded m y P-consciousness as
Òpersonal consciousnessÓ and Arm strong (1995) suggested
that ÒAÓ would be better replace by ÒI Ó for introspection.

O fficially, RosenthalÕs conclusion is that P entails A
(unless one or the other is phony), so it is useless to look for
cases of P without A. I  say that th is is his official conclusion
because actually he th inks cases of P without A are com -
pletely obvious and uncontroversial. Rosenthal has adopted
the m isleading strategy of redefining both ÒPÓ and ÒAÓ so
that the P-redefined entails the A-redefined, even though in
his view, as in m ine, P does not entail A. What is m isleading
about th is procedure is that the redefin it ions are not m ade
explicit. I  confess that m y first thought on reading Rosen-
thalÕs reply was that for the reason just m entioned, the
disagreem ent between us was com pletely verbal. But on
reflection, I  see that the redefin it ions he offers are natural
expressions of the clash of our points of view about the
im portance of self-consciousness, and th is clash is an im -
portant one to get clear about.

L et m e explain. Rosenthal and I  m ean the sam e th ing by

Òstate with phenom enal content.Ó Phenom enal contents are
specific types or categories of experience such as the
experience of the sensation of red or the feeling of pain. I n
m y term inology, a state with phenom enal content is just a
P-conscious state; I  do not dist inguish between the two. But
Rosenthal rejects the equivalence, state with phenomenal
content # P-conscious state. H is argum ent starts with the
claim  that we can have unconscious states that belong in one
of these P-content categories, for exam ple, an unconscious
pain or an unconscious sensation of red in sublim inal
perception. Such unconscious pains and sensations, he
notes, are not A-conscious. By m y defin it ions (which I  will
be using here), they are cases of P without A, and so we see
that Rosenthal accepts P without A in my senses of these
term s as uncontroversial. I ndeed, Rosenthal is m uch m ore
liberal about P without A than I  am . I  th ink that there is only
a very rem ote possibility that sublim inal perception is P and
thus only a rem ote possibility that sublim inal perception
involves P-content without A. Suppose the let ter ÒQ Ó is
flashed too briefly for the subject to report on it, but long
enough to influence later choices. Rosenthal seem s to
assum e that such ÒperceptionsÓ are states with phenom enal
content. (I  expect th is is because he has a very th in notion of
phenom enal content. But let us put th is issue to one side,
accepting with Rosenthal that there are uncontroversial
cases of P, in m y term s, without A.)

H ere is where the basic difference in perspective com es in.
Rosenthal holds that these P-without-A states (in m y
senses of the term s) are not conscious states at all, for there
is Ònothing itÕs like for  a subject to be in that state.Ó I n other
words, P without A, if it  exists, is not real consciousness
because it need not involve access to the self, to the subject
him  or herself. So he rejects m y notion of P (because it is not
what he th inks of as consciousness). H e holds that the cases
of P without A are not real cases of P-consciousness without
A. Since he th inks access to the self is required for genuine
consciousness, he redefines ÒPÓ as what we m ight call Ò"P $
self-access#.Ó

O kay, so that is part of the story. But we still havenÕt seen
how a redefined P will necessarily involve A. D oes "P $
self-access# entail A? N o, because as Rosenthal notes, A is
a purely inform ation-processing notion that also involves no
connection to the self. So Rosenthal changes m y A too to
what we m ight call Ò"A $ self-access#,Ó m y A plus the added
condit ion that the self has access to the state. H e regards
this as the pre-theoret ic intu it ive sense of A: ÒM uch in
BlockÕs discussion relies on th is pretheoret ic notion of
A-consciousness, rather than the official connection with
inference and the control of speech and action.Ó So Rosen-
thalÕs claim  that P entails A am ounts to the claim  that the
redefined P, "P $ self-access# entails the redefined A, "A $
self-access#. There is m ore to the story here about why "P $
self-access# entails "A $ self-access#, but I  will not go into it.
M y point is only that the claim  that redefined-P entails
redefined-A does not challenge m y claim  that P without A is
at least conceptually possible. Those cases of P that donÕt
involve self-access m ay be the very cases that do not involve
A. F or exam ple, in the target art icle I  m entioned a case in
which one is having an intense conversation oblivious to a
loud noise, even though one has raised the volum e of oneÕs
voice to com pensate for it. O nce one notices the noise, one
m ight realize that one was hear ing 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 notes that A is disposit ional. Being poised for
direct m ental and behavioral control is a disposit ion. But
consciousness is not disposit ional, he says. F or oneÕs sen-
sation of red to be conscious in his preferred sense, one
m ust oneself be conscious of it , and that is not disposit ional.
I  can agree that that nondisposit ionality of the P-conscious
sensation of red shows that P-consciousness is not A-
consciousness. But th is does not 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, is not disposit ional.

The key problem  with higher order thought as the m ain
or only nondisposit ional notion of consciousness is that it  is
too intellectual. C onsider the dog in pain m entioned by
both Kitcher (1995) and m e (Block 1995). Surely a dog with
a pain that hur ts (and therefore exerts direct control of
behavior) is in a conscious state in a reasonable, in tu it ive
sense of the term  even if the dog has no higher order
thought about the pain! And the dog m ay have a conscious
pain in th is sense even if it  does not have a sufficient grip on
the concept of pain or the concept of the self to have the
thought that ÒI , m yself have a pain.Ó

The verbal aspect of RosenthalÕs point can also be seen
by noting that Rosenthal has no com plaint against the
naturalness or im portance of what I  call P-consciousness.
F or him , it is the category state with phenomenal content.
And he m akes no crit icism  of m y notion of A except that,
leaving out the self, it  is not the Òpretheoret ic notion of
A-consciousness.Ó The crit icism  is that neither P nor A
deserve to be called categories of Òconsciousness.Ó So the
verbal aspect is that the word ÒconsciousnessÓ should not be
applied to them . But there is also an im plicit substantive
and nonverbal com plaint, nam ely, that I  have left out the
main thing in a notion of consciousness. What is th is m ain
thing that I  left out? F or Rosenthal it  is the higher order
thought, one state being about another. I  agree that higher
order thought is im portant, but I  have scanted it because
both P and A are m ore prim it ive and fundam ental. I t  is P
that engenders the fam ous explanatory gap. We have a
prom ising research program  into the nature of thought.
There is no reason to suppose that higher order thought will
not yield to it. But there is som ething else that I  m ight be
said to have left out. Arm strong, Baars, C hurch, H arm an,
Kitcher, L evine, and L ycan, all first round com m entators,
m ention som e sort of connection with the self. I  will try to
com e to grips with th is issue, start ing with BrowneÕs argu-
m ent.

Browne regards the relations of access to the self as the
heart of the intu it ive conception of consciousness. H e says
that reducing th is intu it ive conception to A-consciousness
will sim ply leave out the intu it ive idea of access to the self.
Recall that a representation is A-conscious to the extent that
it is poised for direct m ental and behavioral control. The
inform ational relations involved in direct control of reason-
ing and action (e.g., inform ational prom iscuity) m ake no
m ention of the self and do not in any explicit way clarify the
intu it ive notion of self-access. So, according to Browne,
reducing the intu it ive idea to A is not in it ially prom ising.
The other alternative m entioned by Browne is the idea of
reducing the intu it ive idea of self-consciousness to P (or
perhaps adopting a version of P that includes it). H is
objection to th is idea is that it  is unexplanatory. P does not
help to explain anything about access to the self.

R4. Deflationism about the self

M y disagreem ent with Browne (and m any of the other
com m entators) hinges on m y deflationism  about the self.
(See White 1991, for a worked out p icture along these
lines.) This is not tantam ount to being an elim inativist like
H um e or D ennett. M y view is that the upshot of work in
cognit ive psychology and cognit ive neuroscience is that we
(ourselves) are loose federations of centers of control and
integration, and for th is reason, the intu it ive idea of the self
as a m onolith ic integrated entity is an illusion. The conflict
between the intu it ive conception and the em erging scien-
t ific picture was first captured in a convincing m anner in
N agelÕs 1971 paper, ÒBrain bisection and the unity of
consciousness.Ó N agel argued that the fragm entation ob-
served in split  brain patients exists to som e degree in
norm al people, and th is challenges our intu it ive concept of
the self. This sort of idea has been widened and elaborated
for m any years now by m any psychologists and neuropsy-
chologists, for exam ple by G azzaniga and his colleagues
(see also, D ennett 1991). G azzaniga (1985) tries to explain
m any ubiquitous cognit ive phenom ena in term s of the
relations am ong Òsub-selves,Ó especially the efforts of som e
sub-selves to rationalize the behavior of other sub-selves.
The m ost im pressive evidence involves cases where knowl-
edge is accessible via one part of the body, but not another.
G oodale and M ilner (1992) note a double dissociation:
som e patients cannot describe the orientation of a slot but
act appropriately towards it, others show the reverse. M ar-
cel (1993) notes a situation in which blindsight patients can
access inform ation better if responding by button-presses
than verbally, and better st ill by eye blinks. Such phenom -
ena are observed not only in brain dam aged patients, but
also in norm als.

So I  take it that there is a good scientific basis for what
m ight be called deflationism  about the self; regarding the
self as a loose federation. This fact is what underlies m y
disagreem ent with Browne and others. To begin, m y
notion of A-consciousness does involve the self, the only self
that really exists. The self-consciousness that they hanker
after is a m irage. F or a representation to be inform ationally
prom iscuous, to directly control behavior and speech, is for
it to be self-conscious, given what the self really is. The
defin it ion of access-consciousness is im plicit ly relativized to
a system . F or a representation to dom inate activity with in
that system  is for it to be as self-conscious as it can be.
BrowneÕs dissatisfaction with A because it leaves out the self
depends on ignoring the relevant science. I  said in the
target art icle that one should take intu it ions about con-
sciousness very seriously. But these intu it ions can only be
taken seriously insofar as they do not conflict with scient ific
fact, and one of the few facts in th is area is that the intu it ive
notion of the self is in large part illusory. So the dissatisfac-
t ion with A that m any of the crit ics have expressed, that it
does not involve any connection with the self, is a m istake. A
does involve self-consciousness in the only sense in which
self-consciousness is real.

R5. Is A a kind of consciousness at all?

Br ingsjord points out that I  waffle on whether A is a kind
of consciousness that can exist without P. I  expressed som e
sym pathy (but d id not actually endorse) SearleÕs (1992) and
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BurgeÕs (1996) claim  that a zom bie which has no P con-
sciousness has no consciousness of any sort, even if it  has
the inform ation processing aspects of P. I  th ink they are on
to som ething im portant about the ordinary notion of con-
sciousness: P is the core and A is conceived of by m any of us
as a kind of consciousness only against a background of P (as
I  noted in the replies in the first round). But I  have two
reasons for seeing A as an independent kind of conscious-
ness. F irst, I  th ink we all use both A and P to som e extent in
th inking about consciousness. I  refer the reader to the
discussion of Searle in the target art icle. Searle officially
denies that A is a kind of consciousness, but I  have caught
him  using ÒconsciousnessÓ in the sense of A. There is also
the curious fact I  noted in the target art icle that m any
people appear to have a concept of consciousness in which
A appears to be the core and P is a subsidiary sensory aspect
of A that is not even necessary for consciousness. I t would
be surprising if there were no echo of th is in those of us who
officially see consciousness as P.

A second reason is that I  am  less concerned with our
ordinary use of ÒconsciousÓ than with the im portant scien-
t ific issue of the relation between P and its inform ation
processing im age, nam ely, A. Are they phenom ena of differ-
ent sorts? C an one can exist without the other? The ordi-
nary concepts of consciousness are vague and even if Searle
and Burge are right, not too m uch violence is done 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 Nature.]

R6. How representational is P?

G ¬uz eldere &  Aydede find m y views on the representa-
t ional propert ies of P incoherent. L et m e sum m arize the
relevant claim s so you can judge for yourselves:

1. Som e P-contents are not at all representational, or at
least, there is nothing about P that requires that P-contents
be representational. I n the target art icle, I  gave the exam ple
of orgasm , but I  am  not totally sure about it . What I  am  sure
about is that what matters about the phenom enal content of
orgasm  is nothing representational.

2. So P-content is not representational per  se. (This is
just another way of saying that there is nothing about P that
requires it to be representational.)

3. Som e specific P contents are representational per  se;
that is, som e specific P-contents have an essential represen-
tational aspect. The exam ple I  used was the im age or visual
experience of circles (as opposed to squares). I  noted that it
is a feature of these P contents that the squares are packable
but the circles are not.

4. Som e other specific P contents are representational,
but not per  se. According to m e, the inverted spectrum
thought experim ent shows that the P-content that repre-
sents red m ight have represented green.

I  th ink the appearance of incoherence that G ¬uzeldere &
Aydede are worried about com es from  the ease of confusing
the claim  that P is not essentially representational with the
claim  that som e specific P-contents are essentially repre-
sentational. Art is not essentially representational but som e
item s 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 relational. But why canÕt an

intrinsic property represent via a relation? C onsider the red
color of a section of a m ap. Suppose the redness is an
intrinsic property. Still, it  can be used to represent alt itude.
G am ble says that cognit ive science m ust treat P as a
representation if it  hopes to study it. I  donÕt see why
cognit ive science canÕt study the function of som ething that
is not representational. N o doubt th is depends on how one
chooses to define Òcognit ive science.Ó But using Òcognit ive
scienceÓ so that G am ble is right, st ill som e other field could
study P, call it  cognit ive biology.

R7. Is there a fallacy?

G ¬uz eldere &  Aydede say that SchacterÕs notion of con-
sciousness is m ore like A than P. But their quotations do not
seem  to m e to support th is view. G ¬uzeldere & Aydede quote
Schacter as speaking of Òaccess to consciousness.Ó I s th is
supposed to be access to access-consciousness? C harity
requires rejecting th is reading. M y view is that conscious-
ness is a m ongrel concept containing elem ents of both P
and A. Schacter (and C rick & Koch 1995b) are closer to P
than A. But the im portant point is that by using a single
notion of consciousness (that includes elem ents of both P
and A), they end up with a dilem m a: triviality or falsehood.
This also applies to C rick and Koch (1995a). I f they m ean A,
it is trivial that V1 is not conscious; but if they m ean P it is
perhaps false. C onsider Searle (1992): the epilept ics are
m issing ÒconsciousnessÓ and therefore flexib ility. I f it  is P
that is m eant, the prem ise is very likely false. I f A is m eant,
the reasoning is trivial. I t  is trivial that m issing A leads to
lack of flexib ility because A includes flexib ility in the rele-
vant sense.

Searle does not m ake the P /A dist inction, but if we m ake
it, we can reinterpret h im  as saying that P is m issing in the
epilept ics, and that explains the m issing A. But even th is
m uch charity will not save his argum ent, since it is very
im plausible that they are m issing P. Br ingsjord tries to
m ake it p lausible that th is happens all the t im e, for exam ple,
when we drive Òautom atically.Ó But th is is a very im plausi-
ble view of autom atic driving. H ere is an experim ent we can
all perform . N ext t im e you are going out on a long drive, get
your com panion to note when you seem  to have spaced out
and to ask you the following question: ÒWhat did you just
see?Ó I  will tell you m y result: I  rem em ber the last car I
passed, the last curve in the road and the like. I  have been
told that pilot work using the N issan driving sim ulator (at
the N issan laboratory in C am bridge M A) yields the sam e
result: a m oving window of m em ory of about 30Ð45
seconds. (U nfortunately, I  have been unable to confirm  th is
report.) Bringsjord seem s to assum e that because there is
no long term  m em ory of P, there is no P.

What about SearleÕs contradiction? Br ingsjord gives a
stunning application of the principle of charity in explaining
away SearleÕs contradiction. I  subm it that m y diagnosis
(switching between using ÒconsciousnessÓ to m ean A and P)
was far m ore plausible.

R8. Representation and function

Gilman and I  are to som e extent at cross purposes, as I  can
explain by dist inguishing between representationism  and
functionalism . F unctionalism  is the view that the nature of
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experience can be com pletely captured by the role of
experiences in the m ental econom y, how they affect other
m ental states and behavior, and how they are them selves
affected by stim ulation. Suppose that when I  both touch
and look at the corner of a cube, I  have experiences in the
two m odalit ies with the sam e representational content but
different phenom enal feels. O ne phenom enal feel in sight,
another in touch, but no representational difference. This
need not disturb a functionalist, since there are such large
and obvious functional differences between sight and
touch. A functionalist has the resources to explain the
phenom enal difference. But a representationist, by contrast
cannot accept experiences that have the sam e representa-
t ional content but d ifferent phenom enal content, for repre-
sentationism  goes beyond functionalism  in trying to cash
out all phenom enal character in term s of the ways the world
is represented to be. Sim ilarly, a functionalist need not be
troubled if the experience of orgasm  has no representa-
t ional content at all, for its functional role (e.g., its m otiva-
t ional role) can serve to dist inguish that experience from
other experiences.

As Gilman notes, I  believe in a Ònonrepresentational,
nonfunctional notion of phenom enal consciousness.Ó Al-
though phenom enal consciousness represents and func-
t ions, it  cannot be com pletely accounted for in these term s.
H owever, I  d id not try to argue for the nonfunctional part in
the target art icle. The strategy of the target art icle, was to
try to put som e of the controversies aside to discuss a
dist inction (between P and A) that was to som e extent at
least visib le even if m y posit ion in those controversies is
m istaken. H owever, I  d id argue that P-content goes beyond
the representational. I  d id not give m y strongest argum ent
for that conclusion (nam ely, the I nverted E arth argum ent,
presented in 1990; 1994; 1996) but I  d id m ake som e brief
rem arks in that direction, discussing the im poverished
representational content of orgasm  (as com pared with its
tru ly im pressive phenom enal character). And I  also had a
discussion of sensations with the sam e representational
content in different m odalit ies. M y purpose was to head off
an identification of P with A, one that surfaced in the
com m entaries of Arm strong, D ennett, F arah, and Tye, in
the first round.

H ereÕs why Gilman and I  are largely at cross purposes.
H e argues against m y point about the experience of orgasm
partly by appealing to its functional propert ies. H e says
ÒPhenom enal contents m ay vary in a m ore fine-grained way
than natural language labels for those contents, but is such
variation obviously nonrepresentational and nonfunc-
tional?Ó H e sum m arizes m y rem arks about the experience
of orgasm  as suggesting that Òthere is so m uch to the
experience of orgasm  that one couldnÕt possibly exhaust Ôall
thatÕ with a representational or  functional account.Ó And he
notes that there is no in-principle problem  to Òrepresenta-
t ional or  functional accounts of the evaluative part of an
experience.Ó (E m phasis added in all these quotations.)
Sure, the evaluative function of the experience of orgasm  is
entirely im m une from  m y point that th is experience is
representationally im poverished; however, I  wasnÕt trying
to argue against functionalism , but only against the stronger
view: representationism .

We are not ent irely at cross purposes, however. Gilman
does also defend the representationist point of view. F or
exam ple, he notes correctly that we cannot expect all of
representational content to be expressible in natural lan-

guage; for exam ple, recognit ional disposit ions often consti-
tute a kind of content that is not expressible in E nglish. But
are we to take seriously the idea that the phenom enal
character of orgasm  is exhausted by a kind of recognit ion ?
O n the face of it , having the orgasm -experience and recog-
nizing it are very different. Perhaps recognizing the experi-
ence changes the experience som ewhat. But surely recogni-
t ion does not wholly create the experience. (What about the
first t im e?) And there is no plausibility in the idea that an
orgasm  experience requires any sort of categorization.
C ouldnÕt an anim al, or even a person, have som ething like
that experience without the recognit ion?

R9. P # A?

I  argued that just as the concept of water differs from  the
concept of H 2O , so the concept of P and A differ. The real
question, I  suggested, was whether as a m atter of em pirical
fact, just as water # H 2O , so P # A. (Since A is disposit ional
whereas P is not, what th is com es to is that all and only
P-states have the A role.)

P¬oppel presents evidence that 30Ð40 H z oscillat ions
(each one lasting roughly 30 m sec) are the basis of con-
sciousness. F or exam ple, if a type of anesthesia is used that
suppresses these oscillat ions, subjects feel that no t im e has
elapsed when they wake up. (ÒWhen does the operation
start?Ó) Types of anesthesia that do not suppress the oscilla-
t ions prom ote im plicit recall of tapes played under anesthe-
sia. (Patients exposed to a recording of a Robinson C rusoe
story are m uch m ore likely to associate C rusoe with ÒF ri-
dayÓ after the operation; see Schwender et al. 1994). P ¬oppel
m entions another interesting tem poral m atter: evidence for
m echanism s of presem antic autom atic sensory integration
that take 2Ð3 seconds. Access to P m ust take place with in
such a 2Ð3 second window. So is the idea th is? There are
two basic m echanism s of consciousness; the 30Ð40 H z
oscillat ions underlie P, and the 2Ð3 second integration
m echanism  underlies A. I  take it that with m echanism s that
differ in their t im e scale in th is way, we could have P
without A. F or a P event m ight occur and fade out before
the integration required for A can take place.

No¬e denies that the concepts of P and A differ. H e argues
that perception intrinsically involves both P and A. E ven if
he is right about th is, it  falls short of the conclusion.
Perception could essentially involve two nonidentical
th ings. M oreover, I  m entioned a num ber of nonperceptual
cases. Recall the F reudian exam ple of the repressed im age
of the red room  in which the patient was tortured. I  argued
that the repressed im age could be P without being A. (The
case is hypothet ical, but recall that we are talking about the
conceptual possibility that P and A com e apart.) But N oe
som etim es appears to use ÒperceptionÓ to mean experience,
nam ely, P. O n th is interpretation, there is no doubt that
experience is intrinsically P. The only issue, then, is whether
experience is intrinsically A, the issue of the next to last
paragraph of N o¬eÕs com m ent.

No¬e gives two reasons why P contents m ust be A, but
neither applies to nonperceptual cases like the F reudian
case. The first is that experience by its nature has a rational
im port. Surely the repressed im age potentially has a ratio-
nal bearing, but one cannot use it unless it becom es A-
conscious. The second is that he doubts that one would
credit som eone with P unless one were willing to credit the
person with A too. But one m ight have all sorts of indirect
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evidence of the P content of the red im age, including the
personÕs own testim ony after  the psychotherapy is success-
ful and the im age becom es A conscious. The patient m ight
tell us that once he recovered access to the im age, he
realized that he had always had the im age, but the pain
associated with it kept h im  from  acknowledging it even to
the point of realizing that he had it or realizing that it
showed that he had been tortured. E ven if one insists on the
latter sort of evidence, there could be a period during which
the im age was P without being A. (Som e m odels of m em ory,
e.g., the H eaded Records view of M orton, 1991, have room
for such phenom ena.)

Mangan agrees that there is a conceptual possibility of P
diverging from  A, but he is certain that in fact P # A. H e
seem s to th ink that I  argue as follows: a difference in
concepts, therefore difference in fact. But that is not m y
argum ent. I  say that we do not know whether P # A. There
is certainly reason to take apparent cases of P without A
(and one apparent case of A without P) seriously. M angan
says that research on P is doing well on the assum ption that
P # A. But is it  really doing well when we have no idea how
anything physical could have P, when we have proposals
that the field seriously considers drawing on quantum
m echanics, whose rationale seem s to be that both quantum
m echanics and consciousness are m ysterious? M angan
m entions m y analogy: perhaps P is like the liquid in a
hydraulic com puter, and A is like the com putation. P is the
hardware im plem entation of A. M angan wonders whether
P can Òcom pletelyÓ im plem ent A. But if the analogy is
correct, then we have to wonder whether there are other
im plem entations of A, just as a given com putation m ay be
realized electrically instead of m echanically. There can be
hydraulic flu id without the hydraulic com puter and an
electronic version of the com puter without any flu id. H ow
does M angan rule out the analogous possibilit ies in the case
of P and A?

Bogen wonders whether the right hem isphere m ight
have A without P. H e is sure it has A, and if h is theory of P in
term s of the I L N  is right, it  has P too. Perhaps som e reader
can shed m ore light on the issue. O n dream ing, Bogen
agrees with Revonsuo (first round) that dream s m ay be P
without A. I n dream ing, oneÕs representations are poised to
control behavior, but behavioral system s are paralyzed, so
there is no behavior. D ream  contents are A; so they do not
provide a case of P without A.

R10. The explanatory gap

Van der  Heijden et al. th ink that the explanatory gap is
m ade to seem  wider than it is by assum ing that, for exam ple,
roses are red and violets are blue. I f you suppose that a rose
is red, then, according to them , you have to suppose that red
is Òliterally reproducedÓ in P-consciousness. And if red is
Òliterally reproducedÓ in P-consciousness, it is no surprise
that it  seem s alm ost im possible to explain P-consciousness
in neural term s. They suggest that we give up the Òcolor-
color identity constraintÓ that insists that we have red both
in the world and in the m ind. H ere is where they go wild ly,
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 m ental redness. But why not hold
instead that roses are red, giving up the idea that red is
Òliterally reproducedÓ in P-consciousness? Why not reject
the Òcolor-color identity constraintÓ by rejecting colors in

the m ind? Why not construe talk of red in the m ind as a
m isleading way of expressing the fact that P-conscious
states represent the world as red? And a representation of
red need not itself be red (like the occurrences of the word
ÒredÓ here). This idea is spelled out further in Block (1983)
and Tye (1995, C h. 4).
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