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Abstract
THE CAUSAL ROLE OF STATE CONSCIOUSNESS
by

George A. Seli

Adviser: Professor Barbara Montero

Mental states often occur consciously. We regulaalye conscious perceptions in
different modalities, for example. A thought prae@sually involves several conscious beliefs,
perhaps conscious doubts or desires. It is gegeasumed that a mental state affects cognition
and behavior in virtue of its psychological propest But is a state’seing conscious what |
call the c-property — causally relevant? If so,glthee efficacy of that property benefit the
creature that is in the conscious state? | arguarf@ffirmative reply, based on a higher-order
theory of consciousness. Such a theory claimsféinat mental state to be conscious is for the
agent to be aware of being in it, via a suitabletalerepresentation of the first-order state.

In Chapter 1, | develop an account of causallyvaaie properties of events, since |
construe consciousness as a property of a merdgat.dn Chapter 2, | review traditional
problems for mental causation, such as the cowiettiat neural states are causally sufficient for
all cognition and behavior. | show how proposedisohs to these problems would also
establish that it is possible for the c-propertpeoefficacious. Even so, the property may happen
to be epiphenomenal. Accordingly, in Chapter veghe conditions that an event property must

meet in order to count as epiphenomenal. In pdaticuargue that such a property’s



epiphenomenality is consistent with thecessityof its instantiation to the outcome of a causal
process.

| devote Chapter 4 to the function of consciousmea#isregard to the feeling of agency. |
argue that the higher-order representation thaesiakich a feeling conscious can be deployed in
reasoning about the feeling at the time it occluegtend this account in Chapter 5 to conscious
perceptions, volitions, and thoughts, arguing thatutility of these first-order statdseing
representeds to enable reasoning about whether to be istidtes. | conclude by showing how
my proposal explains the correlation between canstiess and (i) perceptions and volitions

that guide non-routine behavior, and (ii) thinkih@t intellectually challenges the agent.
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[. INTRODUCTION

1. Folk Psychological Views

We are in a variety of mental states throughoutdauly lives: a state of elation over a
promotion, a state of hearing an alarm, a statkoabt about the competency of a mechanic, a
state of expecting a taxi to arrive. It is commoasgumed that these states make things happen,
both other mental states and physical behaviorekample, a worry gives rise to deliberation as
to how to improve a situation, seeing an acroldaat engenders applause, a belief that
propositionP causes an assertion tiain certain situations, and so forth. We also thimékt
some mental states occur consciously, while ottiensot. One might have a standing belief that
the local museum is to the north of one’s homedoly consciously believe that when giving
directions to a guest. One might be jealous of ®bedther, but only become consciously jealous
after several sessions with a psychologist. Ifdteee both conscious and nonconscious mental
states, the view that mental states are efficacioes not address the question whether a state’s
being conscious what we may call “state consciousness” — icaéfious. Does that property
causally impact cognition and behavior along whth $tates that instantiate it, or is it
epiphenomenal? That is, do conscious mental statese things in only virtue other
psychological properties they instantiate, notrtbeing conscious? And, more interestingly, are
the effects (if any) of state consciousness usefuldis project, | aim to develop a theory that
answers the latter question in the affirmative glasn one particular theory of consciousness.

My fundamental assumptions, then, are shared bfotkethere is such a phenomenon as

consciousness, there are mental states, and cossess, in one sense of the term, is a property



of some (but not all) mental states. Yet realisimudlstate consciousness leaves a very open
guestion as to its function. The claim that thereadf consciousness is obvious — since we’re
unable to do much when we’re unconscious — is fednd a distinct notion of consciousness:
creature consciousnesBer David Rosenthal’s definition (1997, p. 736),a creature to be
conscious is simply for it to be awake and respant stimuli, which of course is critical to its
survival. But is having conscious menséhtescritical, or even helpful, to its survival? Aftal,
there is evidence that nonconscious states, sushb@®nscious fears and subliminal
perceptions, do impact our cognition and guide bieinaMoreover, not all theories of state
consciousness make it plain that it is benefi@aldef creature to be in conscious mental states.
For example, on higher-order theories, as | wadkdss, it seems that thinking, perceiving, and
willing could proceed just as well nonconsciou$fyso, then consciousness is a causally inert
property of mental states. Our cognitive, conatarej perceptual states, when conscious, would
notdependon being conscious in order to generate or opérbhavior. And thus, theoretically,
we could be creature conscious — responsive tauBtimall the usual ways — while lacking state
CONSCiousSness.

But folk psychology does not appear to admit thesgmlity of inefficacious state
consciousness. The folk have a concept of consandsionconscious mental states;
particularly since Freud’s work, both “versions”feirs and desires are generally acknowledged,
for example. But we tend to hold that a state’sip@&ionscious makes an important difference.
As Owen Flanagan remarks, “Even if we no longeielelthat consciousness is involved in all
mental activity, we tend to think that when itmsolved, it is centrally involved” (1997, p. 360).
For example, we accord a special status to “consaiecisions” as being more reflective and

able to overcome reflexive or impulsive behaviohjekh may explain the idiomatic force of



“raising consciousness” as a means of altering betlavior. We regard nonconscious cognition,
in contrast, as resulting in more “automatic” babavMy nonconscious volitions may result in
poor posture, but | can make a “conscious effathaintain better posture. Moreover,
“focusing” or “concentrating” — pretheoretically derstood as willfully increasing one’s degree
of consciousness — is also thought to improve pedoce in many cases.

The putative causal difference that consciousnedemis not only important in terms of
what it causege.g., adaptive behavior) but also in termsgvbét is doing the causingrightly or
not, we tend to identify our mental selves primyawith our conscious mentality, likely because
conscious states are the only ones we have inttgpeaccess to and are thus more acquainted
with in a day-to-day context. So we tend to thin&ttwhen these states are exerting their distinct
causal influenceye are more in control of our behavior than otherwideat is, the actions that
result are more “agentive” than those resultingnfrionconscious mentality. As such, we regard
actions with this causal origin as particularlyuming of responsibility. For example, as an
excuse for leaving the milk carton on the coumstead of returning it to the refrigerator, one
might say, “I didn’t do it consciously,” meaningathone didn’t consciously will to do it, or
arrive at that volition via conscious thought. Gsr@t usually completely relieved of
responsibility in such a case, of course, sincenthreconscious cognition that yielded the act is
still regarded as part of one’s mental self. Butlmmassumption that conscious states constitute
one’s essential mental self, one is metaphysi¢kdls involved” with the act, and so less
responsible. At least that seems to be the folkitioh. Now, by “I didn’t do it consciously,” one
might just mean that one didn’t do it deliberatéfgre one would be equating (or associating) a

conscious way of doing things with artentionalway of doing things. Conscious causation on



this construal would still be important in termsvdiat is doing the causing: it alone entails the
production of behavior by one’s will.

Agency issues aside, the folk view that consciosselds efficacy to mental processing,
while pretheoretic, is not mere intuition. It seaim$iave some empirical support, beginning with
introspection. One can, supposedly, experiencesawiscious states as causally active. Max
Velmans, for example, considers consciousnessc¢aefbus, but only from the third-person
perspective. “From a first-person perspective,ghilook very different,” he writes.
“Consciousness appears to execeatralinfluence on human affairs” (1991, sect. 9.3)gre®
that many of our mental states, particularly dessmed volitions, can be introspected as causally
active. But | distinguish the propeibging conscioufrom the states that instantiate it, and |
doubt that the property itself is introspected assally active. This is not to deny that we feel
agentive or in control of our actions. Howeverphd think that this phenomenon is the feeling
of volitions (or beliefs, desires, etc.) bringingpat actsn virtue of being consciougndeed, as |
will argue in Chapter 4, we typically feel in cooitof our acts without being aware of such
forgoing states at all. In any case, first-persqgmegience remains@ossiblesource of evidence
the folk admits for the idea that consciousnesgdfisacious, rendering that idea more than
intuition.

Another empirical source is the observation thaipéisle and/or complex actions, both
bodily and mental, typically stem from consciougmition. One doesn’t learn to play a new
piano piece, or solve a challenging math problerthout any conscious perceptual attention or
conscious thought about the activity. Indeed, wd ft hard to fathom such a feat. This
correlation suggests the “central influence” of smousness on our affairs: consciousness is

recruited for our most demanding cognitive and bedral tasks. But it does nprovethat

! My argument that the property can be introspebtidestinguished is found in Ch. 2, sect. 5.



influence. The epiphenomenality of consciousnessimsistent with this correlation. That is,
consciousness may arise from cognition that camexdhptive and/or complex action while being
causally irrelevant to that cognition. As | argnedhapter 3, it may even beiacessary
concomitant of such a process while still beingphpnomenal. And despite the importance we
accord consciousness in our self-concept, the epgahenality of a property that some (likely
relatively few) mental states instantiate seemsensoedible than the epiphenomenality of the
mental as a whole.

Yet the causal efficacy of the mental itself hasrbtheoretically challenged in various
ways, which | review in Chapter 2. It has been adgthat (i) the mental is “causally excluded”
by the physical, meaning that any mental or belral/@vent has a sufficient neural cause that
preempts a mental one; (i) mental states are alousavhich is to say they do not fall into law-
like regularities; and (iii) representational carites inefficacious within the mind/brain, as it is
constituted by external conditions. These argumaimsto show that a mental state, or mental
content, isn't the sort of thing metaphysicallyttban affect the mind/brain. Anyone who argues
that consciousness is efficacious, as | ultimatgly must hold that these challenges can be met,
as the efficacy of the mentalngcessaryor the efficacy of consciousness. How can a nienta
state property be efficacious without mental sthgag so? Mental efficacy isrsufficientfor
conscious efficacy, however, since consciousnegshma causally irrelevant property of
causally active mental states. Now, it may be tth@tsame solution to the problem of mental
causation can be applied to the problem of whatbesciousness can be causally relevant. But
this will depend on what it is for a state to bestous. Suppose, for example, that a state’s
being conscious is just its having a kind of repreational content; then, establishing that

representational content can be efficacious withemind/brain establishes that consciousness



can be efficacious. Suppose that a state’s beingotous consists in its being represented by a
separate, higher-order mental state; then, estagshat mental states are not causally excluded
by neural states establishes that higher-ordezsstatind thus instances of consciousness — can

be “causally included” as well.

2. Theory Informs Function

Showing that consciousness is the kind of phenomématcan affect the mind/brain is
not to show that it actually does, nor what iteef$ are. Naturally, inquiry into function must be
informed by a theory of the nature of consciousngssh Kriegel puts it succinctly: “In order to
understand what consciousndg®s... we must have an agreement on what consciougiess
(2004, p. 171). 1 will assume a higher-order thewaryich generally says that for a state to be
conscious is for it to be represented by the miaiiib This metarepresenting is taken to explain
a distinctive feature of conscious states, nantbbt, they are states that not only makawsare
of things but that we’reaware of being inIn particular, | subscribe to what Ned Block has
called an “ambitious” version of higher-order thgayne that takes higher-order representation
to constitute phenomenality — there being “sometliitis like” to be in a mental statdn
contrast, a “modest” higher-order theory simplyrasthat higher-order representation makes
for one kindof consciousness (introspective or “monitoringhsoiousness), allowing a different
explanation altogether for phenomenafito in arguing for a certain function of higher-erd

representation, as | do in Chapters 4 and 5, héhte be arguing for a function of

2 Thomas Nagel (1974) put forth this notion withaedjto what it’s like to be a particular creatusjle Block
(1978) extended the notion to what it’s like toibe particular mental state.
% See Block (2009).



phenomenality. But clearly, establishing that higbeeler representation generates
phenomenality is a project in its own right.

If that project is successful, theorizing the tfibf higher-order representation is no easy
next step, as compared to theorizing the utilitpthier proposed reductive bases of phenomenal
consciousness. On first-order theories, for insarids clear that having conscious states greatly
benefits a creature. A state is conscious simplyrime of making the creature in that state
aware of something — an external object, in the cdsense perception. Such a state iacof
awareness, according to Fred Dretske. “If we agbmeit this,” he writes, “then the function, the
good, of state consciousness is evident. It isakarcreatures conscious.” And creature
consciousness — its responsiveness to stimulofasurse crucial to survival. “If there is a
biological advantage in gazelles being aware oiving lions, then there is a purpose in
gazelles having conscious experiences,” says D997, sect. 2). However, evidence for
nonconscioustates that make us aware of things in the enwie poses a problem for this
sort of account. Subliminal perception is a caggaimt. Experiments involving normal subjects
presented with masked prinfes special kinds of patient with impaired visugstems (e.g.,
blindsighters, prosopagnosidchave shown that participants can perform taskerevhertain
perceptual information would be required, whileagmg no awareness of that information.

The higher-order theorist’s conviction that we wbuobt count these subjects’ perceptual

states as conscious weighs in here, and motivagesry into a reductive base for state

* These are briefly presented targets, such as @ evarolor patch, that are (supposedly) perceiv@tansciously
due to “masks,” irrelevant stimulus patterns présgivefore and/or after the target. The targetsncaetheless
impact perceptual areas and “prime” (facilitatef@i@ behavior, despite the subjects’ reportind thay perceived
nothing.

® The former have damage to primary visual cortezga/1) and thus experience a “blind field,” buegumably
can still nonconsciously see targets in that fiakithey can respond to them with certain profiyesee, for
example, Lawrence Weiskrantz (1986). The latteetdamage to fusiform gyrus, located in the templotze of
the visual system, and are thus unable to recodacas. Still, there is evidence that they can gsedace
information nonconsciously, as they seem to exldifierent emotional responses to familiar and omifiar faces.
See, for example, R.M. Bauer (1984).



consciousness different from — or in addition first-order representation. Many theorists posit
afunctionalproperty that distinguishes conscious statesuprably one that would not be
instantiated in the case of subliminal perceptéccording to Global Workspace Theory, that
property is the state’s being globally accessibdich is for its content to be widely broadcast
in the brain — particularly to one’s belief/desta@amplex and memory systems. This
“accessibility” can be explained in terms of thatsts dispositions. Michael Tye, for example,
stresses that a state is conscious in virtue tdr(adia)being poisedthat is, standing “ready to
make a direct impact on beliefs and/or desiresO@®. 62). Similarly, for Jesse Prinz,
representations are conscious in virtue of battgndedwhich is to say they are available to
working memory. Information so available can be ipalated in nonroutine ways, enabling
flexible responses to our environment. This capasiboth clearly valuable to the creature and
something that subliminal perceivers appear nbice, as | discuss in Chapter 5.

But it remains theoretically possible that the i@die base of phenomenal consciousness
is higher-order representation, and that first-oslates accessible to working memory tend to be
targeted. The utility of consciousness is therdas obvious than if the properisere
accessibility and/or some type of first-order repreing. For it's the latter properties that
constitute the processing of information abouteatire’s environment: representing external
conditions and then transferring that informatiornigher cognitive areas. The creature’s
representing the first-order state — and therelrygbe aconscioudirst-order state — seems
psychologically irrelevant to that process. It ade@ms causally irrelevant, as a stabeing
representeds a relational property and so unable to addstcausal powers — rather like calling
a tennis match does nothing to alter the causakpowof a serve or a volley. As Dretske

observes, on the higher-order view, “Mental states processes would be no less effective in

® See, for example, B.J. Baars (1997).



doing their job — whatever, exactly, we take tlodt o be — if they were all unconscious.” It
follows that state consciousness would fail to nbote to a creature’s fitness, as Dretske
illustrates: “Since the gazelle ... can be conscmfus lion without being conscious of the
internal states that make it conscious of the lflbcan be conscious of the lion —i.e., see, smell
feel and hear the lion — while occupying no congsistates at all. This being so, what is the
purpose, the biological point, of conscious stdt€s397, sect. 2).

But as | argue in Chapter 2, the causal irrelevafic®nsciousness to mental processing
does not follow from the higher-order view. Higleeder states, though they cannot alter the
causal powers of their “target” states, will haeeisal powers of their own, grounded in their
representational content. That is, the informa#ibaut one’s current mental state provided by a
state’s being conscious will have cognitive effeptsrhaps beneficial ones that qualify as a
function Kriegel (2004), for example, essentially argues this function is to provide just
enough information about one’s current mental statthat one may easily obtain more
information if needed — a function he claims isi&amto that of peripheral visual information
about one’s environment. But | think that more wisrkeeded to showhyinformation about
one’s current mental state is useful, by showing lavould be used — whether the information
is about an occurrent perception, emotion, volitiblwught, and so forth. That is largely my
focus in this project, beginning with Chapter 4;ts®, where | argue that higher-order
representation enables metacognitive reasoningt @amoaffective state: the feeling of control
over one’s actions. | extend this account in Chapteliscussing the value of metacognition with
regard to other kinds of mental state. | also argtaw this function accounts for the general

correlation between conscious perception and flexdehavior (something that access-oriented
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theories can readily explain), between consciolisa® and nonroutine behavior, and between

conscious thought and challenging thinking.

3. Event Metaphysics

As mentioned in sect. 1, investigating the functidstate consciousness clearly commits
me to there being mental states or events, andhbgtare the sorts of things that enter causal
relations. | also assume that events, like objéetee properties; for example, some mental
events have the propetbging consciousAnd it is in virtue of some of an event’'s propest but
not necessarily all, that it causes another evidns is the “qua issue” | take up in Chapter 2. For
example, the brick’s flight causes the window’sakiag qua the brick’s hardness, but not its
brown color. Strictly speaking, however, hardness lBrownness are not properties of ¢évent
(the brick’s flight), but of aonstituenf the event (the brick). | follow Jaegwon Kim 73 in
construing events as property instantiations aneg’'t They are made up of states of affairs — in
turn made up of objects and their properties —raded in time. So here the brick dmeing
brownare the constituent object and property, respelgtiof the brick’s flight. The event itself
instantiates certain spatiotemporal properties.

In this section | examine whether consciousnesdeamderstood as a property of a
mental event or a property of a mental event ctuesit. And if the latter, how is it that
consciousness can add to the causal powers ofémt2eSuch powers must supervenewvent
properties, and properties of an event constitags’t (necessarily) properties of the event.

Consider the following two claims regarding the saipowers of any evest

" For more discussion on the nature of events, e@ Gect. 2.
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(i) Every constituent o adds causal powers ¢o

(i) Every causal power cfis grounded in one @&s properties.

Let's assess these in turn, wélbeing a particular cruise of some given ship. Réigg
(i), some ofe’'s constituents are clearly efficacious: They atereising their causal powers,
which in some cases entails tleas exercising those powers. The shape of the faulinstance,
is causally relevant to producing the pattern of@garound the ship, and so the cruise is
causing that pattefhBut a constituent need not Brercisinga causal power in order to count as
addingthat power tae, for causal powers are conditional. If, for exaeill Clinton is a
constituent of the cruise, he adds the causal pofyeroducing tabloid coverage under
conditions that include, inter alia, the press’swing that he is on the cruise. Once we
recognize this conditionality, it's difficult to ithk of a constituent of the cruise that doesadd
to €'s causal powers. So (i) is plausiBleess support is needed for (ii); indeed, it seems
axiomatic, as a thing’s causal powers supervengsgroperties. What elsmsuld grounde’s
causal powers?

Holding both (i) and (ii), however, appears vulri®eao a reductio, as follows: Per (i), if

wearing a tropical shirts a constituent of the cruise (because it is pgnty of Bill Clinton),

8 | do not claim thaall of a constituent’s causal powers transfer to tene The effect of any causal power that
does so transfer must be such that it obtains,ootdvobtain, outside the spatial region of the év8o if a
passenger on the ship — a constituent of the cruii$is a fork, the cruise does not lift a forkeiBg a constituent
state of affairs of the cruise, the rising forloist outside the cruise’s spatial region. It isomtologicalconsequence
of that cruise, not a causal one. On the other hiéitite passenger knocks a glass into the seaitligcorrect — if
unusual — to say the cruise caused the glassisdaiito the sea, insofar as the cruise subsungepdbhsenger’'s
moving elbow.

° But note that its converse — namely that ak¥'sfcausal powers are grounded in constituents-ofnay not be.
The cruise’s spatiotemporal properties are arguabtyamong its constituents:tétkes upcertain times and places,
but it is notmade upof them. Yet it has certain causal powers in eird its spatiotemporal properties: to cause
waves at certain times and places, for example.
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thenwearing a tropical shireadds some causal powersfgay the power to produce, under
certain conditions, a representation of the shie tabloid picture of Clintoff. Call this causal
powerP. Per (ii),P must be grounded in a propertyeofSo,wearing a tropical shirts a
property ofe. But this result is clearly absurd, as the crdisesn’t wear a shirt.

| propose to resist the last step in the redutttis:true that the constituentearing a
tropical shirtgroundsP. It is also true tha® must be grounded in a propertyeofWhat doesn’t
follow is thatwearing a tropical shirts the property oé that ground®; rather, it is this
property:being (partly) constituted iyre property <wearing a tropical shirt>The latter
propertyis instantiated b. It's an example of what | call a “property of aitution.” In
general, each constituent of an ewenbrresponds to one g properties of constitution. So if
an objecix is a constituent of, theny has the propertigeing constituted by.>And if Q is a
property ofx, thenQ is also a constituent §f andy has the propertlgeing constituted b§
(thoughy does not necessarily itself instanti@e Furthermore, if an event’s spatiotemporal
properties are not among its constituents — asdbeayot seem to be — then they do not
correspond to any of the event’s properties of tui®n. Rather, they are simply properties of
the event, along with its properties of constitatio

Now, each of an event’s properties of constituaffords the event the same set of causal
powers afforded by the property’s associated ctuestt. Each property of constitution is
therefore causally relevant to some possible effetthe event; and for any actual effect, a
given property of constitution may or may not bievant to it. For example, the cruise’s being

constituted by the propertyearing a tropical shirts causally relevant to the publication of the

| merely assume here that the cruise would beqmarteof the causal history of the shirt's beingresented in the
tabloid. There are, of course, more proximate aattigps interesting causes, such as the editorisiole¢o run the
picture. There are also more specific events weldvoormallycite as causes in lieu of the cruise, such as Clinton’s
sunning himself in the area of the ship where thatgjournalist happened to be. But that does ngateethe fact

that the broader event, the cruise itself, is aeaf the image.
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Clinton picture, but irrelevant to the pattern aiwes around the ship. Similarly, the WTC attack
(understood as the terrorists’ flying the planesaw the buildings) has the power of destroying
the WTC qua certain properties of constitution ittt others: For example, its being constituted
by the terrorists, and by the terrorists’ havinghkirg eyes, are efficacious, but not the event’'s
being constituted by the paint on the plates.

Since the propertlgeing conscioumay be intrinsic to a conscious state or extribsit¢
(depending on one’s theory of consciousness)intfsortant to understand how the
intrinsic/extrinsic distinction applies to eventsgeneral. Like an object’s extrinsic properties, a
event’'s extrinsic properties are its relationsniongs apart from it, in the spatiotemporal sense.
The Civil War, for example, has the extrinsic pndpeccurring before WWIAN event’sbeing
constituted by xhowever, is clearly not a relation to anythingiprom that event. So an
event’'s properties of constitution are intrinsigtto

Now let’s apply the intrinsic/extrinsic propertystinction to a conscious mental event
If being consciouss intrinsic tom, it's a property of constitutiorbeing constituted by being
consciousTo see why, first consider the metaphysical stimecofm: Like a physical event, it's
a property instantiation (or set thereof) over titdaturally,mis the person’s instantiating some
mental property over time. For examplemifs a particular state of anxiety, the person lagidg

anxiousare its constituent$.But more specifically, the persondsnscioushanxious, meaning

M Furthermore, since properties of constitutionratative to certain spatiotemporal points withie #vent,
apparently contradictory ones can be instantiajetthd® same event. For example, the dying of the Wih@bitants
has the propertigeing constituted by being a mothandbeing constituted by not being a mothken different
spatial regions of the event.

2| et me address a couple of possible objectionisiscanalysis. First, it seems that the anxietyith a mental
event and a mental property, and a thing can’tdik Bn event and a property. But there’s no incaes: it's
simply convenient to use the same term for two pietsically different but intimately related phenaraeWe call
the person’s being anxioustgthe mental event) “anxiety” arlibing anxiougthe constituent mental property)
“anxiety.” The second objection is perhaps morésst If we make the physicalist assumption thatestal event
occurs entirely in some region of the brain, therconstituents must exist entirely in that regiduat if a mental
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that his being anxious has a certain phenomenahcte.Being consciouyghen, is a higher-
order mental property, i.e., a property of a meptaperty'® As such, it's a constituent af,
along with the person arzting anxiousSo when we say that is conscious on an intrinsic
understanding of that property, we must meanrthigt (partly) constituted blgeing conscious
This makes sense if we think about what specifidadis the phenomenal character: it's thet
person’s being anxious athat has it, it's théeing anxiousThe question of causal role then
becomes: what causal powers, if any, dogsg partly constituted by being consci@aail tom?
On the other hand, eing consciouss extrinsic tam, theeventinstantiates
consciousness, not its mental property constiti@mherdeing consciouss not a property of
constitution. On this kind of viewn is conscious in virtue of being represented bytlzaro
mental event, or in virtue of playing a certaindtianal role in the mind/brain, depending on the
theory. Regarding the first case, consider thedmngder thought version: the HOT would have
the representational contdram feeling anxiousso clearly it'smthat’s being represented, i.e.,
the person’s instantiating anxiety now. Regardimgdecond case, since I'm taking events to be
causal relata, and since functional propertiesauosal properties, it's treventof anxiety that

instantiates whatever functional properties sutieary equates with consciousness.

event isa person’sinstantiating mental propergatt, then the person, as a constituent of the evaimt exist
entirely in one of his brain areas, which is fadseany natural understanding of what a person is.

There are several responses a physicalist carhgiee First, she can reject the idea that a mewntait
occurs entirely in the brain, but neverthelesssirtsiat the mental evestipervenesn a neural event. So the
person’s being anxious at timenight supervene on the limbic system’s having sanigration property att.
Alternatively, she may hold to identity theory ieatl of supervenience theory, but insist only ontaiéreural
propertyidentity, noteventidentity. So being anxious A, and both properties occur entirely in the brain; the
person’s being anxious &is notidentical with the limbic system’s beifgatt, since these events are not spatially
coextensive. Third, the physicalist may argue thatperson’s being anxioustds not identical with &trictly
neural event, but with a broader physical onepérson’shodyexhibitingA att.

13 Not to be confused with higher-order theoriesafstiousness: the property thaing anxiousnstantiates —
having phenomenal characterdoesn’t represent the lower-order property.Higher order metaphysically, not
representationally.
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[I. MENTAL CAUSATIONAND CONSCIOUSNESS

1. Introduction

What is it for a mental statetging conscious what | will sometimes refer to as a
state’sc-property— to be efficacious within the mind/brain? It wd@eem that instantiating the
property makes a difference to a state’s abilitgaase mental or bodily events. In Kriegel's
words, consciousness would contribute to or maittiéystate’s “fund of causal powers” (2004).
More formally, letF be the set of causal powers a mental stgpessesses, 1€ be the set of
causal powers of that same mental state whertdnisciousim.,, and assumg # G. Since
differences in causal powers supervene on diffaent properties; # G entails thaim,'s
distinct causal potentiality is due to its c-prdgeA theory that holds consciousness to be
causally relevant claims, at minimum, that at leeste during an agent’s lifetime, she is in a
mental state that is like, i.e., one whose causal potentiality dependsdm) pn its being
conscious. A more theoretically robust and appgatlaim is that an agent is regularly in such
states, and that the causal powers afforded (@atedpby consciousness significantly affect
thought and behavior. There are, of course, furfuestions as to the kind of causal difference
the property makes, the means by which it makdagsdiffarence, the cases in which it facilitates
mental or physical performance, and so on. Yeearthof “conscious causation” may well be a

nonstarter if mental states themselves are causaltyy How can consciousness make mental

14 A theory that specifies this contribution meetsaniiriegel calls the “singularity requirement,” whiis to
“distinguish between the causal powers that a dounscstate has and the causal powers it has pheaisértue of
being conscious” (p. 174). Rosenthal makes the gayime with regard to the state’s function: “[Flgtates that are
conscious, we must distinguish the function thapiscifically due to its being conscious from thadtion that
results from others of its psychological propetti@908, p. 830).
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processing more (or less) efficacious if it is mantal processing, baeural processing, that
does the causal work?

In this chapter | examine the issue of consciofisagly in the context of more
fundamental problems for mental causation. In btref three problems | will primarily deal
with pose challenges to the efficacy of mental évas follows:

(i) Content Externalism: Mental events, at leaggntional ones, have the content they do
in virtue of relations they bear to external comh$, as Hilary Putnam (1975) originally argued.
And content that is externally constituted canre@efficacious within the mind/brain.

(i) Anomalism: A causal relation must subsumeadsata under strict laws, and,
according to Donald Davidson (1991), there areunt $aws correlating mental and neural
events. So mental events, it seems, cannot causal egents.

(iif) Exclusion: The fact that physical events paat of a causally closed system entails
that every neural event has a sufficient physiaake. So, barring overdetermination, mental
events are unable to cause neural events. Thik regssentially a step in Kim’s Causal
Exclusion Argument.

| attempt to show what these problems imply fordffecacy of a conscious mental
state’s c-property, given various theories of asune. With regards to (i), the only type of theory
on which consciousness is immune to the externaiadilem is one that takes the property to be
intrinsic to the state that instantiates it, oleaist to the mind/brain. The higher-order approach,
though it construes the c-property as a kind cdrimally directed intentionality, is not immune, |
will argue. In addressing (ii), | argue that whilenstrictregularities may be held to ground the
causal relation for mental states (as some philusgphave suggested in response to Davidson),

even regularities of this kind cannot readily bedifor consciousness. Prima facie, then,
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consciousness is an anomalistic mental propertgafing (iii), | claim that even if conscious
mental events can be plausibly “included” in thelegy of neural events and behavior, their

efficacyqua being conscious not entailed, on virtually all theories of thgroperty.

2. The Qua Problem and the Nature of the C-Property

In accord with one convention, | assume that memd neuratventsare metaphysically
suitable as causal reldtaalthough not all properties or constituents oeaant may be causally
relevant to a given effect. Thus, if evernt my bowling ball strikes the last pin and evenrtthe
last pin tips over, the ball's being spherical ¢agtituent ot) is causally relevant tebut not its
having the name of the bowling alley engraved df &imilarly, if c = my wondering what to
eat for lunch an@ = my deciding on a steak sandwicls including an inviting mental image of
such a sandwich is likely causally relevangtbut perhaps not the color of the dish on which |
happened to imagine the sandwich, and perhapssibeing conscious. Other examples can be
drawn from Hume’s associative psychological lawsn@ng to mind the image of a tree may

cause one to think of shade (ideas of causes twingnd ideas of their effects) or perhaps a

15 See Davidson (1967). States can also be cauasd iakofar as they are construed as events tist‘ertirely” at
each point in their duration: e.qg., visualizingédhrapes on a window for a few seconds vs. worltingugh a long-
division problem. So one’s ongoing anxiety abotésd, or standing belief that it is “hard,” is anta state that
may affect one’s thinking throughout the test tgkfe.g., causing one to ascertain the answerstpritblems less
quickly than otherwise). Similar examples can besgifor brain states such as inebriation.

' On Terry Horgan’s view (1989), the causal releyafactor makes causation into a four-place relatiercalls
“quausation”:c quaF cause® quaG. Thus, the engraving might be causally relevanh#oeffect qua a falling at a
very precise speed: since the engraving alterbalis weight fractionally, it will alter the speed the ball
fractionally, and in turn the precise speed at Whie pin falls. Nevertheless, it is plausible tire are
constituents of the cause that fail to be causalgvant tcany property of the effect, such as the particulapshaf
the engraving (within a range of shapes that makdiffierence to weight) or the color of the ball.
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certain formal proof method (ideas of similar thriging each other to mindjBut neither of
these events, it would seem, are brought abouttimevof the tree image’s green quale (its being
an experiencas ofgreen), which represents a color property thatdoea causal association

with shade and no similarity-based association @ibltanching form.

Clearly, if a property is causally relevant to &ieet, it must be a property of a cause of
that effect. Assume eveatsF. If F is causally relevant to evegtthenc is necessarily a cause
of e. The converse entailment, however, does not liotds a cause of, thenF is not
necessarily causally relevantégoThus, suppose an event with both mental and hproperties
— e.g., one that is both a conscious volition amd&ion potential in the motor cortex — causes a
finger movement. Despite the fact that a mentahegauses the finger to move, its efficacy is
not necessarily in virtue of being mental; for exdenif the “causal exclusion” argument is
sound, the potential is sufficient for the movemamntd thus the event’s being a volition,
conscious or not, is causally irrelevant. Now siggpthe exclusion argument is refuted and the
conscious volition is shown to be a legitimate eaofsthe finger movement. It would not follow
from such a demonstration that the volition caukesnovemenin virtue of being conscious
Thus, per an ontological view that parses mentahts/and their neural substrates as single
events with both mental and physical propertiedguable “qua” problem must be resolved to
secure the relevance of consciousness to prodtloeninger movement: the event must be a
cause qua mental eveamidthe mental property must be causally relevantaqunscious mental
property. Alternatively, if we individuate two evsna mental one accompanying (and perhaps
supervening on) a neural one, we still face a gsad: Assuming mental eventauses everg,

doesc causes quac’s being conscious? This, of course, is a speqtii@ problem concerning the

" Here | only sketch how properties of mental evdiks those of physical events, might be causally
relevant/irrelevant. | am not assuming, much legsiag, that representational or qualitative prtipsrare
efficacious.
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causation of a particular evert,The general qua problem we are interested irmether
conscious mental evergsercause other mental events (or bodily ones) quagb®anscious. It
seems that arguments for mental causation do tedtlesth that they do: Every conscious mental
event could be efficacious without any such evemdp efficacious qua its c-property. This
scenario is possible on all theories of state donsaess except one type of functional theory, as
| will explain.

Now, most theories take the c-property to be esitiras opposed to intrinsitto the
instantiating state. But the qua problem can amtseither view. Returning to the case where
eventc = my bowling ball strikes the last pin, and eventthe last pin tips over, we can ask
whetherc cause® qua the bowling ball’s sphericality. pf= Taft prosecutes a monopoly, ahd
= the monopoly dissolves, we can ask whetheausesl in virtue of Taft's metabolic processes.
Each of these qua questions applies to an (argueibtynsic property of a causal event: For
instancec in the first case has the bowling ball as a ctustit object, and the ball’s sphericality
as a constituent property. So we ask whethleuse® in virtue ofc’s being partly constituted
by sphericality and whethep causesl in virtue ofbeing partly constituted by <having
metabolic processes® But considec’s occurring while gravity affects the pandp’s being
recognized as an act of the president by courtijouelgt The instantiation of these properties
depends ontologically on events externat emdp: gravity affecting the pin and court judgment,
respectively. So they are extrinsic propertiehetse events. Yet it seems we can still sayahat

causes in virtue afccurring while gravity affects the piand thap causes quheing recognized

'8 The notion of intrinsicality is admittedly contémis, and a full discussion of what it means andtkinds of
property are intrinsic is beyond the present scBpéroughly, a property of an event is intringidttif that property
ontologically depends only on how things are witthia event’s spatial extent, which may of coursg e&ross the
event’s duration. As Sidney Shoemaker explainsa ‘fjuestion about whether a thing has a propedypédce and
time concerns a genuine nonrelational propertygthestion is most directly settled by observatiang tests in the
vicinity of that place and time” (1999, p. 260).

19 See my discussion of “properties of constitutionCh. 1, sect. 3.
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as an act of the president by court judgm@itie reason is that the causal powers in question
depend (at least partly) @andp standing in certain relations to those eveotsurring while
andbeing recognized as a presidential act ®spectively. The extrinsic properties thus eaabl
andp to have their effect® Similarly, a causal power of a conscious statmay depend om's
standing in a certain relation to a cognitive ctindiexternal tan— an extrinsic property that
makesm conscious. (One examplernss being represented by another mental state, labavi
discussed.) And them could be said to exert that power qua havingek#ainsic property, qua
being conscious.

In general, then, an evextnay cause an evenuax’s being related in a certain way to
another event or stareLet E; be this extrinsic property ofand letR be the relation between
andz. Note that the existence Bfalso metaphysically entails thapossesses its own extrinsic
property E,) of being related ta in a certain way. WheR is symmetric, that “way” is the same
as howx is related ta (e.g., ifx is similar toz, zis similar tox). WhenR is asymmetricx andz
will be related in different ways (e.g.Xfprecedeg, z succeeds). | will refer toE; andE; as
complementargxtrinsic properties. Each is instantiated by m@tatum; togetheik; andE;
constituteR, which is instantiated by both relata. With regerdhe qua issue, the point | wish to

make is:xx quak; causey iff zquaE, causey. More fully:

(Q) WhereE; andE, are complementary properties (respectivelyy ahdz constituting a

relationR(x, z), thenx quaE; causey iff zquaE; causey.

201t follows from this analysis that for a set ofeensN that is necessary for an evertb occur, we can say that
each member dfl cause® qua accompanying the other members.
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Consider: My bowling ball’'s striking the pin — qoacurring while gravity affects the pin
causes the pin’s tipping. It follows that gravitgfecting the pin — quaccurring while the pin
is struck— also causes the tipping. Similarly, if Taft' ©pecuting a monopoly causes the
monopoly’s dissolving qua the prosecutlm#ing recognized as an act of the president bytcour
judgment then the judgment also causes the dissolutiontguacognizing the prosecution as an
act of the presidenEssentially, an event’s having some extrinsic priyp@etaphysically entails
a relation between that event and some other @rexgndition, and thus the instantiation of the
complemento that property by that condition. Thus, if thegerty is causally relevant to an
effect, so will its complement be. This analysisd @rinciple (Q), will be important when |
discuss the efficacy of the c-property on higheteoitheories, later in this section.

First let us look at how the qua issue arises t-@irder theories of state consciousness.
Most construe the property as extrinsic in some,wagtuding (arguably) sense-datum theory.
Consider the qualitative character of mental sfateSvhat it is like” to be in them. Such
properties are particularly salient in the caspasteptions, bodily sensations, emotions, and
mental images: When one consciously sees a gresialsvWor instance, there is a certain
greenish, square-ish way the experience is likes&elatum theory does say that such character
is intrinsic to the mental state, but it also claithat the mental state is the direct object of
experience: When one sees the swatch, for exawmmes actually aware of a mental
intermediary thaitselfis green and square in a literal sense. But whéeheory claims that
gualitative properties belong to the sense-dattineymains questionable whether the sense-
datum’sbeing consciouss intrinsic to it. That’'s because the sense-datinot theexperiencing
of the physical swatch, it's the (direcject of experiencdy which one (indirectly) perceives

the physical swatch. Thus, there is a mental aatvareness distinct from the sense-datum, in
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virtue of which it is a conscious mental stdtdhe awareness does not constitute the swatch
sense-datum, as does its greenness and square Rha#pa, it is a relation between the datum
and the subject, and so counts as an extrinsiagthetill intramental) property: the datum is
experienced bthe subject

A different view of qualia holds that they are adty nothing like physical properties:
phenomenal greeandphenomenal square-nede not make for a green, square object in mind.
Rather, they make one (directly) aware of the esleswatch. Since the experiential properties
of my swatch-perception are not properties of geailof experience, the perception’s c-
property is more arguably intrinsic to it. Furthem®, unlike the literal greenness and square-
ness of the swatch sense-datum, phenomenal grdgghanomenal square-ness are more
plausibly theorized to be instantiated in the Qraimiew of qualia that is palatable to the
materialist. That is, they are mental properties,rbducible to neural ones.

Now, representationalists about qualia hold thahsureduction can only be
accomplished by first showing how phenomenal charas a kind of representation, as the
brain does not obviously have experiential propsrtbut it clearly has representational ones.
Contra the sense-datum theorist, the representdisbmsists that what our experience is like
when we consciously see the swatch — greenishreagla— is not constituted by properties of
the experience, but by propertiesnfat the experience is abalie., its content). The
experience itself — the qualitative state — hagptiopertiegepresenting greennessid
representing square-nes&nd since such properties make us aware of tHigsa green

swatch), many representationalists, such as Dreshté that a perceptual state is conscious in

2L |t might be pointed out that a sense-datum is atah@bject, not a state or event. But where tigrsay, a bright-
red tomato sense-datum, there is surely a statam@fto imaging.
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virtue of them?? But since it is widely acknowledged thainconscioustates can have
representational content, representationaliste&jiyiadd further criteria to distinguish the kind
of representation that makes for state consciogssesh as nonconceptuality or fine-
grainedness. Once a state’s phenomenal propertiexjaated with representational ones,
however, we are led to a view of the c-propertgxé@sinsic, as representational properties are
arguably “wide,” or determined by the state’s rielas to the agent’s environment. For example,
a visual state is about a swatch in virtue of tegdo be caused by one under normal conditions.

Yet there is a strong intuition, bolstered by weibwn thought experiments like Block’s
(1997) Inverted Earth, that a state’s qualitatikaracter is invariant across changes in its wide
representational content, and thus cannot be redodgé Block describes a person who is
transported to a planet just like Earth except tbdtobjects are green and vice versa. But the
person is fitted with lenses that cancel out thcbyso that she doesn’t notice anything
different and nownisperceiveseaves as green, stop signs as red, etc. Furtherineerted
Earthlings use “red” and “green” in the same waydwegeso the intentional contents of these
words on Inverted Earth are inverted relative tcsokventually, Block argues, the newcomer’s
red/green terms and red/green perceptions wouldisiiepresentational content to match those
of Inverted Earth’s inhabitants: her word “red” id@gome to be about green, her visual state
that was about green objects would come to be aledutbjects. Yet — and this is Block’s point
— it's plausible that what it's like for her to bethat visual state wouldot shift during that time,
showing that qualia are “narrow,” or superveniemtloe state of agent’s mind/brain.

A representationalist who gives credence to sutioaght experiment may instead try to

reduce qualitative characternarrow representational content. Georges Rey (1998), for

2 |n the case of nonveridical perception, the regmeationalist maintains that what the state makesonscious of
is not a sense-datum, but rather an “intentionatistent”: uninstantiated universals (Dretske [2D08 nonexistent
objects (William Lycan [2001]).
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example, takes this approabif the content according to him is narrow relativéhe agent’s
mind/brain, not to the qualitative state. Rey agytiat qualitative properties reduce to
representational ones, and these in turn are totestiby the state’s “conceptual role” within the
mind/brain. So experiencing green is just reprasgrgreen, and the state represents green in
virtue of its disposition to cause certain othates (e.g., a recollection that one is owed money,
if one has that associative link). But the c-proypéar that case is arguably still a relational one;
the (causal) relations are simply “local.” Similgrbn “global access” theories, a state is
conscious in virtue of being “poised” to impact extve control of action, flexible thinking, and
explicit learning and memorization. And such eféedr at least the cognitive conditions that
enable the state to have the effects, are cleastgrid the spatial extent of the state. Still, it
seems arguable that a state’s functional propestipsrvene on its intrinsic features, as the
water-solubility of salt supervenes on its intenmallecular structure. Given these
considerations, | argue that the issue of whethaobthe c-property is intrinsic on a functional
theory depends on exactly how the functional priyperconstrued. | distinguish the following

three property types:

F1 Exercised causal poweA state’s being conscious is its causing an ewéttpeE. This kind
of property is clearly relational, as it is instated only if a separate event, one of tipe

occurs.

F2 Dispositional causal poweA state’s being conscious is its being poisedatose an event of
typeE. This kind of property is also relational, as #tate will be poised in virtue of certain

conditions (outside its spatial extent) obtainingmely those that enable it to cause an event of
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typeE. To give a physical example, the snipping movenoéat scissor is poised or disposed to

cut string only if the string is in its trajectory.

F3 Conditional causal powelA state’s being conscious is its having the powader certain
conditions, to cause an event of typerhis kind of property is arguably supervenesrehtion
the state’s internal features. The snipping movéraka scissor is intrinsically such that, were a

string in its trajectory, the string would be étt.

In order to qualify as an intrinsic view of the mperty, then, a theory must not reduce it
to a wide representational property of the statéo @an F1 or F2 property. That said, the theory
may construe the c-property as unreduced quaktaimaracter or as qualitative character that
directly reduces to a neural propettyor to a representational property that (somehow)
supervenes on how things are within the state’sapxtent, perhaps in virtue of supervening
on an F3 property.

For all of the theories surveyed thus far, bothnistc and extrinsic, the issue of the c-
property’s efficacy can be formulated as a qua lerabAre conscious mental states ever
efficacious qua being conscious? The specific questill vary depending on the theory, of
course. So an argument for mental causation maplesdt that all conscious mental states are
efficacious, but are any efficacious qua: (i) bemogstituted by sense data; (ii) being

phenomenal (apart from being representational);b@ing narrowly representational, in the way

% Conditional powers can even serve to provide iieabnditions for a thing’s intrinsic propertiess Shoemaker
has argued. See Shoemaker (1999, p. 253).

24 But if that property is of the F1 or F2 type, themsciousness it intrinsic. Indeed, the view that
phenomenality doesn’t reduce to mental represemtati functionality isn't committed to phenomengaliteing
intrinsic, as it may reduce to a relational propeattthe neural level. As Block notes, “Many of theorists who
emphasize what-it-is-like-ness [i.e., those whdisteeduction to mental representation or functiarg also
scientific realists, and all the major recent actswf what consciousness is in the brain have heawily
relational” (2011, p. 420).
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that constitutes being phenomenal; (iv) being widepresentational in that way; or (v) being
functional in that way? Regarding (v), there is emeeption to the qua problem, one type of
theory on which it would not arise: If the c-propes of the F1 type, then all conscious states
are causing something in virtue ofitBut if it is of type F2 or F3, then there remaihe
guestion of whether the state every causes songethwirtue of being poised, or in virtue of
having a certain conditional power. A given consasigtate may have several cognitive and/or
behavioral effects, none of which are due to thatfional property. A separate theoretical
and/or empirical argument — beyond a general argtifoe mental causation — would be needed
to establish that the dispositions or conditior@bers in question are active. The same applies to
the other types of theory cited in (i)-(iv): Givére qua issue, establishing that all mental states
are efficacious fails to establish that the c-propef any state is efficaciods.

Now, there is a view of the c-property on whiclsthoint doesn’t appear to hold: higher-
order representational (HOR) theory. On the HORw\(i&s it is usually put forth), a mental state
is conscious when it is represented by a separatgaistaté’ That higher-order state can be a

belief or thought, according to HOT theorists, apuasi-perceptioft according to higher-order

% It might be insisted that, on this view, the c{pedty can still turn out inefficacious: if mentahtem's being
conscious is its causirgy the efficacy ofn's c-property depends on whethmis causing énas any effects, which it
may not. But this is to assume that the only waygtoperty counts as efficacious isdausingan effect, as
opposed tanetaphysically entailingn effect, which is what it does if it is a kinflafficacy (an F1 property).

% |n Ch. 4, | deal specifically with conscious vigits, but for now | point out one implication oktljua issue for
these states: Even if a conscious volitieasthe cognitive “first cause” of a movement (withdlieé nonconscious
neural antecedents cited by B. Libet et al.), thiitisn may not be efficacious qua being consci@&s.
consciousness’ failing to precede an act’s neunrahtors is not anecessarygondition for its being inefficacious.

" Not all higher-order views, | should add, positistinct state to implement metarepresentationlf*Se
representationalists” hold that a mental stat®iscious in virtue of representing itself; e.gcoascious perception
of a house is “about” the house as well as it¢8ke Kriegel and Williford [2006].) In this cashetconsciousness-
conferring representational property is not onlyneoby the conscious state, but directed at ttie Btatead of the
external world. It may seem, then, that the c-priypeounts as intrinsic to the conscious statenistiew. But
internally directed representation may still suger on external conditions, as | will argue in séct

#«Quasi” because the way in which one perceives, a®elief state one is in probably doesn’t inechny qualia
comparable to the sensory qualities that arise fivekrorder perceptions.
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perception (HOP) theorist8 Consider a conscious visual perception of a hoDsethe first type
of view, the seeing is conscious in virtue of beslegompanied by the thought that one is seeing
a house. On the second, the perception is repexbbgta hypothesized “internal attention”
system. Prima facie, there is no qua problem foscimus causation if the c-property consists in
either kind of higher-order representation. On ¢ha@sws, it seems a successful argument for
mental causatiowould establish that conscious causation obtains. ifiyenental event were
efficacious, higher-order states themselves woaldswell. And this means that the
phenomenon of state consciousness is efficaciouz those higher-order states constitute the
phenomenor’

The problem with this conclusion is that it is adtOR, but a specific property of a
HOR, that makes for a conscious “target” state.riight say it is the defining property of a
higher-order state: representing a first-orderestdt refer to it as the h-property. On the highe
order view, then, each c-property would have amdpgrty as @omplementin the sense given
above. Consider a stat@ that represents another mental stafgenderingmn conscious. The c-
property ofmis represented by mivhile m*'s h-property isrepresents mTogether, the h-
property and the c-property constitute the repriedemal relation betweem* and m. We can

then argue as follows:

1. A HOR causes an event qua its h-propertyhif target state causes that event

gua its c-property (per Q, above).

2 Theorists who hold this type of view include, resiively, Rosenthal and Peter Carruthers; and Daxigstrong
and Lycan. The HOT theorist, | should mention, ¢gtliy stipulates that the HOT must have a particctausal
origin, namely, it must be arrived at via what seémthe subject to be a noninferential procesi difiterion
explains the unmediated way in which we are awamipmental states. It also staves off certaimtetexamples:
It seems | can learn about my jealousy via psycalyars (thus thinking about it) while that jealougynains
nonconscious. But psychoanalysis would involverigriee.

30 Of course, this leaves open the possibility thatstates may have nsefuleffects. | give an account of their
cognitive utility in Ch. 5.
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2. The efficacy of a HOR does not entail that it caugea its h-property.

3. So, all HORs could be efficacious without any hgadies being causally
relevant.

4. So, all HORs could be efficacious without any cgadies being causally

relevant (per 1).

A qua problem for the c-property thus persists @RHheory. The key premise iS2HORs
have other properties besides the h-property ttoatgl their causal powers. Consider the HOT
am seeing a blue skif's about my first-order perception, but it salabout blueness. And if,
through an associative link, that HOT leads métoktabout my blue car, it would be causing
another state, but not in virtue of its h-prope&gd higher-order states may also cause qua their
nonpsychological properties. An example provided.byin is such a state’s electric field.
Suppose it was strong enough to light up a lighiv land were used for that purpose. The h-
property may well be causally irrelevant to thifeef>?

| should note that 1 may be vulnerable to a radutctempty” HORs — i.e., those that
lack actualtarget states — are held sufficient for conscioggegaence. On that view, if, for
example, | think that | am seeing red, then | canssly see red, whether or not | am in a first-
order visual state of seeing r&d.have conscious experiences, then, in virtuepfesenting

myselfashaving those experiences. Given this approacigteeh-order theory, the reductio that

31 Michael Levin brought the point to my attentionciorrespondence.

% |f it wererelevant to the strength of the state’s electgitdf then the target state’s c-property would édevant to
the light bulb’s coming on, per 1. While this effed consciousness would certainly be unusual aimdgpfacie hard
to understand, | think that if we knew the preciseral substrate for the HOR and its intentionkitien to the
target state, presumably it would become clear th@nstrength of the HOR's electric field is affettes a result.
That is, the reductive base of the h-property wauta/ide the explanation for the bulb’s lighting, @md we would
have to accept that the target state’s being consaan have that unexpected effect.

% This view is made more plausible by the point tra can’t readily believe oneself to be in angtforder state
one chooses, and thus have whatever consciousiexpes one chooses. See Rosenthal (2000, p. 233).
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1 seems to generate is as follows: Suppose the d&Sdribed above causes another stie,
virtue of its h-property — representing my beingiseeing-red state. Per 1, the seeing-red state
cause® in virtue of its c-property — being the objecttioé HOT. But ex hypothesi, one is not in
that state; it is a mere intentional object, or iNRasenthal (2000) has described as a “notional
state.” So we have a causally involved nonexisttte, one that causesgjua being represented.

One might avoid this issue entirely by holdingttbapty HORS, such as false HOTSs, do
notresult in consciousned$Thus, it is questionable whether Q holds for #@esentation
relation in the case of “intentional inexistencarid that worry applies to higher-order
representation: Where* representsn butm does not occur, does the fact tivéitcauses some
evente qua representingn entail thatm cause® qua being represented by? But if we deny
thatm* — which represents no actual state — result®msciousness, the c-property’s efficacy is
not at issue here. Only represented actual statebe& conscious, and to those 1 arguably
applies.

On the other hand, one can maintain that HORsudfigisnt for consciousness, but deny
that 1 gives the right criterion for consciousnisbe efficacious in the empty case. For in that
scenario, the h-property does not literally congtitarelation to an intentional object. If that is
so, the h-property has no complements representingn does not imply there is a state with
the propertybeing representedds Rosenthal has put it: “Being in a conscioas$esis not a
mental state’s having some special monadic propetiyer, it's an aspect of how one’s mental
life appears to one. So one’s being in a consastate does not imply being in the state one is
aware of being in” (2011, p. 432). It just impliesing aware of being in that state, which is to

represent being in it, which is the HOR'’s instatibia of the h-property.

34 Jonah Wilberg (2010) argues for this position.
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Now, the grammatical structure af* representsn’ certainly suggests such a relation.
But as adverbial theories of perception have sh@ungxpression of representation need not
imply a relation between representer and repredefftehallucinate the ringing of a cowbell, |
can be said merely to “hear cowbell-wise.” Accogiyn wherem does not occun can be said
to “representmwise.” Of course, we caspeakas if representation is a relation in the case of
intentional inexistence, and thus speak as if @h@r the relation in that case. So King Lear’s
madness never existed, since King Lear never eidywg might say, “Peter O'Toole’s
performance, qua depicting King Lear's madnessseada hush in the audience.” And, per Q,
“King Lear’'s madness, as depicted by O’'Toole’s perfance, caused a hush in the audience.”
But this is really to say that the performance tied effect qua being interpreted in a certain
way — as being about Lear — not qua standing eladion to Lear or his madness. Similamty
would represent a nonexistent not in virtue of a relation tm (or to some abstraat), but
rather in virtue of some other propertieswdt Of course, these would not consistii's being
interpreted as being about as mental states are supposed to hananderivedntentionality.
Presumably, the properties in question would betfanal: perhapsi’s being a state typically
caused by states like, and with the tendency to cause certain otherskafdnental stat& We
might also adopt teleofunctional semantic theory for*: it representsn in virtue of being
caused by a mechanism whose proper functionat jgdduce representations of first-order
states just when those states o¢€Wihile these are extrinsic propertiesn#f, none consist in a
relation to an occurremi.

When the h-property is reduced in such ways, longdr applies in the empty case: If a

HOR causes an event qua its h-property, it doeofiotv that its nonexistent intentional object

% These might constitute a metacognitive processijlibe discussed in Ch. 5.
% The notion of proper function as a foundationrfaturalizing intentionality was set forth by RutlillMan
(1984).
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causes that event qua its c-propdttgnly follows that the HOR has caused in virtde o
whatever functional properties constitutergpresenting mwhich, as noted, need not involve
m.3" In fact, on this construal of the h-propertysigirguable that even whemndoesoccur, its
being representei$ merely itsaccompanying s instantiation of the h-property. That would
bem’s c-property. Clearly, occurring along witht is not a complement to the h-property,
which is some (presumably) functional propertyréf And so on this viewm's being
representedi.e., itsbeing conscioysloes not constitute a relation together with therdperty.
It follows that 1 is an improper application of @hich concerns only relations between events
and the complementary properties that make up tedsigons. Indeed, fan* to cause an event
e qua its h-property is clearly not for it to caesgua accompanying (the complement tov's
accompanying f): to represenimis not to accompany it. 3u*’s causinge would not entail,
contra 1, thatn cause® qua being represented, qua being conscious. Inisisrarguable that if
1 doesn't give the criterion for consciousnessdefiicacious in the empty case, neither does it
in the nonempty case.

Assume, then, that a HOR can cause an event ghaitgperty without its target causing
that event qua its c-property. Are c-propertiesental statesbeing conscious ever
efficacious? | think they can be: Suppose thateastatan causes some eveayjua
accompanying the state of affaimg’s representingn, which on the present view is just’s
instantiating some set of functional propertiesingblving m. That state of affairs is thus

enablingmto causee. It is a necessary condition feto occur, and sov, qua its h-property, is

37 Note that any effects @fi* would seem to depend on its syntactic or “logaidperties, so it seems its
representingn can't afford it causal powers. This, however List jthe problem externalism about content poses for
mental causation, applied to higher-order stattxkd up that issue in sect. 4.

%n this way, representation can involve a relatinthe intentional object contingently, though nonstitutively,
following Kriegel's suggestion: “Perhaps represéataoften involves a relation to the representrd,it never

does so constitutively. That is, it is never theecthat a representation represents in virtue axfifg a relation to

the represented” (2007, p. 312).
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a cause oé along withm. We can see that one of the conditionals that csep 1 still holds: If
a target state causes an event qua its c-propleetythe HOR causes that event qua its h-
property. But this is not because the c-propert/the h-property constitute a relation between
the states; rather, it is because the causal rdevafm's accompanying m*’s instantiation of
the h-property(the c-property, on the present view) entailsddwesal relevance of the h-property
toe

We are thus led to the following two candidates‘émnscious causation” on the higher-
order view:

(i) A HOR causes an event qua its h-property —pedeently of the c-property of its
(actual or nonactual) target.

(i) An actual target causes an event qua it c-eryp- entailing that the HOR is a co-
cause of that event qua its h-property.
The view that HORs are sufficient for consciousexignce would admit (i) as conscious
causation. It would also admit (ii), insofar a$ (G a case of a causally relevant h-property. The
contrasting view that actual targets are a necgsserdition for consciousness would only admit
(ii) as conscious causation: Consciousness occeuysaien an actual state is conscious, and is
only efficacious when a state causes qua beingcomns

The latter view is motivated by the following otijien: How can HORs be sufficient for
conscious experience if, in the empty case, thgestls ex hypothesi in no conscious state? In
that scenario, there is only, for example, a stdtie the content am seeing redout no state of
my visual system that represents redness. If thR M@re conscious, then one would
consciously think about (or quasi-perceive) that @min a state of seeing red. But this is not for

one to consciously see red, and indeed, HORs &terseonscious. As Block (2011) argues, the
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theory results in incompatible necessary and safitcconditions in the empty case: The HOR is
supposed to be sufficient for a conscious episbdeit is also supposed to be necessary that an
episode be represented by the HOR. There is nesepted state in the empty case, so there is
no conscious episode, contra the sufficient coomliti

| think a promising response can be made to thsctibn by asserting that the HOR is
the conscious state, but reconsidering what is im®aftonscious state” or “phenomenal state.”
It is not necessarily a state whasmtentis conscious, but more broadly one that has a
phenomenal property — one that there is somethisdike for the subject to be in. So we may
consider the HOR a conscious state, though itseobign’t conscious: One doesndnsciously
think one is seeing red. Nonetheless, there is #onggit’s like for one to be in the state,
namely, what it’s like for one to see red. So ia @mpty case, there is no state whose content is
conscious: there is no first-order state, and tBdRI4 content isn’t conscious. But there is a
conscious state in the sense of a state with agohenal property: the HOR. On this approach,
then, states can be conscious in two different w@y® is by instantiating the c-property, which
is for the state to accompany another state’s septeng it; this entails the target state’s content
is conscious. The second is by instantiating tipedperty, which is for the state to represent
oneself as being in a first-order state; this éntae HOR has phenomenality, the phenomenality
of being in the first-order state.

For my purposes, the main point that follows frdrese considerations is that the

efficacy of the c-property on higher-order theoepdnds upon the efficacy of the h-property.

% perhaps one may regard the notional state of geethas the conscious state. Now, it does seematianal

things have properties, both real and unreal: Kiegr and his madness are unreal, but Lear alscaappzhave the
real property of being represented by O'Toole’dgrenance. But this putative property of Lear istquirguably a
property of the actor’s performandeterpreted as being about Le&imilarly, a nonexistent red-seeing state’s
being representedlausibly reduces to certain (teleo-)functionalperties of a real state: those of the HOR with the
contentl am seeing redSo there is no state — even notional — instangjahe c-property in such a case. The
inadequacy of this solution becomes still more @aeutien we ask about the causal powers of the raltstate.
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This is important to bear in mind with regard toa@ters 4 and 5, where | will argue that
representing first-order states is cognitively usefhe point holds whether we admit (i) or (ii)

(or both) as cases of conscious causation. Thepeply must be causally relevant in either case.
And if we take the h-property and c-property tacbenplements, then 1 holds and the h-

property’s efficacy is again critical.

3. The Qua Problem and Mental Event Individuation

The qua problem arises from the fact that any trap@rties or property-constituents of
the same event need not share causal relevanageraeffect of that event. So we might
considerJon’s elbow pain and his C-fiber firing to be prageconstituents of the same
psychophysical event even though only the latteasesa Jon’s wincing (if the causal
exclusionists are correct). Similarly, the circithaof a baseball bat's knob and the bat’s
hardness can both be considered constituents efvéir@ Jon’s-swinging-the-bat while only the
latter is causally relevant to the homerun thdbfes. It is still correct to say of that event tlitat
was a swinging of a batith a circular knobby Jon. What, then, is the metaphysical critefan
properties to count as part of the same eventtithre unity of their causal powers? The answer
naturally depends on one’s theory of events. Adogrtb Kim (1966), an event is a property
instantiation at a time. On the view held by Dawgii$1980), an event is an occupant of a

spatiotemporal region, with its constituents bengperty instantiations. It follows on Kim’s
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theory that two properties cannot constitute theesavent though we can surely have a name
for a complex of events (e.g., the Civil War), cara@d of many property instantiations over
durations that all fall between certain times. Uridavidson’s theory, in contrast, more than one
property instantiation — and thus more than oneaib} can constitute an event proper.

Kim’s theory, then, individuates events more findllgn Davidson’s, whose only identity
condition on any two events is that they occupysidume spatiotemporal region. Consider an
example provided by Davidson: a metal ball rotates heats at the same time. Since both
property instantiations (plausibly) take placehia same spatiotemporal region, Davidson’s
theory would not individuate them as two eventghia case, Kim’s theory seems to yield the
more intuitive result; but there are cases wheseview seems to individuate eventdafine a
grain. One such case involves predicate modificatBuppose Jon gracefully swings the bat;
parsing two concurrent events — a swinging andhaedul swinging — seems counterintuitive.
The primary solution Kim has offered is that thaagful swinging should be considered a
distinct event, but one that is included in therg\wd swinging and thus not an independent
event. As an alternative solution, he construegtheefulness as a property of the event itself:
Jon’s-swinging-the-bat-dtis graceful. On this approach, there is no evégtacefully
swinging distinct from the swinging.

Let's consider what the respective theories adwathy Kim and Davidson imply for the
individuation of conscious mental events, and taire of the qua problem for conscious
causation on each view. For Kim, Jon’s being impt and Jon’s C-fibers firing dtare two
property instantiations at times and therefore tasrtwo events. Likewise, Jon’s having the

conscious volition atto swing the bat and Jon’s motor cortex undergaiegrtain lateralized

0 Though an event will have exactly two propertiésanstitution, corresponding to the object andperty that
constitute it: a screw’s turning will have the peoty being constituted by a screamdbeing constituted by a
turning.



36

readiness potential aare two events. The issue of mental efficacyés thot a qua problem but
simply whether the mental events are efficaciona@lwith the neural oné$.In contrast, it may
not be plausible to parse a mental event’s ingtting an intrinsic c-property as a separate event.
Doing so makes the theory susceptible to the paselimodification problem: Jon’s volition @t

to swing the bat is an event, but is Jarossciouslywilling att to swing the bat an independent
event? Perhaps it is a distinct event within théimnvg, per Kim’s primary solution to the

problem. That solution, however, has been chall@mgefollows: A graceful swinging cannot, as
a matter of course, be included within the swingasg mereological pattas there may well be

no part of the swinging that is not graceful. Sis ot clear how the graceful swinging is to be
included and remain a distinct event. Yet therestitetwo property instantiations — Jon
instantiates swinging as well as graceful swingirtgat constitute two events according to the
theory. Similarly, there may well be no part ofascious volition to swing the bat that is
nonconscious, and in that case we apparently hst®ne mental event — despite the fact that
Jon instantiates both a conscious volitiohtatswing the bat and a volition &tio swing the bat.

So the property instantiation view seems to paveats too finely in the case of conscious
mental events: While consciousness is plainly argisproperty instantiation, it should not make
for a distinct event. Jon’s double instantiationwdd then constitute a single event,and we

can inquire whether that event causes, for exaniples subsequent homerun qua his conscious

volition to swing the bat versus his volition siriefter.*?

*1We are not precluded from constructing a compienethat subsumes a pair of physical and mentaitsy and
then formulating the qua problem as follows: I t@mplex event efficacious qua its mental sub-&¥&fet if there
is no motivation for compounding an event of thiskapart from posing the qua problem, the exetoesomes ad
hoc.

*20n Kim’s second solution to the problem of pretiaaodification, the event Jon’s-willing-&te-swing-the-bat
instantiates consciousness. Assuming that evesadguwontributes to Jon’s hitting a homerun, thia groblem is
whether the volition’s being conscious is causedhgvant to any proper®y of that subsequent event.
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Next we’ll formulate the qua problem following tepatiotemporal method of
individuating events. On Davidson’s monist metajitg;svhere any mental event is also a
physical event, a mental event must occupy exdloysame spatiotemporal region as a physical
event — if they occupied different regions, theyuldabe different eventgx hypothesiSo a
particular pain occupies exactly the same spatiptead region as a particular C-fiber firing, a
particular volition to move occupies exactly thengaspatiotemporal region as a particular
readiness potential, etc. Now, an intrinsic c-propef the volition, for example, can be
subsumed spatiotemporally within its respectivengvand then we can ask if that event is ever
efficacious qua mental event and more particulquigconsciousnental event (this is the
aforementioned double qua problem). A conscioustah@ventm s, of course, not the same
event as nonconsciousg and so it follows from Davidson’s view that coioas m and
nonconsciousn cannot occupy the same spatiotemporal regionuprably conscious will
include some additional, concurrent neural actiyppose nonconscioasand its neural
correlate occupy the set of spatiotemporal pdddad consciousi occupies the s&'’; m's c-
property will then occup$—S'. So when we ask whether the occupar® o$ efficacious to an
evente qua conscious mental event, we are asking whétlseefficacious qua the mental

occupant o8-S to any property oé.*?

“3 Alternatively, we can individuate the occupantefS as a separate psychophysical event, which isalator
higher-order theory: the event would be both a HDR some kind of neural activation. An independgrat
problem would then arise for the occupan8efS’: If the event is efficacious, is it so in virtuEleing a HOR? |
discuss the qua problem Davidson’s metaphysicsahtgdaces in sect. 5.
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4. Content Externalism

Externalism about content poses one of the motmgehallenges to a theory of mental
causation. It is often held that any qualitativegarties a mental state may have are intrinsic to
the state or at least to the mind, meaning thanaptete description of those properties would
involve no reference to anything apart from thatesor that mind. But a mental state’s
intentional properties are arguably relational. &@mple, a perception’s beinfa stoplight
seems to depend on the existence of certain conditn the world (i.e., a stoplight) standing in
certain relations with the perception (e.g., cagisiinder normal conditions). Similarly, what a
thought is about seems to depend on the mind-imawe: nature of the thing it picks out, a view
motivated by thought experiments such as Putnab985) Twin Earth case. And if intentional
properties are constituted by external conditianetations that extend beyond the mind/brain,
how can they be efficacious within the mind/bra#a® properties that are efficacious in this
regard, it seems, must be “local”: Suppose menehte causes ever andc’'s semantic
identity (propertyS) depends on its relation to external condifionf that relation tcE did not
obtain or were altere@would be different. But becausavould be the same intrinsicallg,
would still result (insofar as an event’s causalers are exclusively a function of its intrinsic
propertie$?). So onlyc’s syntacticproperties — the “vehicle” of representation —éagusal
relevance, or so the argument goes. (To cite a aomltustration, a quarter represents a certain

monetary amount in virtue of conditions externalhat object that include everything from

* As argued in sect. 2, the exercise of a givenalqumver may well depend on certain conditions &fsam the
event, and thus will depend on the everglational property of occurring along with those conditioBsit for a
mental event’s power to cause another mental elikelly these enabling conditions would be locathe system,
i.e., the mind. And, the semantically relevant condition being disedspresumably obtairmitsidethe mind. In
any caseg’s property of occurring along with — and thus bearing semantic vatiie neednot make any difference
to its ability to cause.
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beliefs to government documents, but its effectthermachinery of a washing machine depend
on its shape and weight, properties that couldyehave “meant” a very different monetary
amount.)

Several solutions to this problem have been pregiGsut | will not be assessing them
here. Instead | will focus on what the problem gafar the c-property, specifically given the
higher-order view that | favor. Assuming a firstder view of the property, much has been
written on the plausibility of reducing it to widepresentational content. If that view, known as
phenomenal externalisris true’® the property would be subject to an externalisilenge to its
efficacy. If, on the other hand, one of the intiingews discussed in sect. 2 is true, the c-
property would be immune to the problem. How dagsistand if the property is a kind of
internally directedntentionality, per the higher-order approach™frfacie, its content is then
also unproblematically efficacious within the mibidin. As discussed, the c-property of a state
m on the higher-order view is efficacious only $tatem* is efficacious qua its h-property — qua
representingn. Whethem* represents conceptually or quasi-perceptuallyegms exempt from
the problem of externalism since it targets anrivdkecondition, i.e.m. So if a first-order mental
state’s intentional properties are causally prolalecrbecause they supervene on a relation(s)
that extends beyond the subject, that relation sesrirelyinsidethe subject in the case of a

HOR, entailing that it can affect the mind/brain.

*In sketch, some of these approaches include’§ihtrinsic nature (what an Earthian and Twin-B&m inc

share even thoudh differs in their respective worlds) is plausiblydfrow content,” and so some aspecs &
causally relevant te. (2) ProvidedS supervene parton causally efficacious propertiesis causally relevant.
Insofar asSis constituted by the correlation betweagnsyntactic properties ari€l S supervenes partly on local
properties and is thus causally relevarg.t(Gee Segal and Sober [1991].) (3) Assumingdisatepresentind:
consists in some causal correlation betwegype events anB-type conditions, it follows thdt is part ofc’'s

causal history and is thus distally causally retétae (the causal chain rufs>c—>€). The fact that could cause

e while having been otherwise brought about — eintaé difference irs— does not negate the causal relevance of
actual-worldS. (See Heil and Mele [1991].) (4) According to Bt (1988), behavior is construed as an intention
causing an action; thuscausinge is a unit of behavior. So, f@&to be relevant to behavior means o establish
the causal connection betweeande, which is to conneat-type events and-type events.

6 See Lycan (2001) for a discussion and defendewgi Lycan, as a higher-order theorist, doesdwttify
consciousness with qualia.
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Upon closer inspection, however, the externalisilenge to mental causation besets
HORs whether they are thoughts or experiencesh@®first theoretical optiom* picks outm
in virtue of describing it, e.g., “I am feeling pdi Due to the self-reference, this HOR arguably
fails to target an exclusively internal conditias, the self seems constituted in part by relations
to the environment. If so, the intentional contefntl” is wide. For example, suppose two
molecular duplicates, Bill and Twin Bill, each tkifl am feeling pain.” They will be referring
to different individuals in virtue of the fact thiey differ in their extrinsic properties: Bill dn
Twin Bill stand in different physical relations tioeir environment. Since this fact makes a
difference to the content of “I am feeling pain"spée Bill and Twin Bill being internally the
same, the HOT’s content is at least partly widd/hat about the description of the mental state
itself, “pain”? Tyler Burge (1979) has argued thalief content depends on the speech practices
of the thinker's community, and it's arguable thT content is likewise dependent with
regard to the mental-state terms it deploys. Barggample concerns the term “arthritis”: We
consider a situation where Fred, who has pain amtliag in his thigh, complains to his doctor
“I have arthritis in my thigh.” But his belief islse, as “arthritis” is used to refer only to pain
the joints, as his doctor informs him. Considenthecounterfactual situation where Fred also
believes “I have arthritis in my thigh,” but “arttis” refers to swelling ireitherthe bones or the
joints. Here, Fred holds a true belief. Since Rksddtrinsically the same in actual and
counterfactual scenarios, Burge claims that hiebebntent must supervene on facts about his
linguistic community, which explains why that comtalters in the counterfactual case. Would
this kind of argument also show the wideness oA HFred may have, say, that he is feeling
depressed? Suppose he is feeling guilty, and nesdepressed” such that his HOT is false,

thinking “I'm feeling depressed.” Should we acctp counterintuitive consequences of this

47 Kim (1998b, p. 203) makes this point (outside ¢hatext of HOT theory).
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kind of belief content — an introspective one nigedetermined by speech practices? Those
consequences would be that, first, Fred does rmt/khe nature of his own mental state —
simply in virtue of misusing words. And second,l@T theory, Fred becomes consciously
depressed, instead of consciously guilty, in vid@iehat misusé® The more plausible state of
affairs is that Fred is consciously guilty in vetof believing he feels guilty, but misdescribes hi
mental state. Despite thinking therd “depressed” he deployscanceptof feeling guilt. The
false belief he has is that “depressed” is the vextessing that concept. So perhaps HOT
content does not supervene on the practices of@pe’ech community, as world-directed
intentional content arguably do&s.

Even so, a HOT’s mental-state descriptions canilde im another way: by deploying
concepts whose content depends on the natureeftamal referent. Suppose that internal
duplicates Oscar and Twin Oscar (from Putnam’sghbexperiment) each consciously believes
that beer is 90 percent water. Per Putnam'’s pttiay, would have different belief contents due
to the different substances picked out in theipeetive environments: Oscar would believe that
beer is 90 percentdd, Twin Oscar that beer is 90 percent XYZ. Sineelibliefs are conscious,
they each are targeted by the HOBelieve that beer is 90 percent wat€tearly, the content of
this belief would vary for the same reason wheil gl Oscar and when held by Twin Oscar.
Oscar would think he has a belief about water, T@gecar that he has a belief about XYZ. Thus,
when a HOT picks out a mental state in terms afotsent — what a belief is about, what a

perception is of, etc. — it may refer to an extraatal object or state of affairs, whose nature then

“8 Assuming that a suitable HOT is sufficient for solousness. If an actual state of depression isnestjalong
with the HOT about being depressed, then Fred nigaamly the latter, would presumably not be in asmious state
of depression or guilt — which may also be a caumtigtive consequence.

*9 Although we might argue, regarding the arthriise, that Fred in the actual world does not heaésa belief
about his thigh: he believes truly that he has paith swelling in his thigh. His false belief is migrthat “arthritis”
is the word for such a condition.
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(partially) determines the HOT content. If so, H@T’s representational content is not wholly
within the mind/brain, and the externalist challerg the internal efficacy of that content
applies.

On HOP theorym* picks outmin virtue of representing it in a quasi-perceptualy.
The causal-correlational approach to representaiperhaps most suited to this theory, and it
may seem to avoid the semantic externalism thattsffsome of the concepts deployed in HOTs.
But it turns out, | argue, that if the target sat®ntent is externally determined, that
externalism transfers to the HOP, calling into guasthe efficacy of its representational content
as well. Suppose perception-like statepicks outmin virtue of being the state thatnormally
causes, or the state that is normally correlateld mvi under certain cognitive conditions
(including, e.g., the normal operation of the “imi&@ scanner” andvs accessibility to that
system). Supposa s a visual perception of rain. What makeshave the conteritam seeing
rain is its being correlated in a certain wayrpnamely, to a state that is correlated in a aertai
way to rain (e.g “tracking” that state of affairs) The externatlgtermined semantic identity of
m thus partly comprises the semantic identitymdf Without m's external correlatiomn
wouldn’t be the intentional state that it is (enrpierception)m* wouldn’t be correlated with a
rain-perception, and so* wouldn’t beabouta rain-perception. And ifi's intentional content is
inefficacious in the mind/brain because of its exa& nature, then the intentional contentrésf
will be partly inefficacious as well: “partly” beaae it is constituted by both its correlatiomto
(internal) andm's correlation to rain (external). Alternativelymosanis a propositional
attitude, such as the belief that beer is 90 pénvater. The point is the same, given the
externalist view: What makes* have the content that one believes beer is 90gmewater is

its being causally correlated mg namelyto a belief state whose content is determined by th
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mind-independent nature of wat8iSo again, the FOR’s externalized content permehées
HOR'’s content.

In sum, the c-property is exempt from the probldrax@ernalism only if it is intrinsic to
the mind/brain, as for example, unreduced phenohokaaacter, or narrow representational
content. The higher-order approach, | have argsatht a way to reduce consciousness to

representation while avoiding the causal probleseddy the externalist.

5. Anomalism

Davidson saw anomalism — or the lack of law-likamacter — as a prima facie problem
for mental causation. An event sequedleds causal, for Davidson, only if it is covereddy
(strict) law that says, under certain conditions, is sufficient rBut sequences in which
mental events figure, whether purely psychologicgdsychophysical, at best instantiate
nonstrict regularities of the sort given by folkypeology: For example, under the condition that
an agenSwants it to be the case tHatif Srealizes that doing will make it the case th#,
thenSwill want to dox. While such a conditional generally holds, it che@an have exceptions:
Supposes wants to avoid the effort involved in doirgnore tharS wants it to be the case that
P; Swill then not likely want to da. Psychophysical anomalism in particular deriveditazhal
support from the rationality of the mental: WhetBdrelieves thaP, for example, will be
determined (non-strictly) b§s other propositional attitudes and the rationalg@plesS

observes. So B believes thaP v Q and that Q, thenSwill tend to believe tha®. But if we

0 Of course, if the target state’s content is nar¢asy perhaps, in the case of a mood or emotibehrt*'s
semantic identity would be entirely constitutedabrelation to an internal condition.
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assume that neural eventausesSs belief under a strict psychophysical law, we dav
potentially conflicting principles (rational andeetrochemical) governing the occurrencé&sf
belief. And since only the physical principles axee laws that substantiate causal relations, the
rationality of the mind would be compromised, Dawad argues.

Davidson is concerned with propositional attitudes, qualitative mental states like
perceptions. But clearly, beliefs and desires @andnscious, and instantiations of that property
may also fail to exhibit a nomological charactdnafwould create a problem for the property’s
causal relevance, given Davidson’s assumption abeuaw-governed nature of causafityn
what follows | argue that the c-property also app@momalistic, though in a different way than
propositional attitudes. The issue is not thatangations of the property cannot be subsumed
under strict laws, or that such instantiations gxégnrational principles that physical causation
would compromise. Rather, the issue is that redigdarnnvolving the c-property (exceptionless
or not) are difficult to isolate, due to its presate and uniform introspective appearance across
instantiations. In this case, an introspective appin to the property — as opposed to a theoretical
one like higher-order representation — is justis@tte it's our primary empirical source for
ascertaining the instantiation patterns of consiess as mentalproperty, not a neural one.
Similarly, the regularities involving propositionaititudes that Davidson claims can’t conform
to strict laws are ascertained by introspectingawan thought patterns, e.g., that we tend to
become disappointed if we want it to be the caaeRland we learn that nd-

My argument for the anomalistic character of th@aperty is premised on two claims,

which | argue for below.

*1|t's fair to note that Davidson did not favor thetion of event properties having causal relevaneg,relations of
the formc quaF causeck quaG. Indeed, a major objection to his Anomalous Mon&sra model of mental
causation is that it secures the efficacy of megwahts, but not of mental properties.

2 Of course, we may also ascertain mental reguarttirough what others communicate about theirghbu
patterns. But that information will be based onrtb&n introspection.
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(i) A mental state’s c-property is introspectively idigtiishable from the state’s conteht.other
words, we can distinguish what we are aware of fosmawareness of it. When | consciously
gaze at a painting, | am aware of shapes, colegregs of light and shade (and perhaps, if the
painting is not terribly abstract, | am aware a4@ qualitiegasrecognizable objects: clouds,
hillsides, etc.). What happens when | introspeist tbnscious perception? Surely, | retain
awareness of the same visual properties of theipgirhis follows from what is known in the
literature as the Transparency Thesis, accordimghioh introspection “sees right through” any
phenomenal mental state to properties of the repted object® But while the visual properties
are not experienced as mental, | am still abledge, upon introspecting, that | am in a certain
perceptual state. My claim is that there is a phesmwlogical datunapart from the shapes,
colors, etc., that grounds this judgment. The datwehemerges upon introspection is a sense
that these qualities are objects of my experieacnse of being presented with them, of mental
directedness toward them. For the visual propecoesdd in principle comprise the content of
anyone’svisual experience; | introspect them as the cdraeémy experience. This claim is thus
at odds with the strong construal of the Transpardimesis, which says there are
introspectible aspects of an experience apart fsmoperties of the represented object. So when
one tries to become aware of perceptual contemeggalcontent, e.g., to focus on a stop sign’s
redness as mental red, thewsomething phenomenologically new that surfacesehg the for-
me component of what-it's-like-for-me-to-see-thatimess. This sense of mental directedness

toward the content is, | think, the closest we ganto introspectively isolating the c-property of

%3 See, for example, Gilbert Harman (1997): “Wherigéisees a tree before her, the colors she expesee all
experienced as features of the tree and its sullings. None of them are experienced as intringitufes of her
experience” (p. 667).
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a mental state. That's how the property introspettiappears, even if it is actually constituted
by higher-order representation, for example.

Moreover, our ability to do this explains how we able to recognize the same property
(i.e., consciousness) across a great variety otahstates, from perceptions of flashing lights to
itches. Our ability to introspectively abstractreepomenon obeing appeared tbrom a
conscious mental state also allows us to concditlead state occurring nonconsciously.
Consider one’s consciously hearing the noise ot#reengine while driving: To think of one’s
hearing that noise nonconsciously is to think a#’srtognitively processing that very aural
contentminus some aspect of the experieaaehich from the first-person perspective can best
be described as a sense of being presented witbhahtent* Now as explained, Davidson
focuses his argument for anomalism on propositiattalides, and we can’t plausibly introspect
a phenomenon difeing appeared tirom, say a conscious belief in the law of noncontradiction.
But we can introspectively distinguish a senseubjextivity: being inthat mental state.

Authors such as Thomas Metzinger and Kriegel havatenanced this kind of
phenomenon. Metzinger’'s phenomenal model of trentidnality relation (PMIR) asserts that
the content of consciousness is more than the bbj@onsciousness; it is the “subject-object
relation.” “The content of consciousness nevernseae object,” he writes, “it is always a
relation. Phenomenologically, a PMIR typically createsekperience of a self in the act of
knowing, of a self in the act of perceiving ...” (B)@p. 23-24). For Kriegel (2009),

phenomenal character is also a relation — or raleembination — of awareness of the external

> Thus, the nonconscious version is understood mta@uthe samesontent without apperception. Admittedly, this
scenario can be difficult to conceive when it corttequalitative content like a noise — difficulyttmot impossible.
As Norton Nelkin (1995) argues, since the only fatiVe states we introspect are conscious ones;-roperty
and the qualitative content can seem inseparaldaeviifes, “We are tempted to ask, ‘What would itbéfeel” an
experience that is not apperceived?’ But the ansovrat question isExactlywhat it feels like to experience one
thatis apperceived™ (p. 375).
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object and awareness of experiencing the objeats,TWwhat-it-is-like-for-me (e.g., to see a
waterfall) combines qualitative character (whasitike: shimmering, whitish, etc.) with
subjective character (for-me-ness). But he addsahe is onlyperipherallyaware of subjective
character. Unlike Metzinger and Kriegel, | don‘inththat subjective character need always be
part of a conscious experience: perhaps in cas@ofersed” experience, conscious content
becomes fully transparent. The watch repairmancak wn an expensive piece might be
consciously aware of the mechanism’s intricaciestae position of his pincer, without any
sense (even peripheral) ok experiencinghese properties. But for the ensuing argumeor)jyt
need that the c-property of a conscious experibadatrospectively distinguishable, which is a

weaker claim.

(i) The c-property, from the first-person point of viesvinformationally impoverished
compared to the content of the state that instéegig.By “informationally impoverished” |
simply mean there is relatively little about theperty to describe. Introspection does not reveal
that property as, for instance, a relationship betwone’s mental state and an internal
monitoring system, or as the “global availabiliyf’'the state. What it does reveal is much about
the contentof the conscious state, per the Transparency $hiésiam consciously viewing an
apple while holding it, | can describe a varietyfedtures of the apple based on the detailed
representational content of my perceptual staben the roughness of the stem to the greenish
splotch near the base. | find it relatively difficunowever, to elaborate any experiencinghose
features: At least when | introspect my state, pincgoerty seems to attend the roughness and
thinness of the stem, as well as the greennessoagt circularity of the splotch, but is

structurally opaque by comparison. This, | subexplains the general ineffability of a
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conscious qualitative state: it's not that it cdrétdescribed, even in great detail, using public-
language words like “rough” and “green” (the desed qualities would bmentalroughness
andmentalgreen, of course). Rather, it's that any suchmijetsen must also refer to the
subjective mode of presentation, the concept otlwig nearly primitive. More important for the
present argument, however, is the fact that tteen® iphenomenological variance in the property
across the many kinds of mental state that magmtistte it, whether perceptions of flashing
lights, itches, or propositional attitudes like henatical beliefs. For every conscious state that
is introspected, its being conscious manifesthénsame informationally impoverished way.
Thus, instances of the c-property not only appeavaglent to introspection, but also uniform in

character.

With (i) and (it) in mind, we next observe that ttedatively well-defined content of
mental states falls into regularities more saliettthn the c-property of those states. And since
regularities comprise our evidence of causal m@teti the causal efficacy of a state qua its
content is better supported than qua its beingaouns. My conscious volition to run is followed
by my running, my conscious perception of a reglgibt is followed by my desire to hit the
brakes, my conscious thought that it's tax tim®i®wed by thoughts about deductions. The
subsequent mental events here pair up with theaéat events qua their respective volitional,
perceptual, and propositional contents, not theiindp conscious, which appears to be too
prevalent and uniform a property to carry any didive effects.

Now, mental-event regularities are not excepti®)lasd so the above examples should
be qualified with “usually,” “under normal conditis,” or “ceteris paribus.” Nor do mental

events fall into strict regularities with neuraleexs: If my perception of a red stoplight is usgall
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followed by my desire to hit the brakes, it willlprusually be followed by an instance of
whatever neural event type is correlated with testire. And even if the perception were
invariably followed by the desire, and thus by instancesadréain neural event type, the
instances will not likely be duplicates; surelyriare slight variations in how the same desire is
subvened in the brain. Yet wan expect these variations to correlate strictly widniations in
other neural events, such as the one subveninggtiception.

In short, mental events are anomalous, as Davidasrargued. And since all bona fide
causal relations have a strict “nomological chamgtit would seem that there can be no
psychophysical causation. However, Davidson’s mianetaphysics (putatively) allows a causal
role for the mental to be preserved in spite of thrioblem. On that view, any event that can be
mentally described can also be (in theory) neuiokilty described> meaning that the mental
event and the neural one are token identical. Argithe extension of those descriptions that
enters into causal relations. “Causality and idgatre relations between individual events no
matter how described,” Davidson writes. Laws, andther hand, are opaque contexts:
“[E]Jvents can instantiate laws, and hence be erpthor predicted in the light of laws, only as
those events are described in one way or anoth8f1(, p. 250). So assume an evgras
neurologically described, precedes another esiead neurologically described, according to a
strict law that supports counterfactuals likeé€Mvere slightly different neural eveat, thenc
would be slightly different neural eveoit” As mentally described, howeverdoes not precede
e (as neurologically described) according to a staw: If € occurred instead & ¢ would be
the samemental event (i.e., fall under the same mentatmjason). Yet in virtue ott's

neurological description, thee sequence is nomologically strict and qualifiesassal. And

% The converse clearly does not hold: an eventdhatbe described as a prefrontal action poterdisinio
description in psychological terms.
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since the causal relation is extensionags mentally described, caugess neurologically
described. Essentially, a mental event caesag&n though the mental description is of no use in
formulating a strict law involving. Presumably, consciousness can be causally efficasia

the same reasoning: If an event that enters inExaaptionless regularity as neurologically
described can also be correctly described as aimussevent, then a conscious event enters into
a causal relation.

The typical counterargument to Davidson is thatexiensions of mental and neural
descriptions of an event are actually distimcipertiesof that event. So if that event can be
shown to participate in a strict regularity onlyresirologically described, that's because only its
neural properties are entering into strict regtiesiand doing the causal work. In turn, the
event’'s mental properties become causally irrelevan, the event is not efficacious qua its
mental properties, including any c-property. Ttasult follows from the view that causal
relations are grounded in strict laws, an assumpghat Jerry Fodor (1989), for example, has
contested. We arguably need only nonstrict or eparibus laws, of the forf-events cause
G-events when a certain set of conditi@hbolds. The=->G law is thus one that can have
exceptions, namely when a membeCadoesn’t obtain. If such laws are sufficient towgrd
causal relations, my perception of a red stoplagint cause my desire to hit the brakes even if the
regularity between the two event types has exceptfe.g., if | happen to know the brakes don’t
work). Similarly,c can cause neural evenin virtue ofc’'s mental properties even if it is not the
case that the instantiation of those propertiea Ggventalwaysresults in are-event; on
occasion, the slightly differef-event may follow. The sequence from those mentgigrty
types toe-events is still a rough or nonstrict psychophylsiegularity that can substantiate a

causal relation.
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We might try to extend this approach to consciossiey seeking a nonstrict correlation
between a mental state’s being conscious and sgmeeof subsequent mental or neural event.
But since consciousness ranges across so manydfiegent sequence — from desires to brake
succeeding red-stoplight perceptions, to feelifgaaoyance succeeding itches — it is more
difficult to isolate a regularity, imperfect or nohat subsumes the phenomenon and thereby
supports a causal role for it. Of course, if meptadnts of typé\ regularly precede desires to
drink, and mental events of typeare always or usually conscious, then consciesusegularly
precede desires to drink. But it does not folloat ttonscious mental eversisnpliciter regularly
precede desires to drink; they in fact precedesatgrariety of mental events, neural events, and
behaviors, while retaining a uniform phenomenarabter (i.e., the subjective mode of
presentation) throughout. So any type(s) of mentaht or behavior consciousness regularly
precedes must be significantly broader, ranging toxger-order event types such as thoughts,
visualizations, and movements. One such type maypbw®lex mental or physical acts,
especially nonhabitual or creative ones. Of cousgealso introspect consciousness preceding
and accompanying simple, habitual acts. But wenadiscover that these have occurred
nonconsciously, which is seldom the case with nbithal acts. So the introspective evidence
seems to suggest that consciousness is a necessdition for the latter, based on regularities
such as: Most nonhabitual acts are preceded aminpenied by conscious states (e.g.,
perceptions and volitions relevant to the actp hadt deny that this kind of rough regularity can
be introspectively confirmed and that it suggestausal role for the c-property. But | think that
due to the informationally impoverished appearasfdbat property, its causal contribution, if
any, to such acts is inscrutable from the firstsparpoint of view: It's the volitional content, not

the sense of subjectivity, that seems to cont®kifisuing action.
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Two even broader introspectible regularities subsgronsciousness are as follows: (i)
Nearly every conscious mental event is followedbgther conscious mental event of some
kind; indeed, without this regularity there would hostreamof consciousness. And (ii), nearly
every instance of consciousness is followed by sachef the subject, whether mental or
behavioral. Both of these general regularities seemdicate nonstrict laws: sometimes a
conscious mental eveisin't succeeded by another conscious mental eventwdgn the subject
is suddenly knocked unconscious, and sometimesscimus mental event isn’'t succeeded by
some act of the subject, e.g., when the subjededrocuted. So on the (rough) regularity theory
of causation, the distinctive effect of conscioussngeems to be, in case (i), the instantiation of
the c-property by subsequent states, meaningttagitenomenon’s causal role would be to
propagate its own type; and, in case (ii), agerdsts in general, perhaps as a necessary
condition for them. But in case (i), consider aussEtpe of two conscious mental evemendb,
say where is the desire for a drink aruis the volition to reach for one. Phenomenallgréhis
plausibly a sense of tteecontentcausing thd>-content, but in contrast, therengerelya sense of
two instances of the c-property succeeding eaabr ptiot of thea-content’s subjective mode of
presentation bringing about thecontent qua its subjectivity. And regarding cagel(think
there is no sense bf as a mental act of the subject, being producealdlyeing conscious.
That's because the causally relevant informatiartaiaed ina seems to be the propositional
attitude (the desire that | have a drink), as opgds the subjective mode in which that content
is presented, which is informationally vacuous bgnparison.

The point, then, is that (nonstrict) regularity-ba®vidence is more readily available for
the efficacy of mental states as content-bearitgcles than as instances of consciousness.

Again, the “availability” | am discussing is intqosctive: From the first-person stance, the
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ubiquity and uniformity of the c-property inhibihe from discerning a distinctive regularity it
falls into. And for certain general regularitiesldes appear to participate in, its informational
impoverishment hinders an understanding of its @auarticipation. Thus, we can’t easily fit the
c-property into the causal workings of the mindifbofaom the first-person stance. This result
undermines the folk psychological assumption tlbasciousnesdoesappear causally active,
and underscores the need to investigate its effioadhe basis of reductive accounts. As a kind
of representational content, for example, the @erty loses much uniformity, since the content
would be different for each conscious state, ampliaes informational content that can be
causally effective. Similarly, as a kind of neuaativity, such as a spiking pattern in a certain
area, the property would have a causally viablectitre. And as a kind of functional property,
such as the one postulated by “global access” viearssciousness is constituted by a causal
role. But prior to the issue of causal role iscofirse, the question whether these are adequate

reductions of phenomenal consciousness in thepliase.

6. Causal Exclusion

Perhaps the most serious challenge to a theoryeafahcausation is Kim’s (1998)
Causal Exclusion Argument (CEA). If sound, CEA msthat all mental phenomena, including
consciousness, are causally inert. In this sedtiaitl review certain counterarguments to CEA
and show that they can secure the efficacy of nhentants without establishing the causal
relevance of the c-property that some of those tsviestantiate. First, | will briefly explicate

Nonreductive Physicalism, a theory that accordngim entails the causal exclusion of the
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mental by the neural. Nonreductive Physicalismnetaithat mental events supervene on neural
events but remain ontologically distinct from thehithough the notion of supervenience has
been variously construed by theorists, one plaegibfinition of the relation is as follows:
Mental event-typ# supervenes on neural event-typé& and only if, for any time, the
occurrence of an instancefatt is sufficient (but not necessary) for the occuceeaf an
instance oM att. (We can then also say that a mental event takehM supervenes on the
neural event token of N .) So if pain supervenes on C-fiber firing, a gartar case of C-fiber
firing entails that a particular experience of paomcurrently obtains. Thus the mental is “fixed”
by the physical, and physical duplicates will bentaéduplicates. Yet the fact thidts
instantiation's not necessary fovl's means thaM can be instantiated along with some other
(presumably neural) substrate: pain in an octofmngexample, may well be subvened by a
different kind of neural activity entirely. Henceregental event cannot be identical, or reducible,
to a neural one.

Apart from preserving the reality of the mentateththeoretical advantages are held to
result from this feature: First, it justifies callj the theory physicalism, as the mental is “fixed”
by the physicaf; in other words, physical duplicates are mentalidates, and mental
differences entail physical differences. So for tabaventm and neural evemt, if m supervenes

onn, nis both nomologically sufficient fan and concurrent witm.>” Second, the feature

% parallelism, on the other hand, does not makecthie. Whether the theory is cast in terms of éwerproperty
dualism, mental causal chains and neural causaishan in parallel, and the regular correlatiorteftain mental
event types with certain neural event types isdsefa brute fact. The problem for this approac¢h give an account
of how metaphysically independent mental eventsuttimately affect behavior, which seems to hawefficient
cause in the neural. Supervenience theory, by [atistg the dependence of mental events on neuesd,doth
explains the correlations and makes mental eveatssal relation to behavior more theoretically igahs will be
discussed.

" The theory can be cast in terms of propertiegatsbf events: I, a mental property, supervenesNyra neural
property, a subject’s instantiatifgat timet nomologically necessitates his instantiatmg@tt. This relation is
typically referred to in the literature as “samdjset necessitation.” Alternatively, the necesgitatan be
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allows for the multiple realizability of mental sta. Whilen is sufficient form, a computer state

or alien brain state might also be sufficient. Tmis occurrence is not necessary fgs (contra

identity theory). Third, and most relevant to tbpit of this chapter, the superveniencenain

n, unlike the causation oh by n, securesn's causal efficacy — at least prima facie. The oeds

found in the metaphysical relation betwae@andn, which, although weaker than identity, is

stronger than causatiGhDepending on the version of the thearys held torealizem, wherem

is a functional roleconstitutem, wherem is a macrostructural event; determine mwherem s

a determinable. Whembears relations such as thesentat can be argued that causes neural

events and behavior along withFor example, Frank Jackson (1996) argues thatdhstitution

relation enablem to inheritn’s causal powers. “If mental state tokens are ¢tetl by brain

state tokens rather than being identical with thiémemains true that mental state tokens are in

the brain and that their causal powers are thosigeafelevant brain state or states” (p. 389).
Yet according to CEAM s preempted from causing anyrodé neural or behavioral

effects — its supervenience nmotwithstanding. The reason is that any such effexall ite — is

physical and therefore its sufficient cause mugphnesical. The more general premise here is the

causal closure of the physical domain (CCP): Fermrysical evenk, if y is part of the

sufficient cause of, theny is a physical event. Sonfiis to be part of the sufficient causeeof

along withn, m must be physical — but according to Nonreductikgsitalismm is irreducibly

mental. One objection to this argument may go Bevis: Grantedm cannot be reduced tp

yet in virtue of its supervenience anit is, at a more fundamental ontological levehcmmental

phenomenon. And assuming the thesis that all fuedgaly nonmental phenomena are

metaphysical, assuming that laws governing progedie essential to them. On that view, for angiptesworldw,
N obtains inw only if N nomologically entail$/ in w (ceteris paribus).

%8 Indeed, Stephen Yablo has characterized supenais “a kind of ‘supercausation’ which improvestee
original in that supercauses act immediately anthptg/sically guarantee their supereffects” (19925Y).
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physical,m counts as physical, which means that CCibidreached shouleh be part of's
sufficient cause along with In response, we can deploy the following strongesion of CCP,
which does entaiin's exclusion. CCP*: For any physical evenif y is part of the sufficient
cause ok, theny is a thoroughly nonmental event. To yag “thoroughly nonmental” is to say
that any phenomenon thasupervenes on is nonmenaald y itself is nonmentaCCP* is
plausible in that, presumably, every neural evedtevery behavioral event can be given a
complete causal explanation in terms of phenomeaiaaire thoroughly nonmental, such as
neural events, sensory stimuli, etc. So on CCR¢ stifficient cause a# can includen, sincen is
nonmental and supervenes on molecular eventsrinalso nonmental. But it cannot include
which is onlyfundamentallynonmental, in virtue of supervening onThoughmis arguably
physical according to Nonreductive Physicalisns itlearly not nonmental on that theory, if the
view is to remain distinct from Reductive Physisali Thus, CCP* seems to entail thais
preempted from causirgby the set of thoroughly nonmental phenomenadateatausally
sufficient fore.

Now it might be thatm can cause another mental event’— a scenario that would not
breach CCP*. However, this claim is problematiaireast two respects: (i) According to a sub-
argument of CEA, the supervenience feature reBultsandn competing for the causation of
m’. Per Nonreductive Physicalismm, must have a supervenience base sathat is
metaphysically sufficient for its occurrence. Anel ©CCP*,n (or n plus other thoroughly
nonmental events) is causally sufficientfor So by the transitivity of the sufficiency relation
is sufficient form’, which seems to excluae as a cause afi". (ii) Even ifmcan be a legitimate
cause ofm’ in spite of (i), if the causal chain of mental eigethat includesn—>m’ never

includes neural events (i.e., there is no “downwaaalsation,” as Kim puts it), then how can
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mental events ultimately make a difference to belt@Behavior is physical and its most
proximate sufficient cause is physiological, sofder to affect behavior a mental event must be
part of the etiology of neural events, which trarsges CCP*.

Note that problem (ii) also besets Parallelisnhenty that postulates only the regular
correlation of certain event types in the mentaised chain with certain event types in the neural
one, and it is the supervenience feature thatgpased to make downward causation more
theoretically viable. Kim himself has suggested thantal events can satisfy a notion of
supervenient or epiphenomenal causation: “When ahenent M causes a physical event P, this
is so because M is supervenient upon a physicalté&feand P* causes P. ... Similarly, when
mental event M causes another mental event M*,ishé® because M supervenes on a physical
state P, and similarly M* on P*, and P causes M€ can expand on this account to claim that a
mental event’s causing a neural event consistsarfiact that the former hasealizer,
constitutor, or determiner that causes that thierlakim (1991) concedes, however, that insofar
as supervenient causation depends upon subveigsatoon, it is a lesser grade of causation: “It
would be foolish to pretend that the proposed actaacords to the mental the full causal
potency we accord to fundamental physical procgskesadds (p. 264).

If we do accept supervenient causation as a measectire the efficacy of mental events,
presumably the efficacy of conscious mental eviesnddso secured. Yet it would not follow that
said events are efficaciogsa their being conscioutet us assume thatis the sufficient cause
of bothn” andm’ (insofar as it causes, andn’ is the supervenience basen@). The fact that
m, a conscious mental event, supervenes entails thatm superveniently causes andm’. For
m's c-property to be (superveniently) causally ral@to these subsequent events, it must

supervene on one afs properties. More than that, it must supervenema ofn’s causally
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relevantproperties. As discussed in sect. 2, not all ptiggseof a cause need be causally relevant
to a given effect. Thus, can have properties that are causally irrelevant,tand hence to'.
The c-property om may supervene on one of those properties. In “BMedauses,” Heil and
Mele suggest this possibility: Assuming that “tleisal clout of a supervenient characteristic
resides in whatever realizes that characterigin@y note that even if a mental state M
supervenes on a biological condition C that produmhavior B, C will have “a range of
features that have no bearing on its behavioraceff” and M’s phenomenal features may
supervene on those features of C. They write: “Ny mave characteristics — phenomenal
characteristics, for instance — unrelated to itssalrole. These might depend on characteristics
of C that are themselves causally irrelevant toptteeluction of B” (1991, n. 18). Thus, if the
notion of supervenient causation provides a valldt®n to the exclusion problem, the solution
would be the same for a mental event and its cgatgpboth would need to supervene on
causally efficacious neural phenomena if they aneet efficacious. But a mental event’'s
satisfaction of this criterion would not entail thig c-property does, due to the qua issue
outlined in sect. 2. Essentially, whe&Zas m's c-property anan supervenes on, m
superveniently causes quac iff there is some property of n such that (in causes” quaF
and (ii) C supervenes oR. On higher-order theories, where the efficacy biger-order state
m*’'s h-property is essential to the efficacy of theget staten's c-property, the same kind of
gua issue arises: Whetkis m*’'s h-property anan* supervenes on neural stat@istinct from
m's subvenor)m* superveniently caus®s quaH iff there is some property of n such that (in
causes’ quaF and (ii)H supervenes oR.

The notion of supervenient causation is, howeveguyestionable one: why exactly should

a mental event cause (even with less “potencyKiascontends) the effects of its supervenience
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base? To be sure, a realizer, constitutor, or neter necessarily entails that which it realizes,
constitutes, or determines, and we might think thatsupervening phenomenon is entitled to a
causal claim on the effects of its base in virtilbedng a necessary condition for that base to
obtain. Yet from the fact that an everis causally sufficient for an eveatandN is a necessary
condition forc, it does not follow thall is a plausible cause ef® So instead of positing a
distinct species of causation for mental eventethas the supervenience feature, let us return to
Jackson’s claim that the phenomenon’s causal posuensly are those of its base. Suppases

a physical effect of; n then has the power to cawsg@inder certain circumstances). ar

which supervenes am to “inherit” n's power to cause means either tha's power to cause

is numerically the same assmpower to cause, or that itduplicatesn’s power to cause. The

first construal, | argue, resultsimmbeing causally irrelevant: presumabhys distinct fromn (as

it must be ifm can exist with a different supervenience basea),fanmto be causally

efficacious as such is for it to have numericalbtidct causal powers. Without its own power to
causes, mis causally irrelevant to the>e causal process. The second construal is thus to be
preferred if we are arguing thathas a causal role in this procests power to causeis
numerically distinct fromm’s. And since (following CCP*h is sufficient fore, any further

causes o€ entail thate is overdetermined. As an additional causelearly could not be

¥ To give a common example, a fire is causally sigffit to melt wax, and the fire could not occurhwit smoke,
but the smoke is (quite arguably) not causallyvathe to the wax’s melting. But consider the versidn
supervenience theory that is based on functionallsmental event is defined by a certain functioméé (e.g., an
event is a worry just when it tends to distract leads to problem-solving efforts, etc.). A memteéntm will then
supervene on a neural evaerthat plays the relevant functional réje will be sufficient, but not necessary, foo
be played and thus fon to occur. Furthem will not be able to have certain effects (call @havithout playingf

and so withoutn occurring. Here Jackson argues that while ori/“causally efficacious” in producing f — and
thusm — should still be accorded a distinct “causalvatee” (1996, p. 398) tebecausé is an “ineliminable part”
(p- 395) of the neural causal story. But so isstitimeke with regard to the fire’'s melting the waxe anight say. The
difference, Jackson would respond, is thiatalso “integral” to the neural causation, whadtording to Jackson
means that it is like a program implemented byriberal events. The smoke is plainly nothing of Hug: It is
merely nomologically relevant to the fire’s effeagt metaphysically relevant in the way Jacksortidess. Yet it is
ad hoc, | argue, to call this metaphysical releearaisalrelevance, ifn does not have a distinct causal power over
e apart from that of.



60

necessary foe to occur, om wouldn’t be sufficient. It would instead be an digehal sufficient
cause.

Accepting overdetermination is thus another wagrelventingn’'s exclusion from
causinge, albeit the view may be no more plausible tharesegnient causation, for reasons
such as the following: (i) ¥ has a sufficient cause in bathandn, the standard counterfactual
analysis oh—->e would become problematic:nfdid not occure presumably still would, in
virtue ofm. (ii) Overdetermination within the mind/brain wduhot only be widespread and
systematic, but also arguably a result of evol#tigrdesign. The latter, notably, is not a feature
of other cases where overdetermination seems o ¢eq., a firing squad’s multiple shots
simultaneously killing a person), and makes ovenaeination in the mind/brain seem especially
counterintuitive: Why would the mind/brain have béengineered” with such causal
redundancy?

A case can be made for overdetermination in spiseich objection&’ but there is
another theoretical option that seeks to avoiccthesal competition between mental and neural
events altogether. The basic idea is that thessteaee causally active at distinct ontological
“levels,” just as macrophysical and microphysioz@s are. For example, if we don’t want to
be saddled with the view that a macrophysical elikatsipping very hot tea is inefficacious
(i.e., that its causal powers “drain” to thoselsd itomic properties of the tea), we hold, first,
that the macro-event is a real entity; and secthvad it causes a macro-effect: a scalding of the
mouth, as opposed to certain atomic-level chenaltafations in the tissue. Similarly, a mental
event like fearing a rabid dog would be a causenefs running away, while the electrochemical
activity in one’s amygdala would be a cause of‘the/” behavior, or the corresponding events

at the neuromuscular level. Yablo’s (1992) thedrgnental causation, according to which a

0 See, for example, Ted Sider (2003).
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mental event supervenes on a neural one as detdimito determinate, allows for this kind of
solution. In regards to the present examples, tiist pvould be that just as the tea’s atomic
properties are a particular determination of trapprtybeing very hqtthe amygdala activity is a
particular determination of the fear: In both casles determinate is sufficient but not necessary
for the determinable to obtain. Should the amygdatevity occur slightly differently, the fear
would still obtain — and so would the running, cst@aribus. Thus, neither is that specific
neural event necessary for the running, meaningttisanot acauseof the running, Yablo
argues. However, is necessary for — and thus a cause of — the neuootan®vent that
subvenes the running, for that event depends up@gaally specific neural cause. The fear, on
the other hand, is only commensurate with the mgpnt lacks the right structure to be a cause
of the neuromuscular event. So the fear and theydaig activity are both efficacious; they just
have different effects.

Let us examine what the overdetermination and $ew&lkausation approaches imply,
respectively, for the efficacy of the c-propertys discussed in sect. 2, on several theories of
state consciousness, establishing the efficacyenitah events still leaves us with a qua problem
for the c-property, the one exception being a flanetl theory that says the property is an
exercised causal power (what | call an F1 propeRuyjting that type of theory aside for the
moment, we can see that the qua issue on the deerdeation approach arises as follows (let
the predicateC’ stand for the c-property): conscious mental evegtuses ever whilem's
supervenience base,also causes But doesn quaC causeg, or any event for that matter?nif
guaC doescause some evertthat event will be overdetermined 8yand the property af that
C supervenes on (callR): Thus, it will be the case thatquaC andn quaF each is a sufficient

cause ok. Alternatively, following Yablo’s approacim cause®” while n cause®, which
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subveneg” as a determinate. The outstanding question iswietherm quaC cause®’, or any
(macro-level) event’. If mquaC does cause an evexif then the supervenience baseof
micro-level evenk, will be caused by quaF. Mutatis mutandis, the qua issue for state
consciousness would be formulated in the same wags the overdetermination and levels-of-
causation approaches are combined, respectively higher-order theory: Instead mfand its
c-property, the above points would apply to a H@Rand its h-property.

Moving to the theory of consciousness where theisgige doesn’t arise, suppdsés an
F1 property. Then, onae's efficacy is established via one of the approaaneler
consideration (assume), there is no remaining ie$its efficacy quaC, asC is m's causing
some evenx. If we allow overdeterminatiomy's beingC is an overdetermination &f asn
would also causg. On Yablo’s approachm’'s beingC is the causation of a macro-level event
Indeed, as an F1 property,can’t be instantiated if mental events are causallyused: The
view that consciousness is a mental state’s cassinge other event is incompatible with the

view that neural events preempt mental ones framsing.

7. Conclusion

The focus of this chapter has been whether andthme traditional problems for the
causal efficacy of mental events — content exteamalanomalism, and causal exclusion — apply

to a property that some mental events instanttatesciousness. Below | summarize my results.

Content ExternalismWhether this is a problem for the efficacy of solmusness depends on

whether the c-property bears any representatiardkat, specifically content that supervenes on
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how things are outside the mind/brain. The effomaturalize consciousness has led to various
programs to reduce it to a kind of mental represert. But with the exception of narrow
representationalism in the manner of Rey’s theibigse programs invite an externalist challenge
to the property’s efficacy: If its content supergsron external conditions, how can it affect
cognition? Higher-order theories, despite redutiregproperty to internally directed
representation, do not avoid the problem, I've atlA HOT, due to its use of a self-concept
and world-directed concepts to characterize tlaeget mental states, fails to be exclusively
about an internal (mental) condition. And if a H@#presents via causal relations to its target
state as opposed to description, its semanticitgiembuld depend on that of the state it is related

to: If the target’s content is externally determiinthen the HOR’s will (partially) be.

AnomalismI've argued that while strict laws don’t seenafaply to our mental states, even
nonstrict laws subsuming the c-property aren’t ilgabparent due to the variety of mental
event sequences that the phenomenon attends. ffbspiective appearance of the property (I've
argued there is such a thing) is thus highly anomsallt may well not have that character from
the third-person perspective — as, for examplanatfonal property like global access. From that
perspective, it would presumably be evident thdy oartain mental events instantiate
consciousness (whereas through introspection altahstates appear conscious), and thereby
patterns become discernable: We might see thatiodypes of mental activity precede,
succeed, or accompany the particular mental etkatsre conscious. Indeed, | will argue in
Chapter 5 that the c-property, as higher-orderasgatation, falls into a (nonstrict) correlation

with reasoning about one’s occurrent mental states.
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Causal Exclusionlf all mental events are preempted from causin¢heir neural subvenors,

then no c-property of any mental event is efficasidBut accepting, say, overdetermination or
“levels of causation” as a solution to the exclagmwoblem does not entail that any mental event
is efficacious qua being conscious. I've argued thia qua problem arises on various theories of
state consciousness, with the exception of thasterélaluce the property to an exercised causal
power of a mental state. On that sort of view,itis¢antiation of the c-property is actually
inconsistent with causal exclusion, insofar aspitopertyis the instantiating state’s having some
effect. Of course, we can still ask regarding agieffect of a conscious mental state, whether it
is the type of effect that defines the state’sapprty. But conscious mental states necessarily

have effects qua being conscious if this view holds
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[ll. EPIPHENOMENALCONSCIOUSNESS

1. Introduction

Thomas Henry Huxley’s “conscious automaton theeryfie original term for
epiphenomenalism — holds that states of consci@ggplay no causal role in the mechanistic
system in which they take place, i.e., the braind Aince an automaton is typically regarded as a
nonmental being, those states presumably confetatitgnThus, the phrase “conscious
automaton” implies a conflation of consciousnesh wientality. For example, Huxley (1874)
writes, “The consciousness of brutes would appeaetrelated to the mechanism of their body
simply as a collateral product of its working. ...€liwolition, if they have any, is an emotion
indicative of physical changes, not a cause of shemges.” Such a passage implies that volition
is a form of consciousness, which in turn meanstttexe cannot be nonconscious volitions. But
it is now held plausible that mentality can be, aftén is, nonconsciolfs.More specifically,
mentaleventgor states) often occur nonconsciously — consaiess being a property that a
mental event may or may not instantig@@ensequently, it becomes theoretically possiblettiea
“causally closed system” that excludes consciousinetudesmental events, as discussed in
Chapter 2, section 6. This would not be epiphen@iman as it is usually understood

philosophically: the mental in toto is not an inedicious byproduct of the neural, but rather

®1 Probably since Freud. The idea of the nonconsaiterstal, however, arguably originated with Leibriho,
unlike Descartes and Locke, held that consciousfoesapperception) is not essential to mentalityere can be
“petite,” or nonconscious, perceptions.
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consciousness specifically is. On this scenaremrescious mental event’'s c-property could not
causally impact the cognitive system in which therg occurg?

While this characterization of epiphenomenal statesciousness seems correct, it should
be qualified in view of Shoemaker’s (1999) argunedmut the nature of properties. Properties
are distinct from their causal powers, Shoemakgterawls, but they metaphysically depend on
those powers for their identity. These powers araliional: To cite one of his examples,
propertyP = being knife-shapeiff P affords certain powers to the object that instdes it (e.g.,
cutting bread) when combined with other propertnesgnely,being knife-sizedndbeing made
of steel | suggest that the same theory can be applipdojgerties of states and events, including
properties of constitution. A knife-wielding evdrds the propertlgeing partly constituted by
being made of steelThat property affords the event the power to eausplitting of bread
conditionally, namely, when combined wibkeing partly constituted by being knife-shaped
being partly constituted by being knife-sizZ@dth regard to consciousness, the c-property counts
as a property of constitution if it is intrinsic tiee conscious stafé and so, per Shoemaker’s
point, it must beableto exercise certain causal powers, presumably whaerbined with other
psychological properties of the conscious stat@sTs inability to causally impact the
mind/brain (if that is so) must be due only to #tesence of the relevant circumstances, not to the

property’s being fundamentally noncausal. An epiameenal c-property should thus be

62 Consciousness would then be epiphenomenal ingchological” sense: it would be a byproduct pfacess
with no causal role in that process. The scenarimt consistent with “philosophical” epiphenomésral on which
mental phenomena, consciousness included, are diygioof physical processes. (For more on thisndison, see
Daniel Dennett [1991].) Thus, in addressing thestjoa whether consciousness — as a property ofrdaingtate — is
epiphenomenal, it is natural to assume that philb®al epiphenomenalism is false: mental states kausal roles,
and it is the efficacy of the c-property that issaue.

8 As argued in the Ch. 1, sect. 3.
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understood as one that is causally irrelesd matter of facsince the right conditions never
obtain®

Now, as discussed in Chapter 2, sect. 2, the ceptys usually construed as extrinsic in
some way, and it may seem that extrinsic or “memk¥idge” properti€s can't afford a state
causal powers, even conditional ones. Causatianseebe a “local’” matter, with a state’s
causal powers supervening exclusively on its istdproperties. If that is so, a c-property that
consists in higher-order representatidoeing represented by a distinct mental stateould
appear not to be definable in terms of the conaitigpowers it affords its instantiating state. But
it is arguable that the extrinsic properties ofaesor eventan afford it causal powers. Consider
the knife-wielding event: quiaeing constituted by being made of steelbeing knife-sizednd
... being knife-shaped causes the bread’s splitting. Such intrinsmperties not only afford the
knife-wielding causal powers or abilities, but tredgo, we may say, exert the causal force, being
in causal contact with the bread. On the other hanextrinsic property of the knife-wielding
such adeing within range of the bregdall it R)®® would not plausibly exert causal force upon
the bread. But iis partly responsible for the event’s ability to cadlse bread to split, along with
the intrinsic properties cite® can thus be defined in terms of conditional powiis such that,
when combined with certain intrinsic propertiestsfinstantiating event, affords that event the

power to cause the bread to split. Accordinglis plausible that an extrinsic property of a

% The same point applies to a physical epiphenomdfamexample, sewing machines, especially indalstries,
can produce significant vibrations (to the poirgtthibration-control devices are sometimes useadt)ttese
vibrations do not affect the accuracy of the stitgtdue to the stability of needle, feed, and lsapechanisms. But
that is not to say the vibrations couldn’t causaltgct the stitching undesomecircumstances, e.g., where said
mechanisms did not have the proper stability.

% Shoemaker uses this phrase (originated by Petet(éo designate properties whose change involvegenuine
change in the instantiating object, such as “habiegn slept in by George Washington ... being fiftlemsouth of
a burning barn... being such that Jimmy Carter isiBemt of the United States” (1999, p. 254). A raéstate’s
being represented by a distinct mental seems to fall into this category: A change inkH@R, or in the target
state’s intentional relation to it, would not charthe target state intrinsically.

 That is, the wielding’s spatial relation to thedd is such that the knife comes into contact itith
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mental state is definable in terms of the cond#lgowers it affords that state. Consider a state’s
being represented by a distinct mental stateat property’s identity would depend on the etife
that the HOR (qua its h-property) enables the stak@ve under certain psychological
conditions®’” Whether these conditional powers are ever exatdssanother matter, relevant to
whether the c-property is epiphenomenal on thisrthel'he basic premise, derived from a well-
known dictum put forth by Samuel Alexander, is tluaita property to be real is for it to afford
its instantiator causal powers. Indeed, the natilom noncausal property, one that is causally
inert in all possible scenarios, is certainly susfEeven when the phenomenon in question is
state consciousness, whose nature is still cons@le

Inasmuch as the mind/brain functions as an intedrepllection of processes — from an
act of associative thinking to an active neuromma&luit in the early visual system — to say that
state consciousness never causally affects the/lonad is to say that it is causally irrelevant to
every mental and neural process in the systemephmenomenalist about consciousness would
make this claim, but of course the non-epiphenofistmeeed not hold the contrary claim, i.e.,
consciousness is causally relevanaltqorocesses. She need only hold the (far more fhi)si
contradictory claim: There are some processes tohwdonsciousness is causally relevant. Thus,
it is theoretically possible that consciousnesspiphenomenal to some processes and not others,

meaning that there are processes in which instasfdeg c-property are causally relevant, and

7 As argued in Ch. 2, sect. 2, the efficacy of H@Ra their h-properties is necessary to the efficddie target
state’s c-property whether we consider the c-pryerd the h-propertgomplementsi.e., constituting a relation
between the states), or whether the c-propertyeiein the target'accompanyinghe HOR'’s instantiation of the h-
property.

%8 | have in mind here nomological possibility. Undetural laws, every actual-world phenomenosdme
circumstances would afford certain causal poweitstbearer (in the case of properties) or hasiredausal
powers itself (in the case of events). This claarmetaphysical truth on Shoemaker’s view, certagelyms
plausible with regard to physical phenomena, aedthysicality of state consciousness is a crediijpp@thesis. The
claim does not entail, however, that for a phenamerand a given object or systemthe power to affect under
certain circumstances must be amaisgconditional powers. And so while consciousnesstrhave certain
conditional powers, the potential to affect the dimain need not be among them. But what other &frtting
couldit affect, if not the mind/brain?
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processes in which they fail to be (and, of coupsecesses in which the property is not
instantiated at all). We should be clear, therywbat it means for the c-property to be
epiphenomenal to a cognitive process. Here issadpproximation of a definition: Let. be a
conscious mental event causally involved in prodessdm the nonconscious version of that
same event. The c-propertyraf is epiphenomenal 0 iff that property’s being instantiated is

not necessary for to occur exactly as it does. We can generalizedéfinition as follows:

(¢) A propertyP of an eventin a causal procedsis an epiphenomenon ofiff €s beingP is

not necessary for's occurring exactly as it does.

While () may be prima facie reasonable, it proves inadequgon closer inspection.
First, the RHS of the biconditionaliissufficientfor the LHS:T can obtain independently ek
beingP and yetP can fail to be an epiphenomenonTlofor the simple reason thRtmay not be
aneffectof T. Outside the mental sphere, consider a brickhflas the “process” by which a
window is shatteredBeing red suppose, is a property of the brick and henaenatituent of the
process, but clearly the window would shatter dydbe same way were the brick any other
color. So the brick’®eing red is unnecessary to the occurrence ofrtbeeps. Yet the color is
not an epiphenomenon, because it is not an effébedrick’s flight. In contrast, bodily
tremblingis an effect of the abnormal brain waves constituéingpileptic fit.

The second problem witl)(is perhaps more interesting. The RHS is arguabty
requiredfor the LHS:T's occurrence can depend €a beingP while P is nevertheless
epiphenomenal. Suppose teat beingP is a nomologically necessary effect of some peint

ainT; then, ife were notP (ceteris paribusyg would not occur and@ would not occur as it does
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(or at all). Yet it is doubtful the®’s mere nomological necessity Teestablishes its causal role in
T. To give just one example: Physical laws entait thtrain can’t run without vibrating to some
degree, increasing in temperature, emitting souankew, etc.; but it is counterintuitive to say
these effects play causal roles in the train’s mmim virtue of being nomologically
indispensable. They are plausibly still considezpghbhenomena. Thus, it appeatsghould
revised as follows: A properfy of an evene in a causal processis an epiphenomenon ofiff

€'s beingP is an effect ofl that plays no causal role Tn

My objective in this chapter is, first, to elucidand further refines]. In doing so, |
explain the notion of a causal process and whaedns, respectively, for an event and an event
property to play a causal role in a process. Watfard to the c-property specifically, since it is
held to be relational by some theorists and initiby others? | also examine how the property
on either type of view would fit the descriptionaf epiphenomenon of a cognitive process.
Understanding what it is for state consciousnesetepiphenomenal thus comprises the first
part of my discussion.

Next, | examinavhya phenomenon that is nomologically necessarye@thcess that
gives rise to it (i.e., its “base process”) doesthereby play a causal role in that process. What
is the metaphysical justification for our intuititimat the nomological tie is insufficient? With
regard to state consciousness, the inquiry is itapbbecause we can reasonably suppose that a
given instance of the property is produced by mentaeural events according to psychological
or physical laws, and so its failure to be instatetil entails, under those same laws, the
prevention of its base process. Yet several thisomisuld resist attributing a causal role to
consciousness merely on this basis. Velmans, famele, writes, “Conscious contents that

follow given forms of information processing cannot beuthht of as entering into that

% As discussed in Ch. 2, sect. 2.
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processing” (1991, sect. 9.1). Block makes a singi@m: “[I]f P-consciousness is ... a
byproduct of and supervenient on certain kindstdrimation processing, then P-consciousness
in that respect will appear to have no functior@4Ia, p. 403). Presumably, these assertions
would be maintained even if consciousnessessarilyfollowed or arose as a byproduct of
certain kinds of information processing. | do nsjpdite the general claim that nomological
necessity is insufficient for causal relevanceped | intend to show why it is insufficient,

based on causal theory. But | will also argue timet type of side-effect presents an exception to

this tenet, and furthermore that state consciossmeg fall into that category.

2.The Nature of Epiphenomena

| will assume the following two properties are malty exclusive:being epiphenomenal
to process Tandhaving a causal role in.T take a process to be an event or causal
chain/network of events. The concept is clearlggnal to epiphenomenalism, for we consider an
eventx epiphenomenal only insofar as it is caused byants that is also part of a causal chain
distinct fromy->x; sayy—>z. We can then say thats an epiphenomenon g9z if x is not
causally relevant ta. Thus, whilex is caused by, x is not an epiphenomenon yfbut rather of

theprocesshat subsumeg which becomes the base process. Sf

' To sayx is an epiphenomenon pis to say it is caused lyyand lacks a causal roleynwhich it does. But they
must be the sort of thingcould coherentlyplay a causal role in; otherwisis epiphenomenality tg becomes
trivial. And X's playing a causal role iy as opposed to causigigwould require thay itself be a causal
chain/network. It follows that only a process isadogically suited to have epiphenomena.
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Most cases of epiphenomenality are forking causains of this kind; yet | think that
more is implied by the notion of epiphenomenalitgmely, a disparity in significance between
the epiphenomenon and the last event(s) in thegrasess, which we may call its outcome(s).
Specifically, the epiphenomenon is secondary tmtiteome with regard to our interests and/or
teleological intuitions. This means that, relativehe outcome, we are less interested in the
epiphenomenon and/or we feel it is not the rebaltfbrgoing events in the process are tending
to. For example, while we do not consider a cougbtioer symptoms of the common cold
insignificant, we are generally more interestethminfection of cells in the upper respiratory
tract by the rhinovirus, as that informs our attésrgi curing and preventing the affliction. And
teleologically, we feel that the rhinoviral activis tending toward that infection, not toward
producing coughing or congestion. Note that thed@kEnglish Dictionary (1993) defines
“epiphenomenon” as “a secondary symptom occurriitly avdisease but not necessarily
regarded as its result.” While this is given aseadiwal definition, | think the implication of
secondary status is generally carried by the daiohim and its synonyms: a side-effect implies
there is a “central effect,” a byproduct impliegr@ain product.” Without this disparity in
significance we are less inclined to call one ef thusal chains epiphenomenal. Consider a
chess clock: pressing the button on one’s sideesanise’s clock to stop, the opponent’s clock to
start, and the button on his side to rise. Theobtgtrising is an effect of the causal chain
beginning with the pressing and ending with thekl® starting, and is causally irrelevant to it.
But it's counterintuitive to call it “epiphenomefigince (i) we're just as interested in that result
as we are in the starting clock: the opponent neetle able to do the same to one’s clock, and

the rising button gives him the means to do thad; @) we have no sense that the pressing is

"L If an epiphenomenon is caused by the last eventtwome, of a process, no causal fork is entaidsb, a
modification to the schema must be made in the chaa epiphenomenal evamioperty, as will be discussed.
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tending toward starting the clock as opposed ®irgithe button. We simply have a forking
process with two outcomes.

Such a disparity in significance between outconepiphenomenon is (quite arguably)
not “given” in nature. So while there are mind-ipdadent features of the world we can cite in
defining an epiphenomenon — causal forks, proceasesinefficacy — it also seems there is a
subjective aspect to the definition: the lessaustave attribute to an epiphenomenon. Of course,
admitting this anthropocentric criterion means thate can be nobjectively determinednswer
to the question whether an event is epiphenonféraid with regard to consciousness, the
criterion is not only subjective, but difficult tpply: If consciousness is a causally irrelevant
effect of some mental or neural process, is it $ggsificant (in the senses explained) than any
behavioral or cognitive outcome(s) of that procas&?might, for instance, insist that
consciousness has a high intrinsic value to ussajust as significant as those outcomes.
Nonetheless, theilis an objectively determined answer to the questibather an event is
causally irrelevant to its base process. So adbdeproblem remains: does consciousness play a
causal role in the mind/brain?

Let’s look at causal-role playing more closely. €ider a basic case where procéss
e;2> 6,20 (that is, eveng; causes evem, ande, causes outcome eveas)t For a phenomenaoX
to play a causal role in Tit must be (i) identical witke, or e;; (ii) a property ofe; that is causally
relevant toey; or (iii) a property ok, that is causally relevant o X can alsglay a causal role

with regard toT, which is to sayis (iv) an event that is n@t, e, oro, but is a cause of any of

"2 This is not to say there aren't scenarios wheréypieally apply the criterion in a certain way. Consider, fo
example, the process of men engaging in a buildingect: One effect of that causal network of egasthe
building’s completion; another is, say, the shadtived the moving men and equipment cast on a ¥édl hold the
former to be the outcome and the latter the epipimemon, since we are typically more interestethénbuilding’s
completion. But there can always be atypical judgtimef significance: Suppose a theater directoentes the
construction process because she wants to créatekdrop of silhouetted construction activity fosaene in a play.
Relative to her interests, the outcome of the medethe shadows cast on the wall, while worleslieg to a
completed building is the epiphenomenon.
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these events; or (v) a property of such an evettistrelevant to causirgy, e, oro. An
examplelet e, = the rotating of a bicycle’s pedaks,= the chain’s circulating, amul= the back
wheel’s turning. 1fX is a pushing of the pedals plays a causal rolith regard toT, since it is
an event that causes if X is being constituted e flexibility of a pair of link$® it plays a
causal role ifT, since it is a property @& that is causally relevant tg and so on. Now,
assumingX does not fit any of the descriptions (i)-(v), itnst necessarily an epiphenomenon of
T: it also must be caused by e, oro. So in the present exampleXis a squeaking noise, it is
an epiphenomenon dfif it is an effect of the pedals’ rotating, the ofia circulating, or the
wheel’s turning. It follows from these definitiotizat “being epiphenomenal to procd3sand
“having a causal role in/with regardT6 are contrary predicates: They cannot both be difuse
phenomenoiX, but they can both be fals¢falls into this “middle ground” if it is causally
unrelated tdr. Then, it has no causal role in/with regard tmor is it an epiphenomenon Bf

To be an epiphenomenonBfX must be an effect @&, e,, or o, which would mean that it is
causallyrelatedto T.

We can also define these properties relative togaitive systen® as opposed to a
causal process. Let us say a cognitive systemtes, alia, a collection of causal processes. If
mental phenomenaxX has a causal role i, then there is some procéss Ssuch thaX meets
one of the criteria (i)-(v) qud. If X lacks a causal role i, then every processin Sis such
thatX is either causally unrelated Toor epiphenomenal t6. And if X is an epiphenomenon of
S then some set of procesgem SproducesK and (1)X is causally irrelevant to all events4n
and (2)X is causally unrelated to any procdss SexceptZ.

Phenomena that hawtlity | define as a subclass of the causal role-playetbe

following way: Assume thaX plays a causal role ifi If o is beneficialto the greater system that

3 See Ch. 1, sect. 3, for an explanation of progexf constitution.
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T is a part of, we can say thét use is to help produae Suppose that state consciousness has
the effect of interfering with habitual volitionptocesses: the more states in those processes are
conscious, the slower and more inefficiently thegesses run. State consciousness would then
have a causal role in that regard but not utitgce these effects are not beneficial to the
creature. Given this distinction, an anti-epipheeraalist about consciousness need not argue
that it has a utility, but only that it plays a saurole. Accordingly, the epiphenomenalist needs
to argue that consciousness fails to play a caotaln or with regard to any process in the
mind/brain, not merely that it fails to benefit theature.

Still more specifically, the epiphenomenalist margfue that consciousness meets criteria

(ii) and (iii) below for at least one proceEsn the mind/brain:

(¢") A phenomenoiX is an epiphenomenon of a proc&sff X is (i) neither a causally relevant
property nor a causally efficient eventlin(ii) caused by some eventTnand (iii) secondary (in

the senses explained) to the outcome(§). of

Note that £) refines €) by accommodating epiphenomenal events as weN@st properties,
and by adding a criterion (iii) that serves toidgtish a base process witmumber of

outcomes and number ofepiphenomena, from a process wjttx outcomes. Observe that if we
don’t include (iii), it follows that for any forkigp proces$ where no causal chain “feeds back”
into F, each last evemof a chain is both an outcomeffaind an epiphenomenon of whatever
chaine branches from. In other words, every outcome, atenits significance, can be
considered epiphenomenal relative to some othechraf the process. So for example, we are

committed to the following: Relative to a brain pess whose last event is a miniscule rise in
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temperature in the motor cortex, a walking movencanised by that process is epiphenomenal,
since the movement is caused by the process ambhzausal role in it. As discussed, | think
such a usage would contravene our semantic inbgitatoout “epiphenomenon”: the importance
of the movement and our sense that it is the perpbthe motor potential would disincline us to
call it epiphenomenal relative to the heating pssc®ut if (iii) is stipulated away (in order to
avoid any subjectivity in the definition), we stilave the issue | am primarily concerned with;
namely, whether consciousness meets (i) and g, pdays any causal role in any other process
in the mind/brain that includés

Furthermore, note that condition (ii) is the sousEéhe claim that an epiphenomenon is
indispensable from its base process. For if thewvaT are causally sufficient, under certain
natural laws and circumstances, 1t outcome as well as fof, then, ifX (ceteris paribus) did
not occur, neither would that outcome (assumingetrents inT are also necessary for the
outcome). Wher&X = epiphenomenal eveatandT = eventc causing everft David Lewis

(1993) expresses the scenario as follows:

Suppose thatis an epiphenomenal effect of a genuine causfean effect. That is,c
causes firse and therf, bute does not caude Suppose further that, given the laws and
some of the actual circumstancespuld not have failed to causgand that, given the
laws and others of the circumstandesyuld not have been caused otherwise tham Ly
seems to follow that if the epiphenomeredmad not occurred, then its causeould not
have occurred and the further efféof that same cause would not have occurred either.

(p. 203)



77

Thus, the base proces®f is dependent on the epiphenomenon, and this depeads

grounded in laws and circumstances. We mighicsaynomo-circumstantiallygufficient fore,

and thud is nomo-circumstantially dependent@r_ewis’ “problem of epiphenomena,” then, is
that this dependence seems to @gwerole in causingunder his counterfactual account of
causation. | discuss his solution in sect. 4. Few,n simply point out that the scenario seems to
entail that the epiphenomenonnslispensabldrom its base process.

But is it really? In particular, why should we obsethe ceteris paribus constraint when
assessing’s dispensability? It may be, for example, noma@emstantially necessary that a
moving train cause a moving shadow (the circumstamnecluding daytime, clear skies, etc.). It
is implausible, though, to say the shadow’s ocawreds thereby indispensable to the train’s
running, for we could in principle alter the circstances (e.g., run the train through a tunnel or
at night) in such a way that the same process saitinout the epiphenomenon under the same
laws* Now, it remains the case under determinism thetsifcircumstances had been different a
change to the laws would be entailed. But thetfzatt another instance of the process type could
occur in different circumstances and not yieldebg@henomenon is arguably enough to
establish its dispensability.

A certain kind of case, however, poses a diffictiythis approach. Suppose the
circumstances under which the epiphenomenon isrgestkare necessary to the base process,
perhaps insofar as the “circumstances” simply lagaritrinsic, causally relevant properties of the
events in the process. Natural laws entail thatrdnae can’t run without producing a variety of

effects in virtue of its physical nature, such @sating to some degree, increasing in

" We might individuate the process so as to inctheecircumstances: e.g., the train moving durirgdaytime,
under clear skies etc. The identity of the processid then depend on the circumstances being itepBut
without any independent motivation for admittinglsa process into our ontology, the inclusion esthrelational
properties of the moving train as constituents bexzoad hoc.
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temperature, emitting sound waves, displacing ailesules, etc. Some of these can be
construed as epiphenomenal events (the sound wawidspthers being epiphenomenal
properties (the heating), but the case’s releveatife is the same: The train’s physical nature,
which nomologically entails the epiphenomena dutigprocess, cannot be altered without
abolishing the process. So any other instanceeoptbcess type would still yield instances of the
epiphenomenon types, insofar as the same laws bet'd. say that such epiphenomena, those
that arise from conditions essential to their j@®eesses, amomological byproducisas
opposed to mere nomo-circumstantial byproducts asahe train’s casting a shadow or
reflecting in a car window. Only the former, thane indispensable to their base processes — and
in the nomological sense, not the logical or meyafal one.

With regard to state consciousness in particatéght it be a nomological byproduct of
certain kinds of neural processes? Let's examicgu@le of processes often associated with

consciousness:

(i) The Willed-Action System (WAS). Any consciousliion to make a certain bodily

movement is preceded by a certain readiness pak€éRf) and lateralized readiness potential
(LRP) occurring in the motor cortéx Call a particular R, and a particular LRB. Thee; e,
process then has a certain movement as its outanthesuppose, also engenders a conscious
volition to so move (occurring aftes but before the movement) as its epiphenomenon., Now
RPs and LRPs also precede nonconsciously initrat@gements, so these kinds of potential need

not generate a conscious volition. Perhaps, thénthe nature of;>e; in particular that,

> The LRP was found by P. Haggard and M. Eimer ()999recede the reported time of the conscioulstavil
move by 50-100 ms. Prior to lateralizing to the feggrhere that will control the movement, the potnticcurs on
both left and right sides of the motor cortex asradiness potential (RP) that Libet et al. (198®)wed to occur
350-400 ms prior to the reported time of the camseiwill to move. Haggard and Eimer hypothesized the LRP,
unlike the RP, is the cause of a specific movemwttjusta movement.
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together with psycho-neural laws, causally necatesitthe conscious volition. This would mean
the conscious volition is a nomological byproduicthat process, and indispensable for it.
Alternatively, the conscious volition isr@mo-circumstantiabyproduct ofe;> e, meaning that,
first, conditions obtain in other parts of the WA®.g., prefrontal cortex, cingular cortex, basal
ganglia — that enable the potentials to producedmscious volition; and, second, that were
these conditionsot in place, the potentials would yield exactly thene movement
nonconsciously. The conscious volition is thenspensable epiphenomenon, for (in principle)

those conditions could be eliminated aat>e, would run in the same way.

(i) Focal-Attentive Processing (FAP). Distinguishas relatively slow, serial, and limited in
informational capacity, FAP is believed to be cllysaquired for a variety of outcomes,
including the identification of novel stimuli, optal learning and memorization, and flexible
action planning, which are subserved by variousigpeed systems in the brain. FAP seems to
depend on some mental events — whether percemtrahsughts — being conscious: “When
consciousness is absent, focal-attentive processugually absent,” writes Velmans (1991,
sect. 7). Yet, as Velmans points out, FAP begitisrbehe onset of consciousness, which is in
fact aneffectof that processing: “The processes which enable irdtion to be integrated into a
particular conscious stasdso enable that information to be broadcast to otlaetspf the

system. Consciousnesssultsfrom such focal-attentive processing but doesembér into[i.e.,
causally influence] it.” This claim presumably medhat consciousness is an epiphenomenon of

FAP.”® However, given the way the brain is built, “therdiption of consciousness is also likely

8 And of the cognitive system as a whole, givenctasm that neither is consciousness causally irsdin any
subsequennformation processing Velmans emphasizes, | shoate, that consciousness is epiphenomenal only
from the third-person perspective. “[FJrom a fipgtrson perspective, things look very different . nsmousness
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to interfere with at least some aspects of (norfo&idl-attentive processing.” For example,
blindsighted patients, who lack phenomenal constiess of a part of their visual field, can
identify properties of stimuli in that field on fmed-guess trials, but cannot, it seems, voluntarily
initiate responses toward such stimi#i suggesting that phenomenal consciousness is
nomologically linked to the transmission of visdaka to modules subserving voluntary
control”® Now, if consciousness is a nomological byprodidi¢hormal) FAP, it is causally
necessitated by FAP plus psycho-neural laws. Owttier hand, if it is a nomo-circumstantial
byproduct of FAP, then it is causally necessitditgdAP, psycho-neural laws, and conditions
unessential to FAP, perhaps other processes ruimayallel to it. In the latter case (but not in
the former), consciousness is dispensable from B&Rhe elimination of the relevant
circumstances would prevent the states from beageonscious and FAP would still run

normally.

Until we know more about the neural conditions isight to generate conscious states,
we cannot determine whether they are nomologicabano-circumstantial byproducts of the
base processes cited in (i) and (ii). So we caahptesent rule out the former, i.e., the
possibility that consciousness is an indispensapilghenomenon of FAP or certain kinds of
motor potential, in the way that, say, the produtf steam is ineliminable from cooking
processes that include boiling water. Which mebhasdefiningepiphenomenal consciousness as

an eliminable phenomenon is questionable. Furthexntbere is an important difference

appears to exert@ntralinfluence on human affairs,” he writes. And on ‘liesmplementarity” view, both
perspectives are equally valid.

" See, for example, A.J. Marcel (1986).

8 Velmans' thesis, as he sometimes states it, tt@sciousness is not necessargrgform of information
processing — probably because he is arguing f@hepiomenality, and equates dispensability with
epiphenomenality. But, as | have been arguing,hegripmena can be necessary to their base procgsses.
consciousness can be an indispensable effect ofaidocal-attentive processing and still lack asauole in that
processing.
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between a nomo-circumstantial byproduct in the chsecomplex, integrated system like the
brain, and one that occurs in a nonintegrated systesituation. Consider the reflection of the
moving train in the car window: this epiphenomemodispensable since we can simply remove
a circumstance that is a necessary condition fei.#., the car — and the train would run as
before. Similarly, it may be that the brain carréengineered so that a neural circumstance
necessary for a particular FAP to yield conscioasrmes not obtain, and that FAP runs just the
same. But this re-engineering may well disrupt sother process thaibesdepend on that

neural circumstance. If that is so, the instancgtatie consciousness that is dispensable from that
FAP will not be dispensabfeom the systemAnd the theorist who casts epiphenomenal
consciousness in terms of dispensability will ofitse hold that it is eliminable while preserving
the functioning ofll cognitive processes. This scenario, first, magiktite transgression of
natural laws; and, second, is an unnecessarilpgttaim for the epiphenomenalist. As
discussed, the epiphenomenalist need only argtistdita consciousnetsls toplay a causal

role in any process in the mind/brain, and that it ntleetmore specific criteria given by for

at least one cognitive process. And the causdiicaely of a side-effect is arguably consistent
with its indispensability. In sect. 4, | examinewthis is so from the perspective of causal
theory; at this point, | refer to the cases of nlmygal byproducts as intuitive support: e.g., the
sound waves that are nomologically ineliminablertteving train do not cause it to move.

Thus, dispensability is an improper constraint updgheory of epiphenomenality: A
property or evenX epiphenomenal to a procebss not necessarily dispensable. Yet certain
accounts of what makes mentality or consciousngighienomenal suggest thatsta proper
constraint. Let us first note that Huxley (1874)ag empirical support for the epiphenomenality

of consciousness (i.e., mentality, on his undedsitey) by citing cases where it is apparently
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unnecessary to behavidy:frog with a partial leucotomy that, Huxley suppdsrendered the
animal unconscious was still able to walk, hop,nsvaind perform other reflex-like actions. In
another example, Dr. Mesnet observes a Frenchesoldth brain damage to occasionally fall
into a trance-like state during which he could stirry out many complex actioni&/e can
conclude from this dafathat consciousness is epiphenomenal, but to tifése cases as
representative of epiphenomenal consciousnessatggests that dispensability (with no
behavioral or cognitive deficitg)efines or is necessary to, epiphenomenality — whenah fa
there are indispensable epiphenomena. The suggdéstammes explicit in Flanagan’s (1997)
remark that an epiphenomenal consciousness wowd'dhspensable cog in the machine.” The
machine could very well require an epiphenomenascmusness for the operation of certain
processes, just as a car engine requires fumesdghausted for ideal levels of horsepower.
Indispensable epiphenomena, | would add, can @said to “make a difference” to
their base processes, depending on what we takedinon to mean. Note, for example,
William Robinson’s (2012) claim that “the leadingtieepiphenomenalist intuition” is that “the
mentalmakes a differenc® the physical, i.e., that it leads to behavi@t twould not have
happened in absence of the mental.” On Robinsamistoual, then, to say a phenomenon makes
a difference to behavior is just to say it is agssary condition of a certain behavior. But again,
this criterion of non-epiphenomenality alone doessecure a causal role for the mental, as a
mental event can be a necessary condition of adrghaviorandan epiphenomenon of the
neural process that did cause the behavior —ine/of being a nomological byproduct of that
process. Given these considerations, we shouldreegunon-epiphenomenal consciousness to

have acausal rolein the system rather than merely to be inelimiadldm cognitive processing.

" The premises aren't entirely empirical, of coutsés theorized that the leucotomized animal arelgoldier in
the “trance” are not conscious of their actions.
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3. The C-Property and Epiphenomenal Events

As discussed, definitiorz() accommodates both events and event properties as
epiphenomena. So an epiphenomenon of a causalsgroaer be (i) an event produced by the
process that is not a cause of the outcome; oa fnoperty of one of the events in the process
(whose instantiation was caused by earlier eventisa process) that is not causally relevant to
the outcome. Naturally, an epiphenomenal c-propedyld conform to scenario (ii). But where
the property is the state’s relation to some othental event, the property’s causal relevance to
the outcome will depend on whether that eventdauese of the outcome. Following principle
Q.2if an evenix has an effeab qua being related to another evgrtheny must be a cause of
(qua being related toin a complementary way). Soyfis inefficacious — if it is an
epiphenomenon of the process that yieldsthenx does not cause qua being related tp
Scenario (i), which concerns epiphenomenal eveatstherefore be relevant to whether the c-
property is epiphenomenal.

Suppose the c-property is what | called an F1 ptgpe Chapter 2: a mental evemts
causing some other mental evengsyuppose further thatis part of a causal process that
yields outcome. Here, an everdthat is an effect ah and causes will causeo quabeing an
effect oim iff m cause® quabeing the cause & Perhaps we have a causal chrathe—>o0, or
perhapsis a cause of other events that enabte cause. (Clearly,e's occurrence depends on
m, and in that respect it causepartly in virtue ofbeing the effect ah.) In any case, ié were

not a cause a, thenm's c-property — its being the causeesf would make no difference to its

80 see Ch. 2, sect. 2.
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ability to cause. Scenario (i) is relevant in a similar wayifs c-property is itdeing
represented by a HQRvhich may be merelgn's accompanying the HOR'’s instantiation of the
h-property, as discussed in Chapter 2, sect.tBatfc-property is causally relevantagothen the
HOR (qua its h-property) must causen virtue of accompanying. This is to say botim and
the HOR are necessaryds occurrence. It follows that's c-property will not be causally
relevant to the outcome if the HOR is not a cadse  the HOR is brought about by the
proces8' but is not a cause of then it cannot be a causemdua its h-property. And so's
accompanying that HOR will make no differencerte ability to cause.

| should add that there is a third descriptiommfepiphenomenon to which the c-property
can conform: In scenario (i), any propeypf epiphenomenal eveats surely also
epiphenomenal to the process in question, assutmaighe process causeduaF. A causally
relevant property is a property of a cause, $oiff causally relevant to the outcome, tleanust
be a cause of the outcome; but this result conties/éhe assumption thats epiphenomenal. So
F must be epiphenomenal along wiHOne situation where the c-property fits thisdhir
description is as follows: An epiphenomenon ofrtiental process of answering a test question
might be anxiety (assume a low-level anxiety th@sdnot affect the correctness or timing of the
answer). The anxiety is naturally construed asrgomg mental event (perhaps mental state)
distinct from the series of cogitations that givies to it®* So the c-property of that event (if it is

consciousanxiety) would also be epiphenomenal to the pmckselated scenario is based on

81 Oftentimes, the HOR may be brought about by noscionss states in the process. The empirical liteeadn
voluntary movement suggests one example of thisipitis/. Based on Haggard and Eimer’s (1999) resué can
plausibly suppose that (i) a nonconscious volitimmove in a certain way supervenes on the LRFhar
movement; (ii) the nonconscious volition has a edusle in producing the movement; (iii) the nonscious
volition is a cause of a suitable HOR coming tocawpany it, rendering it conscious. As RosenthadD@otes,
“The best interpretation of the Libet-Haggard réesinivolves a lag between the initial occurrencéhefvolition and
its becoming conscious” (p. 833).

82 Under certain cognitive conditions including thedief that the test is difficult, the desire towell, doubts about
one’s abilities, etc.
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the theoretical assumption that mental procesges@phenomena of neural processes, entailing
that each thought, mental image, etc. seeminglglu@a in arriving at the answer to the test
guestion is epiphenomenal to the neural processites the causal work. It follows that the c-
property of any such thought, mental image, etaldialso be epiphenomenal to that neural

process.

4. The Causal Status of Side-Effects

The definitions of causal-role playing and epiphaeaality | have given clearly trade on
the notions of causal efficacy and relevance. Kangle, an epiphenomenon is an event
produced by a process that is efitcaciousqua the outcome, or a property so produced that is
notcausally relevanto the outcome. In this section | consider howotss views about the
nature of causation might justify a contention iripin these definitions: A side-effect lacks a
role in its base process, despite the fact thasitheeeffect’s occurrence is presumably governed
by physical or psychological laws, and is thus nlmgically tied to the process’s outcome. Now,
terms like “side-effect” and “byproduct” dmply causal inefficacy/irrelevance, and
“epiphenomenon” is even parttiefinedin terms of causal inertness. But since thesets\ard
properties can fulfill some of the traditional erita for efficacy/relevance, it is worth assessing
how they come up short. | will argue that David li€wounterfactual solution to the problem of
epiphenomena — i.e., the problem of distinguisi@pighenomena from genuine causes — is the

right approach.
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Let us consider schema for two kinds of epiphena@t&irscenario discussed in the last

section, spelling out the relations of necessity suifficiency involved:

(i) Eventeis causally necessary for outcomand causally sufficient for epiphenomenal event
b.
(i) Eventey is causally necessary fes, which in turn is causally necessary oidn addition,e;

is causally sufficient foe, qua epiphenomenal propeiyof e,.

Regarding (i), under the laws and circumstanieés necessary fato occur, and hence for
(via the transitivity of necessity§.Regarding (i), under the laws and circumstanegs,
instantiatingB is necessary fag to occur, and hence for Such relations ground certain
counterfactuals: For example fafdid not occur, thee would not and neither woulal

However, the necessity bfandB to the outcomes of their respective base procegses
widely held, is not enough to confer them rolegemerating those outcomes. For example,
Gabriel Segal and Elliott Sober (1991) assert‘thiatperties of causes that are necessary for
their effects need not be efficacious”; so in @)is a property of a cause ofe;) and necessary
for o, yet this need not entdls causal relevancy t Why not? Prima facie, on both intuitive
and pragmatic grounds. Intuitively, the symptoma disease, though nomologically tied to its
progress, do not “make” those stages happen; slyitafired gun’s heating up doesn'’t propel
the bullet through the barrel. Pragmatically, faygnany process, we greatly multiply the

number of causes of the outcome by admitting tbegss’s many nomologically necessary

8 f the event leading to the outcome is not neagdsat only sufficient (or sufficient together witiiher
events/conditions), a necessary effect of that ewéhof course not be necessary for the outcoragtransitivity.
But in that case, the epiphenomenon functionsdikéNUS condition (see n. 84) for the outcome: E¥éris not a
necessarpart of the event(s) sufficient for the outcome, asciturs later, it is still necessarythe sufficient
condition’s occurrence.
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effects as causes: Is it useful to have such aipiai of “causes”? But the most important
reasons for the inefficacy of side-effects, thogeitg to do strictly with the metaphysics of
causation, are perhaps not immediately apparemte shese events fulfill major criteria for
causal potency: First, they are at least INUS damts for the outcomes of their base
processe&? since they are necessary for those outcomes &nolecond, they may meet the
criterion of temporal priority to the outcome ti@bften added to accounts based on necessary
and sufficient conditions. Third, side-effects falio law-like regularities with the outcom®&s.
Consider scenario (i): the necessityedd o may be explained by a law on which altype
events are preceded byype events, and the sufficiencyefor b may hold in virtue of a law
that alle-type events are followed lytype events. And ib-type events precedetype events,
we haveb-type events regularly precedingype events. For example, during certain histbrica
periods, deaths by musket balls were regularlygated by musket ball firings; as a result, many
epiphenomenal properties and events necessitatdwbg firings regularly preceded the deaths:
musket barrels becoming hot, smoke, loud cracks Aetd fourth, as will be discussed, the
outcomes are (prima facie) counterfactually depehdpon side-effects, which for Lewis entails
causal dependence.

One criterion for causal efficacy that byproductsyrfail is spatial contiguity with the

outcomes of their base processes. On Curt JohnsBeisa(1993) view, an evexitauses an

8 An INUS (insufficient but necessary part of an eoessary but sufficient) condition is minimally wigmeant
by “cause,” according to John L. Mackie (1965).

8 As discussed i€h. 2, sect. 5, finding regularities that assodiagec-property with specific mental or behavioral
event types is difficult. But even if theyerefound, we would have evidence for nomologicaltiefes subsuming
consciousness, which is arguably insufficient fag property to play a causal role. For the c-priypmay fall into a
regularity with mental or behavioral event typas a result of both the c-property dissuing from the same
cause, with the former being a side-effect. Ros@r{#008) makes this point with regard to voluntaehaviors:
There surely are “some distinctive types of behathat occur ... only when the relevant volitionsdesires are
conscious. ... But that by itself does not show thatconsciousness of those motivational statesay role in
making those behaviors possible. ... [T]he very fexcthat result in those behaviors may also causedlitions
and desires to be conscious” (p. 6). Whether surduaal fork entails the inefficacy of the sideeeffis, of course,
the very issue | am taking up in this section.
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eventy iff xis sufficient fory; the temporal endpoint afand temporal starting point gfare the
same; and the spatial cut wherends and the spatial cut wherbegins are the same. So
returning to scenario (i), assuraés also sufficient foo, and that it shares a temporal point and
spatial cut witho per Ducasse’s definition. Now, byproduct eviemay share the same temporal
point (its endpoint in time may be the sam@'adeginning point), and thus be temporally
contiguous witho. But it seems that if the spatial cut at whachegins is shared with it cannot
also be shared withy, asb is (ex hypothesi) not an event subsumed in

Yet it is not entirely clear thdt must fail the spatial contiguity criterion qaai.e., that it
not share the spatial nexus witlalong witho's sufficient causes. For example, le¢ = a large
rock’s rolling downhill occupying region of spa8dat its furthest downward limit) at tinteo =
a sapling’s bending starting withiatt; andb = an unsettling of dust endingtatf the spatial
nexus betweea ando consists in @eometric correspondent@tween certain spatial poirgs
occupies at and certain ones thatoccupies at the next instant, then surely the pladicles are
precluded from standing the same&eometric relation to the points that constittie start of
the sapling’s bending. But Ducasse’s notion ofigpabntiguity is based on treharedset of
spatial pointsS betweere ando. He writes, “One identical space-tiraet marks both the end of
the cause process and the beginning of the effeceps ... the cut itself ... having no space-
time dimension at all” (129). On this construakeéems several preceding events can share the
same spatial nexus with the outcome: after atipthe ando can overlap on a dimensionl&gs
why note, b, ando? Moreover, consider scenario (ii), where the epi@menality of an intrinsic
property of a cause afis at issue. Suppose the rolling rock has not ankettled dust, but also
slightly increased in temperature as a resultsofmbtion. We would like to cast the warming as

causally irrelevant to the sapling’s bending, diesjps nomological ties to that event. But it



89

seems the property satisfies Ducasse’s spatiaigeoiyt requirement: If the rolling-rock event
takes ugb att, surely the rising of rock’s temperature does all.\Wwhe main problem with
Ducasse’s spatiotemporal nexus criterion, howaserot that it (arguably) fails to exclude
byproducts as causes. Rather, it is that the rexpgint excludes less proximate events in a causal
chain leading t@. Intuitively, we would like to call a brief tremdinat caused the rock’s descent

a cause of the sapling’s bending, the tremor bpargof the causal history of the latter event.

But there is no temporal or spatial nexus betwhertremor and the outcome, as the rock’s
descent intervenes.

Perhaps, then, the fact that the base procesfigent for the outcome blocks a side-
effect from being causally efficacious/relevant. €zenario (i)b is necessary fag to occur, and
hence fo. But if e is necessargind sufficienfor 0,2’ it seems nothing else is needed to produce
0, including any event that supervenesean results frome. As Yablo formulates the exclusion
thesis for events: “If an everts causally sufficient for an eveptthen no event* distinct
from x is causally relevant tg’ (1992, p. 247). Alternativelyg may be a member of some set of
events sufficient foo (and forb, ex hypothesi). Now is necessary for that set to obtain, since
it Is necessary fog to obtain. But since the set is sufficient épiit seemd$ must be excluded as
a cause ob, despite being a necessary conditionofddowever, the same problem besets this
approach as the one based on the causal nexusoaritgamely, unwanted exclusion. Consider
the causal chaie;>e,~>0, wheree; ande, are each necessary and sufficient for their rasec

succeeding event. Sinegis sufficient foro, e; is excluded as a causewmfYet each is plausibly

% And the temporal one, if we suppose the partidelamperature increase only lasts until the tempsteating point
of the sapling’s bending.

87 Ducasse of courgequirese to be sufficient if it is to be a cause, and thiusis only a necessary or an INUS
condition of the base process it can't be a cafise @ther. But this requirement is questionableyiaskie has
argued. And in any case, it may be that the nomcdbgelations betweeg b, ando satisfy biconditionals (i.e. g*
occurs iffb occurs,” ‘0 occurs iffe occurs”), entailing thab is sufficient fore, and hence foo, by transitivity of
sufficiency.
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entitled to be a cause of the outcome; the lesapaiee; simply “works through” another event
to producen.®® Similarly, a side-effect of either event, say agertyB of e, thate, necessarily
yields, works througle; to produceo: It is a necessary condition efs occurrence, and by
transitivity of necessity ends up being necessarg.fHere, we might claim that what
disqualifiesB as causally relevant is that, unlige it works through arior event (an
epiphenomenal evebtwould be disqualified for the same reason). Thhs putative causal
chain from the byproduct to the outcome contaifi;i” that isn’t causal, because the effect
precedes the cause. This objection is plausiblethieue are reasons to resist the claim that a
causeby definitioncannot follow its effect. Lewis gives these: ‘#jectsa priori certain
legitimate physical hypotheses that posit backvearsimultaneous causation”; and “It trivializes
any theory that seeks to define the forward diogctf time as the predominant direction of
causation” (1993, p. 203).

Another problem with the exclusion approach is thaéems to beg the questionblis
necessary foe and hence foo, to claim that is sufficient foro, or part of some set of events
and conditions sufficient fay that exclude$, is just to assume thhatis a kind of inefficacious
necessary condition. For on the usual view, a rsacgsondition for an event is part of every
sufficient condition for it. Perhaps the reasoshouldn’t be considered part@$ sufficient
condition along witte is that if there were some wayould occur without producing e would
still be sufficient foro under certain natural laws, which we can desigaatget.. That “some
way” will of course involve changing the laws andéocumstances that makés occurrence

necessary te's; call these setis* and C, respectively. Thus, a certain counterfactual rhosd:

8 Distal causes must be allowed for; indeed, sonestithey are held to be more etiologically fundamlethian
proximate causes. For example, the causal impotaftte conscious will that seems to follow fronméo
interpretation of) Libet’s result is due to themrty acauseof the finger movement, a nonconscious volitidwat t
precedes the conscious volition in the chain ohevkeading to the movement.
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If L* and/orC were so different thafails to causé, eis still sufficient foro underL.

Following a possible-worlds semantics, we can pregrthe counterfactual as follows: There is a
possible world whose circumstances and/or lawslidfierent such thag fails to causé, andeis
still sufficient foro under actual-world laws. If there is such a woldd us say can bescreened
from the base process. In general, a necessarytioonid screenable from a process iff it can be
counterfactually eliminated with some adjustmerddtual-world laws and circumstances such
that the remaining conditions or events are suficfor the outcome under actual-world laws.
The idea is that no screenable necessary conditioras event’s occurrence are part of that
event’s causal history. Note that many necessanglittons can't be screened: Returning to a
previous example, consider that the rate at whiehstone rotates in rolling down the hill is a
necessary condition for the sapling bending irviag that it did®® In each possible world where
the stone does not rotate at that rate, the stoakiisg against the sapling ot sufficient for

that outcome under actual-world laws. In contrémgre is a logically possible world in which
the stone does not displace dust particles, or doegroduce sound waves, and the stone’s
rolling against the saplinig sufficient for the outcome under actual-world IakFhe
displacement of dust particles, of course, is amaircumstantial byproduct, while the rock’s
producing sound waves is a nomological byprodudt@operly called “indispensable,” as

discussed in sect. 2. But since screenability alloaunterfactual adjustment to both

8 Here | mean to describe the effect with enougleifipity that the cause is necessary to it. As Dawn (1967)
observes, “The fuller we make the description efé¢ffect, the better our chances of demonstratiaithe cause

(as described) was necessary.” Extensionally, ond3an’s view, all causes are necessary for tHéeces: A short-
circuit at a particular place, for example, seemnise merely sufficient for the fire to occur, batshort-circuit
elsewhere could not have causkeid fire, nor could the overturning of a lighted dibge,” Davidson argues (p. 77).
% When explicating causal notions in counterfacteahs, it may seem that we can't coherently talwbét is
sufficient in any one world. But | think we can. @ counterfactual approach, the truth conditionse is

causally sufficient foo in worldw” are not given by how things areunexclusively: There must be some possible
world where botle ando occur that is closer tw than any world where occurs ane does not. Suppose that is so.
Then, that relation between possibilia anchakes it the case that,w, e is causally sufficient foo. So we can talk
about the sufficiency holding .



92

circumstances and laws, either side-effect is saigle from its base process. And this justifies
denying them causal roles.

A difficulty may arise for this approach when tlasvk that govere—>b are the same as
those that govere~>o0. For then there is no possible world that is nayaally different such
thate fails to causd but still causes under actual-world laws. For example, suppose
consciousness is identical to some neural byproekettc of neural process;2>n;
specifically, it is caused by, which is necessary and sufficient fer The conjunctiork of
electrochemical laws of synaptic transmission goatern the production afare the same as
those that goverm—>n,. So IifE is altered or absent in a possible warldo thatc does not arise
from ny in w, then clearly, neither wilh, arise fromn; underk in w. Thus, it seemb could only
be screened by altering thecumstanceswhich in this case means that there is some lplessi
world whereE holds but the neural connectivity, synaptic wesgletc., are so different thag
andn, occur just as they do in the actual world, G€dils to occur.

Let us assume, then, that side-effects lack caoksd because they are screenable. A
familiar sort of problem emerges: In the causalritkea>e,~> 0, wheree; ande, are each
necessary and sufficient for their respective sedicg) evente; may well be screenable, yet it is
intuitively also a cause @. There is a possible world whezedoes not occur, but some other
preceding event is nomologically necessary andcseifit fore,. Oncee; is screened, it is clear
thate; is still sufficient foro under actual-world laws. Here, Lewis’ counterfattapproach does
justice to distal causes while affording a reasoddny causal efficacy to side-effects.

First, a synopsis of that approach is in order. iseamalyzes causal dependence between
events in terms of counterfactual dependence &sngl Letting ‘O(x)” designate the

proposition that event occurso causally depends aif a certain counterfactual dependence
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relation holds between the propositions assertieg bccurrence: O(e) [1— — O(0). So in
general, propositioB counterfactually depends é&nif — A [1— — B. (Lewis defines the
counterfactual implication operator,*>", truth-functionally on the basis of a possible+lds
metaphysicsA [1— B is true in the actual world if there is a worldevé propositiorA holds
andB holds that is more similar to the actual worldrtlaay world in whichA holds andB does
not hold.) Now, ifb is a side-effect of the proces® o0, per scenario (i), we would have, in
Lewis’ words, “a spurious causal dependenced ohb. The solution, he argues, is to deny the
counterfactual dependence that grounds that cdepaindence, i.e., to deny thaO(b) [1— —
O(e). Some possible worl where— O(b) A O(€e), Lewis claims, is more similar to the actual
world than any worldv* in which — O(b) A — O(e), for the reason that v, divergence from the
actual world occurs later, aftehas occurred. So “the spatiotemporal region diggematch”
with the actual world is greater mthan inw*. Of coursew violates the laws under whiehs
sufficient forb, and this is certainly a point of dissimilaritpin the actual world. But, Lewis
arguesw* also violates laws of nature insofar as “undeedainismany divergence, soon or
late, requires some violation of the actual lawig93, p. 203). So why not prolong the
spatiotemporal match? And even if our intuitioribus thatw* is a better nomological match to
the actual world thaw, it is unclear how much better; what is cleahatt is a better factual
match.

Thus, the notion of closeness of worlds based oticp&ar facts, in addition to laws of
nature, motivates the claim that the closer possildrid is the one in which the base process
occurs sans the side-effect. And the outcome’s tesfactual independence from that side-effect
entails, on Lewis’ view, itsausalindependence, which means that the side-effeks lacausal

role in the process. The question, then, is whedtieefficacy of the distal eveet in producing
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oin the causal chaie,> e, 0 is preserved on this approach. Essentially, therst be a
possible world where. O(e;) A — O(ey) that ismoresimilar to the actual world than any world
where— O(e1) A O(e2). Now, on the epiphenomenalist scenario, the re&sopreserving

while giving upb (i.e., selectingv as the closer world) is thafprecede® and therefore's
occurrence means thatmatches the actual world in terms of particulatdaver a longer time.
But on the causal chain scenaegdoes not preceds, so preserving while giving upe; does
not entail that greater similarity: A world whereO(e;) A O(e) contrasts with the actual world
on particular facts at the tinge occurs, as does a world wheré(e;) A — O(e;). And while the
factual differences in both worlds entail that timymologically contrast to the actual world (per
Lewis’ point about determinism), intuitively thettier is the better nomological match,
conforming to a law that we presumably have eviddnc. alle,-typeevents are preceded by
typeevents. So on the balance, the closer world isromdnich— O(e;) A = O(e,) is true.

Having established that counterfactually depends eqn we have, on Lewis’ view,
established thab causally depends a&; via the same reasoning, we can establish theliméxt
in the chain, thab causally depends a®. The two causal dependencies entail éhat a cause
of o on Lewis’ account, causation being a higher-oragion than causal dependence: “One
event is a&causeof another iff there exists a causal chain [aeseries of causal dependencies]
leading from the first to the second” (1993, p. R00follows that the distal causg, unlike a
side-effect o, or &, has a causal role in producing the outcome. Leamalysis, then, yields
the intuitively correct result. In the next sectibargue that there is one type of side-effect tha

nonetheless qualifies as causally potent on theliysis.
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5. Side-Effects as Controls

Consider these three side-effects: (a) the erasi@ariverbank, (b) the shifting of a wind
vane, (c) the whistling of a steam locomotive. Tifeerence | would like to highlight between
(a) and (b) is that the latter is an example désignedside-effect, while (c) is a kind of
designed side-effect | will cadlystemicas both it and its base process are part oftarayasnd
designed to work together as they do. Side-effeeslesigned for various reasons: They may
serve as indicators of processes we are concerttiedornthey may improve the functioning of
their base process, as in the case of an exhaquestBut sometimes, albeit more rarely, effects
that are necessary to the operation of a procedsudt in as a means of controlling it. If the
process must yield the effect in order to occud te effect is blocked, so is the process. Here

are two examples of systemic effects that funcéisontrols:

Check valvesAlso called “non-return” valves, these mechanismesinstalled in a pipeline to
allow “forward flow” of water but automatically prent “reverse flow” into the pipe. Depending
on the variety, some type of stopper — a plug,,dslkall — is lifted off its seat by forward flow
pressure, and returned to its seat with pressare & spring or reverse flow itself, thus closing
the valve. The disengaged stopper, then, is aeffdet of the flow used as means of controlling
it, i.e., blocking the stream when it becomes t@akvto overcome spring pressure or when

reverse flow obtains.

Disk brakesThis device slows or stops the rotation of a Wwhgeapplying friction with a brake

caliper to a disk connected to the wheel's axlmil@rly in this case, the spinning disk is a
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systemic side-effect of the spinning wheel, andtha¢is used to control the wheel’s rotation

and the greater process that is the vehicle’s ngovin

| argue that this subclass of systemic side-effgatdify as causal-role players in their
base processes — in virtue of their nomo-circuntistamecessity to their base processl the
fact that they function as controf§To see why, let us return to Lewis’ grounds fongleg a
causal role to side-effects: Whdrés a side-effect of the proceso (specifically, an effect of
€), o counterfactually depends enbute does not counterfactually dependlerthe reason
being, some possible wondwhere— O(b) A O(e) is more similar to the actual world than any
world w* in which — O(b) A — O(€), as the spatiotemporal match with the actual avisrigreater
in w than inw*, whereas some world whereO(e) A — O(0) is closer than any world where
O(e) andO(0). Now assume thdttis a controlling effect, e.g., a rising plug icleeck valve
(with e>0 being stages in the flow of water), or a disk spig (withe—>o0 being stages in the
operation of the moving vehicle). In these casesgliew is not more similar to the actual
world thanw*, because the actual world contains many instantbgype events failing to
occur along withe-type events failing to occlf.These instances, a consequence of the fact that
the side-effect is often blocked in order to bltlo& base process, support the claim that some
w*, in which — O(b) A — O(e), is more similar to the actual world than amyn which— O(b) A
O(e). True, the latter are event-identical to the alctworld until the time wher. O(b). But this
minor prolongation in factual match is offset bg timiformity with previous instances thvat

exhibits. Our intuition thatv* is a better nomological match to the actual wahlanw then

1 Thus I refer to them as a type of side-effectyprbduct, as opposed to an epiphenomenon, whidebgition

plays no causal role. With regard t0)( then, a side-effect would only need to satisfieda (i) and (iii).

2 These being cases where &igpe event would have been produced iflitgpe event had obtained, i.e., cases of
— O(b-type) A — O(e-type) within similar systems. They're not meratgtiances of neither event type being
instantiated, which of course are profuse.
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becomes the difference-maker in favomdfbeing the closer world. And this result entaliatte
counterfactually depends on controlling effectvhich supports a causal dependence.

There is a further argument for the causal effiazfcside-effects that function as
controls, based on Georg Henrik von Wright's “matépive” or “experimentalist” theory of
causation. According to von Wright, “What malgea cause-factor relative to the effect-facor
is ... the fact that by manipulatimg i.e., by producing changes in it ‘at will’ as way, we could
bring about changes gi (1993, p. 118). Manipulability, he adds, appliesases in which is a
sufficient condition foiq as well as cases where it is necessary.fdhus, preventing to
preventg — e.g., pressuring the rotating disk to stop thieicle — counts as manipulatipgThe
controlling effect, then, is a kind of systemicesigiffect that conforms to von Wright’s criterion
of causal efficacy. Furthermore, its manipulabititgans that when the side-effect does occur it
is “allowed” to occur, so as to allow the base psgcto occur. This “letting the process happen”
isn’'t what a side-effect like a car’s vibration dagua the car’s forward motion, and affords
intuitive grounds for calling the controlling eftezcauseof its base process. And from a
pragmatic point of view, we do not greatly multiphe number of causes of a process by
admitting controlling effects as causes, insofahay are relatively rare. Usually processes are
not controlled via their effects, but rather dirgcMost valves, for example, control a flow of
water by simply closing the pipe, not by inhibitisgme effect of the floW?

In sect. 2, | argued that state consciousnesso@aynomological byproduct of certain

kinds of neural process, such as focal attentianator events in the willed-action system, and

% Observe that a fuse, i.e., an electrical circregher, isotan example of “controlling effect” in the sensan
describing. The base process that sets off a fusearcurrent; the device then breaks the cirouitadt that process.
This is clearly a different means by which an efferves to control its base process. Here, tleetf actually a
causal chain that “feeds back” into the processpp®sed to an event that can be prevented in toddfect the
process. (Note that the actuator mechanism thakbrhe circuit could be disabled, but that woulddp the
overcurrent. So the mechanism’s operation couldsante as a controlling effect.)
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that this status is consistent with its epiphenaatign But if the c-property is a controlling
effect, it would be causally relevant to its basecpss. | shall now try to make the case that state
consciousness may be an effect of this kind. Ulislyathe question whether it is must be settled
empirically, but here are some general points woirf@f the possibility: First, note that state
consciousness would qualify asystemicside-effect of its neural base process, insofariasan
event or property in the brain, which is “designedthe sense of being the product of natural
selection. Of course, the brain is hitgrally designed, and the forgoing examples of controlling
effects are based on systems that are so desigmeck valves and breaks are conceived and
created by sentient beings. But the feature ofrotlimg effects that makes them causally
relevant to their base processes is not their ooguin designed systems. Rather, it's that they
enable a certain regularity: preventions of insésnaf the effect type followed by preventions of
instances of the base process type. As argued;dah#lling role entails the effects count as
causes on Lewis’ counterfactual theory. It jushappens that the most salient examples of side-
effects that have this feature are in mechanismdesegn. But naturally occurring systemic
effects might also be cited, if they exhibit thatte@e: The opening of the flaps of the pulmonary
valve, for instance, is a side-effect of blood fliram the right ventricle to the pulmonary artery
— one that is often prevented by reverse pressutgimturn, prevents forward flow.

Second, note that brain processes work via compéxorks of excitatory and inhibitory
connections between neurons and layers of neuanspreventing a process from occurring
involves inhibiting the population of neurons teabserves it (which in turn requires exciting

the neurons that have inhibitory connections to plopulation, and so on). With this picture in

% Of course, the side-effect here is not so muchl tseontrol forward flow as it is to prevent reserflow when
pressure falls in the right ventricle and forwdmf weakens. Nevertheless, the effeappendo serve as a means
for preventingts base process (forward flow), and thus illugtsdtow that feature — and not a systemic effect’s
being designed by us — is what is important tatiesis that there are causally relevant side-effect
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mind, letp be an instance of a type of brain process thatrgeesethe neural correlate of
consciousness (NCC); let evenbe an instance of the NCC; and assurizea side-effect ob.>>
If pis to be inhibited (as may benefit the organisrthanparticular case), this will be
accomplished by inhibiting the population of newdimat subservgs And if that population
cannot spike without yielding, the neural architecture may be such that coofrplis achieved
by inhibitingn. This scenario would makenot merely a side-effect gf but a controlling effect
that can properly be said to bear causal relevangelf this seems a roundabout way to control
p, consider that biological neural networks arep®fectly streamlined systems; for example,
there is a great deal of functional redundancyeural elements.

It may be objected thatiifis the activity of some separate population ofraesi that is
excited byp, it's unlikely thatp is asufficientcondition forn, and that inhibitingh prevent9.
After all, inhibition of a post-synaptic neuron dagot prevent the pre-synaptic neuron from
firing; the pre-synaptic neuron still releases o&a@nsmitter, just without the same effect. But
here we assume thais the activity of a set of neurons apart fromsthgubserving, as
opposed to ancillary activity within the very nensadhat subserve This assumption, | think, is
unwarranted. For example, the NCC for the visugkegence of motion may be a certain kind of
activation in MT/V52 which, on the present hypothesis, is just a bypcodf information-
processing events in those areas. But this anc#lativation need not be the spiking of a certain
population of “consciousness neurons” in MT/V5. Boubstrate of consciousness in that region
may be a kind of activity within the informationgmessing neurons themselves. Dendritic

activity is a good candidate for an intracellulialeseffect of a spiking neuron, one that may

% The causal nature of the NCC, | should add, cainmlications for the causal nature of state ciosmess on at
least two defensible views about their relationsti)pstate consciousness is identical to its netoerelate; and (ii)

state consciousness supervenes on its neuralaerrel such a way that its causal powers are m@ted by those

of the neural base. See Ch. 2, sect. 6 for a dismusf the latter view.

% Or “in and around” this region, including perhagiso V1. See Block (2005).
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function as a control. The arbors are the sites\ariety of events beyond the transferring of
signals from synapses to axon hillock, such astltgshold increases in membrane potential,
localized signal integration, and even backprogagat impulses from the axon hillock back to
the dendrites, signaling the output stdté.an action potential, or a particular spikingduency,
is sufficient for events of this kind under electiemical laws, their inhibition would
presumably block that process.

So let us suppose the NCC turns out to be anteffexparticular kind of process with no
apparent further effects of its own. Flanagan (J@es an example with regard to the
conscious perception of a red square: After thenltSgets on with whatever it intends to do with
the information that a red square is there, it gotsthis funny oscillatory state that persists fo
a few seconds and subserves the experience ofjseedd square. The oscillatory pattern does
nothing useful” (p. 358). The fundamental pointsuth a case are that (i) the NCC — and hence
consciousness — is not necessarily dispensablé,fay be nomologically entailed by that
process or by the proper functioning of a broagerral system; and (ii) the NCC is not
necessarily an epiphenomenon of that processt foay be a controlling effect and thereby
satisfy certain theoretical constraints for causkdvance.

| think that (ii) is a useful point for functiondieories that equate the c-property of a state
with that state’s playing a certain information-pessing role. Such theories usually trade on the
correlation between conscious states, particufahgeptions, and certain access relations to
higher-level systems, arguing that consciousisetfsmt access. But empirical investigation may
reveal that the NCC is merely affectof that access (hence the correlation) with ncaegm
further effects of its own. The function of conagaoess in that case may still be to further

access, if it serves as a control for the prodessexample, on Prinz’s AIR (Attended

" For an overview, see “Information Processing imdrées,” in M. Zigmond et al. (1991), p. 363.
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Intermediate-Level Representation) theory, conscfmerceptions are intermediate-level
representations available to working memory viardgton. Such representations are not so fine-
grained and disintegrated as those generated iphpeal receptors (e.g., retinal irradiation
changes), nor do they abstract from features lijeab size and egocentric location, as higher-
level representations do. Prinz rightly argues togisciousness is “extremely valuable” on AIR
theory, as it broadcasts “viewpoint specific infation into working memory. Viewpoint
specific representations are important for makiegain kinds of decisions. If we encounter a
predator, for example, it is useful to know whetiés facing us or facing in another direction.”
And working memory in turn enables flexible (nofilegive) responses to our environment. But
suppose it turns out that working memory’s accessucth a representation is the base process
for consciousness, which is therefore a distinaifgh causally related) property. In that case,
we should further investigate whether that propsetywes as a control for its base process —
whether preventing it from being instantiated s Way the brain inhibits access to working
memory. For then consciousness would still be dpussdevant to the crucial function given by
AIR theory.

Now, we would naturally wonder why phenomenal cimssness should be involved in
a control mechanism as described. This sort of@mndowever, is not specific to the proposal
that a phenomenal property serves as a contradfiiegt. The functionalist faces a similar
challenge with regard to her reductivist propo®dty should a certain functional property
constitute phenomenality? But most functional thexrsuch as those of Prinz and Tye, reduce
consciousness to a kind of functional propattng witha representational one. For Prinz, a
perceptual state is conscious (inter alia) in erd representing at the intermediate level; for

Tye it is conscious (inter alia) in virtue of repeating in a nonconceptual way; that is,
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representing features for which the subject ne¢dhave matching concepts. The
representational criterion is added to accountifercontent of consciousness: We are aware of
things in a viewpoint-specific way, and/or in a whgit does not necessarily recruit our concepts
for those things. And the posited functional rdiatt(also) makes for consciousness causally
involves the representation in a plausible way: i@pFesentation is attended and transferred to
working memory (on Prinz’s theory) or becomes “pdisso that it can impact beliefs and
desires (on Tye’s theory). So we do have the purfzlehy phenomenal consciousness should
equate to a certain representation-plus-functiorial but beyond that, there is no additional
guestion of why the representation should play tbigt In that regard, the scenario of
consciousness as controlling effect incurs a setoawretical puzzle: Assuming we do reduce
phenomenal consciousness to a kind of representgipromising step toward naturalizing the
property), why should a representation — whethirmediate level, nonconceptual, higher
order, etc. — be recruited as a controlling efféctdere subpersonal neural effect with no
representational properties could equally servddok the base process, provided it is a
necessary effect. Our theory must therefore ateibuplausible function to tlrepresentation

we take consciousness to be, if that theory isstodimmensurate with the explanandum. | put

forth my theory of the function of consciousnessegsesentation in Chapter 5.

6. Conclusion

In this chapter | have sought to define the coaddifor a state’s c-property to count as

epiphenomenal. | first defined epiphenomenalitgtreé to a mental process: Essentially, a c-
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property is epiphenomenal to a mental prodessit is causally irrelevant to th&'s outcome;T
causes its instantiation, and the property’s irt&ian is “secondary” to that outcome, relative
to our interests and teleological intuitions. Irthesed this definition to give conditions for a c-
property to count as epiphenomenal relative tantived/brain; namely, it must meet the outlined
conditions for some proce3sn the mind/brain, and be causally irrelevantit® dutcome of
every other mental/neural process. Of course, wieadre primarily interested in is not merely
whether the c-property is causally relevant, buétlbr it has utility, which I've defined as being
causally relevant to a cognitive outcome that isgfieial to the organism. In Chapter 5, | will
argue it has the function of enabling a certairfulsaetacognitive ability.

Importantly, I've also argued that the c-property&sngnecessarily}caused by its base
process, and thus being necessary to the outcernensistent with its causal irrelevance to that
outcome. So its indispensability is consistent wihepiphenomenality, contra what several
formulations of epiphenomenality have implied. Theperty is most properly considered
indispensable if it is a nomological byproducttsfbase process, as opposed to a mere nomo-
circumstantial one. But if the c-property is anigpgnsable effect of some mental/neural
process, what are the grounds for arguing thatkd a causal role in that process? My position
is that genuine causes can be distinguished fratm secessary concomitants via Lewis’
counterfactual approach: Prima facie, the epiph@matist scenario entails that the outcome of
the base process counterfactually depends on skentmtion of the c-property by one of the
states, and thus causally depends on that profgartyt can be justifiably denied, as Lewis
shows, that a possible world in which (a) that gropwere not instantiated and its cause in the
process did not occur is more similar to the actv@ld than a world in which (b) that property

were not instantiated and its cause in the prodiglssccur. And if that is so, the outcome does
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not causally depend on the property’s instantiatidre exception, I've argued, would be where
the c-property’s instantiation is a controllingesft of its base process. In that case, a world in
which (a) would be closer to the actual world than a world in wah{is), based on the actual
world’s (presumably) numerous cases of the profseimgtantiation being systematically
prevented in order to halt the base process.

But the hypothesis that the c-property can be digusdevant as a controlling effect,
while a viable theoretical resource, is not anlide&. The role of controlling effect might be
filled, as I've argued, by a subpersonal neurapprty. And in view of the naturalist program to
reduce consciousness to a kind of representatithrecaty should posit a function that is more

uniquely suited to a representational vehicle.
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IV. THE SOURCEAND FUNCTIONOFCONTROLPHENOMENOLOGY

1. Introduction

In Hume’s search for the empirical source of owaidf a necessary connection between
cause and effect, he discredits volition and itetaleand behavioral consequences as a viable

candidate:

[l]n contemplating the operations of mind on bodyhkere we observe the motion of the
latter to follow upon the volition of the formery§] are not able to observe or conceive
the tie which binds together the motion and vdtfitior the energy by which the mind
produces this effect. The authority of the will owte own faculties and ideas is not a

whit more comprehensible. (1988, p. 69)

Thus, Hume allows that we can introspect volitiomsich | understand as intentions to act —
bodily or mentally — at the present mom&hEollowing our introspection of the intention to
produce bodily adb now, we might perceive. We might also introspect the volition to produce
thoughtm and then introspeat’'s occurrence. In both cases, we observe the agtytigf

volition and act. But, Hume claims, that observai®not accompanied by a sense of the

volition’s power over its goal state, a psycholagjittie” between the two.

% For example, my standing intention is to strike ténnis ball when it flies over the net; my valitiis to strike the
tennis ballhow. A volition is thus the most proximate intentioaluse of an act — or at least the most proxintetie t
is accessible to consciousness. By “volition,” themean what John Searle (1983) has describedm#oa
intention,” except that | take that intention tonmadiately precede a movement, and specify thatthement is to
be performed immediately.
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Is Hume’s phenomenology on target here? It's qaeable. For when a volition-act
sequence is observed from the first-person stameenormally gets a sensepsbducingthe act
— a qualitative experience of causation over arvalbhe mere observation of the act's coming
about after one has willed it. Descartes countegsmtias experience when he claims that
“Everyonefeelsthat he is a single person with both body and thosg related by nature that
the thought can move the body ...” (1991, p. 228; leasjs added}’ In modern times, Mathis
Synofzik et al. (2008) have described the qualitateature arising while performing a voluntary
movement and not while making a reflex movementaaarchic” movement, a “Penfield

action,%°

etc. as “a rather diffuse feeling of a cohereatptonious ongoing flow of action
processing” (p. 415), which is just to say a feglaficontrolledaction processing.

That feeling of agency, the phenomenon of conisal)y focus in this chapter.
Specifically, | examine whether it implies the calusfficacy of consciousness. Now, | regard
felt agency as a conscious feeling by definitibve questions | ask are: (i) Is consciousness
causally relevant to the feeling arising? Thaarg, the mental states that ground the feeling
necessarily conscious? And (ii) what purpose deksfiency serve, and is its c-property
causally relevant to that purpose? If so, how?

As to the first issue, | take it as a premise thlitagency is (partly) grounded in the fact
that a volitionrepresentsan act: my volition to da — call itv — is aboug, insofar asr deploys

some representation afor its properties. So unlike cases of purely ptaistausation, here

there is a sense in which the effect can be “foundts cause. Following Searle (1980)an be

% Berkeley also thought the causal force of the wik introspectible, at least in regard to prodytioughts: The
“making and unmaking of ideas doth very properlgatminate the mind active. This much is certain grainded
in experience” (Armstrong [1965], p. 72). Indeeat, Berkeley, volitions are thenly things that cause,
phenomenally and actually: “When we talk of untligkagents, or of exciting ideas exclusive of vofit we only
amuse ourselves with words.”

191 the 1950s, the American neurosurgeon WildeffiPlerelicited movements from patients via direetiral
stimulation; the patients reported experiencingrtftwements as outside of their control.
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further analyzed as a propositional attitiaell that P, whereP is a proposition expressing a
certain actd) occurring immediately (e.d.Jift the cup nowy. To use Daniel Wegner’s term, an
act is “consistent® with v if and only if the act is the truth condition ®f We can also say that
such an act meets the “satisfaction conditionségikyv's representational content.

Wegner takes perceived will/act consistencgxplainthe feeling of agency, along with
the other principles given in his Theory of Appdrktental Causation: priority (that the agent
perceive the volition to occur just before the actyl exclusivity (that she perceive no other
cause of the actf? Once these conditions are met, the person witl terinfer that she caused
the act, and in turfeelshe caused it, Wegner argues. “When we thinkabatonscious
intention has caused the voluntary action thatine durselves doing, we feel a sense of will,”
he writes. The causal judgment thus requires consness of two data: the intention (which
Wegner sometimes calls “the thought”) and the acfithe ensuing feeling is “based on the
causal inference that one makes about data tha¢ctome available to consciousness — the
thought and the observed act.” In other words, &bparent link [is] between tlo®nscious
thoughts that appear in association with actio®0@, pp. 65-68mphasis added).

| do not dispute that an experience of agency wbkidly result from Wegner’s
conditions being met. In particular, if the consisty criterion is satisfied, the person’s volition
effectively prefigures the act. As a result, shi t@nd to think she has “designed” the act, which
naturally fosters a feeling of control over itidtthe consistency criterion, then, that does rabst
the explanatory work with regard to felt agencyal#o most often explains theck of felt

agency, as we typically feel nonagentive duringoacivhen our act fails to satisfy our will; less

191 5ee Wegner (2002), p. 78; or (2003), p. 67.
1925ee Wegner (2002), Ch. 3.
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often do we perceive another source of control oueract (a breach of exclusivity), and far less
often would we experience our will to act followingr acting (a breach of priority).

The drawback to Wegner’s conditions, however, & they constitute a
phenomenologicayround for felt agency: mental causation will pparent to us (i.e., we will
feel we cause a given act) only if certather states of affairs are apparent to us, namelythigat
relations of priority, consistency, and exclusiityld between our volition and our action. And
“apparent,” for Wegner, implies “conscious”: “ltamly when a thought is conscious prior to
action that it can enter into the person’s inteigiren of personal agency and so influence the
person’s experience of will.” But as | will argue,the course of everyday action these relations
— and volitions themselves — are seldom apparentire simply aware of acting, and feel
agentive in so doing. So while Wegner’s three coois may be sufficient for felt agency, they
cannot be necessary — at least insofar as theyreemunsciougudgments by the agent. In other
words, since consciousness is included in thefsaralitions, the set as a whole isn’t
necessary>?

My first aim is to adapt Wegner’s account to addrehis problem, focusing on
volition/act consistency. If a person is to feetative in the course of action (as is typical), she
must judge her act to be consistent with her waiitluring that time, as Wegner’s theory
requires. But volitions, as | argue in sect. 3,&@eally nonconscious. And even when they are
conscious, they tend to be phenomenologically ‘tedeinate” or “thin,” as Metzinger (2006)

has observed,; that is, their phenomenal propagiesto be few and slight. Prima facie, these

193 see Wegner (2002), p. 164. Other passages (ppl@%/suggest Wegner doesn't hold consciousnelss &
necessarygondition for “the process of assessing apparemttah causation.” For example, he writes that “the
experience of will is ndikely to occur when action is caused by unconsciousgthtsi’ and that in such a case, the
person “will normally experienceraducedsense of conscious will” (emphases added). My véesitill at odds with
these weaker claims, insofar as | think the unamese of volition entails neither an improbabilinat one will feel
agentive nor a reduction of that feeling. Noncoossivolitions are able to support a robust sensgefcy, as |

will argue.
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factors would prevent the person from assessingamolact agreement. In view of these
considerations, | argue that consistency judgmamsnade on the basis of a volition’s
representational content, which need not be consciositing aonconsciougonsistency
judgment, one based on nonconscious volitionalezdntoes justice to Wegner’s intuition that
will/act consistency supports the feeling of cagsat€movement. As to the role of consciousness
in causingfelt agency, then, I will argue that it plays nonenconscious states are sufficient to
generate the feeling. In sects. 6 and 7, | exteedt’s explanation of the feeling’s source to
mentalacts like imaging and thinking, arguing againste@&trawson’s claim that such acts are
phenomenologically passive. | also take issue widlifferent account of felt agency proposed by
Rosenthal, in sect. 8. On that view, the sens@wfiral over a given act arises from the fact that
one is conscious of one’s volition causing theaattnot conscious of the causes of that volition.
My second aim is to determine what function fekmcy may play in the mind/brain. We
might posit that the feeling plays the informatimmcessing role of signaling action-control to
the brain’s executive system (responsible for reggp planning, etc.). But for reasons | will
discuss in sect. 9, the natural occupant for thiatis thebelief in agencythe immediate result
of Wegner’s conditions being met. The functiondéraf the belief in agency, then, is as a
representational state — it represents that ooensolling a given act. In contrast, the role lué t
sense of agency, | will argue, is as a qualitatiate: the positive version (a feeling of efficacy
and harmony during action) draws one to seek isfgaine’s volitions, while the negative
version (a feeling of impotency and frustration)ve® one to correct and avoid making poorly
controlled acts. Essentially, feelings of agenay aon-agency act as cognitive drivers like
pleasures and pains, and the evolutionary exptamatffer for that role is that it is generally

beneficial for a creature to seek successful valynaction.



110

My last aim is to isolate the causal role of thesseof agency as a conscious qualitative
state, which it regularly i€ Following a higher-order theory of consciousnésis, requires
answering the question, what is the causal relevahbigher-order states with contents such as
| am feeling power over act ham feeling frustrated in trying to produceetc., qua their
respective h-properties? For if the sense of ageneificacious qua its c-property, such HORs
must be efficacious qua their h-properties. Whatsdd necessarily hold is the converse
entailment, namely: If such HORs are efficacioua ggpresenting their target qualitative states,
then the targets cause qua being represented thejua-properties. As discussed in Chapter 2,
sect. 2, that entailment only holds if the c-préypand the h-property are complements (i.e.,
constitute a relation between the states). It do¢$old if the c-property is merely the target's
accompanying the HOR'’s instantiation of the h-propdor then that HOR can cause qua its h-
property without the accompaniment being causaligvant.

Now, in sect. 9, | will argue that a HOR about atcol quale plays an information-
processing role: its occurrence constitutes thewxee system’s being informed about the
occurrence of that quale. That “informing” is clgaa function of the HOR’s h-property
specifically. The property is thus necessary tabeeative and reasoning processes that take into
account that quale. So it seems that my theorgiving this condition for the efficacy of the h-
property, entails that the first-order state cagsses metacognitive processes qua being
consciounly if the c-property and the h-property are completaiddowever, there is another

theoretical option: The efficacy of the h-propettyes not entail that the first-order state causes

194 Higher-order theories of consciousness do allavife possibility of nonconscious qualitative ssatnd thus
would admit nonconscious qualia associated wittcantrol. But even if such qualia are logically pibte, they
may not exist in fact. In any case, my concern evéth the ubiquitousonsciougjualia that | take to define felt
agency. This is not to say that felt agency neefbaly conscious: If | am thinking while typing, my sertdfe
controlling the keystrokes may be reduced to timgé of my awareness. Several researchers havesdit the
phenomenon known as fringe consciousness, or tiigheey of awareness. See, for example, Bruce Manga
(1999).
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gua being conscious, but it does entail tmatsciousness of contral efficacious — given the
view that HORs are sufficient for consciousnesshifd option | will discuss allows that the
efficacy of the h-property is insufficient for teéficacy of the c-property of the target state, or
for the efficacy of state consciousness undersésoa phenomenal property of the HOR. One
argues, instead, that the first-order quale’s @erty is just itsaccompanying a HOR’s
instantiation of the h-propertyand claims that the quale is also a cause ah#tacognition in
virtue of that property. That is, it brings aboetideration and reasoning concerning itself, with

the HOR’s h-property as a co-cause.

2. Mental Causation: Not Merely Apparent

While | agree with Wegner that felt agency is grechin certain judgments concerning
volition and act, | do not subscribe to his viewttmental causation murely phenomenological,
or illusory. | assume that volitions can, and tglliic do, cause acts. As discussed in Chapter 2,
there are several challenges to mental causatigrihére are also plausible solutions. In
particular, there are theoretical resources tdéistathe efficacy of volitions if they are takem t
supervene on the preparatory motor stages that ¥vegkes to be the real cause of action.

Given that mental efficacy, however, an alternajganation of the sense of agency
should be explored; namely, a volition’s actuabyising a movement is what produces the
feeling of causing it. Prima facie this explanatisproblematic, since the neural and
physiological mechanisms by which a volition caus@sovement aren’t accessible to

introspection. But that’s not a problem: nonintrediible neural and bodily processes cause
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conscious qualitative states all the time, anddlkéng of control is such a state. Rather, the
drawback to this proposal is that it would only@aat for our sense of controlling willed bodily
movements, as opposed to the wildtectsof such movements. Following Wolfgang Prinz
(2003), let’s call the former “resident goals” ahé latter “remote goals.” Oftentimes remote-
goal agency is stronger phenomenologically thanlees-goal agency. For example, compared
to our sense of making the kitchen light come am,felt agency over the switch-flicking motion
is typically reduced to fringe consciousness. Nsugpose the latter sense arises from the causal
chain that leads from the volition to flick to thiek itself; that is, it arises from the succedsfu
operation of certain motor mechanisms. As thedgéincy qua the light is tlsame

phenomenon, only with a different (remote) objaat,would expect the same kind of
explanation for its occurrence. But the causalrchaitween the volition to flick one’s finger (or
to turn on the light) and the light's coming on susutside the body, through the electrical wiring
and so forth. Clearly, no sense of agency oveligh€s coming on could arise frothat causal
chain.

What this means is that something ntbtés needed to explain felt agency qua remote
effects, and that something is naturally the caesty of that effect with our intentions (along
with Wegner’s other criteria). And | argue thatfact, the same explanation applies to felt
agency qua resident effects. Consider the followigight experiment: My volition to wave my
hand causes the waving, but unbeknownst to me, atgrmsystem is unable to effect the
waving, which is actually produced by a computeit tieads a chip registering my volition, and
then causes another chip, in my spinal columnradyce the waving in the exact manner and

with the exact timing that it would have been progilihad my motor system been operative.

1951 do not deny thaf motor causation explained felt agency qua resid#atts, it arguably would be required for
felt agency qua remote effects. For perhaps onklodeel that one has caused the light comingfame feels one
has not caused the flicking motion, and one kndwasthe former is caused by the latter.
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Here, it seems likely that the felt agency overwla@ing would remain, despite the absence of
motor causation. If that is so, it follows that motausation is unnecessary for felt agency to
occur. While this hypothetical case is merely anitron pump, there is some empirical
grounding for the idea that felt agency for bodilgvements does not depend on motor
causation. Consider experiments with brain-compiaterfaces (BCIs) that relate to motor
control. The subject (often a paralyzed person)dtestrode implants in her motor cortex that
transfer signals to a “decoder” that converts themomputer commands. In 2005, tetraplegic
Matthew Nagle became the first person to contimiosthetic hand via a BCI, specifically the
BrainGate interface. He reportedly expressed defigd a “transformed sense of independence”
(Henderson [2006]) regarding the successful tsiadjgesting he felt agentive about the hand’s
movements despite his impaired motor process. Mawnight be objected that since the hand is
not actually part of Nagle’s body, its movementaldy asremoteeffects, and so the case at
most would show that felt agency for remote effeets obtain despite motor impairment. Felt
agency for resident effects may still require tihatnormal process of motor causation be intact.
BrainGate’s ongoing work may eventually reveal leethis is so, as the company seeks to
build an electrical stimulation device that wouddeive electrode input and move paralyzed
limbs directly*® If such movements obeyed motor commands as pheeisenovements caused
via the spinal column, the BrainGate-assisted aatiould meet the conditions of consistency,
priority, and exclusivity as well as the normal&aBatients could then judge whether they feel
fully agentive qua these resident effects. Wegresry predicts they would, insofar as it holds
that the agent’s awareness of those conditiongbegt is necessary and sufficient for the sense
of control. But as will be argued, that awarenessdnot be&onsciousawareness, contra

Wegner’s proposal.

1% 5ee http://www.braingate.com/action.html
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3. The Phenomenology of Volition

A volition represents an action, and when one rscmus of volition one is conscious of
willing an actas representeth some way. That representation can exhibit vaygegrees of
specificity, depending on the number of action congnts that make up the conscious content.
When playing pool, for example, one can consciousliyto strike the 6-ball lowor simply to
strike the 6-ballOne’s ensuing movement can agree with both ctsitand thus promote felt
agency in both cases, following Wegner’s account.iBmay also agree only with the latter,
more general volition. Thus, if one wills $trike the 6-ball lonand then strikes centrally, one’s
act has only partially agreed with the volitionahtent. Accordingly, @iminishedfeeling of
agency should result. One would not sense anlattkrof control over the motion, as if one’s
stroke had gone in a random direction; nor would experience total control. So the
consistency criterion, it seems, can even accaurddgrees of felt agency. Note also that the
account is not committed to thieguistic representation of movements in volition, as in the
forgoing example. Plausibly, a conscious volitioaynipick out” the desired act via
nonconceptual representations of the sensory standlproprioceptions expected to obtain with
the movement, or via a mental image of the movement

But while onecan consciously will in these ways, a conscious vatfittends to be
phenomenally “thin” as compared to conscious pdroepMetzinger notes. It may be
experienced as no more than a mild urge prior teement, for example. Volitions are also
phenomenally “evasive,” meaning that they tencetiede when focused on, again in contrast to

perceptions, whose phenomenal detail tends to becoone salient when brought to focus. So
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even though a volitioallowsfor a consistency assessment by being introsgdgtiv
distinguishable from actiof?’ there may not be much distinguish, in order to facilitate a
comparison. Still, it may be that the urge — orsgenf being about to act — is always relative to
some particular act, however vaguely represented.ifthere is some conscious
representational content that goes along with tledeqof being about to act, a consistency
assessment can be based on that conscious cahtaote serious problem for Wegner's
account, | argue, is that volitions are usualt§irely nonconscious, meaning that their
representational content is typically nonconsciaug any accompanying quale, the “feeling of
being about to act,” typically does not occur. Basa my own introspection, | find that for my
typical acta consciously performed at timhel amnot conscious of a volition to daor feeling
about to da, etc., just prior ta. | am simply conscious @&, while concurrently sensing control
overa (to whatever degreé}® To see why this phenomenological picture of vampgction is
accurate, consider the sheer number of acts tleatnay consciously perform, even within the
space of a minute, whether pressing a key, foldimgs arms, reaching for a cup of tea, etc.
Presumably, there is a volition driving each ofsthacts, but how often is volition conscious?
Relatively seldom, | think. One is aware of liftiagcup of tea, and feels agentive in so doing,
usually without being conscious of a volition tosm even in a phenomenally thin sort of way.
A couple of objections are plausible here. Fitstight be held that careful introspection
reveals that conscious volition routinely occurst E&xample, in Libet’s (1983) seminal study of

voluntary action, subjects were asked to keep seclmatch on a dot that revolved around an

97 This is a roundabout way of saying that a voliisphenomenallppaque it presents itself as a mental state,
distinct from any action it causes. One is thug ablassess, from the first-person stance, howthelNolition
represents the action. A perception, on the othadhis phenomenallyansparentit simply presents (in some
way) the external object that causes it, S0 oné& jraige its representational accuracy, at leasimthe act of
perceiving.

198 This, I think, is the result of introspection tlignot “theory laden”: if one believes that eveojuntary act is
consciously willed, one must be careful not tatett belief inform the introspective report.
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analog clock and perform a spontaneous wrist #lickome point. They were then to report the
position of the dot at the time they felt the utgenove (what Libet et al called the “W
judgment”) and its position at the time they weneaee of moving (the “M judgment”). Subjects
were always able to make a W judgment, which ofs®they could not do if their volitional
activity were completely nonconscious. Moreovenrsst flick is neither a challenging nor novel
movement for the subjects; so there are no grotordsriting off the act as a special case where
conscious volitiorwould be the norm. But while the act itself is commonplahe psychological
scenario is not. One is not typically disposecdhtooispect one’s volitional activity prior to action
(at least not for rote actions like a wrist flickl the subjects were in Libet’s experiment. So the
subjects did not simply happen to focus on theiitiea and judge its time of occurrence,
entailing that it occurred consciously. In additipnior to that introspective act, they were
disposedo assess the time of volition, per the experimshtastructions. That, | argue, likely
caused the volition to occur consciously in thstfplace. A disposition to attend to one’s mental
activity at an upcoming time — e.g., a volitionglte prior to movement, an emotional state while
listening to a song, a deliberation when faced aithuying choice — is of course a desire to be
fully conscious of that activity. Naturally, sucldesposition could cause states to occur
consciously that otherwise would not, or to becamescious in more phenomenal detail.
Second, it might be objected that volitisrtypically conscious, but not saliently so,
since the phenomenal stages of voluntary actioritangporally compressed.” As Haggard
notes: “We do not normally have several distingtsmous experiences corresponding to each
element in the [voluntary action] chain, such asir@e plan, intention, movement, feedback, and
consequence. Rather, we tend to have a rapid, neadexperience of the whole sequence of

events” (2006, p. 73). The idea, then, would bé ¢bascious volition is fleeting, which leads
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one to forget that it occurred for most acts — ev@ugh it was reportable (as all conscious states
are) at the moment it occurr8dBut surely one could usually report contents ttaurred
consciously a few seconds ago, even if they westifig: | find | can report plenty of acts I've
just performed, but typically not volitions, urgesid the like preceding them. Thus, it's doubtful
they were conscious.

To claim thatconsciousvolition seldom precedes felt agency is to cldnat tminimal
actions” are the norm. As Tim Bayne and Neil Lexpress the notion, minimal actions “might
be caused by intentions, but that is not how thieyeaperienced. It seems possible to experience
oneself as performing an action without experieg¢ivat action as the result (or
implementation) of an intention.” That is, mininadtions feel agentive without being preceded
by conscious intentions (2006, pp. 50-5'f)Searle has acknowledged such actions, which he

describes as “spontaneous”:

Many of the actions one performs, one performseggpontaneously, without forming,
consciously or unconsciously, any prior intentiordb these things. For example,
suppose | am sitting in a chair reflecting on dqduphical problem and | suddenly get

up and start pacing about the room. My gettingngb @acing about are clearly

199 perhaps it can even be argued that since theierperof volition is fleeting, one may be unabléntimospect
(and report) it at the time it occurred. But bagramy psychological blocks or distractions, winyuldn’tone be able
to introspect a presently conscious state? No miadte fleeting the state is, if conscious, it'ssagpectible and
reportable under normal circumstances.

119 Other authors more resolutely hold that the sefisgency can be divorced fraronsciousvolition: Metzinger,
for instance, gives this example: “Imagine snatglarchild away from a fastly [sic] approaching d&fe have a
full-blown experience of agency, but no subjectxperience of any preceding volitional process0&Q. 27). |
would add that this phenomenology of agency apptiess broadly to “everyday,” non-heroic actionswedl as
thoughts. As Shaun Gallagher has observed: “[Wgeilshsay that most cases of normal thinking aréheei
prefaced by conscious intentions to think, nordiatd by an introspective awareness of that intantionormal
phenomenology, at least in the large majority @esathere is not first an intention and then akih, nor thinking
plus a concurrent but separate awareness of iotettithink” (2004, p. 12).
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intentional actions, but in order to do them | @ need to form an intention to do them

prior to doing them. (1980, p. 52)

| agree with Searle that many, if not most, of actis do noaippearto be preceded by intentions;
that is, they seem spontaneous. But | see no réasteny that they anenconsciouslyvilled
prior to action. One of Searle’s motivations fosjiimg an intention-in-action — namely, an
intention that occurs along with the movement aasl the conteritperform movement x as a
result of this intention-in-actios is to explain how spontaneous movements cantbational
actions™** They are intentional actions, minimally, when tisayisfy intentions-in-action,
meaning that they are represented by those intentithat in turn entails they atausedoy
those intentions, as the representational conpatifses. And since intentions-in-action occur
along with the actionthey imply no preceding awareness of volitiont We may alternatively
posit nonconscious volitions to explain why spoetars movements count as intentional
actions. Moreover, asg@ior intention, a nonconscious volition is metaphysicallited to cause
the movement, as opposed to a concurrent intemi@ation.

Anthony Marcel, though he allows that volitionseftfail to be experienced (particularly
in cases of “immersed” action), questions how ttay ground felt agency when nonconscious:

“Unawareness of intention appears to be more contimomsupposed. ... [l]t is hard to see how

11 Another motivation for positing intentions-in-amtiis to rule out the satisfaction of prior intemis by behaviors
theyobliquelycause. Consider the case posed by R. Chisholns#eate cites (1980, p. 51): Bill intends to kil h
uncle and does so as a result of that intentioninbtine following way: “Suppose he is out drivitignking about
how he is going to kill his uncle, and supposeifiisntion to kill his uncle makes him so nervoud amcited that
he accidentally runs over and kills a pedestrian Wéppens to be his uncle. Now in this case it inat.true to say
he carried out his intention to kill his uncle.’istonlyactionsthat “carry out” or satisfy prior intentions, atitese
are intentions-in-action causing behaviors. Thus,dausal link between a prior intention and aeritibnal
behavior is an intention-in-action (and not, sarvousness). Bill lacked an intention-in-actionh&okilling his
uncle was not intentional. I'm claiming that a ¥ioih can play the role Searle posits here for titerition-in-action:
Bill had the standing intention to kill his uncleyt he (presumably) lacked an intention to kill lilenow(i.e., a
volition), just prior to running over his uncle.
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intention, in those cases where we are unawaite cdn ... play a significant part in the sense of
our causality of an action” (2003, p. 61). My repdyMarcel’s concern is essentially that
nonconscious volitional content can figure in asistency assessment, which in turn grounds
felt agency. This position entails that consisteasyessments are also typically nonconscious.
For if they were typically conscious, that wouldah— implausibly, as | have argued — our
routine consciousness of volitions’ satisfactiondiions. Therefore, we must posit
nonconscious consistency judgments, based on necicus volitional content, as the
psychological norm during action if we are to aghtera Wegnerian account of felt agenty.
Note that nonconscious volitions (though not pheseatly thin ones) would also inhibit
consciougriority judgments. So we must posit nonconscious versibtisose judgments as
well.

Now, since these judgments involve volitional contes well as a representation of one’s
act, their being nonconscious entails that one mig@onsciously represents the act prior to
feeling agentive over it. The subsequent feelimgydwver, entails act consciousness at that time:
How can one consciously feel in control of an aet sn’t conscious of performing? The sense
of agency is thus always relative to some particatd So one never feels agentive simpliciter,
but over some aet, however vaguely one is awareanBut the various representations leading
to that feeling — a volition, an act perceptiond &degnerian judgments about volition and act —
are usually nonconscious.

Wegner seems to acknowledge the phenomenologylitibne- or generalack of
phenomenology — | have argued for: “For some amotmihat we do everyday, our conscious

intentions are vague, inchoate, unstudied or jlash@bsent” (2002, p. 145). His means of

12 Haggard notes, “[I]n everyday life, this matchimmpcess [between intention and action] seems toatpén the
background, without focal directed attention, amghhenomenal silence” (2006, p. 71). Contra Hagdatdn’t
think the process is even fringe conscious durireyaay action.
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preserving his account of felt agency in such castsposit that we confabulate “prior
consistent thoughts” after the actthenfeel agentive about it. But even if we engagehia t
confabulation as often as we feel agentive for ti@slack conscious volitions (which is
guestionable), the account would not explain thenay we often feaduring acts that are not
preceded by conscious volitions. Thus, a bettercgm is to posit that consistency judgments
are usually made nonconsciously, based on volitimmsconscious representational content.
Prior to the feeling of agency (or of lack of ca)y there is another intentional state that
| also claim is typically nonconscious: theliefthat one is (or isn’t) in control of a given act.
That'’s the result of the “inference” about mentlsation Wegner posits, which leads in turn to
felt agency:*® Like a volition, an agency belief represents #ié sausation/control, and the act
in question. But the contents of the two statefediin agency belief is about an act e
controlling or causing, not an act owantsto bring aboutNeither type of state is typically
conscious. As to the agency belief: we surely beltbat we cause each act that we feel control
over, though without consciously thinking so inleaase. Thus, what we may call the
intentional precursors of felt agency — volitionggvierian judgments, agency belief — are all
typically nonconscious. It follows thabnsciousnvolvement with the generation of felt agency
is usually quite limited; that is to say, thered¢a be few conscious states, if any, that cause it
The feeling thus stems from, and in effect indisatgpically nonconscious processes of action-
generation and evaluation. More fundamentally féleéing would — in the case of felt agency

over bodily movement — indicate the comparator raadm’s matching a forward model to

113 gynofzik et al. (2008) have distinguished thiddfads the “reflective” (vs. pre-reflective) sersfeagency. But
contra my proposal that the agency belief (“reflectevel” of agency) causes felt agency, they aris the other
way around: felt agency, once “conceptually proedgsyields the belief that one is in control. Thathy they call
felt agencypre-reflective. But Synofzik et al. may be overlookithg possibility of a nonconscious agency-belief. |
seems to me that once the system nonconsciougggueblition/act agreement, the most immediate itogreffect
would be a nonconscioleliefthat one has caused the act, typically followedhgyconscious feeling of control.
Indeed, nonconscious processing is generally loela tfaster than conscious processing. That'snsay the

feeling could not, in turn, bring that belief tonswiousness, upon reflection.
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sensory feedback. That neural process, | proposedi 5, subvenes a nonconscious consistency
judgment qua one’s movement. But first, | addrepsoélem that Searle’s view of volitional

content poses for Wegner’s account of how we canteelieve in our agency.

4. Consistency Assessments and Searlean Volit©oatent

The notion of a volition’s satisfaction conditionas been discussed by several writers.
Metzinger defines them as “those conditions thatldonake the action count agccessfully
terminated (2006, p. 21, 28), while Searle offers a morelexpaccount: “[M]y intention is
satisfied iff the action represented by the conténbe intention is actually performed” (1980, p.
49). As noted in sect. 1, a volitimrepresents an act propositionallyun now | turn on the
kitchen light nowetc If this intentional event is actualjs satisfied, which is to say there is
consistency betweenand the act. Following Searle’s approach, we cda thatv also has a
certain self-referential content, namely that tbiebe performedby way of carrying out this
volition (1980, p. 53). Since this condition requires thatevent represented e caused by
v, v will not be satisfied if | just happen to perfothe action that represents, or perform it due
to some other cause thanSearle has intuitive grounds for thinking thaemtions have that
kind of content (which | will call “Searlean cont&n If | order someone to leave the room, and
he leaves but for another reason than my commamndain't be said to have obeyed (i.e.,

satisfied) my order. So my command must have théect that the person leave the room as a

result of my command.

14 \What makew a volition as opposed to a standing intentiomésrepresented time of the action is now (see n.
98); the latter’s time representation would havedbntentat some later timevhen appropriateetc.
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Searlean content prima facie creates a circularithlem for Wegner’s account of how
the belief in agency arises.Mirepresents not just my action occurring now, bytaction
occurring nowbecause of hen judging that is satisfied requires believing that | have
voluntarily caused the action it represents, ¢hgt my willing to turn on the light has caused my
turning it on. So judging consistency would be flyaiconstituted by an agency belief. It can’t
thenexplainhow that belief arises.

| think there are two ways to solve this problemnst-it is arguable that volitions do not
have Searlean content. In the case of an orderdiner person, that kind of content is plausibly
involved. We want the person to act in a certaiy @cause of our commanand we have that
latter condition in mind precisely since here ogercy is a concern to us: The person might do
what we want, but for some other reason, and wé damt that. But in the case of our actions,
if they occur as we will them to, it's nearly alvwglyecause our will brought them about. So it's
doubtful we have thoughts suchlagill that | grip this mug as a result of this wmn. We
probably just represent the desired movement. Se@wen if Searlean contestpart of a
volition v, we can say an agency belief results (inter &lcah perceived agreement wits
representation of the movement, as distinct franSarlean contefit

Of course, | am not in a volitional state simplyrepresenting an action of mine; | must
also will the occurrence of that action. Fodor'8§T) Representational Theory of Mind would
analyze such a mental attitude functionally, anthis vein we can say thais a volition only if
it tends to bring about the action it representsrdformally: Letr(x) be a function mapping

mentalrepresentations to realizations of their intentiaigects, and leb(x, y) map ordered

5 |ndeed, since to judge agreement withSearlean content is to believe thidtas caused (i.e., | have “voluntarily
caused”) the movementrepresents, it follows on Wegner’s account thdgjng agreement with that content
results fromand is explained by judging agreement withrepresentation of the movement, along with the
exclusivity and priority judgments qua
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pairs of representations and sets of condititiris immediate behavioral results. Theris a
volition only if (i) it represents an action of agedf, and (ii)r(v) = b(v, y) for typical conditions
that are values of. The second criterion analyzes the “willing” compat ofv, as distinct from
its representational content. Thus, for me to thid occurrence of the actepresents — say, my
setting the alarm clock — is for the representatmimstantiate a certain functional property,
namely causing (via my motor system) me to seataen clock under typical conditions.
(Under atypical conditions, such as motor impairtntre representation of course would not
have that effect.) A different attitude toward thahtent, say heliefthat | set my alarm now,
could not be defined by (ii). For in that cabg, y) would not yield r(v) given typical values of.
Take an average circumstance wheremy being asked if | have set my alarm, my beihlg to
speak, etc. Them(v, y) = r(v), but ratheib(v, y) = my reporting that I've set my alarm. We
would have to resort to unusual sets of conditemsalues of in order for a belief that I've set
my alarm to cause me to set my alarm. For exarsplgpose | am hypnotized to want to try to
redo actions | believe I've performed. In that cdge y) =r(v).

It is also possible to functionally define the taitie involved in volition in terms of the
representation’mentaleffects, as opposed to its behavioral ones. Ftanes, if we subscribe to
Wegner’s theory of felt agency, it is clear thatodition will tend to initiate the judgments that
ground that feeling: once | will to set the alarown | tend to consider (consciously or not)
whether my ensuing act is consistent witliThat judgment process won't arise from the same
representation under other propositional attitudash as if wonder ifl've set the alarm.) In
turn, | tend to acquire a belief and feeling regagdny agency. So we can also say a

representation of an act is a volition only if, endiormal conditions, it works together with act

1 These would be complete specifications of theqréssother psychological and neural states, cusensory
inputs from the environment, and physical situation
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perceptions to cause these further mental stabeselconditions would include working visual
and proprioceptive systems (necessary to act pgoo¢@nd, in the case of bodily acts, a

working comparator mechanism, as | discuss in & section.

5. Consistency Assessments and the Comparator Model

One may judge consistency between volitional cdrded one’s bodily movement
(accordance with a “resident” goal) or an effecthaft movement in the environment
(accordance with a “remote” goal), as explainesgdat. 2. In the former case, the judgment bears
an interesting similarity to the operation of tleemparator mechanism proposed as a model of
motor control*’ In this system, the motor system determines wbicthmands will result in a
given desired state of the body, generating anefise model *'® A copy of the commands, the
“efference copy,” is then sent to a comparatoremti@al monitor, which uses the information to
build a “forward model” that predicts the sensagdback the movement will cause. When the
actual feedback arrives, the monitor can deterrtiaecongruence of the forward model with the
estimated actual state. Prior to that, a compaiisaiso thought to occur between forward
model and desired state. If both comparisons ra@salt'match,” the actual state of the body will
be the desired state (assuming that the estimatitire actual state is accurate). This serves

various functions, including distinguishing thogmsory signals that are self-generated from

117 gee, for example: S. J. Blakemore et al. (2001)Kavato (1999), and C.D. Frith (1992).

18 There is more than one possible set of commandsti@ve a given desired state, of course. Marigrelifit
finer-grained movement components could resultéatahing-the-child position, for example — andw&have
what is known as thimverse kinematicproblem that the motor system must solve. For &veof this issue, see
Haggard (2001).
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those that are externally generated, and makingeadjustments to subsequent motor
commands to improve performance.

| propose that the consistency judgment — in tise cd resident goals — supervenes on
the process that compares desired state to estiraaeteal state via inverse and forward models.
But this scenario is only plausible if we assuna titonconscious consistency judgments are the
norm. Comparator operations are presumably ongaimgjnonconscious consistency judgments
may well also routinely occur (unlik@nsciougudgments). Moreover, since nonconscious
processing is generally held to be faster thanaons processing, a nonconscious consistency
assessment could (theoretically) occur as quicklg aomparator output. The motivation for
positing this supervenience is the empirical evagetinat felt agency for movement causally
depends on comparator outputs. If that is so, thematural way to preserve Wegner’s account
of felt agency is to posit that consistency assessmngenders the feeling at the mental level of
while comparator outputs cause it at the neuralll@hat is, they cause the feeling’s neural
basis). This is an application of Yablo’s appro&ximental causation, discussed in Chapter 2,
sect. 6.

One example of the empirical evidence | alludestthe work of Chloe Farrer et al.
(2003). Among the primary neural regions implicatethe matching process are the cerebellum
and posterior parietal cortex, and Farrer et aldaoted a study supporting a causal link between
comparator operations and agency feelings basedtonty in these regions. In that study, (i)
subjects continuously moved a joystick with theght hand, which was hidden from view; (ii)
visual feedback about their movement was providedrbelectronic image of their hand
reconstructed at its exact location; and (iii) tth@age’s movements gradually diverged from

those of subjects’ actual hand. Subjects wereuottd to concentrate on their feelings of control
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over the electronic hand. Farrer et al. found #uditvation in the inferior parietal lobule was
inversely related to subjects’ reported feelingsaitrol: the more the discordance between
electronic hand movement and actual movement, tive giscordance between visual feedback
and forward models; in turn, the greater the pakigttivity, and thdéessfelt agency. A plausible
interpretation is that the inferior parietal lobaledes for specific degrees of
agreement/disagreement between forward modelsearsbiy feedback, and that these
comparator results are causally linked to diffededrees of felt control. As Nicole David et al.
write, that sense “strongly depends on the dedreerggruence versus incongruence between
predicted and actual sensory outcome” (2008, p).52%us, we can expedegreesof felt

agency to be causally explained by comparator tipesa For example, a detected mismatch,
note Synofzik et al., can cause a feeling of sayenay: “In the case of incongruency between
these indicators (e.g., a mismatch between progpikian, motor intention and visual feedback),
we experience an action as strange, peculiar andilhodone by me” (2008, p. 415; emphasis
added).

Given this causal link, we might question the neeposit a nonconscious consistency
judgment supervening on comparator output: Whyasstime a “match” at the neural level fully
accounts for felt agency and its degrees, as sooppents of the comparator model do (e.g.,
Chris Frith)? In response, | would point out thecéoof Wegner's intuition: téeelthat one
causes an act, one must fitsink that one causes it, by inferring causation froearious
principles he cites. Typically, feelings are caubgdeliefs: one feels anxious while taking a test
because one believes it is important, one thinissdtfficult, etc., though these beliefs often
remain nonconscious while one is anxiously at w8ikilarly, one feels agentive qua some act

a because one judges (again, often nonconscioulnya is consistent with one’s volitiom, has
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closely followed one’s volition, etc. Thus, we callg explain feelings by first appealing to their
psychological antecedents like beliefs, and thereireason to eschew that kind of explanation
when it comes to felt agency. The information dgptbby the comparator — e.g., visual cortex
activity produced by reafference after a movemaeistret our rational basis for thinking, and
subsequently feeling, that we have caused a move®ewe have justification for positing a
mental cause of felt agency along with the neusake. That's not the case with regard to other
(hypothesized) effects of comparator outputs: discating self-generated sensory feedback
and fine-tuning movement control may be exclusivedyral phenomena do not subvene any
mental states; thus we have no reason to thinklibeg mental causes.

Now, a volition/act comparison would of course lasdd on different kinds of
representation than the comparator deploys. Aigalind a perception of a performed act are
mental representations, the kind of representatizatsan become conscious. And whether
conscious or not, they are more coarse-graine@septations than their neural subvenors:
respectively, inverse models and the sensory feddtmmpared with the forward modef.In
the relatively rare cases when voliticare conscious, as | have argued, they are still more
coarse-grained, being phenomenally present to asaef feeling of being about to move.
Conscious volitions, we may sagpresentationally underdetermitige nature of the
movements they precede, more so than nonconscaditisns, and much more so than motor

programs.

19 For experimental evidence of our unawarenesseopthcise details of action control, see Marc Jeath
(2003), sect. 1.3.
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6. Consistency Assessments and Mental Acts

It's a contingent truth, of course, that conscigaktions tend to represent bodily
movements to a lesser degree than nonconscioumusldo. Conceivably, conscious volitions
could represent movements in more detail; in ety sometimes do. As Marcel writes, actions
“will inevitably have details unenvisaged in théeintions. Exceptions to this are actions where
great care or self-monitoring is needed” (2003%6§). One can even imagine conscious volitions
representing movements to the degree of detailntisadr commands do. But it so happens that
they do not: Even if we bring to mind a very spieddlea of the action we’re about to perform
just before acting, it won’t (as a matter of fdzdve the specificity of a motor program. This is
plausibly due to neural architecture. Considerafidence that conscious visual states are
intermediate-level representations in the visuatey: cells in mid-hierarchy areas (V2-V5)
tend to encode object size and orientation, urdédks in the high-level area (IT), which abstract
from these features. And unlike cells in the lowelearea (V1), mid-hierarchy cells tend to
encode illusory contours and fail to encode hidgbbal features like irradiation changes in each
retina. Thus, the responsiveness of only the ineeiate-level neurons correlates with the
contents of conscious visual experiecelhere is also evidence that conscious states are
intermediate-level representations within the highecal systems of other perceptual modalities
— and within the motor system. The latter’s highegel is the prefrontal cortex and its lowest
level is the primary motor cortex (Ml), which acllyaexecutes movements through direct
connections to motoneurons in the spinal column.ifds the activity of intermediate-level

premotor areas — implicated in theeparingof a specific movement — that has been correlated

120 For an in-depth review of the evidence, see R@095), Ch. 11.
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to conscious volitions to mové! The point being, this correlation with mid-levebpessing is a
contingent fact about the brain: we can imaginescmus volitions correlating instead with
activity in Ml and, accordingly, representing mowerts at a much finer grain of force, direction,
position, velocity, etc., down to individual musclentractions. That is, we can imagine much
less representational underdetermination, or perhape at all. Suppose, for example, that we
could perform a conscious act of mental simulasiomprecise that only one movement could
satisfy it'#

Where the desired act is a mental imaging, su@aidf representation is not only
conceivable, but realizable. The problem is, wglthe act then collapses into the act itself.
Consider the following case: a volition with thenceptual contenicture a bonsai trees
followed by one’s forming a particular mental imagfea bonsai tree. The image could have
been formed in all sorts of different ways that Wiosatisfy that volition, and even a volition
with more specific conceptual content (egicture a bonsai trewith 12 branchescan be
fulfilled by more than one imaging act. But hemmantal simulatiortanbe deployed in the

volition such that only one act would satisfypicture a bonsai tree ithis way [mental

simulation] is capable of fully capturing the dét#ithe ensuing mental act (i.e., there can be

121 gee, for example, S. Obhi and P. Haggard (20086 p.

122 Clearly, the kind of representational vehicle Védeen assuming is some description — linguistimentalese —
of the various properties of a movement — speedction, force, limb recruitment, muscle recruitinett. These
being quite numerous (to say the least), we car@xepresentational underdetermination. But &kfit type of
description can be deployed that would be satidfiednly one bodily act, namely, a definite destioip. So | can
will to perform the bodily act that would greet rimiend from a distance. This volition (given soataintext) picks
out exactly one desired act: hand-waving. If | wawehand, my volitiorfully represents that act — there are no
degrees of representation. What | have been disgydmowever, is not the representatioracfs— if these are
understood as abstractions of movements — butrriitbeconcrete movements themselves. So while thgust one
act that would satisfy this volition, there is noeomovement that is a hand-waving, but many similavements.
Admittedly, it's possible to formulate a definitestription of a movement, and incorporate that amantention:
For example, “I will now duplicate the hand movernkeperformed 10 seconds ago.” Assuming | only perfed
one hand movement 10 seconds ago, there is justayé can now move in order to satisfy this intent But how
will I go about satisfying it? | would need to deplsome mental representation of the physical ptigsemy
motion of 10 seconds ago, in order to attempt dafibn. Thus, the mental state that would actuglige my
movement — the state that would betbétion and not merely an intention — would need to descmovement
properties. And that entails (contingently, | argtat it underdetermines the nature of the ensoingement.
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perfect consistency), whereasse the right arm in thisvay[mental simulation] would not fully
capture the detail of the ensuing movement. Yéhanfirst case the intended act is subsumed in
the volition. This phenomenon, of course, can adgur in the sphere of mental action.
Consider a mental act that has purely intentionatent, such as thinking 26. In this case there
are no imagistic properties for the guiding volitim represent: unlike picturing a bonsai, there
is, arguably, nothing qualitative about thinking 26 at least there need not be. So the only
properties that the volition must represent areritibnality, an intentional object (26), and,
arguably, a mode of presenting that object (théheraatical conce®6). For example, if 26 is
the solution to Problem #4, the volitional contamgiht bethink of the answer to Problem #4
under the mathematical concept that expressdsiis we specify the intentionality of the act to
be performed (vighink o), its intentional object (vithe answer to Problem #4and its mode of
presenting that object (vthe mathematical concept)..We needn’t deploy a volition with the
contentthink of 26 via the conce@b6 (indeed, we probablyan’t do so since we haven’t solved
the problem yet).

Unlike an act of mental imaging, then, a strictijentional mental act can be fully
specified by a volition without thereby performitige act. In both cases of mental action,
however, it is clear that willing to perform mengaitm does not (necessarily) consist in
performingm. It is also clear that whan occurs, it can agree with the will's representatdm.
As Wegner puts it, “It is not that we need to knewerything in advance of thinking it, but that
we need to know something about where our thougtyt Ine going that then is consistent with
what we think when we get there” (2002, p. 86). §,ithere can be volition/act consistency in

mental action, just as in the sphere of bodilyaarctf® Following the Wegnerian account of felt

123 Frith has even proposed that the comparator mafdabtor control can be applied to cognition, whareentral
monitor would compare the actual thought to theipeaters for that thought set forth in the volitigvie should not,
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agency, we can expect the phenomenon to obtaméotal acts as well. Strawson, however,

seems to think otherwise.

7. Strawson'’s Passivist Proposal

Strawson (2003) has argued at length that intrdgpereveals no sense of oneausing
one’s thoughts, but rather a certain passivity: “Mid ... that most of our thoughts — our
thought-contents st happeri he writes, offering his own introspection as sap: “When |
consider my mental life | find that things constamipinge on me. | remember that | have to do
X — it strikes me that Y is true” (p. 228 At most, Strawson claims, one prepares oneself to
receivethoughts, and feels agency in this regard. Suatalgtic” activity, as he describes it, can
take various forms: “setting one’s mind at the peald’ one wants to solve, “focused
concentration of will,” a “receptive blanking ofaimind,” “maintaining attention,” and so forth.
Then, the “content outcomes are delivered into cionsness” by the “natural causality of

reason” (or imagination, as the case may be) # goes well cognitively. If not, one is left with

however, commit ourselves to the claim that thosighistbe caused by volitions to think, for since volitio
themselves are thoughts, a “never-beginning regreisgentions to form thoughts” would be entailed,Akins and
Dennett (1986) have pointed out. Rather, only cimoscthoughts that one feels agentive in thinkingsnibe caused
by volitions, as the consistency-based accourglofifency requires. And if the volitions that cassch thoughts
are typically nonconscious (as | will argue), tlogre cannot feel agentive in thinking them. Accogimthey need
not be caused by prior volitions, and so no regiessatens.

124 strawson uses the sense of passivity in cognétioa (putative) introspective datum to supportkisn that
thoughts and imaginings should not count as actioss not entirely persuaded by this phenomenobldgi
criterion: Does an ageftneed tdeellike she caused her thoughtn order forT to be her action? It seems that as
long asS's conscious attempt to bring abduts a cause of (along with whatever nonconscious “ballistic”
cognition is required)T is somethings does intentionally (i.e., an action), especialhcs Sis arguably constituted
by her nonconscious mind as well as her conscioaesla fact, as noted above, Davidson’s theoryctba does
not require that the subjectnsciouslyepresent an act as intentional: s@ fpops up” without my consciously
intending it, the nonconscious caused ¢if these can be considered intentional) may tmigh forT to count as
my action. Thus, the right kind of causing, not &wling of causing that may emerge, is what saerbg required
for agency in cognition. In any case, the acti@atust of cognition is not my primary concern hend,father
Strawson’s premise that cognition is phenomenotdbjipassive.
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conscious primings and no results, rather likenggytio remember a name and failing to.
Strawson also allows that there can be representditontent involved in conscious priming, as
| have illustrated with the examples of willinggture a bonsai tree and willing to solve a math
problem. The content needn’t be as conceptuallji@kps the cases | offer, of course. When
willing to generate a reply during conversatioma@son explains, “one often knows ... in some
ineffably compressed manner, what its contentps2@9). But ittanbe: When willing to

imagine something, “one must obviously start framme conceptual or linguistic specification

of the contentgpangled pink elepha¥it(p. 241). Unlike acts of mental focusing, exertior
“blanking,” which presumably have only qualitatislearacter, such conscious volitional activity
recruitsrepresentationatontents, with which the mental outcome can agreéa(l to agree), as
Strawson also allows: “... given that one’s imaginthdy fits the specification one may say that
it is intentionally produced” (p. 241). But evertlie outcome meets such “criteria” imposed at
the catalytic stage, and one is conscious of tiheesgent, Strawson denies that a sense of agency
emerges. Introspection reveals a passive recegptithre desired thought or image: “What
happens then is — a content just comes” (p. 235).

The phenomenology of cognition that Strawson dbssris surely accurate in many
cases, but not, | think, in all or even the mayoritsometimes feel that a mental imdge a
thought thaP “came to me,” but more often | feel that I've “lightf to mind” or “judged that
P.” Even those thoughts that do seem to “impingadrume seem that way only because they
carry a lesser degree of felt agency; | do not B&pee them asompletelyout of my control;
indeed, if | did | would likely be suffering fronome type of intrusive-thought disorder.
Nevertheless, | think we can explain how one magime to believe, as Strawson does, that

passivity in cognition is the phenomenological noEssentially, it's not that introspection
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reveals one’s control over acts of catalysis artling more. Rather, felt agency commonly
accompanies (conscious) cognitions of all kind$,deutain considerations and introspective acts
will tend to weaken it. One of those acts is tauon how conscious catalysis representationally
underdetermines the ensuing mental act. Indeedngcious catalysis typically consists in the
kinds of purely qualitative phenomena Strawson dless — “focused concentration of will,” a
“receptive blanking of the mind,” etc. — these willcourse fail to represent the ensuing
cognitionat all. But the consistency-based account of felt agenstill viable in such cases,
insofar as the phenomenon can arise from an agtéeaent with theonconscious
representational content of volitions, as | hayguad. So even if one’s conscious activity just
prior to thinking of the square root of 1#jjusta certain inclining or blanking of the mind, what
follows —thinking 12— can still agree with representations that hapgea remain nonconscious
during the catalytic stage, suchtasmk the number that times itself will yield 14 a result,
one will experience control ovérinking 12 Yet should one consider what one did consciously
just prior to that thought — say exert one’s attent one may well be struck by how a mere act
of mental effort could have brought about a specdpresentational content, as that exertion had
no representational content itself, and thus caoldspecify the nature of the desired mental
outcome. Basically, by introspecting the fact tiat outcome is not at all prefigured at the
conscious level of catalysis, one may disrupt gtedgency that naturally arises from
volition/act consistency at the nonconscious leVhls, | suggest that Strawson’s introspective
focus on catalysis of the purely qualitative kimdhich cannot representationally prefigure
outcomes, leads him to deny felt agency during itmgm

In turn, this introspection will tend to give risea consideration that further weakens the

sense of control over mental acts: One realizesdwwcious catalysis depends (perhaps in large
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part) on nonconscious content, nonconscious inéegrsubpersonal mechanisms, etc., in order
to bring about a given thought or mental image.d@mple: “My mere exertion of attention
seems insufficient to intentionally control my tighd thatP, so there must have been various
nonconscious mechanisms at work. | thus dependédeon to think thaP.” This explains
Strawson’s characterization of content as beindgjVdeed into consciousness” — presumably by
nonconscious cognition. On my account, when theeeabnscious/nonconscious process is
successful, the natural feeling engendered is étleecselfproducingthe desired content® So

the dependence on nonconscious cognition, theisbhalmachinery,” can only attenuate the
sense of agency if one deliberately takes it ilmtmsaderation. Mental contents might start to feel
delivered, not produced. But this phenomenologyld/be artificial.

The overall point, then, is that the sense of @ymérto some extent under the agent’s
control: she can weaken it by focusing on repregemtal underdetermination, by taking into
account the dependence on nonconscious cognitiinperhaps there are other means. Now, in
some cases — again, not the majority — phenomesai\pty in cognition would be natural.
Strawson often suggests that one experiendetagbetween catalysis and outcome: For
example, he writes that “action, in thinking, rgajbes no further than [priming]. The rest is
waiting, seeing if anything happens, waiting fontamt to come to mind, for the ‘natural
causality of reason’ to operate in one” (p. 232)a®son means this claim to apply to thinking in
general, not just challenging mental acts likengyio write a philosophy paper. But the average
thought does not seem to be preceded by willingveaiting; these are thoughts like “She
shouldn’t call me at this hour,” “I hope it doesréin” or mentally running through a familiar
grocery list. Only thoughts that are more difficitarrive at, such as solutions to problems,

creative ideas, hard-to-recall names, etc., tyjyicgatolve such a lag. The reduced felt agency in

125Which is a well-grounded feeling since nonconssioognition is (arguably) part of the mental self.
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the latter case is easily explained by the consigtdased account: A volition not only
represents a desired mental act in terms of itseecbite.g., recall the name of the actor who
starred inBen Hu, but also in terms of its time (recall that nano®\). So if there is a lag in the
occurrence of the desired act, the act is to tki@né inconsistent with the volitional content,
and, ex hypothesi, felt agency is reduced (that tertain passivity is experienced).

Admittedly, one may feel quite active in the pracestrying to recall a name, for
example. One does not necessarily just “wait,”rbay bring to mind various details and
circumstances surrounding “that person | met aptréy.” If one has a strong sense of agency
for these “exploratory thoughts,” it's because thaye fully satisfied volitions, including the
representations afhenthe thoughts are to happen. But felt agency regguekploratory
thoughts does not entail that, once one thinkb®tiame, one will feel fully agentive abdliét
mental act: it may feel like it just “popped intoeds head.” If itdoesfeel that way, it’s likely
because, as I've argued, the thought fails tofgatie temporal constraint of the volition. If it
doesnot feel that way — i.e., one feels as much contrelr akinking the name as over the
exploratory thoughts — it’s likely because one maiated anewvolition to recall the name
(consciously or not). The act then satisfied thdition, including its temporal constraiff

Note that a delay following a volition to performreental act may make one aware of the
fact that the volition is causallgsufficientfor the act to occur at the desired time, and dlhes of
nonconscious cognitive factors in “delivering” tb@ntent then becomes salient without needing

to be considered deliberately. Wegner’s exclusiertierion is also breached here, allowing a

126 Now, it's also possible that one felt rather passibout the recollection due to the lag and riesplt
inconsistency with the original volition’s tempo@nstraint; nevertheless, one characterizes therence in
terms that imply robust agency: e.g., “I finallytd® instead of “It finally came to me.” This cha# of words may
be more reflective of one’s self-concept as an atem of the phenomenology of the act. For exanipthat
concept includes the nonconscious cognition thalivdred” the content (see n. 127), one will stdhsider it
correct to say “l finally got it,” passivity feelyys notwithstanding.
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further explanation of the reduced sense of agdhoyte becomes aware of a dependence on
nonconscious cognition in order to, say, recalhme, one is becoming awareawiother cause

of recalling that name apart from the conscious twitecall it**’ Wegner would consider this an
“internal” competing cause: “Whenever we becomeraved some cause of our action that lies
inside ourselves but of which we were previouslgamscious, we may lose some of the sense of
will” (2002, p. 91). Of course, felt agency is amatically reduced once the act fails to fully
agree with the volition due to the delay; the dejggrte on nonconscious processing need not
become salient for phenomenal passivity to set in.

Thus, if “waiting for content to come” — a certaesistance encountered after catalysis —
is the norm in cognition (as Strawson implies)ntke is phenomenal passivity. But the
antecedent is false: typically, a mental act foBqgwomptly and smoothly after being catalyzed.
Interestingly, the one case where Strawdoesallow for felt agency in cognition is imagination,
namely, mental image-making, like summoning thegenaf a giraffe. And that’s due to the
typical lack of resistance or delay after one witlsmagine something: “We are prone to
experience [imagination] as action, as somethinglavententionally, when it occurs (as it
normally does) without any sort of resistance, res (p. 239)? Presumably, catalysis also
occurs without phenomenal resistance, and thahishe considers it a genuine mental act and

not a merely ballistic result one has to “wait fdim not sure this claim would be accurate: |

127 Even if, metaphysically, nonconscious cognitiopast of the mental self, psychologically, one ®tarestrict
the mental self (or at least its essence) to consaognition. Thus, when one realizes how a gimental act
depends on nonconscious cognition, the sense sktires the cause of the act may well be weakanedgew of
this “other cause.” An alternate psychology wouldsume both kinds of cognition as part of one diuaative
mental self, which enables the exclusivity critarto be met: For example, even if | realize thabhecting a
certain name depends little on my conscious prigjiagd happens only when suitable nonconsciougpses
transpire, | still judge there to lmme causef the recollection whenever it occurs: me.

128 He further speculates, “It may be that the sefisstentional authorship arises merely from thestsssness
...,  and essentially argues that sleouldn’tfeel control simply on that basis, that “glow afse” (p. 8). Granted.
More fundamentally, there must be will/act consisie Suppose | work with both Sharon and Sally, &md
thinking about how Sharon might handle a projeatight mistakenly think the name “Sally” quite rdgdnd with
no resistance, yet immediately feel a distinct latthought control.
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can have trouble clearing my mind to solve a pnobler focusing on the problem, etc. But in
any case, Strawson effectively implies tbaty mental imaging and catalysis occur resistance-
free, and thus only these types of cognition cahfidly agentive. That’'s a highly questionable

proposal.

8. Rosenthal’s Account

Rosenthal (2002) advances a different explanatidheosense of agency than the one |
am advocating. What he calls our “sense of fremagd take to be the phenomenon | have
been discussing: phenomenologically, “free” simpiplies that the control over our actions is
not experienced as exertbgl someone or something else. As a result, we risayfeel that we
could have acted otherwise than we did, a cerlamséness” or spontaneity during voluntary
action?® Actions do not seem this way because they seemused, Rosenthal argues, as “we
normally experience voluntary actions as causecomgcious volitions” (p. 219). As I've urged
in sect. 3, that's not theormal experience: We typically feel agentive during @ctwithout
being aware of a forgoing volition. Indeed, wheaerthis explicit awareness whatcauses one’s
voluntary act, the perceived causal agent may wetl/beoneself not one’s volition. Several
authors have endorsed a phenomenology of agerateauS® But given Rosenthal’s account of
the sense of agency, we must be aware of causdiyeaolitions prior to acting, and frequently
so. On his view, that sense, for someaagt ours, is grounded in two more fundamental

experiences: (i) the senseadbeing caused by our volition to dqwhich must therefore be a

129 Metaphysically, “free” may imply that we in facdald have acted otherwise, as many free-will tretsiold.
130 5ee, for example, Terry Horgan et al. (2003) aad Ginet (1990).
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conscious state); and (ii) the sense of that litiself being uncaused. He writes, “Actions
seem to be free because the volitions that caese seem, in turn, to be uncaused” (p. 219). Of
course, (ii) surely misrepresents how things amseRthal notes: Even if a volition has no
introspectively apparent causal antecedentspitasght about by the readiness potential,
according to Libet’s evidence. More proximatelyisitikely caused by a lateralized readiness
potential (LRPY*: more distally, it is caused by the agent’s bslifid desires. Nevertheless, (ii)
essentially means that the volition feels spontasgand when coupled with (i), means that we
do a by spontaneously choosing to, which leads usdabdgentive.

While this account seems plausible, | think it facertain difficulties. First, suppose we
wereconscious of the volition’s mental causes. Wouldsense of agency in acting necessarily
be diminished or negated? If | maneuver my car a&nparking slot by a tree while being aware
of my will to do so and a mental cause of that,vailich as my predilection for shade, it seems |
can still feel fully agentive in parking the ¢af.Whatdoesseem to diminish felt agency, as
discussed in the previous section, is realizing tie volition has nonconscious — and
particularly subpersonal — causal antecedents.éntktb marginalize such cognitive events
within our concept of our mental self as compacedadnscious states (whether correctly or not),
and so there is the sense that something that isssentially us is controlling our will. Hence
the “folk” reaction to Libet's studies of the readss potential, which is a (necessarily)

nonconscious subpersonal event: “My brain knowstwiall want to do before | do,” i.e., a

131 And we may posit a nonconscious volition supemgrin that potential, as Rosenthal suggests (p. 218

132 consistent with Rosenthal’s approach, we mighttsayfelt control is in this case explained by the
predilection’s feeling uncaused. But consider thisught experiment: Suppose that for each mentitemthat we
are conscious of as causing our action, we areeagfasome other mental evgnads causing. That is, we are
aware of an infinite regress of causal antecederasr action at the mental level. For example gima indefinitely
extending the causal chain < predilection for skadealition to park the car by the tree > to includmscious
reasons and desires that are progressively modafo@antal. No mental state or event in this chainlevéeel
uncaused, yet it seems that we would still fed the action that is ultimately produced is mentathntrolled by
us.
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sense of disempowerment. But there is no reasosemse of agency should be diminished when
we are introspectively aware of the mental causesiovolitions, as we generally take such
conscious states to be essential to our mentadseélWe would simply be more deeply aware of
our motivations for acting in the course of actifiy.

Second, when volitions are conscious, we usuadlyyifecontrol of them as well as the
ensuing act. But on Rosenthal’s view, we would reeédferent account of felt agency for
volitions than for acts: We feel in control of gdtge claims, when we feel they are caused by
volitions that feel uncaused. So we cannot givestiireeexplanation of why we feel in control of
those volitions: they feel uncaused, and thus cafeeb caused by volitions that feel uncaused.
This problem is avoided on a volition/act consisteapproach. A person feels in control of both
act and volition for the same type of reason: Té¢tdeels that way because it agrees with the
volition (which is in this case conscious), and toétion feels that way because it agrees with
more general volitions and desires (which may beconscious™). We can thus give a uniform
account of felt agency for both bodily actions amaughts.

Third, consider volitions that we don't feel cortower, such as a pathological urge that
we feel causes us to act. We may, at least atrtigedf acting, not be aware of the mental causes
of the volition: it seems to just “pop into” ourmgriousness, and move us to act. So both (i) and
(i) are met, yet we feel agency in neither willingr acting. The act cannot feel agentive, since it
issues from a volition that is unwanted. So thetieol's seeming uncaused is irrelevant to felt

agency: whether it agrees with our second-ordetions is key. Rosenthal has dismissed this as

133 Such action probably would not feel spontaneousitbvould feel agentive, on the consistency-based approach |
favor. Indeed, these are distinct phenomena. Smigkt reserve Rosenthal’s account for the feelihgpontaneity,
maintaining that an act feels (i) fully agentiveemht agrees with a volition that itself agreeswatsecond-order
volition; and (ii) spontaneous when we're unawarthat second-order volition, or any other mentalses of the
first-order volition.

134 Contra Rosenthal’s claim that “nonconscious vai seem irrelevant to the sense of free agency?1(@). On

his approach, of course, thaye irrelevant, since he requires felt agency to lmigded in conscious volitions.
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a counterexample to his account, claiming that wiierexperience an intrusive mental state, we
dotend to have “a sense that it is caused, andsesgrwhat causes it*® But to say we tend to

is to allow for exceptions. Indeed, the precisenmeenology of intrusive thoughts likely varies
on a case-by-case basis. And if unawareness afilges of a volition is sufficient for felt
agency in acting, there shouldn’t &eyexceptions. That is, there shouldn’t be any casesev

we are unaware of those causes and feel nonagefativtbat is to falsify the theory.

9. The Function of Felt Agency

While Rosenthal denies that nonconscious voliticars ground the feeling of control
over our acts, he does allow that they can proraeconscious information about agency, which
in turn can “play a role in our psychological liyeven if not consciously” (2008, p. 834). |
follow him on this hypothesis, although | don’trtkivolitionsin and of themselvgsrovide
information about one’s controlling a given act. &gued, a volition enables a consistency
assessment, which then causes a belief regardergggeach of these mental events being
typically nonconscious. Reaching this belief, thégpends on volitional content. So a volition
certainly provides information thatiislevantto our belief in agency. But one can'’t “read off”
one’s agency from a volition, as the ensuing act n have satisfied it. It's also the act
perception, along with the judgments Wegner idegjfthat yield agency information. The
information will have been “provided” once one bgks in and feels agency on the basis of the

judgments.

135|n correspondence.
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How accurate is the information? It depends. As Wéeguggests, “the experience of
will” (a term he sometimes uses to designate theesef agency) “can be an indication that the
mind is causing action, especially if the persoa good self-interpreter, but it is not conclusive”
(2002, p. 96). That is, if the person judges theditmons to obtain, there is a good chance that
the person’s mindid cause the action, and so the feeling of agendydisalts from those
judgments becomes a fairly reliable indicator dfaecontrol. But the judgments do not of
courseguaranteethat the mind caused the action. First, for Wegthery would never entail that
one’s volition caused the action, insofar as helfithat volitions are epiphenomenal to the
neural processes thab generate action (e.g., the readiness potentiabeat, judgments that
priority, consistency, and exclusivity obtain wole correlated with the control of the action by
those neural processes, which he considers p#reafonconscious mind. As discussed in sect.
2, | differ with Wegner on this point: | think véibns can produce action. Second, there are cases
where a person judges the conditions to hold andnleéor mechanisms hawet caused the
action. Primarily such cases can be cited whermattien is a remote effect as opposed to a
bodily movement, as there is then a greater chim@®@mething unnoticed by the person to be
producing the action. Thus Wegner gives the siraglemple of his playing a videogame he was
unfamiliar with (Donkey Kong), and feeling contler the monkey’s leaping over barrels,
even though he had actually been “playing” duripgexgame demo (2002, pp. 9-10).
Presumably, he had judged that the leaps succéesladll, were consistent with it, and had no
other causes. But his resulting sense of agen@ytlipse remote events, didt correctly
indicate that his motor system was a cause of threkey’s leaps. Still, the agency he felt qua his
bodily movements (gripping and moving his handdotml the joystickwasaccurate: his

motor system did control his hand.
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Thus, it seems felt agency would more reliablydate voluntary bodily movement than
voluntary remote action, insofar as the judgmentsigding it are more reliable in the former
case. In particular, one is well positioned to malarrect exclusivity judgment, i.e., whether
there are exogenous causes of one’s bodily movertevituld also seem that the consistency
judgment is on more solid ground: one is more Vikelcorrectly judge that intentions are
satisfied by bodily movements than by distal eveespecially given the added proprioceptive
input from movement. But in fact our conscious amass of our own movements (one of the
two data that Wegner says is used in the consigjedgment), may not always be accurate,
given its source. There is evidence that the consadiepresentation is formedor to actual
movement. For example, an experiment by Haggardviaagho (1999) using transcranial
magnetic stimulation (TMS) implicated a stage invemaentpreparation— namely,
supplementary motor area (SMA) processing — asdhece of conscious awareness of
movement. Using TMS-induced delays of a key preadann response to a go signal, they
found that when TMS was applied to the SMA, sulgjetiowed greater awareness of their
slower reaction time than when TMS was appliech®grimary motor cortex. Now as
discussed, the comparator mechanism receives g@iffiergut from theactual movemernh
making its determination (ex hypothesi), so itootitmore reliably indicates movement control.
For Wegner, this discrepancy between the informatiged for a consistency judgment
regarding bodily movement and the information usgthe comparator would be more evidence
that “apparent mental causation is generated bgtarpretive process that is fundamentally
separate from the mechanistic processes of realeausation” (2002, p. 96). But if, as |
argue, felt agency is regularly generated Inpaconsciousonsistency assessment that

supervenes on a comparator match, the phenomenad accrue more reliability as a
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movement-control indicator. There would be lessaasgon between the “interpretative” and
“mechanistic” processes, to use Wegner’s termsleaat when it comes to bodily movement.
That such an assessment takes into account irgrattfre actual movement, and not a
preparatory stage, does not contravene the Haggar#lagno result, since their experiment
concerngonsciougepresentation of movement.

Given the general reliability of our agency indaat it might be thought that the
function of felt agency is to yield whatever psyidgical effects result from one’s being
informed about action control. But again, these@# could just as well result from a (typically)
nonconscious state: the belief in agency. And at, i#is more plausible that they do result from
that state. Consider that the most salient effeicégyency information would be on action
planning: If | am concurrently performing aetsindb, and believe that | am in full control af
but weak control ob, | may well decide to devote more attention totomhng b. Such
decision-making regarding action is one of the fioms commonly ascribed to tleentral
executivgCE), a postulated cortical system that drawsabiomal capacities and memory in
order to handle nonroutine behavioral taSkst is the CE, then, that is “informed” about the
state of action control, and | argue that the bati@gency, as opposed to the feeling, constitutes
the CE’s reception of that information and affatdgprocessing accordingly. That’s because the
belief likely occurdn the cortical regions of the CE itself (primarilgrdolateral prefrontal and
anterior cingulate), whereas the feeling likelywscin the brain’s subcortical limbic pathways.
Once the belief occurs, it both affects action piag and engenders felt agency. It is less
plausible to assume that the causal chain runetttee way; namely, that the CE depends on

phenomenal agency to occur — in a separate neystains — in order to reach a belief state on

% |n D.A. Norman and T. Shallice’s (1986) model ofian control, the CE is essentially the SupervwisBystem,
which modulates the “lower level” of control by \géting action schemas, thereby altering “automatsponses
to stimuli.
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action control. Reaching such a state is a fungatitegral to the CE, as a rational-control system
that receives direct input from the premotor systefnich presumably subvenes volitions, and
perceptual systems that track one’s bodily movemant distal acts.

Thus, while both the belief in agency and felt agyerepresent some degree of action
control, only the former on my proposal plays agh®jogical role qua its representational
content, by occurring in and influencing the CE e@may object to this proposal via the
following case: Suppose Jones is trying to petiecolf swing, and in the course of attempting
a practice swing, he feels fully in control of timening of his hips, but poorly in control of the
trajectory of the club. Naturally, the latter fegjiprompts Jones to focus more on achieving the
proper trajectory, on the next swing or perhaphle feels that sense of poor control during the
swing. This may entail his bringing to mind a coackdvice, picturing where he wants the club
head to be at the end of the swing, etc. Cleaitweakenedenseof agency is moving Jones to
take these measures in respect of what it repesgmdr control over his swing. In response to
this putative counterexample, | would note thathgpothesi, Jones’ feeling a lack of control
over his swing is caused by Husliefthat his club is poorly controlled. And it's tHaelief,
combined with certain of Jones’ standing desirablaliefs (a desire to have a good swing, a
belief that club trajectory is vital, etc.), thabwes Jones to devote more attention to the club’s
trajectory. But since the belief occurs nonconsslip(and immediately upon Jones’ motor
system detecting a discrepancy between his volgirmhmovement), Jones will tend to think it
was the feeling that moved him to take those meastor he cannot, of course, introspect a
nonconscious belief.

If we only need agency beliefs and not feelingsrter to make such decisions about the

allocation of attention, why then do we feel cohtreer acts (or lack thereof)? While this state,
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on my view, is an effect of the process by whichoeme to an agency belief, | don’t think it's
epiphenomenal, for it plausibly has its own psyolalal effects, based on gialitative

content, which we may call “control qualia.” We generally drawn to pursue good feelings
and avoid bad ones, and the feeling of agencyssdive one of efficacy and harmony during
action, while its counterpart is one of impotenad &ustration. Thus, successful action, insofar
as it entails the feeling of control, is intrindlggleasurable. As Jonathan Cole and Barbara
Montero maintain, movement “is not simply for lotegm reward in terms of satiation of hunger,
thirst, cold etc. It has some reward of itself”@Z0p. 299). While they suggest that this reward
may be “affective proprioception” during movemengdiated by “a system of sensory
afferents,” they also propose that the intrinsgaglre may be due to volition/act agreement, the
“harmony between intention, action and sensoryngtuvhich, as | have argued, grounds the
sense of agency. In turn, the pleasure associdatbdeit agency will drive one to seek to fulfill
one’s volitions. This psychology fits with evolutiary theory: pleasurable sensations often issue
from behaviors that are beneficial to the organ(erg., eating and rest), while painful ones issue
from those that are not (e.g., exposing the bodiréd. So because well-controlled voluntary
action is generally more conducive to survival tpaorly controlled action, we can expect
positive and negative sensations to be linkedemthespectively. “It is relatively easy to suggest
that there was a good evolutionary pressure toneexercise of the body (in the sense of
controlled movement),” write Cole and Montero. ©ficse, the pleasure involved in feeling
movement control will seldom be tkelemotivation in action choice; many other predicted
results of the act are factored in, and usuallg fadecedence. For example, a perfectly executed
walk along a high ledge would engender the pleasicentrol qualia, but the promise of that

sensation alone would motivate few people to attehewalk*’

137 Infants, who from about two months of age onwatidglay voluntary movement, may present an example
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Assuming that felt agency is psychologically eféicaus, do we have a case of
consciousness being efficacious? After all, we Wddve a causally active conscious mental
event. But as discussed in Chapter 2, the key isswbether said mental event affects cognition
gua being consciousurely, if the sense of agency draws one to gektkon satisfaction (in
addition to the desirability of any goals that nieythereby attained), it is in virtue of the
pleasing qualitative character of that experieQ@alitative character, however, is not the same
phenomenon as consciousness: the notion of corssgimlia is not redundant, for there can be
nonconscious qualia. At least this is how thingsmdtif one subscribes to a higher-order theory
of consciousness, as | do. On that type of viewtrobqualia areeonsciousn virtue of being the
intentional objects of another mental state, sigch hhought or quasi-perception; they are
gualitativein virtue of being introspectible properties —rhanious, effortless, powerful, etc. —
of an affective stat&®® Given that distinction, it is (logically) possibier the c-property of felt
agency to be inefficacious while its qualitativardcter is not. For example, control qualia

would have the psychological effects proposed apatde theirbeing the object of a HOR

moving simply for the sake of pleasure associatitd felt agency. As Cole and Montero note, theynisée enjoy
“exploring carefree movements” (2007, p. 310).

138 Further, we can define token qualitative statasRésenthal’s homomorphism theory (2005, pt. 2efBy the
identity of a qualitative state in modality derives from its position in a mental “quality spathat is
homomorphic to the quality space of perceptiblgprties accessible . So beige appears to resemble brown
more than green, and this mental relation wouldlfglresemblances among the family of visuallycpetible
properties of beige, brown, and green objectsolafig this view, a control quale would be fixedits/position in
an affective quality space, e.g., more like a fegbf harmony and less like a sense of effort. Andiccount might
be developed where those mental relations pasaftelarities and differences between pairs of agenironment
relations. In addition, a control quale could bérdsl functionally, in a way that does not invoM®RSs. So a
nonconscious pain would tend to cause aversivevimhand a nonconscious control quale would tendause a
desire to repeat the controlled action, or to penfeimilar acts.

Unlike perceptual states, however, there may nairtyeactual cases of honconscious pain or nonamsci
control qualia. But they are possible on highereoittieory. For example, a nonconscious controlegmaght be
created by having a person play a familiar piamz@iwhile blocking any HORs that would target thiejsct’s
quale. Theoretically, this could be done by apgyliMS to increase inhibition in the relevant aré#he prefrontal
cortex, and checking that the subject reports abirfg of control over his playing. If the activily his limbic
system remains constant, it's plausible that a anscious control quale is occurring.
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an epiphenomenal property. This would be the dabe iIHOR plays no causal role qua its h-
property.

But assuming that we don’t have a case of whatdnigihder thought theorists call
“empty heat” (a HOR without its intentional objeadpesn’t a HOR play a causal role insofar as
it provides information about its target? All repeatational states (if they don’t misrepresent)
provide such information: Suppose a perSmonsciously sees a lanfps perception inform§
of a lamp’s presence, whifgs HOR of that perception infornfsof his seeing lamp. And to
saySreceives information abowutis to say one or more of his neural systems heseived that
information, namely those that have entered intg-gpresenting state. So supp&sevisual
cortex receives information about the presencelafg in a certain location by entering into
statep, andSs prefrontal cortex then receives information aoby entering into HOR'".
Neither state plays a causal role, however, simmplgrtue of providing information to their
respective brain areas: the information musti$ed or have effects of its own. That Bs
occurrenceonstituteshe visual cortex’s reception of lamp informatidrjgoes notauseit.
Similarly for p’: its presence in the prefrontal coriexthat brain system’s being informed about
p. But if p” does not in turn have mental effects, it's epigmeeanal. Thus, when HOP theorist
Lycan writes of an “internal scanner” state “defing information about ... [a first-order]
psychological state to one’s executive control'uiii®87, p. 72), he is not thereby citing a
causal role for a HOP; the delivered informatiorstrhe put to use.

In the case of felt agency accompanying somea,adbie HOR that renders its qualia
conscious would have the contéaim feeling control ovea. We can assume that this state
occurs in some part of the CE. Rosenthal, for exangites the mid-dorsolateral prefrontal

cortex as a plausible locus for HOTSs, given theatation between certain activity there and
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consciousness (2008, p. 835). The first-order tesigde — the control quale — likely occurs in
subcortical limbic pathways insofar as it is aiieg| as suggested above. The occurrence of the
HOR then constitutes the CE’s being informed alaofgeling of control in a distinct neural
system. But as argued, that HOR would only plagussal role if its content Fam feeling

control over act — had some effect on processing in the CE. Wednadso look for a

beneficial and significant causal impact, if we trelaim that this particular type of HOR has
utility as opposed to mere efficaty.My proposal is that the HOR enables the CE to thke
gualia into account in its rational processingofas as the HOR relays conceptual information
about the qualia’s presence. That is what it deesit$ h-property, qua representing the first-
order state. Thus, HORs about (positive or negptigency feelings are a necessary condition

for thinking and reasoning about the qualia.

Let me address some likely objections to this idea:

(i) A HOR need not represent the pleasant or frustgatiature of the feeling in order to render
it conscious. For example, on HOT theory, the thmdlgat ‘I am feeling control over aet is
about that feeling despite not expressing its @aasess in particular; indeed, that theory
requires only that HOTs deploy primitive concegdtmentality, which need not pick out every
aspect of a first-order state. Thus, an agencyrfga being conscious does not entail that
information about its positive or negative affeityiveaches the CEThe problem with this
counterargument is that our ongoing consciousniessnirol — and occasional consciousness of
lack of control -do include consciousness of positive and negativectffity, respectively. So

whatever HORSs are rendering those feelings consciaust in fact be representing their

139 See my definition of “utility” in Ch. 3, sect. 2.
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pleasantness or frustrating qualities, even if thegd not. Furthermore, since these emotions
during action can be felt by infants and animalggig the evolutionary account of control qualia
| have proposed), no especially sophisticated nhentecepts would be required in order to pick

them out via higher-order representattéh.

(i) If the impact on the CE is mediated by the HOR, wiwid the target feeling be needed?
Desires and behavior could be driven simply byaierHORs about control feelings. So it
becomes difficult to explain the evolution of fostler emotional qualialt’s unlikely that such
HORs would occur without their target qualia, jastfirst-order perceptions don’t (typically)
occur without the external objects they repredemm an evolutionary standpoint, it's generally
advantageous that mental states don’t misreprethatithey be nomologically tied to the

occurrence of their objects.

(iif) A causal interaction among first-order states wolnddsufficient for CE processing to be
impacted by the agency feelirkgpr example, if the qualia cause the desire to icoat a
particular movement, or to seek controlled movenregeneral,only a direct causal link is
needed between the qualia and the desire — bdtiesé being first-order stateBhis objection
is perhaps stronger than the forgoing ones, arallplRosenthal’s argument that executive

control of first-order states need not involve H@i®ut them, but only suitable causal

140 And surely ndinguistic concepts: Assuming that infants (under nine moattso) and animals have conscious
states, their higher-order states must deploy quadblat are primitive in the sense of not corresiiag to a
language. These nonlinguistic concepts would preslyrbe fine-grained enough to pick out the qualiea
properties of first-order states, such as degrépkasantness or frustration. (Recognitional gpdould serve as a
criterion for possession of a nonlinguistic concépthis case, if the infant or animal could reciag the same
pleasantness in feeling control across many diftesaccessful voluntary movements, it has someequraf that
quale.)
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connections between first-order states (2008, ). 83 It suggests that a HOR about a feeling of
frustrated effort would bepiphenomenab the causal chain running from the feeling (ooog
downstream in the limbic system) to the desireisoahtinue the behavior that results in that
feeling (occurring in the CE). The CE, then, doesneed to be “informed” about the state of the
limbic system — at least not through meta-reprediem — in order for its processing to be
impacted by that state. The “informing” may involve more than the qualia causing certain
behavioral desires. That is, the mental causatiay Ine entirely first-order, with control qualia
directly resulting in the desire to do what will make tbaperience of agency recur (i.e., a
certain act); and mutatis mutandis for the feebhtack of control. In response to (iii), | will
argue that if a control quale directly causes &ifipebehavioral desiranterventionby

reasoning must still be possible so that one ealdly respond to the qualitative experience.
And that rational control, | claim, would need teptby a representation of the quale, i.e., a
HOR.

Suppose that the control quale that arises fronjuggling causes me to desire to
continue juggling. If (a) the quale is causaliyficientfor the desire and (b) the causation is
unmediated by mental states following the qualen tthe HOR targeting the quale could not
play a causal role in producing the desire. Butmitire cognitive process from quale to desire is
rational, neither (a) nor (b) is the case. Thereldde a state that causes the desire along with
the quale, as well as mediating states in the tauseess. The co-cause of my desire to
continue juggling would be my standing desire @he strength) to make control qualia

occur!*? The mediating states would be: my belief that myent qualitative state is of the

141 Armstrong and Lycan, on the other hand, do thiai higher-order states (perceptions, in their csseve to
“integrate” first-order ones. | will assess thigposal in Ch. 5.

142 This desire itself is arguably grounded in whaill call a valuation staté€Experiences of control are positively
valued (to some degree) while experiences of fatestr effort are negatively valued (to some degi@djere is
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control type; my desire to make that state rééumy desire to do what will make it recur; and
my belief that juggling causes my qualitative st&@lowing these intervening states, which
constitute a rational process, | would desire tationie juggling. Now, the desire to make control
gualia occur is metacognitive, but it would not maky qualitative state conscious, according to
higher-order theory: The state is certainly abauttml qualia, but does not represent that one is
in a control-qualitative staté? The mediating states, however, do contain suepeesentation.
Thus, each entails that the quale is consciouselgpecific, that metacognitive contening
feeling of contralwhich is used in a different predication in eadlervening state. The content
can also be expressed as “The control that | aimgeeOn HOT theory, that’s the kind of
assertoric content required for a state to makeawrage of being in another state, i.e., to be in a
conscious state. We might then distinguish betvee&simple” HOR, which is just a
representation that one is in a certain menta séattd “embedded” HOR, which is a HOR used
in making a predication about its object-state;eioample] desire to do what will make the
control that | am feeling recualthough a desire, contains the assertoric cohtan feeling

control. An embedded HOR is thus a simple one that is usadcribing a property to one’s

nothing intrinsic about their qualitative charadtest entails they should be so valued.) Theseatiglus may
change over time; for example, it seems that isféiké the feeling of control that comes with siephovements
more than adults do. The valuation system is thesugal factor determining whether (and to whateksgone will
desire to experience control. There is evidencetthig system is located in the perigenual antesilogulate cortex
(ACC). According to G. Bush, the perigenual ACC hasle in “processing affective/emotional inforiat
including assigning emotional valence to interma axternal stimuli” (2004, p. 208). In psycholotyalence”
means emotional force or significance, a measul®wfattracting or repelling a stimulus or expecers. Given
the perigenual ACC's connections to both lower-leystems that likely subserve the sense of cofstnotor and
limbic) and higher-level systems comprising the (@&rsal ACC and dorsolateral PFC), its valuatiatest may
well causally mediate between control feelings tineddesire to make them occur. Moreover, valuitmkan
emotive state (such as a particular control quate)ld require higher-order representation of thatesand its being
conscious, as should become clear with my ensuignzent.

143 Alternatively, the desirability of the quale woulidt be inferred from its type: Following the exgece, one
could desire to makihat state recur. This may be the nature of the cagmitihen the affective experience is new
and difficult to categorize.

144 The state would be an example of what Kriegel 8@@ills “trait metacognition,” which is the repeesing of a
“standing feature” of one’s mental life, in thisseacontrol qualia. What higher-order theoristskhénneeded for
consciousness is “state metacognition,” which ésrpresenting of “an occurrent, local event” ie'srmental life.
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mental state, beyond the property of one’s beirthan state. In the forgoing example, | ascribe
the propertybeing a state that | desire to try to make retmumy feeling of control.

This sort of metacognition utilizes the h-propestythe simple HOR — the property of
representing a control qual®ut isconsciousness of contriiereby used in the metacognition?
Based on my discussion in Chapter 2, sect. 2,ribwver is affirmative if we assume either of
two views: (i) The quale’s c-property is the conmpént to the h-property; or (ii) the h-property
is sufficient for conscious experience. Giventfileg HOR'’s representing the quale is a relation
between the states, and so the efficacy of the HQMRtue ofrepresenting the quale
metaphysically entails the efficacy of quale irtwgr ofbeing represented by the HOIR., its
being conscious. Given (ii), the HOR’s representlmgquale — though it does not constitute a
relation with the first-order stateis-consciousness of oneself as being in control.effeacy
of the h-property is then the efficacy of that ptvexenon, whether or not a first-order qualitative
state occurs. But it is also possible to hold anteat denies (i) and (ii). First, contra (i), weyn
hold that the c-property of the quale is merelypghepertyaccompanying the HOR’s
instantiation of the h-propertyvhile the h-property is some set of (perhapsotélactional)
properties that do not involve the quale. It folothat the HOR can play a causal role in a
metacognitive procegsqua its h-property but not glb@ing accompanied by the quafnd so
the quale will not cauge quaaccompanying the HQRe., the quale’s c-property. Second,
contra (ii), we may hold that empty HORs do notd/ieonsciousness, so the quale’s occurrence
is a necessary condition for consciousness of ahrtiong with the targeting of the quale by the
HOR.

Given the tenability of- (i) and— (ii), it seems the causal relevance of h-propegitie

metacognition concerning control qualia does nediethatconsciousness of contrplays a role
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in metacognition of control qualia, whethl@msciousness of contrisl understood as the c-
property of an existing quale or a phenomenal ptygpd a HOR. The entailment fails+ (i),
because the h-property is then not a relationaajtrale, and it fails i (ii) because there is no
such phenomenal property supervening on (or idaniag the h-property: the HOR does not
have the property ohaking one feel in contro$imply in virtue of representing the quale. But
the causal relevance to metacognition of the c-gnygmf a control quale can be defended
without either entailment. The h-property of the RI@3 clearly necessary to one’s reasoning
about how to react to the experience: one needeptesent the quale to think about it. And
presumably it is not a random matter whether a HO&urs in the absence of a target state.
Certain psychological mechanisms will usually prevéis from happening, and under those
conditions, a control quale is necessary for onepoesent oneself as being in the target state
and having further thoughts about that state. Utitege circumstances, both the quale and the
HOR (qua its h-property) cause the metacogniti@quialently, we can say the quale brings
about the metacognition in virtue @atcompanying the instantiating of the h-propertythmsy

HOR. And the property of “accompanying the ... by theRiGs, on the view being considered,
the c-property of the quale.

Admittedly, one usually is unaware of an explieidasoning process leading from an
emotional quale to a specific behavioral de&iP&So the desire to continue juggling may
immediately follow the control quale in my streafrconsciousness. But the intervening
intentional states, those that include represamtstof the quale, would be nonconscious in that

case. Consider that simple reasoning steps (wlyahpkgists have called “automatic

145 By “specific behavioral desire” | do not mean thesire to do what will make the quale recur; ratherean the
behavioral desire that doestrepresent the act relative to the quale, e.g.désére to juggle. The specific
behavioral desire, then, does not contain highdeiocontent.
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inferences”) often remain implici® as illustrated by enthymemes. One may consciah#ii

that a certain precious stone will not scratchgjlasd consciously conclude that it is not a
diamond, while only implicitly thinking that if thetone is a diamond, it will scratch glass. Of
course, if the desire to continue juggling immeeliatollows the control quale in my stream of
consciousness, I'm not awareasfy reasoning steps, including those states with nighaer
content. But as Rosenthal (1997) has argued, semaied states are only conscious in the
relatively rare cases when we introspect, via torder states. And furthermore, second-order
states need not be conscious themselves in ordenfer consciousness on first-order states.
Nor does the very brief time interval in which tia¢ional process would need to occur (between
the quale and the specific behavioral desire) niigkeccurrence implausible: “Thought is

quick,” as Hobbes observed (1994, p. 12), and éslheso when it is basic pragmatic reasoning,
as in the case I'm describing.

One might concede that such a rational process falkee, but argue that the
representation of the quale deployed in the medjattates need not be the type of meta-
representation that would make the quale consciitst: all, meta-representations can be about
pastmental states. So | can desire that the quald jhst experiencedecur, believe that
proficient juggling caused the quale thast experiencedetc. But one will be aware of being in
a mental state only if one thinks about being (itperceives that one is in it, on HOP theory),
not if one thinks aboutaving beenn it. As the control quale that accompanies juggls
presumably ongoing, the states in the rationalgssevould include representations clarent
state, entailing its consciousness. But in the odsecontrol quale that is correlated with an act
that begins and ends quickly, like throwing a diapay be that the reasoning represents the

guale as a past state. The nature of the cognittarid then be as follows: | am in a control-

146 35ee, e.g., B.J. Baars (1997), Table 1.
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gualitative state at timig, and represent that | am (since it's a conscitate Att,, | desire for
that quale to recur, but this is a desire thatfeeling of control | hacecur. Subsequently, |
reason about how to fulfill that desire. Thus, ¢basciousness-conferring HORtagtunlike the
embedded HOR &, is not used in the cognition. (Both HORs would‘lieed” in the relevant
way — the way that matters to conscious causatibbeth are causally relevant to the cognition
gua their h-properties.)

While we can't rule out this kind of processingrsago a priorit*’ | think the following
argument supports the utility of the HORatFirst, as discussed, reasoning to the specific
behavioral desire is typically nonconscious, andaoniscious reasoning, while perhaps limited
to routine pragmatic inferences, is generally tielde faster than conscious reasoritigzor
example, with regard to inferring speaker meanifayl Grice has maintained that “We have... a
‘hard way’ of making inferential moves; [a] labau®, step-by-step procedure [which] consumes
time and energy... . A substitute for the hard whg,quick way, ... made possible by habituation
and intention, is [also] available to us” (20011@). That “quick way,” he held, is typically
nonconscious. Its speed relative to consciousenfee can be illustrated by the everyday process
of interpreting speaker meaning: Bob comes intooffiee and utters the sentence ‘It’s raining’

to Jim, who instantly — and consciously — belieles to mean that it's raining. Yet certain

147 One attempt, based on the nature of memory, ngiglas follows: The embedded HOR s amemoryof a
mental event. And a memory of an event or stateffafrse is (normally) caused hyitself, via a mental state that
representg at the timee occurs. For example, my memorytghat thereverekeys on the table is caused by the
keys’ being there at. But clearly this happens insofar ast;athe keys’ being there caused me to perceivetilegt
are there, which perception in turn produces the megn®imilarly, my representing &tthat lwasfeeling control
must be caused by that quale via a representdatipnfany feeling controhow. So a HOR of a past state, and any
reasoning involving it, depends upon a prior HORhat state as occurrent. The problem with thisaayieal
argument is that the causation in the second sasetirely intra-mental: the memory is mental, ands the event it
represents (the quale). So when that event happpere®d cause no immediate mental representafitsedf att; to
ensure the memory obtainstgtthe extra-mental state of affairs (the keys’ gein the table), in contrast, must so
affect the mind at the time it occurs if it is &l to a memory.

18 For case studies, see Wegner (2002), pp. 56-58, Bame psychologists deny that the kind of pragmat
inferences that go on beneath the threshold ofewvesis count as reasoning, considering them mernelyristic.”
This issue does not concern me in the present xiprte the utility of HORs to mental processes #rat“something
like” reasoning still entails they have a mentaidtion.
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habitual nonconscious inferences occurred everrfisan the conscious belief: that the sentence
standardly means that it's raining, and that Bide, inost people, intends the standard meaning
by his utterances. Jim might also instantly beliha it's raining, prior to which he would
(nonconsciously) think that Bob is capable of kmaywvhether it's raining, has no reason to
deceive him in this context, ett

Second, note that the HORtatnables thenost immediateeasoning about how one will
react to the quale; such reasoning would take pldle the quale still obtains. So, it's plausible
that the cognition leading to the specific behaalidiesire, insofar as it is a case of fast,
nonconscious inference, deploys the HOR.afhis means thdieforethe brief control quale
resulting from the dart-throw elapses, | would khihwantthis state | am in to recur; | want to
do what will make it recur; | believe that my dértow causedhis state. Now, even though one
can run through such thoughts quite quickly, it magm improbable that one could do so as
quickly as the example implies. But of course, wihenthink about how fast seemsve can run
through the thoughts, we’re considering howaseasciouslyun through them. So that
consideration cannot legitimate judgments abouspeed of implicit reasoning. Moreover,
instantaneous pragmatic reasoning about one’s mesfo an affective state can be
advantageous: consider a pain one must try toveehs soon as one feels it. And for that ability,
| argue, the mind needs to deploy a representafitime state as occurrent. A parallel suggests
itself with the representation of external eveiitse hunter who sees a flash of his quarry in a
bush and immediately shoots at it presumably erggemga few implicit reasoning steps just prior

to shooting; such states will be fastest if thgyresent the prey’s brief appearance as occurrent.

149 One explanation for the relative slowness of cimscprocessing is its (proposed) correlation viglbbal
broadcasting,” or the relay of information to varsosystems that handle memorization, associationtienal
response, verbal reporting, etc. (See Baars [1PB83. natural to suppose that the broadcastinglévoequire
additional milliseconds (automatic, nonconsciowti®ns have been timed at 200-300 ms; conscioes ahnabout
500. See Wegner [2002], p. 57).
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In addition, the rational processing of a contnadig allows for the rationaontrol of
behavioral desires that result from it: For examipledid not desire that the quale recur, or did
not believe that the quale was caused by my juggtimgdesire to continue juggling wouldn’t
arise. Regarding the first case, | may developaalffurtian second-order desitéthat | not
want the quale to recur, because | find myselfimggtiddicted to juggling. This second-order
desire may eventually weaken, if not remove, tre-firder one, thus resulting in my not
wanting to juggle. Regarding the second case, sgpknew that neuroscientists had stimulated
my limbic system to produce that control quale fiactio successful juggling: | would not then
believe juggling caused it, and so not want toipems the act. Rational control of one’s
response to a qualitative experience is thus adgaous.

Now that | have described how HORs enable thematiprocessing of control qualia, |
can better address objection (iii). Someone whe farth (iii) might concede that a rational
process mediating between a control quale andfspbehavioral desire requires a
representation of that quale. She might also canteat when the process is fast and
nonconscious, it likely deploys a representatiothefquale as occurrent. Nevertheless, she
would deny that such reasoning is needed to mettiateausation at all. Why can’t the
causation be direct? First, note that in ordedfogct causation to be plausible, we would have
to posit a qualitatively distinct sense of consotompanying each successful voluntary action.
So there must be a control quale peculiar to jugglseparable from the visual, tactile, and
proprioceptive experience of juggling.generalfeeling of control could not be causally
sufficient for a desire to continue juggling, aattkame feeling, when it accompanies successful

cycling, would cause one to want to continue juggh which is absurd. So let us grant that a

10 This is a desire about a first-order desire, ngrttelt the first-order desire guide (or not guideg’s behavior.
Harry Frankfurt (1997) discusses the concept.
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distinct juggling-control quale is sufficient torectly cause the specific behavioral desire. I tha
case, even if lackthe desire to make that state recur, the deside tehat will make it recur, or
the belief that juggling causes my qualitativeestawill want to juggle. Perhaps it is plausible
that the causation could occur in mere absendeesktintentional states. But surely we must
allow that holding desires and beliefs whose cansetontradictoryto those states would (tend
to) stop the specific behavioral desire from agsifhat is, suppose | do not simply lack the
belief that juggling causes the quale, but belténat something else does (e.g., the
neuroscientists who are stimulating my limbic sgste produce the quale). Similarly, suppose |
do not merely fail to desire my quale’s recurrerimd,desire that ot recur (for some reason).
As argued, such states represent the quale, aatiiehbeing conscious. And if we assume that
(i) they have the causal power described (indeedehy they do conflicts with their functional
identity); and (ii) a mental state’s causal powaaes determined by its content; then the state’s
representations of the quale (the HORS) are redjfiinethat power. For example, if the desire
that the quale not recur failed to be about thalejut would be a desire that somethaigenot
recur. As such, it would not work inferentially Wwithe belief that juggling is causing the quale
to block the desire to juggle. In short, it is @dole that rational control cantervenein any case
where the causation from quale to specific behalidesire is direct, as this allows cognitive
flexibility: One’s beliefs and/or desires aboutttaale may call for responding to it differently.

| should add that while an emotive state’s beirggoaed about requires higher-order
representation, the converse does not hold: sim@IBs can occur, and render their target states
conscious. So the fact that control qualia arelextyuconscious does not imply that each token
state is reasoned about. For some agents, only sabeait agency feelings (e.g., those that issue

from successful juggling) may engender a desireédourrence and the cognition following that
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desire, but not less salient ones (e.g., thosagbia¢ from successful basic movements, like
lifting a pen). Still, both feelings would, ex hythesi, be the object of HORs. Note that the
simple HORs do make their contemailablefor use in immediate reasoning about that state.
Similarly, not all first-order representations (F§)Rire used in reasoning about their objects: one
continually perceives a multitude of features oé'srsurroundings, though not all (perhaps
relatively few) of these representations inform’sraetion-oriented reasoning. But any token
FOR is the consequence of the ongoing operati@fio$t-order representational system, which
usefully generates environmental informatiorcaseit may be selected for further processing.
Ongoing representation of affective states, suatoagol qualia, is generally useful in same
way, even though it sometimes generates unuseerayder information. Now one may argue,
based on dispositionalist higher-order theory, tate consciousness does enable reasoning
about first-order states, HORs needn’t regulariguodor that purpose. Only the FORS’ access to

an HORsystemis needed. | address this position, advanced byu@ers, in Chapter 5.

10. Conclusion

In this chapter | have argued several points reggr@) the role of consciousness in
producing the feeling of agency, and (ii) how caosgsness contributes to the function of felt
agency. Let me briefly review the main ones. A§)tahe role of consciousness in producing the
feeling is constitutive, not causal. Felt agencg monscious phenomenon, but it originates from

(typically) nonconscious mental states, includingtions and the judgments of priority,
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consistency, and exclusivity that Wegner identif@ice these stategednot be conscious to
generate the feeling, when they are conscious,ah&yt generating it qua being conscious.

As to (ii), I've argued, based on higher-order tiyethat felt agency is constituted by a
control quale targeted by a HOR, which rendergythede conscious. The function of control
gualia, as a pleasurable psychological state, nisaee one to seek well-controlled action, which
is generally advantageous from an evolutionarygestve. For this “moving” to occur is for a
control-quale to affect CE’s action-oriented demismaking, in particular to cause a desire (of
some strength) for that quale’s recurrence. I'guad that this causation is mediated by fast,
usually nonconscious pragmatic inference, andttieatuale’s c-property is essential to that
reasoning. A representation of one’s being in drobigualitative state is utilized in immediate
reasoning about how one will respond to that exgmee. So the function of consciousness, with
regard to feelings of control, is to enable ratlggracessing of such qualia at the moment they
occur. In the next chapter | expand on this apgrdead¢he function of consciousness, arguing

that HORs also subserve useful reasoning abous @aeteptions, volitions, and thoughts.
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V. THEUTILITY OFHIGHER-ORDERSTATES

1. Introduction

While higher-order theories of consciousness canseveral varieties, all assume the
Transitivity Principle: a mental state is consciqusirtue of one’s awareness of that stafe.
This account has the advantage of being very imtuitve find it hard to say a person
consciouslydesires a slice of pie, for instance, if that pers not at all aware of so desiring.
Thus, state consciousness is explained in terrtramditive consciousness (consciousrsdn
turn, transitive consciousness is explained in seofmental representation: Awareness of the
state is effected by a mental representation afsfade, which is therefore a HOR. Theories then
diverge on the representational nature of that HOR:a thought or more like a perception?
Following our example, is the person aware of degia slice of pie in virtue of thinking or
believing that she has that desire, or in virtuexgeriencing that desire in a way that to some
extent parallels how she would see or touch tle #self? They also diverge on the
metaphysical nature of higher-order representaisotine h-property instantiated by the
conscious state, entailing that the state selfesgts, or is the h-property instantiated by a
distinct state, a HOR? Would the desire for pie tedthought or experience of that desire
comprise one state? Furthermore, if the meta-reptagonal vehicle is a distinct state, is its
occurrence necessary for the first-order statdisgogonscious, or is the mere disposition for its
occurrence enough? In addition, higher-order tis¢oare divided as to tiienctionalnature of
this meta-representation. Rosenthal (2008), faams=e, has argued that HOTs contribute little to

cognition, relative to first-order content. Thiswld mean that, relative to the cognitive impact

151 Or awareness of oneself as being in that statibiealsigher-order thought theorist would have.
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of the person’s seeing a slice of pie, believirgg ttis on the table and/or desiring it, concurrent
thoughts about such mental states would have ligéeor effect, if any. But Armstrong and
Lycan have maintained that HOPs serve to “integ@técoordinate” first-order contents,
which is necessary to sophisticated behattogimilarly, | will argue in this chapter that HORS
— whether they are construed as thoughts or peéoospt have an information-processing role,
although that role would be better described aamméntal “communication” than
“coordination.”

As | have maintained in previous chapters, theadly of a state’s c-property on the
higher-order view depends upon the efficacy of HQRa their h-properties. But it's not
obvious how h-properties could be cognitively ugediven thecontentsof HORs. For example,
a conscious perception of a house is about a hausmscious volition to run is about one’s
running, but the HORs that target those stateslaoatseeinga house andilling to run,
respectively. These contents seem irrelevant togsing information about the environment or
to producing action: One needs a state about aehauke environment to get that information,
not a state about one’s perceiving that objectilariy, one needs a state about running to drive
one’s running, not a state about one’s willing tosdd. But while HORs do not plausibly generate
environmental information or bodily movement, thegty be recruited in reasoning that
ultimately benefits thinking or behavior.

In fact, that's my general proposal in this chapiéore specifically, | argue that HORs
are used innferentiallyreactingto one’s current first-order representations (FORa
inferential reaction, as | define it, is a typecofjnitive reaction that can guide behavior, the
other type being a “schematic” reaction. Let ustf@xamine this dichotomy with respect to a

reaction to events in one’s immediate environmenbfdy), as opposed to events in one’s

1525ee Armstrong (1997) and Lycan (1997).
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mind. That reaction can be accomplished striclyMDRs: perceptions provide “what” and
“where” information on extra-mental events, whilditions hooked up causally to those
perceptions execute the reaction. Such reactindddmcognitiveinsofar as it is guided by
mental states; we can also noncognitively reatecenvironment, via reflexes. Now, if the
causation from perception to volition is “directi’ the sense of involving no inferential steps, it
is schematicmeaning that it is driven by an action schemae8was are goal-activated stimulus-
response associations that constitute the “lowestlef action control:>® So if | have the goal
of driving to the airport on my usual route, thghdiof the Dixie-Forest Drive intersection may
directly trigger a volition to make a right turn (or to neak turn signal, check for oncoming
traffic, etc.). That is, it may do so without myrtking (consciously or not) “I'm at Dixie-Forest
Drive. Turning right here should get me to the aitpor engaging in similar practical reasoning.
In other cases, inferential steps may be involt/ed.example, if that intersection were
unfamiliar to me, | may launch into a deliberatiemvolving, say, a desire to get to the airport
quickly, beliefs about MapQuest, etc. — that yieddsolition to turn right. This would be an
inferentialreaction to my arriving at Dixie-Forest Drive.

It is clear that either type of cognitive reactioran evenk in one’s environment
requires representing(via some sensory modality). But wheres a mental event, weeed not
represenk — i.e., deploy a HOR aboxt- in order to cognitively react to it. Singes already in
the mind, it can prompt cognitive reaction withéitét being represented. Importantly, however,
that’s only in the case ofsthematiaeaction to that mental event. For example, canrsad

person suffering from intrusive-thought disorderowtas become accustomed to snapping a

133 For more on the distinction between S-R associatand executive control, see Norman and Shatlig8g). |
would also consider more complex associative psEst be schematic, provided they are “pre-estaddi’ and
not driven by reasoning. | have in mind M. Posnet &. Snyder’s (1975) notion of “preconscious sgireg
activation,” where a presented word (for examplgpmatically activates both memory traces and ssp&ations
of semantically related words.
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rubber band on his wrist whenever the thought&aiti's plausible that the thoughts and the
volition to snap the band have been schematizethatdhe thoughts directly trigger the volition.
On the other hand, someone who has recently lednectchnique may well run through a
quick, likely nonconscious inference about whadl@o “There go those thoughts again. Snapping
the band should distract me from them ...” Essbytidoen, inferential reaction requires
asserting the occurrencexfthe particular mental event one reactStdvore specifically, the
HOR would be used in predicating something aboetoourrent mental state. For example, the
ratiocination might begin with thoughts likey perception p is occurring at timeny

perception g might be inaccuratetc. Such metacognition entails that the objéstioh

thoughts is conscious, according to the highertovaav. Inferential reaction tais thus

sufficient — though not necessary — & being conscious. What is necessary is just the
occurrence of the HOR, which need not be deplogedference.

In Chapter 4, sect. 9 | argued that the functioRlORs with regard to control qualia is to
enable (immediate) inferential reaction to thatliguadn this chapter, | wish to show that the
general function of HORs is to allow reasoning dlmme’s current mental states. This is a
function they have in virtue of their h-propertggsecifically. HORs have other properties not
relevant to such reasoning, for exampleing introspectiblévia third-order states) or perhaps
the properties of constitution they have correspumtb the color and temperature of their
neural-object constituents. The causal relevantepbperties, as | argued in that section, is not
sufficientfor the causal relevance of state consciousnieasyill depend on the nature of

representation (specifically, whether a HOR’s reprging a state is a relation to that state) and

134 Thus, HORs provide the “premise” for reasoninguitibeir target state, and if that premise is fadsgy
reasoning based on it will be unsound. Now, sorglédriorder theorists do allow for “empty” HORs faxg actual
target states) and those that misrepresent thigitta so there is at least a theoretical possil§ifinot an empirical
one) that we can be conscious of being in statesrav@ot actually in. But the role | posit for HORSsjuires only
that they accurately represent their targets mioteotime, which no doubt they do.
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on the necessary conditions for state consciousnessse (specifically, whether HORs are
sufficient for conscious experience). But the causlavance of h-properties is at leastessary
for the causal relevance of state consciousnesscdirsal contribution of target states
themselves to metacognitive reasoning may als@bessary, and | have tried to show that is
arguable: In the “causal fieltP® of typical psychological conditions, metacognitreasoning
about a given target state would not arise withloetHOR’s representing attual target state.
So the first-order state can thus be said to kabwgut the reasoning. And it would do so qua
accompanying the HOR'’s representingahich is one plausible interpretation of the &igjc-
property.

| will refer to my hypothesis as the Inferential tdeognition Theory (IMT) of the
function of state consciousness (and refer to eémfiégal metacognition as “IM”). For clarity, that
function should be characterized as “inferentiatanegnition” instead of “thinking about one’s
mental states” because the latter could occuipugttue of the presence of a HOR. There is
inferential cognition, on the other hand, onlyhi&t representation is put to use in reasomifig.
This would be a kind of “executive” processing ifssas reasoning is the domain of the
executive system — primarily the dorsolateral pmefal cortex. But the information that’'s
processed is about amternal condition, not an external one like the presericesiop sign.

Thus, we would seem to have theoretical backingierempirically established link
between executive processing and consciousnessst@Rconstitutively linked to IM, and IM
is a kind of executive processing. But clearly, alb{or even most) cases of executive

processing are inferential reactions to one’s cumeental states. Inferential reaction to objects

155 See Mackie (1965), sect. 2.

16| should note that HORs may be useful in this wegn if they do notonstitute state consciousness. Block, for
example, considers such representations at begtraduct of the kind of neural activation tltesconstitute
consciousness.
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in one’s environment also counts as executive [@oog, yet it can proceed via FORs. Suppose
| consciously see a puddle in my way, desire tggst it, determine that circumventing it is
easier than stepping over it, and will to do therfer. The reasoning here does not concern my
seeing the puddle, nor any mental state of mineéthéinformation that there is a puddle in a
certain location reached my executive system (gothesi) and generated a HOR, which went
unused in the subsequent reasoning. Still, exexptiocessing of first-order perceptual content
seems to bassociatedvith HORs of those perceptions: When we reasonigerceived
objects, those perceptions tend to be consciousedn 2 | give an account, based on IMT, of
why this is so. And there are other empirical datrens and disassociations between
consciousness and various kinds of mental proagéisat IMT needs to account for. For
example, if perceptual consciousness is ongoingewblitions are seldom conscious (as |
argued in Chapter 4), how would IMT explain theset$? It must be shown that enabling
inferential reaction to one’s volitions is on thaale less crucial than enabling inferential
reaction to one’s perceptual states; thus HORstgimuaeptual states will arise more frequently.
Yet volitions do seem to become conscious when®attempting difficult and/or critical
actions, and | devote sect. 3 to an IMT-based audoofuthis correlation. Similarly, reasoning
that challenges the subject is often consciousjrasdct. 4 | explain the utility of IM in that
case.

Before proceeding to specific applications of theary, clarification is in order about
what type(s) of higher-order views IMT is compatilwith. | intend it to be compatible with both
HOT and “inner sense” or HOP versions of highereotttieory. The former, whose advocates

include Rosenthal and Carruthers, posits that aahstate is conscious in virtue of one’s
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having®’ an assertoric thought that one is in that statéiewhe latter sort of theory, held by
Armstrong and Lycan, says that the HOR is insteaegerience of being in that state,
generated by a (hypothesized) internal monitordi&sussed, reasoning about one’s mental state
requires deploying representations of it in proposal-attitude states. For example, one
believes that one’s doubt (say, that taking a dguest will be easy) has arisen at an inopportune
time. Here, a representation of one’s doubt isaegd in a belief state. Since such a state is
generally held to represent conceptually, the embédepresentation of the doubt, it seems,
must also be purely conceptual, and not in anyespasceptual. So the theory | am proposing
may appear committed to the HOT vié®But it is not clear that the kind of “quasi” peptiens
that inner-sense theorists posit actthe kind of representations that can be deploydmklief
states and reasoning. They might be perceptulkisénse of mobilizing a nonlinguistic
“introspective concept” of the first-order stateor having an analog structure that picks out
more detail in the target state than is linguisiyoaxpressible. And such a representation may be
suited to be deployed in a propositional attittitfd=or example, let¥” be an analog
representation of one’s doubt that the driving vaitbe easy. One may then think: has arisen

at an inopportune timeéPerhaps it is not plausible that there can bh seggresentations of first-
order states when these are propositional attiflaespposed to first-order perceptions,
emotions, or other qualitative states, since pritipogl attitudes may ndtavemore detail to
represent than what is linguistically expressiBlet that would be a problem for HOP theory as

applied to conscious propositional attitudes. Assgnthat it can be resolved, | argue that HOPs

157 Or being disposed to have, for Carruthers.

138 The theoretical possibility, admitted by Roseni28I05), that HOTs may be “empty” (lacking actuabet
states) or misrepresent their targets isn't a roldfor the functional role | am advocating, asisirely rare that
such HOTs would occur and lead us to reason alvatgisswe are not actually in.

159 5ee Lycan (2004).

10 Fodor (1975, Ch. 4) in fact allows that analogrespntations can be syntactic and play a compugdtiole in a
“language of thought.”
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can plausibly be embedded in IM about all kindérst-order states. Note that HOPs may also
subserve IM in a different way: It is possible thahought about one’s being in a mental state
is normally brought about by perceivirgand perceiving is what makes conscious. In that
case, the utility of the HOT in metacognitive re@sg confers utility on the HOP it arises
from %

Above | noted that inner sense theorists suggestteamental “coordination” role for
higher-order representation, and that my proposalladvbe better characterized as intramental
communication. A coordination of FORs may indeesliliefrom reasoning about one’s mental
states, as | will illustrate in sect. 4. But HORsuld notthemselveslo the coordinating; rather,
they would enable it, by containing the informatadsout their target states used in the
reasoning. Higher-order representation constitiieamental “communication” in the following
way: A HOR, and any reasoning that involves ifpnesumably located in executive areas of the
cortex, while its target state — at least when $hate is a perception, volition, or emotion — is
presumably located in a distinct neural system (gigual cortex, motor cortex, limbic system).
So the HOR is essentially informing the executibewd a state of a separate functional area of
the brain; its occurrence is an instanceajnitive acces® that first-order mental state, as
opposed to what the first-order state representsefample, the informationseethat it's
raining, as distinct from the informatidtis raining, becomes “poised” to impact my belief-
desire complex and rational control of behavionyvasers like Block and Tye have characterized

accesg®?

181 carruthers argues that if the role of higher-omgreriences serve “in underpinning and providiogtent for
higher-order thoughts” then the faculty of innensewould be “redundant” (2000, sect. 5.2). But thauldn’t be
the case if HOPs and HOTs serve different rolepp8se only HOPs can implement our awareness ofwar
mental states (i.e., the arguments of the inneseséimeorists are successful), while only HOTs eaddployed in
IM.

162 5ee Block (1997a), p. 382; and Tye (2000), p. 62.
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Given this scenario, IMT may appear incompatiblthwispositionalhigher-order views.

If the HOR’s mere tendency to occur were sufficiiemithe target state’s consciousness, then its
information would not be available for IM. So iteses we can’t hold that the role of state
consciousness is to subserve IM on the dispositsinéew. However, Carruthers has argued
that there is no need for a representation of argfirst-order statento be available prior to IM,
or what he calls “reflexive thinking,” aboat All that is needed is the availability ofitself to a
“mind-reading” system that deploys HORs and caragegn IM*°® Since consciousnegsthat
availability, consciousness subserves IM. Note timdike the dispositionalist, the actualist must
explain why HORs are regularly present (constitytime “stream of consciousness”), while only
sometimes being deployed in IM, as seems to bedabe. The dispositionalist is only committed
to HORs occurring just when IM does, as she doéposit actual HORSs to explain
consciousness. Now, the actualist might concedeH@érs need occur only when IM does, but
argue that IM may weloutinelyoccur, thus explaining why HORs are ongoing. Insatal

favor actualist higher-order theory, | will defeitsl compatibility with IMT along these lines.
The intramental communication effected by HORs wdbEn happen only (or primarily) when
the information is put to use in reasoning, but teasoning is fairly common.

Lastly, | should add that, to some extent, IMTnisampatible witrself-representational
views of state consciousness. If the HOR relaysrmétion about its target state to the executive
system by occurringn that system, we have theoretical motivation tontdlne HOR as distinct
from that target state, at least when the latteuxin a separate functional area, say

downstream in visual cortex. Of course, this kihdrierion for distinct HORs would not entail

183 5ee Carruthers (1996), pp. 200-202. | preferehm tinferential metacognition” to Carruthers’ “refive
thinking” as a description of the use of state cimssness. The latter may describe simply haviHO&® — say, a
belief that one is in a certain mental state — eithdeploying that representation in reasoning. sunch reflexive
thoughts are not, in and of themselves, usefubt@hThey are what consciousnes@t least on actualist higher-
order theory), not what doesor facilitates
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the distinctness of an HOR and its target that octthesameneural system. For example, in
the case of a conscious desire, both the desirégsaadcompanying HOR may occur in the

prefrontal cortex®

2.Why Conscious Perception?

On the whole, the most salient kind of consciousmegerceptual: our states of hearing,
smelling, touching, tasting, and seeing are oftencualitatively strongest types of conscious
states, as compared to thoughts, mental imagedicesoetc:®®> Of course, one can become
absorbed in thoughts and feelings to such an ettahperceptions are pushed to the fringe of
awareness, but perception retains the capacityptautie” and take the focus even in these
moments. It's natural to give an evolutionary erplégon here: ongoing information about the
environment is critical to a creature’s fithessdAsince perceptions are often conscious (indeed,
from the first-person perspective, they alwaysconscious), it's also natural to think that their
being conscious is necessary to processing thatnnattion, or at least facilitates the processing.
Given the evidence faronconsciouperception, however, the latter claim would berttore
plausible one for the anti-epiphenomenalist to mékethe present context, anti-
epiphenomenalism is the claim that a perceptiorpsoperty is efficacious in perception.) Some

of these well-known bits of evidence are anecd@ta., the long-distance truck driver) while

184 Thus, Rosenthal’s argument for higher-order staieisg extrinsic to their targets is perhaps sgem

Essentially, we individuate states on the basthefattitude (if any) internal to them. | may betbnder whetheP

and hope tha®, but these can't be the same state, as the &ititaie different. Now, a HOT must have an assertori
attitude, e.g.: | see that it’s raining. In contrasy visual state representing the rain, whictoigscious in virtue of
that HOT, has no internal attitude. So it must Iséa¢e distinct from that HOT. Regarding the comssidesire, the
first-order attitude differs from that of the HORat makes it conscious, so again they count amclistates,

contrary to the self-representational view.

%51t has even been argued th#itphenomenal consciousness is perceptual in sonse.sBee Prinz (2007).
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others are based in experiments involving normijesis presented with masked primes or
special kinds of patient with impaired visual sys$e(e.qg., blindsighters, prosopagnosiacs).
Results show that participants can perform tasksrgvbertain perceptual information would be
required, while reporting no awareness of thatrimftion. Such cases of nonconscious control
are unsurprising on higher-order theory: first-ongerceptions provide information on one’s
immediate environment that, together with one’stforder belief/desire complex, sufficient to
guide action. So, for example, blindsighters’ siuggabinability to form suitable HORs about
perceptions in their blind field should not inhibieir ability to react — inferentially or
schematically — to objects and events in that akbdahey would need is some representation
(which presumably counts as a perception) of thiosgs.

It's likely, however, that blindsighters’ above-cita ability to reach for objects in their
blind field isschematicallymediated, and does not involve reasoning. As Laga&\Veiskrantz
has observed, “manipulating items in thought analgeny” seems possible only foonscious
perceptual content (2007, p. 171). That is, onlgmvhan object is consciously perceived can we
use representations of the object in reasoningtdimmw to react to it. Thus, “the patient with
unilateral neglect may covertly process visualinfation in his neglected field, but he himself
ignores food on the left side of his plate!” (pOL7Most patients, he also notes, will not duck an
object flying at them in their blind field. The gihe, practical reasoning that guides such
reactions to objects and events in the blind otewted field is apparently unable to engdye.

Experiments also support the correlation betweers@ously perceived stimuli and “adaptive”

186 Ex hypothesi, the minority of patients wHo duck would have a schema governing the reactiom,N do not
deny that actions guided by nonconscious perceptiod schemas can be called “rational,” if theisBatational
goals. Ducking might be an example. But that ddesmtail that such actions guided by reasoning.
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as opposed to “automatic” response to those stinthle difference lying, | argue, in the use of

reasoning in the former case. Consider the follgwino kinds of experimefit”

(1) Exclusion tasksSubjects are presented subjects with single wamdadividual trials,
either very briefly (50 ms) so that the word isrseenconsciously, or for a longer
duration (150 ms) allowing conscious perceptiormidiately after the presentation of
each word, subjects are shown the first threeretkthe word and asked to complete the
stem with any word that came to miexiceptthe word that had just been presented. It is
found that they have difficulty “excluding” sublimally presented words (e.g., they tend
to complete “dou-" as “dough” if “dough” had beerepented) but little difficulty

excluding those words they consciously see.

(i) Prediction based on stimulus redundan€yperimenters flash either the word “red” or
“green” and then show either a red or green patobse color participants are to name as
quickly as possible. Due to the Stroop effé€subjects take longer to name the color of
the patch when the forgoing word is incongruentetiibr or not the word is flashed
subliminally. However, when the incongruent wordidcgatch pairings are presented
much more often than the congruent ones, partitspaapitalize on the pattern and their
response time become faster for the mismatches entyywhen the words are flashed to

allow conscious perception. Otherwise, the Strdégcecontinues.

7 For a more detailed review, see P.M. Merikle anddneman (1998).

188 1n 1935, American psychologist J.R. Stroop pulglish now famous study showing that naming the aflar
word printed in coloC takes longer when that word denotes a color diffethanC, as the automatic semantic
processing interferes with the naming task. SiryiJan experiment (ii), semantically processing flashed word
creates the disposition to name the color it denothich participants must override when the paaf a different
color.
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In both (i) and (ii), there is a correlation betwebe stimulus perception’s being conscious and
the subject’s ability to use the perceptual infaiiorain a rational way: In (i), they reason
(explicitly or not) about the consciously flashedrd/in a manner such as: “I'm supposed to
exclude ‘dough,’ so I'll complete ‘dou-’ some otheay.” In (ii), they reason inductively about
the pattern of word/patch presentation based (it) pa the conscious information about the
flashed word. When the stimuli in the experimemésraonconsciously perceived, however,
subjects react schematically: Mere stimulus-resp@ssociations dispose them, in (i), to
complete a word stem with a just-presented word (i), to name a color patch according to
a previously denoted color (hence the Stroop iaterfce for incongruent pairs).

However, the mere correlation between inferengattion to a stimulus and the
conscious perception of that stimulus does notleht the c-property of the perception enables
the reaction. The nonconscious perceptions ofdhg-tlistance truck driver, the blindsight
patient, the subject presented with a masked ptee, all presumably lack not only
accompanying HORs, batsoaccess to the executive system: The first-ordaesentations
may reach the lower level — the units that encatiemas by producing certain volitions in
response to those representations — but not treaiexe, which is where inferential reaction
takes place. In short, the perceptual states dré&ancess-conscious,” in Block’s sense. And, as
Block argues, it is wrong to assume that enablatigmal control is a function of phenomenal
consciousnes®’ instead of access consciousness, when both asenmidlow suppose
phenomenal consciousness is reduced to higher-tepgersentation, what Block calls

“monitoring” or “reflexive” consciousness. While @&lk resists this move, his reasoning still

189 Block defines this term along Nagel’s lines: @esia phenomenally conscious iff there is “somadtitris like” to
be in that state, which (for Block) is metaphydicatdependent of any functional relations theestas.



174

applies: we can't just assume that enabling ratiooatrol is a function of monitoring
consciousness instead of access consciousness pwtieare missing. It may be that access
consciousness is what enables rational controlewhonitoring consciousness is
epiphenomendb access consciousness. And that would explay) when a certain perception
p lacks access, there is no HOR targeting it. Osmgbenariop’s c-property would enable
neitherp’s occurrence, nor inferential reactionge content, sinc@ acquires that propergfter
access has occurrétf.And in fact, we have little theoretical reasoritimk that a representation
about one’s perceivingiould be useful to either perception or accesscdpdion only requires
information about thebject of perceptiorand that information’s reaching the executive
requires only suitable causal connections. Why khitnose connections be mediated by a
representation of the perceptual state? Prima theig the correlation between the two is best
explained through epiphenomenalism, with the repregion ofp being a byproduct gf's
content becoming available to “flexible thinkingA$ Rosenthal notes: “When flexible thinking
does enlist perceptual contents, it very likelywgs along HOTs about those contents, resulting
in the perceptions’ being conscious. So if theingQeonscious is blocked, flexible thinking
about them is likely to be as well. Benefit in tikmmal case, however, may then be due just to

the flexible thinking, and not to the perceptiohsing conscious” (2008, p. 835).

10velmans (1991) supports a similar claim with aeftgrof evidence for the “lateness” of consciousneih
respect to focal attention. Access to the execigyatem, focal attention, and “global dissemindtalhdescribe
relatively late information-processing stages aisdéed with state consciousness. Some first-ordeortbtsidentify a
conscious state’s c-property (at least in parthwiich functional properties: e.g., being focattgraded. Velmans
does not, since he thinks the evidence shows caunsoess arises after content has been focallydettiefror
example, subjects in W.D. Marslen-Wilson and L.KleF (1980) apparently applied context-based aimatps
complete word fragments within 200 ms of seeingftagment, which is likelypeforeconsciousness of a stimulus
can set in.

1| should note that Rosenthal’s position is thatsmiousness “has no significant function,” not ihat
epiphenomenal. HOTs surely have some cognitive atait one that is “too small, varied, or neuinatespect of
benefit to the organism,” he writes (p. 831). IMIT contrast, ascribes a stable and significanfarskigher-order
content, as | hope will become evident.
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The epiphenomenalist scenario, however, begs aartamt question: Why should
representations of perceptions “very likely” arisem access? Rosenthal has given a causal
explanation of why such representations tend &edn general’? but another reasonable
hypothesis is teleological: they are subsequersiful to flexible thinking involving perceptual
contents. This would mean that once a representafia perceptiop results fronp’s access to
the executive, the HOR can then be deployed withérexecutive processing ps content:’®
And that utility would explain why the HOR tendsdo-occur with access f@s content, i.e.,
why p tends to be conscious when it impacts the exezwhat is that utility? First, note that
on IMT, a representation @fis useful because it enables inferential readtiqn It follows that
inferential reaction t@ must be relevant (at least in some cases) toeintel reaction to the
external object that represents (i.e., executive processing of thatecdnflexibly thinking
about it, etc.). To see why this is so, considerfttlowing type of cognition by a pers&

wherep is Ss perception of an objegtover a durationl:

(i) Swants to altep for some reason; (i believes thax is causingp; (iii) Swills to alterx so

as to altep as desired.

21n brief, HOTs about one’s present perceptuaksthave their origin in error detection, thoughirthenction is
not error detection. Detecting that one has peeckarroneously requires thinking about that pefoapt though as
apaststate. But since such detection occurs fairlymfte argues, one will get habituated to havindgh $4©Ts.
Eventually, perceptions will dispose one to thiblat them when they occur, rendering them consciges
Rosenthal (2005), pp. 303-305.

13 velmans (1991) also considers whether consciossmey impact information-processiaffer content has been
focally attended. But “it is not clear what addit# activatiormediated by consciousnessuld achieve,” he writes.
“Only information selected for focal-attentive pessing enters consciousness. According to ‘activatheories of
attention, this will only occur if it ilreadymore activated than competing, less relevant métion — in which
case no additional, ‘consciousness-mediated aivaiould be required to ensure its prominencsuhsequent
activity.” It is indeed difficult to see what efficy consciousness might have on the nonreductére of the
property that Velmans takes (see his sect. 9.4adh even if consciousness regulatgcededocal-attentionhow
it facilitated that stage would remain mysterioBat on the higher-order view, the property is rextlito a special
type of metacognitive information. As such, it @arable processing that deploys that informaticter défie onset of
focal attention.
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Assuming that (i)-(iii) occur oved, Swould be thinking abouyt as a current state, entailing that
p is conscious. So (i)-(iii) is a case of IM. Baits also reasoning aboxitin fact, (i)-(iii) guides
Ss reaction tak — seeking to alter it. So in this type of casérnential reaction ta includes
inferential reaction t@. This means both the FOR) @nd its accompanying HOR are relevant to
the cognition.

Why might one engage in the sort of IM describe{l)? For various reasons, one may
wish to alter, upend, or preserve one’s perceiadk. One may be hearing a very loud sound
one realizes is unsafe to hear, looking at thetfoba computer tower when the sought-after
serial number is on the back, getting the ideaoé a portrait subject, feeling the correct part
of the car engine while under the chassis to makpair, etc. Accordingly, one will seek to
adjust one’s perceptual state in the first two sas®l maintain it in the latter two. Thoughts
about one’s current perceptual state, then, caarelgy desires for certain perceptual acts: e.g.,
to get a clearer view of to shift focus fronx. In turn, one will seek to alter or preserve the
object(s) causing the current perception. Notett@tction target is oftentimes the object’s
egocentric locationPerceptions, particularly visual ones, don't esent an object in the
environment in isolation; rather, the object isreented in a certain spatial relation to one’s
body (as well as in allocentric relations with atbbjects). So one doesn't just see Mt.
Rushmore, but also how one is situated with resjeeitt Since the egocentric location is also a
cause of the perceptual state (it results in aiceview of the object, affects the audition of any
sound the object is making, etc.), one may seekt¢o or preserve that location in order to fulfill
one’s desires with respect to the perceptual Stateinstance, | may realize I'm not seeing the

part of Mt. Rushmore | want to see; clearly | womdnt to alter anything intrinsic to Mt.
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Rushmore in order to achieve the desired perceptatd, but rather I'll seek to change its
egocentric location simply by standing somewhefiewint.

It may be objected that reasoning about perceptyjalctswould suffice in putative cases
where IM is involved in rational control of behari®o once | consciously heas@eeching
sound, | simply believe it's occurring in my immath environment, think it may cause auditory
damage, and decide | should cover my ears. Thsonéag deploys no representation of my
auditory state. But of course if | wash&aringthe sound, it's not likely putting my auditory
system at risk. Thus, my belief that I'm hearingt just the belief that it's occurring in my
vicinity, surely figures in my reasoning, at leasplicitly.

As noted, reasoning that leads to a desire to, alpEnd, or preserve one’s current
perceptual state must deploy a (higher-order) sgmtation of that state, entailing that the state
is conscious. So if such a desire factors into ®nderential reaction to the object of perception,
the HOR has been efficacious within the executioe@ssing of that first-order content. This
potential utility explains the correlation betweseperceptual content’s reaching the executive
and the occurrence of a HOR: When the brain mdiesdntent of an act of perceiving available
to the executive, it also tends to make availatifiermation about that act of perceiving, as
reasoning about the perceiving may impact readtiats content. Put differently, my claim is
that when a person enabledto react inferentially to objeatbeing in egocentric locatidn(via
the perceptual contertin-l accessing the executive), she is &sabledto react inferentially to
her perceiving-in-l (via a suitable HOR of her perceivirgn-1), since reasoning about the
perception ok may be relevant to reasoning abrufor the dispositionalist, the person is
enabled to react inferentially to her perception wfa that perception’s accessing the HOR

system, not via an actual representation of thegmtion occurring. But since access to that
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system constitutes the perception’s c-propertylittkebetween conscious perception and
executive access to first-order perceptual coritelts for the reason given, except that the link
is between executive access to the perceptualmonte-l and HOR-system access to
perceivingx-in-I.

Here is where the compatibility of actualist thewaiyh IMT might be questioned:

Clearly HORs are deployed in IM, but need they\ealable beforehand for IM to occur? If that
were required, it would explain the continual HQ#sited by the actualist. But it's doubtful
that prior availability is needed. Given a capaéitylM about perception§* HORs can arise
just whenone engages in IM. As Carruthers has argued @egpHOTS), “[T]here is no reason
why my own experiences and thoughts should actgaly rise, routinely, to HOTs concerning
themselves. It would be sufficient that they shduddavailable to HOT [the “mind-reading”
system], so that | can entertain thoughts aboutdleyant aspects of my experiences or thoughts
when required” (2000, sect. 6.1). This plausiblensgio seems to saddle the actualist with a
great many unused HORs producing the stream oé&ptral consciousness — unless IM occurs
fairly continually as well. I'll argue that a rebegly simplistic IM about one’s perceptions
routinely takes place.

First let us consider when and how IM about a geror accessed by the mind-reading
system would begin. As explained in sect. 1, agegmtation of a mental state’s occurrence — as
opposed to its own content — serves as a ratiass lbor IM about that state. So a HOR of a
perceptiom would combine with standing metacognitive beli@fgl desires to prompt reasoning
aboutp. An example: Suppose | want to avoid seeing therntially high charges on a bill until |

clear up some other distressing matter. | therei@et to avoid looking at the document at all

17 Based in the mind-reading system’s rational aéditind theory-of-mind concepts, i.e., those coiscegcessary
to attribute mental states to oneself and to others
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from any close distance, since | might then nateecharges. How would this metacognitive
desire become involved in reasoning about a custaté of seeing the bill (call that stajehat

| find myself in — say because a family member dbsentmindedly left the bill on the kitchen
table? Surely, the desire must rationally inteveith a HOR abous, say a thought that | am now
seeing the bill. For exampledesire to avoid seeing this bill. | am now seain&o, | should
upend my current state. My looking in directiors xausing that perception. So, I'll turn away
from x.Thus, the metacognitive reasoning is (partly) gomehin the second state, the HOR with
the content am now in slt is not rationally grounded mitself, which carries the information
that the bill is on the table in front of me. Thdbrmation would not work with my standing
desire to avoid seeing the bill to get the reaspsiarted (the bill could be on the table in front
of me without my seeing it); so | clearly need iti@rmation that | am seeing the bill.

What engenders a HOR on the dispositionalist thebgn, is both a context of beliefs
and desires relevant to IM, such as desires talaseritain types of perceptions, beliefs that
certain types are useful, etc., along with thelalbdity of the target state to the mind-reading
system. So if | desire to avoid seeing the bili/(d¢a avoid visual states of ty) and ifsis
available to the system, | will tend to realizettha of typeB, that | must upend and so forth.
This scenario indeed limits the occurrence of H@lRsases when beliefs and desires relevant to
IM are present; one then “checks” whether curremt@ptions are consistent with or fulfill those
beliefs and desires, and the perceptions are epexbin the process. But here the actualist can
give a plausible account of why HORSs are ongoirgnely, because there is general
metacognitive content that current perceptiong@unénely checked against. This would be a
desire to avoid unpleasant and/or disadvantagesagtions, or alternatively, a belief that such

perceptions should be avoided. (“Disadvantageousilgvof course be relative to one’s
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perceptual goals, which are usually to be receiimfi@grmation on the environmental features

that matter to one.) Fast, constant assessmentisether one’s current perceptual state falls into
these categories would be a basic level of IM, thiaémay or may not lead to further
metacognitive reasoning, depending on whetherysie flags a current perception as
unpleasant and/or disadvantageous, in which caeefueasoning would concern how to alter

or upend the states, as described in (i)-(iii) @&d@r perhaps, the state is assessed as especially
pleasant and/or advantageous, in which case fuitharould concern how to preserve the

state!”®

Now, even if HORs are regularly generated for thigoose, it is still theoretically
possible that a conscious perception’s c-propsrtpnstituted by its availability to the mind-
reading faculty, not its being targeted by an ddtd@R. My present objective, however, is not to
argue against the dispositionalist theory of camsgmess, but only to make a case that the
routine occurrence of HORs posited by the actuaiabt a detriment to his account if we
assume IMT.

It's also important to note that not all reasonatgput one’s perceptual states deploys the
kind of HOR that makes its target state consci®hs. state must be represented as occurrent,
according to actualist higher-order views. So tfa@nation leads me to think | should ensure |
hear my alarm clock, my reasoning deploys a reptatien of a state of audition. But since that
state is represented as desired and not as presantt have a conscious experience of hearing

my alarm®’® Thus, reasoning about a perception that one sk (or will have, or has had)

is inferential metacognition, but not the kind tkatails state consciousness.

175 Admittedly, ongoing IM would require more cognitivesources than ongoing simple (“unembedded”) HO®s
the proposal seems even more vulnerable to the€tibp from cognitive overload” than higher-ordeedry is in
general. The objection is that the HORs requirecréate all of our conscious experiences wouldrstrartical
resources. But whether this is true is an empiricatter. See Rosenthal (2004), p. 25.

781§ | did deploy a HOR of the suitable kindwbuld have such an experience, argue theorists whothatch
suitable HOR is sufficient for state consciousrness., Rosenthal). Others hold that the HOR mugetaan actual
first-order state.
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| would also point out that voluntarily shifting qgeptual focus does not require
representing one’s current perceptual state inrtizatality. Prima facie, it might seem so:
Suppose | want to see the dog in the middle ofttreet, and I'm now looking at the left side of
the street. | have to turn my head (or eyes) toigig, but | won’t know that unless | represent
that I'm now seeing the left side. Yet to guide head turning, it is sufficient that | represent the
allocentric locationof the part of the street that’s currently in viémith respect to the dog),
which is not to represent theam seeinghat part. So a representation of my present vstate
isn’'t needed. Indeed, blindsight patients have Isbenvn to be better than chance at shifting
their gaze to a flash of light in an area of theual field wherein they had reported not being
able to see flashes of light. In the course of this perceptual act, the patiemild need to shift
his gaze from some paktof his blind field to the location of the flashtime field. If that
required a representation s seeing, instead of jusA’s being currently in front of him, then

he would be conscious éf But the evidence weighs against that possibility.

3.Why Conscious Volition?

A volition, | said in Chapter 4, is the most immegéi mental cause of a voluntary action.
More specifically, it is an attitude of willing dicted to a proposition expressing the immediate
occurrence of a certain act of oneself: d.4ft the cup now Such a state, as I've argued, is not
often conscious. And when conscious, it is typicplhenomenologically thin, meaning that it is
a rather brief and mild feeling (sometimes desctiag an “urge”) of being about to move in the

way expressed by. Assuming the higher-order view, it follows thatitions are seldom

17 See E. Poppel et al. (1973).
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accompanied by HORs. And when they are, the HO&s(nably) represents the volition’s
content in a fairly minimal way, explaining the ploenenal thinness. Following IMT, the
explanation for the relative latency of volition®@ng conscious mental phenomena is that it is
seldom useful to react inferentially to one’s voliis, which is just what HORs enable. As | will
argue, volitions tend to become conscious primavien we are performing acts that we
perceive to be difficult and/or critical. By “cretal” | mean that the act or its potential
consequences are either very desirable or undésiathe agent. In those (relatively infrequent)
cases, its useful to react inferentially to one’s volitiorad that is why representations of them
arise.

In fact, | will argue that inferential metacognit®about conscious volition and
conscious perception serve a similar purpose. A léO&perception can be deployed in
reasoning about whether and how to alter, upengreserve that perception; that is, the
objective is the control of that perception. Ihatural that this ability should be regularly
facilitated, since one’s perceptual states canghampredictably. Environmental conditions
may result in unwanted perceptions: one may désitgrn a corner butot desire to see the road
kill that lies there. In contrast, volitions norryabccur in a controlled fashion. That is not tg sa
they satisfy desires, for one need not (and ramelyld) desire to have a volition. Rather,
volitions are controlled in that they are causedlbgires (along with beliefs), asdpportdesire
satisfaction. So if | want peanut butter (and baithat now is a good time for a snack), a
volition to open the jar will tend to arise to helatisfy that desir&’® The question, then, is that
since volitions are generally well-controlled psgidyical states that don’t contravene one’s

desires, why would they need altering or upendif®y@serving them isn’t an issue since their

8 The beliefs and desires that guide volitions aretineirexclusivecause, of course; perceptions also factor in. The
volition to open the jar won't arise until | beliew is within reach, which belief is the resultsgfeingit is within
reach.
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causal function is served as brief, pre-movemextest while it is sometimes beneficial that a
perception be ongoing.) It would seem that cordfddehavior, not volition, is the issue, since
behaviorcanupset desires: The jar might be stuck, | haveatilfy opening it, and decide to
abort the attempt or try opening it a different way

But while volitions unproblematically support desit’® those desires might change
given new considerations just before action, antieenent of volition. In that case, the ability to
alter or stop the volitional process would be ukefibet has proposed that consciousness has
this function with regard to volition, so that aition is conscious (about one second before
movement) just when the brain can upend it witbmscious “veto.” “The existence of a
potentiality to veto is not in doubt,” Libet writé¥veryone has experienced having a wish or
urge to perform an act, but vetoed the actual pedoce of the act” (2003, p. 25). Libet’s
further claim that the veto preserves free willgoteast “free won’t”) is problematic, since there
are surely nonconscious neural antecedents totieious veto itself. So if the conscious
volition isn’t “free” because it is predeterminey & readiness potential, then the conscious veto
isn’t free for the same reason. Free-will issuedeahowever, the veto capability appears useful,
and there is evidence that the phenomenon hawitsweural substrate. Haggard, who
characterizes the veto as resulting from a “latetivtr decision®® (whether to go ahead with
the action), and Marcel Brass conducted a stud§{pthat implicates an area of the anterior
frontomedian cortex, rostral to the pre-SMA, in tleo process. Activity in the pre-SMA itself

is thought to subvene conscious volitions; itsdisgimulation, for instance, produces a feeling

19 There are cases of compulsive behavior whereiaatittend to support desife which is opposed to another
desire,B, and the agent would want to be guidedby hat is, the person has the second-order désit8 is his
will, i.e., that it be effected through his volitis. Even in this case, volitions still suppadesire, and is to that
extent “controlled” by the agent. (On second-omkesires, see Frankfurt [1997].)

180 gpecifically, the veto is a cancellation of théditian that results from a late “no” decision abole action. Note
that this cognition would likelprecedethe first comparator operation, where a forwardletlds constructed and
compared to the volitional content.
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of being about to movE! A third element here is the c-property of the tiofi: the HOR
targeting the volition need not be located in the $MA, and in fact it is more plausibly located
in higher cortical areas outside the motor system.

Now, on my view, such a representation would nseavery often: Volitions primarily
tend to be conscious in those situations when v thie are about to perform a difficult and/or
critical act. Before discussing this claim, let pw@nt out that it is rather different from
Haggard’'s phenomenal picture. “Conscious intentifor,him, admits of qualitative degrees, but
he seems to think it regularly occurs to some dedf@ne can be barely conscious that one is
going to take the next step when walking, but isedyaware of pulling a trigger” (2008, p.

942). As I've argued, the great majority of mundants — such as walking — aren’t preceded by
consciousvolitions at all. Nonetheless, Haggard illustrate=oretically significant situations
where volitionsdo tend to be conscious. One is pulling a triggeraetithat is often “critical” in
the sense defined above: The potential consequehdas act, killing a person or animal, may
be very undesirable (emotionally), and yet veryirdése (practically) if one is being mortally
threatened. Prior to such critical acts, we oftegns to become distinctly aware of being about to
perform them. The acts themselves need not beuliffat all. Pulling a trigger is quite easy, in
contrast to, say, playing an arpeggio on a pianenndne is a beginner. Yet volitions also seem
to become conscious prior to difficult acts, whetbienot they are critical. The beginner may be
practicing the piece at home as opposed to inalebitr instance, where misplaying the arpeggio
is undesirable, but not greatly so. Still, she wayl be conscious of being about to attempt that
tricky passage.

Conscious volition is especially salient when aovatcurs, as the experience of willing

doesn't “flow through” to the experience of actitige process appears cut short at the willing

181 See I. Fried et al. (1991).
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stage. Haggard gives a good example: “Most pe@alegnize the situation of being about to say
angry words or send an angry email and refraintripealast moment (usually wisely!)” (2008,
p. 939). Similarly, the neophyte pianist may catebself about to play the arpeggio incorrectly.
It is plausible that volitions are always conscipusr to being vetoed. But this would not
establish that a volition’s being conscious in aay facilitates the cancellation. In fact, the
volition to doa might become conscioas an epiphenomenontbie veto process qua
initiating.*®* Against this scenario, Libet suggests that oneimes aware of the “decision to
veto” after conscious volition (2003, p. 25). But, first, ileubtful that this decision is part of
the fleeting phenomenology during the second (pirswhich a veto occurs: In deciding not to
pull the trigger at the last moment, | will likglyst become aware of “desisting,” which could
just be an agentive experiencenot acting after my volition. And second, even if thes a
conscious decision to veto after the consciougigaliit remains questionable whether the
volition enables the veto decisigma being consciou$? It might even be that the decision
process began nonconsciously before the volitegifibecame conscious, and the volition’s
becoming conscious is epiphenomenal to the decmiocess. At least from the first-person
perspective, we can’t rule out these possibilities.

Note that if a conscious volition’s c-propewtgreinstrumental to the veto, we would
have a good explanation of why volitions to perfaifficult and/or critical acts tend to be
conscious; namely, these are cases when the abiMgto is most useful. For critical acts, it is

natural that the mind should enable desistingeatabt moment, in case new considerations

182|n saying the volitiorbecomesonscious, | am assuming a theoretical model aohwlitions first occur
nonconsciously, and correspond to preconsciousahmitiators of action, such as the lateralizegidiaess potential
(LRP). See Rosenthal (2002), pp. 217-18.

183 ibet seems to think the efficacy of consciousrese lies in the efficacy of the conscious dedismveto, not
so much the conscious volition. But again, theapprty of that decision may be causally inert. As&nthal
suggests, “A neural event may operate to veto bdfecoming conscious” (2008, p. 834).
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arise. So the angry email may be a critical athat the person thinks it has potentially very
undesirable consequences (while still really wantmsend it). A last-moment realization might
arise that motivates withholding that click (ergalizing that the undesirable consequences
outweigh the desirable ones). Similarly, the pdaler about to make an easy but critical shot,
say one that effectively wins the tournament, wdaddadvantaged to be able to veto the attempt,
just in case a late consideration arises as tothdwetter strike the balf* Perhaps the act itself
is highly undesirable, and a person may want todan to last-moment reasons (or “excuses”)
not to do it (someone about to step into an ice-sbbwer might be a case in point). With regard
to acts that are difficult for the agent (whethenot they are critical), a late reconsideration of
the ideas that guide the act may occur, since tidess may be wrong given the difficulty.
Perhaps the pianist about to play an arpeggioze=athat she is about to position her finger
incorrectly, or play it too soon in the contexttioé piece. It would thus be advantageous for the
person to be able to veto.

The argument under consideration, then, is thati®o$ tend to be conscious prior to
acts that the agent perceives as difficult andftical because (i) the veto ability is most useful
in those situations and (ii) the c-property faatis that ability. But this remains a “just-so
story,” no more plausible than an epiphenomenatisbunt, as long as (ii) is unjustified. How is
consciousness relevant to the veto ability? | thMK provides a good answer. Essentially, the
veto of an ach is guided in part by a reasoning process (a lisety nonconscious one) that
deploys an HOR targeting the volition to adWhile the above examples make it plausible that a

veto is based in practical reasoning just pricadton, we may nevertheless question whether a

184 Note that experts such as professional pool psayery not have conscious volitions even with aitic
performances, due to being “immersed” in the astiiThis may be advantageous, if conscious vdalititerferes
with the fluidity of the performance.) That's whgay volition onlytendsto become conscious prior to critical acts.
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representation of oneigilling the act, not just a representation of the acty toeerecruited in
that reasoning.

To see why metacognition is plausibly involved,Ustfirst examine the kind of
information that enters into the “late whether dewi.” Suppose a volition to dobecomes
conscious at time At t, or perhaps while the volition is still nonconsgothe agent reconsiders
doinga.'® As a result, he might will to go ahead wétlor desist froma. Thus, the
reconsideration arises while the volition toalis in progress — that’'s what makes iate
whether decision with respectapand not just a whether decision. This happeresymnably,
because something prompts reconsideration just fariaction, as may be the case with difficult
and/or critical acts. Or a reason to desist feomay arise at the last moment evea i§ neither
difficult nor critical. For instance, most of usveahad the experience of being about to reach for
something (say, a dropped pen) to give it to agrersnly to desist at the last moment when we
realize she’s about to get it for herself. But &fram reasons to reconsidarl argue that the
late whether decision must also be informed bybteef that a is imminentwhich is (plausibly)
caused by the volition. So we have a line of caosdtom a representation of movemarih
the preSMA (where it would have the functional pdp that defines volition: tending to cause
a) to the activity in the anterior frontomedian extthat underlies the late whether decision (per
the Haggard-Brass results). Now it may be thatgegroprioceptions associated with preparing
to doa cause the belief thatis imminent. But, unlike volitions, it is uncleahether such
sensations always happen prior to voluntary actgy be aware I'm about to reach for a pen

without feeling anything different in my arm or ltamuscles. And would these sensations by

185 am simplifying matters by assuming the final chéas Haggard calls it) would focus on the votiibgoal &)
as opposed to the desire that the volition subseiMg volition, for example, would be to pull thégger now, but
that subserves my desire to kill the deer. Whatldvowost naturally be reconsidered &br before) is killing the
deer.
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themselves prompt me to think I'm about to reactttie pen? They might be associated with a
different upcoming motion.

Essentially then, the belief thais imminent is needed as a “premise” to the
reconsideration so that the reconsidering yieldgitht results: Suppose one decides (after
reconsidering) that one in fact shouldalnow. A volition to doa would naturally arise. But
then one would havisvo volitions to doa, which is implausible. Thus, no volition shouldué
from a “late re-approval”’ od, since one is already in progress. But if no valitarises from
reasoning that would normally lead to a volitiordtwa, it must be because one believes thigt
imminent®® Alternatively, suppose one decides that sineuldn’tdoa now. Of course, no new
volition to doa would arise. But one would then still dpsince a volition is in progress. Thus,
the result of a reconsideration that ends in goghisaval ofa must be a decision teithholda.
The effect is a veto, essentially the cancellatiomhibition of the volition to da. And what
best explains why that veto process occurs — &t the disapproval ad — is one’s belief that
ais imminent, what | will refer to as the “signaiitelief.”

Still, it doesn’t appear thatrapresentation of the volitiorand hence consciousness, is
required for these cognitions. The reconsideragabout whether to d@now; it's not about
the volition. Neither is the signaling belief metpresentational: it's also abautFurthermore,
there is no reason to think that a representatidheovolition is required for the volition to caas
the signaling belief. Essentially, the content @bétion to doa is justa, and the state has the
functional property of tending to caua€®’ So it’s natural that such a state could directyse
the belief that is imminent. A representation of my williragis thus not needed for me to

believe that is imminent. Similarly, there is no reason to kihat a representation of a

186 It may also be because the neural substrate fitiovois impaired, but | am assuming normal corudis.
187 See Ch. 4, sect. 3.
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perceptiom is needed for the rational centers to access;auiged beliefs aboup’'s content,
namely some object in the environment.

What | argue here is that the signaling beliefpglwith the late disapproval af are
insufficientto yield the decision to veto and the cancellatbthe volition. One must also think
thata is about to happetue to one’s willing i{i.e., due to the presence of a representation
whose content ig). That belief explains why one cancels the vatitio order to prevent the
movement. The mere belief thats about to happen, wheaas conceptualized just as a bodily
movement, might be held &is aninvoluntarymovement, brought about entirely by
nonvolitional factors. One can be about to kickomg’s leg because of a spasm, or because the
physician is about to strike one’s patellar tendath a reflex hammer. One can trip and be about
to bump into a vase. Suppose one makes a lataarethsit such a movement should not
happen. Clearly, one will not cancel any volitiondb it one has; rather, one may stiffen one’s
muscles, or otherwise attempt to stop the movensma belief about the potential cause of the
imminent movement informs the preventative measiseArmstrong has suggested,
“Knowledge of the presence within us of potentaliges of behavior is obviously valuable ... If
| know that | am set towards hitting you beforatiyou, | may be able to control my impulse, in
a way that | could not do if | knew nothing abdu impulse until it manifested itself” (1993, p.
99). When that potential cause is a present valitioe knowledge will be metarepresentational:
ais imminent due to my present volition.

That entailsconsciousyolition, on the higher-order view. The volitiorésproperty, then,
facilitates the veto by enabling the representadioiine imminent movement’s mental cause.

And since vetoes are often useful for difficult forctritical acts, we have an explanation of why
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volitions tend to be accompanied by HORs priontchsacts>® We also have an explanation of
why HORs accompany volitions prior to “mundane’sate., easy and not deeply
consequential) when one desists from those attedast moment. Note that one property of
consciousness-conferring HORs — that they reprebeittargets as occurrent — fits this
functional role: The decision to veto must be imratdif there is a late disapproval of the
movement (or of goals the movement would furthieryjust occur while the volition still
obtains. The decision must therefore be informethbybelief that the volitiors happening,
which is just the content of the HO&.

It might be insisted that the veto need not be uliioly such a belief. Perhaps certain
first-order mental states can combine with thepjsaval of an aca to yield a veto. For
example, consider the belief thais a voluntary movement — that it is about to lEpgue to
my will, conceptualized as a general mental faculty an@sa state | am in. That state seems
able to rationally direct the veto, assuming one d¢teanged one’s mind about doengBut such
a belief lacks content specific enough to guidér@mediateveto, since it might be held if one
thinks one is about to generate a volition tadbut at present still has not. One must therefore
think of a as a movement one is now willing.

Alternatively, perhaps the veto occurs simply whwsre is both a disapproval afaind a
volition to doa. Thus the volition causally participates in itsroeancellation. | think this
scenario ultimately entails representation of thktion. Note that the cause of the cancellation
is upstream of the preSMA: The prefrontal area wltlee late “no” decision occurs presumably

sends a cancellation signal to the preSMA, whegerdtition is in progress. How would this

18 Even if they are not used in the veto procesthasfinal check” might result in a go-ahead.

189 This is an example of a HOR serving an intramesaimunication role, as described in sect. 1. idhse, the
HOR informs the prefrontal area where the late memteration takes place of a current state of taSA, namely
the volition.
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signal be senust whenthe preSMA is in a certain volitional state, ieétprefrontal area did not
receive information as to the occurrence of thate$t So that’s how the volition would help to
bring about its own cancellation — by sending infation about its occurrence that works
causally with the disapproval of the act to gereegaveto. But that information would arguably
gualify as a HOR about the volition.

There is a more plausible way of dispensing witlorel guidance from a belief that the
volition is occurring. The volition brings abouttkignaling belief (which has no
metarepresentational content), and that belief warkh the disapproval to generate a veto
under the following condition: The agent daowexd think a is imminent due to some nonvolitional
cause(e.g., he doesn't think he suffers from spasmshatrsomebody will force him to dn
etc.). For if the agerdid have such a belief, no cancellation signal shbeldent to preSMA.
Note that in this scenario, the veto is to a degreded schematically. I've defined schemas as
direct causal links between perceptions and volgifnputs/outputs), that is, as devoid of
intervening reasoning. Here, I'm considering otheguences of mental states as schematic when
an intervening rational step is supplanted withereausation. So, for instance, the disapproval
of a along with the belief that is imminent bring about the cancellation of thétian without
the agent thinking that is imminent due to the volition. The idea is ttlas schema would be
“blocked” if the agent thinks that he is about ®fbrced to performa. It is perhaps natural that
such a schema should be in place, as one’s movermenseldom forced, and still less often
would one be aware of a movement about to be foiest is, if one does have a belief about an
imminent movement, it's typically volitional.

The problem is that late “no” decisions are theweslelatively rare, and schematic

connections are honed over many similar cognitiSogpose | oftentimes decide not to perform
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an act just prior to movement, when I'm alreadylingl that movement. A cancellation of that
volition may well be generated less rationally amore automatically: | may only need to
believe that the movement is about to happen t@naellation signal to be sent to preSMA, or
one may be sent in absence of a signaling bEfigkfter all, in this case, late “no” decisions
often happen, and thus volition cancellation igfleeded. So, for example, once one decides
that one shouldn’t reach for the coffee mug now \(fbatever reason), the veto isn’t guided by
further ratiocinationMy present volition to reach for it will cause a happen; | should stop this
volition. This would be a case of IM (see sect. 1), and #niail a representation of the
volition.**

But late “no” decisionslon’t happen for the vast majority of mundane actsrgaehing
for a mug. As I've argued, they tend to be restddb difficult and/or critical acts, and to
situations where a reason to desist happens ®jagsprior to movement. So it's quite plausible
that, when such a decision does happen, theresshmma in place associating it with a veto.
We would then need to react inferentially to oulittmnal state, which we want to upend, just as
we do in those cases of undesired perceptions.idsadar as that practical reasoning is
metacognitive in a certain way — i.e., representimgvolition as occurrent — it necessarily
involves consciousnes¥ Indeed, Libet's own characterization of the reasgihat leads to the

veto implies metacognition: It “presumably occuttsan a giver'W [the wish to act a certain

19 Similarly, there would be a schematic connectietwieen a re-approval afand no volition to da arising, as
one is already in progress.

1911t bears reemphasizing that these basic inferestéas need not be conscious, and seldom woulBuigheir
higher-order content need not be conscious to rfekgolition conscious.

1921 should add that this hypothesis about the famctif HORs in the veto process is empirically fidsile, in the
following way. LetC stand for the substrate for the HOR targetingvibition, presumably a certain pattern of
prefrontal activation. LeD stand for the activation in the anterior frontomaedcortex that the Brass-Haggard
results correlated with the late whether decisioth @eto process. Finally, Igtstand for the preSMA activation
subvening the volition. Whil€ andD both occur “upstream” df, in the prefrontal cortex, it may be ti@is
neither partly constitutive dd nor causally interactive with. In that case, we would have reason to doubttkteat
HOR is integral to the veto process.
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way] is recognized as being incompatible with slbatzeptability and with one’s personality”
(2003, p. 25). One is thus thinking about (repréaghW, a current mental state one is in.
However, | would stress that the reconsideratiamotsabout thevishto act, it's about the act:
one would realize the act is incompatible with angoals. Rather, the metacognitive reasoning
is about preventing the act. That's where one ssrs one’s volitional state and thinks it must

be cancelled.

4.Why Conscious Thinking?

While volitions are seldom conscious, what we rgdil purely intentional states —
namely those that (arguably) lack any qualitativaracter — are often conscious. Propositional
attitudes like beliefs, desires, doubts, etc. arescious throughout cognitions that range from
wondering about an issue to step-by-step probldmragpto everyday practical reasoning: | may
believe that Sue will come to the party, doubt 8ta would like to be in the company of my
friend Jones, and then desire that she be advis¢ddnes will be there. But to say we engage in
“conscious thought” is not to commit to the impldnles claim thatall the states in a conscious
thought process are conscious. Rather, to sawtthetught process is conscious need only imply
that some of the states are. So | may consciowiguve that? and then consciously conclude
thatQ while my belief thaP > Q remains nonconscious, but the latter still factots what can
be called a “conscious” ratiocination. Althoughkfpisychology has accepted the idea of
nonconscious thinking, it still tends to hold tbahsciousness improves thinking. For example,

we accord special status to “conscious decisioadieing more reflective and less automatic or
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impulsive. Here it seems consciousness has thefdenging more considerations to bear on a
problem, or perhaps increasing the flexibility of ¢hinking. We also tend to hold that intricate
reasoning, such as solving a challenging math projdan’t be done nonconsciously. Now, folk
psychology does allow that good ideas sometimep fpm” one’s mind, or result from
“sleeping on a problem.” But in these cases of nascious ratiocination, we have done some
conscious work on the problem beforehand. At le¢hste has been a state of conscinestal
effort'®® toward solving the problem prior to the nonconssiprocessing — and it may be that the
c-property is efficacious at that point. &ntirely nonconscious solving process, where we'’re
first exposed to the complex problem and the r@rgtthat enters consciousness is the solution,
would surely be quite rare. Normally, we're conssi@f several reasoning steps or exploratory
thoughts, along with exertions of mental effortthie course of arriving at a solution or decision.
Given the efficacy of the mental, these conscidates would drive the thinking process
along with the nonconscious states. But that ytiliies not entail the utility of the states’ c-
property, which may be merely associated (perhpjphenomenally) with the ratiocination. On
the higher-order view, the question would be pig #ay: Assume that | consciously arrive at
some belief thal in the course of trying to resolve an issue, d&ad idea brings me closer to a
resolution. Would the state with the contehelieve that P- the state that renders the idea
conscious — be of any use in that deliberationf&facie, it does not seem so: For example,
given my desire to go to the market, the contemhpfconscious belief the market opens at 10
a.m. on Sundays is what leads me to decide on what time | shadke up on Sunday, not the
representation of my holding that belief. Or sugpthet, in deciding between two produéts

andB, | consciously realize that the virtuesfobutweigh those dB. Surely that content, carried

19 This being a purely qualitative state that Strawisas described in various ways: “setting one’sdneinthe
problem,” “focused concentration of will,” a “redame blanking of the mind,” etc. See Ch. 4, sect. 7
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by the first-order state, moves me to choAs€&€he content of the higher-order state — thatve
come to believéhat the virtues oA outweigh those dB — is not needed to reach my preference.
In short, it is only the propositional attitude antentional content of thierst-order states that
seems to matter to decision-making and problemrmspl\hus Rosenthal writes that “the
rationality of thoughts and desires is a mattethefr intentional content. ... And since thoughts
and desires have intentional content independentiging conscious, rational connections
among them will tend to occur independently of veethey are conscious” (2008, p. 832).

When an intentional state enters into rational eations, we can say it @xgagedn
thought; that is, it causes other states in wagsrflect good (though sometimes poor)
inferences, instead of being merely disposed te hlavse effects. So, for example, | presumably
have a latent belief in the Pythagorean Theorernthaun belief would become engaged if I'm
trying to figure out the length of the hypotenused given right triangle. An intentional state
need not be latent before it is engaged, of codskubt may arise that I've got the theorem
right, and that doubt may cause a rechecking ofahrulation, or recollections about a math
lesson from grade school, but | did not have thébtlbefore it had those rational effects. An
engaged intentional state is thus defined as anedasoningvith, as opposed to reasoning
about And it seems plausible that reasoning with stesgsgo on without one’s reasoning about,
or merely representing, any such state.

Now, cases of nonconscious reasoning are widelgpded, and the states in such
processes would, ex hypothesi, not be targeted®i41 But the theoretical considerations | am
raising imply a stronger claim: that when reasonsngpnscious, consciousness isn't facilitating
it, as the content of HORs is not rationally rel@vi® the first-order inferences. We are thus left

with a scenario on which conscious propositionitiates constitute thinking processes, but
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their being consciouss merely associated — perhaps epiphenomenallyh-tie ratiocination.
The property would not be epiphenomenal, howevénere were a use for HORs in
metacognitive reasoning. In line with my discussionfduring perception and volition, a
representation of a purely intentional state waridble one to reason about whether to upend
the state, which may mean simply canceling it duoeng it from engaged to latent. Other kinds
of metacognition relevant to the control of firgstder thinkingprocessesas opposed to

individual states, would also be enabled by HOR4 vaill discuss.

First, let me address a fundamental objection: \Aliey’'t the state’s rational connections
to other first-order propositional attitudes enotglguide its cancellation? For example, it seems
one would stop believing th&t(or at least rethink whetheéris the case) if it occurred to one
thatQ, and one realized th@ > — P. Based on these realizations, one need not conthad
My holding P makes no sen$should stop believing that & otherwise deploy a representation
of one’s belief before abandoning it. Neither id@R needed to begin deliberating over a belief
content: Simply believing th&, along with considerations that weigh agafstay spur one
to questiorP or its likelihood, and in turn preserve or abantiat belief. Similarly, the
adjustment of other attitudes towd?d- doubting thaP, hoping thaP, etc. — can occur without
representation of those states. Where a M@RId be necessarily involved, | argue, is in
deliberating whether to continue engaging thaestlie issue in that case is not whether the
attitude toward is rational, but whether it is rational to let tla¢titude toward® enter one’s
thinking at the present tim®f course, the former issue is relevant to thtedalf holding a
certain attitude towar is irrational, one may very well not want the stahgaged. But here we
must be wary of “denying the antecedent”: If hoffancertain attitude towafelis rational, it

does not follow that one wilvantthe state presently engaged. Just because itaeabfor one
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to believe that 2+2=4, or to wonder whether therfe on other planets, does not mean it is
rational for one to have those thoughts now, irstdasay, expecting an oncoming fork in the
road. It may well be more rational to let the expgon become engaged, to become causally
active in one’s psychology and prompt one to debilgveen the roads as soon as one sees the
fork.!%4

Thus, a given attitude toward a proposit®call it mental state) may become
disengaged due to two different kinds of ratiodmat (i) Considerations about the truth (or
likelihood) of P; this requires deploying a representatio® diiut no representation af (ii)
Considerations about whether todatontinue to engage one’s thinking; tdsesrequire
deploying a representation @{a HOR). Note that in the latter casanay not be cancelled, but
simply become latent. So for instance, the ratiiom may beRight now | shouldn’t be
wondering what to have for dinner; it's better thdbcus on what the lecturer is sayirs a
result, | may remain in that state of indecisionutdinner, but its rational connections will
cease to be active; it will no longer prompt meaasider dinner options, for instance. And
deciding that | shouldn’t be wondering ab®utequires a representation about my current state
of wondering, which entails its being consciousafliepresentation is needed to ascribe a
property such alseing presently undesirable my state. As Rosenthal writes, “with doubting,
hoping, or expecting that my mental state has gumyeerty ... | must at least have the assertoric
thought that | am in that state” (1997, p. 742)w\this view seems to entail that a current
intentional state can’t go from engaged to latktitat state is nonconscious. Considerations that
weigh against holding the attitude towdavill tend to cause aancellationof the state, not

merely a disengagement from current thinking. Sgppears that only a deliberation about

194 This of course assumes a limited capacity of sttat can be engaged at once, and indeed worlkeéngony —
the ability to “hold in mind” information for theyspose of reasoning and learning — is thought te lzalimited
capacity.
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whether to continue engaging the state (entailiggdr-order representation) can motivate its
relegation to latency, as in the forgoing examBlat. in fact this is not so: Suppose | am getting
certain ideas from the lecture, but suddenly artratiteed by someone entering the room in
flamboyant dress. Those ideas may become psyclealbginactive as | begin to wonder about
the person’s choice of attire. | certainly needemresentations of the thoughts I'm gathering
from the lecture in order for that to happen. Thg goint, then, is that HORs are only needed to
disengage a state the basis of reasoning about whether to be i8uppose | am working on a
timed math test of five problems and I've reachédtn think is the solution to the first

problem, but | start doubting it's correct. | thealize | only have a short time left to work on
the other four problems, and reasbrstead of doubting whether my work is correctha

point, | should start thinking about the next prerlHere it might be objected that one need
only reason about what state one should be in,iwthd@s not require representing one’s current
state. But | think it does. Surely such reasonsgremised on the belief that one is not in the
right state, and one would come to that belief diylyepresenting what state asen. So my

belief that I'm not currently thinking about thextg@roblem comes from knowing that I'm
doubting my solution to the first problem.

Whether or not this ratiocination itself is coms, it deploys a representation of my
doubt that would make that state conscious. Wha¢ HOR has no bearing on the rational
connections the doubt has — e.g., to recheckingvori — it is needed to reason about whether to
continue engaging the doubt, or change the dinrectfany thinking. Thus we can see how
higher-order information enables a coordinatiofirst-order states, as Armstrong and Lycan

have proposed, although the coordination resudts fthe reasoning that deploys the HOR, not
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directly from it. In addition, as | hopefully hameade clear, first-order states (specifically
propositional attitudes) do naquire HORSs in order to become rationally coordinated.

Just as HORs enable the disengagement of anioriahstate via IM, they also enable
the cancellation of a first-order reasoning proc@éadM. Recall that most “conscious
ratiocinations” involve both conscious and noncaomss states, so HORs are only directed at
some of the beliefs, doubts, and desires that cdgmfiie process. At some points, they may
target merely a sense of cognitive effort or comfusnstead of a propositional attitude. But even
if, taken together, the HORs don’t targditthe states in the process, they certainly provide
“snapshots” of what is mentally transpiring. Aslsuthey support the metacognitive belief that
one is reasoning or wondering about some igs@ the basis of that belief, along with other
considerations, one might conclude that insteaga$oning or wondering abaytone should
be thinking abouy. So while only first-order propositional attitudesd contents are relevant to
the rationality of the cognition, higher-order cemis can be relevant to its conative aspect:
information about what one is pursuing mentallg isasis for deciding whether to continue
pursuing it. | say “can be” because as long astlseno decision to upend the process, the
volition to resolve the issue, solve the probletn, @ first-order state) continues to drive the
thinking, along with the person’s rational capa&stiHowever, Armstrong and Rolls have
argued, respectively, that HORs are needed fotioolto drive thinking and for one to be able
to locate and correct errors in thought. | doubythre needed for either function, and will
address these views in turn.

While a volition may be cancelled because onedleagled one should be engaging in
different mental activity than what the volition\drs, it may alternatively be cancelled once it

has “served its purpose.” Indeed, Armstrong likerental to bodily action in that both are
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purposive, meaning that they are caused by intefitidnd central to the operation of will is a
“feedback” system that can determine when the gaslbeen reached and then cancel the
intention (1993, pp. 138-144). Armstrong argues ith#éhe case of mental action, the reaching of
the goal must be introspected, which on his HOR @gtails that state’s being conscious. He

gives the following example:

An intention to work out a certain long-divisionnsyourely in one’s head is a mental
cause that initiates and sustains mental actiWty.are informed of the results reached at
each stage of the activity by introspection (justrathe case of physical action we are
informed by perception). The introspectively acgdimformation reacts back upon the
mental cause, so that further steps in the calounlaire made in accordance with the
currently reached mental situation. Finally, redogn that the answer to the sum has

been obtained “switches off’ the sustaining cadsdeactivity. (1993, p. 162)

Introspection thus drives the calculation by emabfeedback: the intention to solve, say, 330 /
15 continues to cause stages in the calculati@mgalvith rational connections to previous
stages) as long as introspection of the curregestaesiot reveal information about a number
that the one thinks equals 330 / 15. It might bd Heat Armstrong’s picture should be refined to
include a “main intention,” e.g., solve 330 / 16daubintentions: solve 33/ 15, solve 33 - 30,
etc. The mental states that follow from these gebiions would then not need to feed back to
the main intention, but only to the subintentiongce a subintention is satisfied and dismissed,
the current mental state would again feed backeatain intention, again via introspection. In

any case, it is clear that Armstrong’s picture reggiregular introspection of the mental states
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constituting a ratiocination in order to keep itrgp and following HOP theory, those states
become conscious. But given that thinking can prdo@nconsciouslyor significant intervals

of a “conscious ratiocination,” this picture is ptematic. In what follows | argue that what must
be fed back to the intention is not information adithe current state (which entails higher-order
representation), but rather information about thgesscontent both conceptual and referential.

Armstrong’s notion of feedback is akin to whaetarred to as the will/act consistency
judgment in Chapter 4. As discussed, | think thedgments regularly occur, although volitions
are seldom conscious. Thus, the judgments do gatreerepresenting the volition, but rather the
volitional content as a means to determining thts agreement with it. So | don’t need to
represent thdtwill that | grip the mug novin judging the agreement of some bodily movement
X, but only deploy a representation of my grippihg mug. That same representation is a
volition to move just when it tends to bring abdstintentional object via my motor system
(presumably the representation has that tendeney wiloccurs in preSMA). So for any
representatioa of bodily movementa’s having that causal disposition constitutes myndpn
the propositional-attitude staltavill that | do anow. Judging consistency thus requires the
following representationst, which represents the desired bodily movement,aatibught about
what I've actually done, which is based on a peiogmf what I've actually done. None of
these are HORs.

Volition and consistency judgment in the case ohtakaction are given a parallel
analysis, except that the feedback need only bedoashoughts about tlemntentof the mental
act, not the act itself. This distinction clearlyedn’t arise for bodily acts, which have no
representational content; so representation cthén that case is required. In the mental

scenario, the volition represents a mental actibsdansofar as it tends to bring about that
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intentional object via one’s higher cognitive sysge(e.g., dorsolateral PFC). Whether the
mental act occurs will of course also depend orisocegnitive abilities, just as whether the
bodily movement occurs doesn’t depend solely orvttidon to move, but also on one’s
physiological abilities. As | have argu&8 the volition picks out the desired intentionalst
terms of the state’s intentional object and its motlpresenting that object, the concept(s) under
which the object is thought. The content of thatiawi to perform a mental act will thus have the
form think of o under concept Eor example, suppose that Problem #4 requiretoreelve for
the area of a 5-by-5 inch square. My volition camérely have the contetitink of the area of a
5-by-5 inch squaresince “the area of a 5-by-5 inch square” pickis2%y so | would be
performing the act just by having the volition. 8J$ could satisfy that volition by simply
thinking the solution to #4Clearly this won't do; what | want is to think 25 under a concept
that not only picks it out, but expresses it: thagept25. So my volition must have the content
think of the area of a 5-by-5 inch square undeniisnerical conceptWhat would it be for me to
judge that a current intentional statef mine agrees with that volition? Armstrong woshly
that introspection of is needed, a higher-order state with the coritant thinking of 25 under
the concept 25That content will allow me to judge consistenily. thinking of 25 under the
concept 25 is a numerical representation of theaarkea 5-by-5 inch square

But in fact feedback only requiresabjective measurthat I'm in the intentional state |
want to be in, which needn’t bguadgmentto that effect. Since the identity of my statéxed
by its referential and conceptual contents, ifdge that these contents are as | want them to be
(as my volition stipulates), it will be subjectiyatstablished that my state is consistent with my
volition, without my thinking about my state. Theda content constraints given by my volition

in the present example are that my ensuing thostghuld (i) represent the area of a 5-by-5 inch

19 g5ee Ch. 4, sect. 6.
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square (i) under its numerical concept. So suppdsen enter intentional statewhich is a
thinking ofo under concept. The feedback process foconsists of the following two
judgments about's content, neither of which involves a represeatadf x: First, | judge thab
is the area of a 5-by-5 inch square. This subjeltigstablishes thatsatisfies (i), as | believe
thato is what | want to be thinking of. Second, | judbatc is the numerical concept for This
subjectively establishes thasatisfies (ii), as | believe thatis the kind of concept | want to
deploy. What results from both these judgmentsssglgective measure that the state I'mxins
consistent with my volition. So the volition can ¢encelled on the basis of those judgments,
which is the function of feedback for Armstrongm8arly, suppose my volition has the content
think of the color of Jane’s dress at last weeldgtyunder its color concept then think of red,
under the conceped. The feedback process consists of my thinkingrédtvas the color of
Jane’s dress at last week’s paggd that reds the color concept for redn general, the
feedback for any thoughiwhich is a thought ob under concept) to volitionv (which has the
contentthink of o* under concept ¢*tan be defined as follows: | judge tloat o*, and thafc is
c*. These first-order thoughts subjectively estdbtisatt agrees witlv. So | need not think that
agrees withv, which entailg is conscious (if it is represented as a curraateytin sum, the
feedback process is indeed a coordination of firder states, enabling the cancellation of the
volition to have a certain thought once that thduggtturs. Feedback also drives the
ratiocination, guiding its continuation when a smn hasn’t been found. But feedback itself can
be carried out via first-order states, contra Arorsy.

Likewise, only first-order judgments are needetbti@te errors in a reasoning process.
These would be judgments about tdoatentof the states in the reasoning process, not aheut

states themselves. Rolls argues that “by thinklmaualower order thoughts, the higher order
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thoughts can discover what may be weak links irctie@n of reasoning at the lower order level,
and having detected the weak link, might alterplaam, to see if this gives better success” (2004,
p. 151). The “weak link” would presumably be sonedidf thatF(a), thatP > Q, etc., that is part
of the ratiocination and is discovered to be postgported or false. In detecting the error, one
realizes thaé is notF (or probably nofF), thatQ doesn’t follow fromP, etc. That is, one
corrects one’s attitude toward tbententof the false or poorly supported belief, which cheet
involve metacognitive thought. Instead of thinkig belief that F(a) is falsene simply thinks
‘F(a) is falseor a is not F and accordingly, adjusts or abandons the ratabicin that includes
the weak link. One comes to such a realizatioroasiderations arise that weigh against
believing that~(a) or as Rosenthal puts it, via the belief's “fistder dissonance with other
antecedent beliefs” (2008, p. 836). Or the corvedinought process may be metacognitive in
representing belief states generally, but not obeigg in any such statBelieving that P
conflicts with believing that Q, and the beliefttkais better grounded

Note that if Rolls’ theory were true, it would telegically explain the correlation that
seems to hold between state consciousness andhthihiat challenges the individual, such as
solving a difficult problem: Errors are most likely occur in that case, and if HORs are needed
to detect errors, it's no wonder they tend to oasiwell. But there is an alternate teleological
account of the correlation. Perceived progress congplex problem can naturally be
unsatisfactory, and if so, that realization (“pregg assessment”) may lead one to abandon the
effort, perhaps in favor of a different activity émtal or otherwise) that may be more productive
at that time. The feedback mechanism, which asdhgeied is entirely first-order, does not have
the effect of a progress assessment: It only careceblition to think ok under concept when

it determines one has done that; it does not cdheelolition when one is having difficulty
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satisfying the volition. Nor does the feedback nagsm provide information on whether a
subintention has been satisfied, which would bekthé of data relevant to a progress
assessment. As discussed, the feedback for anghhiofwhich is a thought ob under concept
¢) to volitionv (which has the contetttink of o* under concept ¢*would be constituted by the
judgments that is 0*, and thatc is c*. Neither is a higher-order judgment thas the thought
thatv represents (wheneis a subintention). But such a judgment is intetgran assessment of
how well my thinking is going, how far along I'mtfj@g toward a solution.

A progress assessment would involve more thangmedt of whether a single
subintention has been satisfied, of course. Onddvmnsider how many have been satisfied,
over what time period, and with what degree of dogmneffort. For instance, if one’s intention
to mentally solve 330/ 15 is followed by the subition to solve 33/ 15, and one realizes that it
has taken a bit too much time and effort to thihk.@, the main intention might just be
cancelled as one opts for a calculator. Now, maniyiens are not followed by subintentions.

For example, in trying to recall the name of aroatitom a movie, or deciding whether a

painting counts as “surreal,” or determining wheth@rospective campsite is advantageous, one
may not identify more specific volitions to fulfilbut rather open one’s mind to promising ideas
on the issue: Respectively, a thought that ther'sabame starts with an “T”, that the faces in the
painting are distorted, that there is a good amotishade at that site, might arise and seem as if
they could lead toward the objective. A progreseasment would then not identify these
thoughts as satisfying subintentions, but justeasgpromising; but here again, representations
of one’s having such ideas must be deployed. Atiterdhan identifying ideas one has had that
failed to satisfy subintentions, the assessmentgmaply register states of mere cognitive effort

or even confusion over some time period followihg volition.
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In brief, | argue that HORs not only support theamegnitive belief that one is reasoning
or wondering about some issyieenabling one to think, e.dnstead of thinking about X, |
should be thinking about YHORs also support beliefs relevant to an assagsoi@ow well
one’s thinking is progressing, essentially belibtst certain thoughts have or have not satisfied
volitions, seemed promising, etc. That progresessssaent in turn may be the basis for a
decision to alter or continue one’s present meattVity, e.g. My current efforts to solve issue x
aren’'t going well, I should do something else fomnCarruthers has described this function
similarly in his RT (reflexive thinking) theory: “Aaculty of reflexive thinking would get us the
ability to think about, and hence modify and impggaypon, our own thoughts and patterns of
thinking on a regular basis. ... By thinking aboutaivtve have just thought, we are able to
assess our thoughts for truth, plausibility, andrapriateness. ... And by thinking about the
manner in which we have been trying to think akmoptoblem, we can sometimes see the
possibility, or the need, of approaching it diffettg” (1996, p. 200). But Carruthers’
characterization of the use of metacognition iskinzad. First, as | have argued contra Rolls, we
don’t need HORs to assess our thoughts for trutllaarsibility, as we can just consider the
propositional contents apart from the mental sttitasserve as vehicles for those contents. Nor
do we need HORs to register the appropriateneastajught to an intention; the feedback
system handles that, as discussed. And we cartladsme the course of our thinking —
“approach a problem differently” — on the basididt-order judgments that certain thought
contents are false or implausible. In particulae snay dismiss a subintention as misguided
without representing it as a mental state one,ie.o:Trying to determine the product of pi and
the radius isn’t the right way to get the arealwd tircle; first the radius must be squar@iit in

order to decide whether to continue ormasntal acof trying to work out the problem, one
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judges whether subintentions seem correct, whetloaights are satisfactory, etc. Here does
represent the mental states, as one is not coirgjdee problem per say, but one’s solving
efforts.

It may be objected that beliefs that certain thdsigiave or have not satisfied
subintentions, seemed promising, etc., deploy HOfR&ststates, so any utility their h-
properties have is not relevant to that of c-proest*® Only a HOR'’s representing its target as
occurrentwill make that state conscious, according to higireer theory. But surely, a progress
assessment that takes place at somettafter the volition occurs will be based not onty o
representations of one’s mental states duringritegvial up td, but also on a representation of
one’s mental state gtwhich is the furthest point of progress. An idieat satisfies a
subintention, or one that seems promising, may leetbne’s latest. So the HOR targeting that
thought would be relevant to assessing progregstire of a judgment about the thought's
rational contribution entering into the assessmén&t judgment (again, a case of IM) would
utilize the h-property of the HOR that rendersfits-order thought conscious.

Given that such metacognitive judgments are moeéuliduring complex thinking,
where progress may be unsatisfactory, we have plamation for the prevalence of conscious
states during such thinking. Such states providacuasss to both “the contents and occurrences
of our acts of thinking,” as Carruthers puts it4&9p. 202). Of course, as discussed in sect. 2,
for Carruthers we don’t access the occurrencesioftmughts in virtue of actual HORs, but
rather in virtue of those states’ access to the H@dtem, which makes those states conscious.
So he is only committed to HORs occurring when &gl not when consciousness does. But as

I've argued in the case of conscious perceptias,ptausible that there is a basic, ongoing IM

191t might be argued that these representationsaraories, which require the objects of memory teeHaeen
represented at the time they occurred. But seél Gh.147.
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that deploys HORs, conforming to the prevalent H@Bsted by the actualist. In the case of
conscious reasoning, a HOR about one’s presemtistaseful for a progress assessment, as
explained. Now, such an assessment is a fairlylsikipd of IM, classifying current reasoning
as successful or not, promising or not, in accoittl ne’s general metacognitive desire to be
productively engaged mentally. As such, it mayddyf common during reasoning or
wondering about a problem, thus routinely utilizHH@Rs about present stafes.

It follows that consciousness is m#cessaryo (first-order) thinking, complex or
otherwise; rather, it is necessary to thinking altbe current stage in one’s thinking, which is
useful in making rational decisions about whetberdntinue that mental act. Essentially, it adds
another layer of cognitive flexibility. This resudtinconsistent with what appears to be the folk
psychological view: Intricate reasoning, such dsisg a challenging math probleman’t be
done nonconsciously, presumably because conscissighaeeded to somehow drive the
inferences® On my view, since consciousness is not integréitst-order) thinking, it's
theoretically possible for complex thinking to peed nonconsciously. It may not éepirically
possible in some cases due to the strong tenden¢yORs to attend such thinking and be
deployed in IM, which, as I've argued, is espegiakeful during complex thinking.

My view is thus consistent with the results of arportant study by Ap Dijksterhuis et al.
(2006)that presumably shows that complex deliberationnzronly proceed nonconsciously,
but tends to be more successful when performedatagt The study focused on consumer
choices between products with many attributes todmepared, such as cars or furniture, and

success was defined in terms of participants’ fsation with their choices. The deliberation in

1971 am not suggesting thatl HORs that transpire during thinking or perceptoa put to use in IM; some may
occur due to mere habituation. My claim is thatabtualist is not saddled with a great many HORS go unused.
198 Now, it may be that a metacognitive “progress smsent” leads one to postpone a complex ratiocinati a
later time when (for whatever reason) it proceeills more success. But that is not a case of consniss
improving one’s rational ability by (directly) cang better inferences to be made.
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guestion is thus “complex” in virtue of tlaenountof information to be processed, not in virtue
of theinferential difficulty involved. In the first of the four expenents in the study, for
example, “conscious thinkers” would choose betwess characterized by four attributes
(simple) or by twelve attributes (complex) aftelilblerating on the respective choices for four
minutes. “Unconscious thinkers” would deliberateiothe same choices for four minutes while
being distracted (they solved anagrams). The kedirig was that conscious thinkers reported
less post-choice satisfaction than unconsciougéngwhen it came to the complex choice.
Dijksterhuis et al. explain this result throughitihénconscious Thought Theory (UTT), which
claims that “conscious thought suffers from the apacity of consciousness, making it less
suitable for very complex issues.” In contrast,rfdg unconscious thought, large amounts of
information can be integrated into an evaluativ@siary judgment” (p. 1006). A second
hypothesis of UTT is that when the complexity asught is founded in rule-following (e.g.,
arithmetic or logical rules) as opposed to thegra&on of large amounts of data, “conscious
attention is necessary. For example, one cannatittonetic without conscious attention” (p.
2006). Choosing between the cars characterizestmmstof a dozen attributes, then, is not a
matter of following a train of inferences over foer minutes, but rather weighting and
comparing the various attributes and arriving aéstimation of which car has the most desirable
attributes overalt®® That's why, ex hypothesi, the unconscious thinkezse better at making
these estimations.

On higher-order theory, the claim that conscioursking has a lower capacity than

nonconscious thinking suggests that HORs reduceapacity of first-order thinking. If we

assume that greater capacity is achieved througprtbduction of more numerous FORSs in order

199 Some relatively simple inferences may be invollete: “If the car has an airbag, I'll be safer. Bdras an
airbag...” etc.
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to integrate many bits of data, we can speculatettte added causal activity required to produce
HORs targeting (some) of those FORs interferesdegaee with the production of FORs. This
would be a matter to be decided empirically, basethformation about the neural substrates for
these cognitive systems and their causal interacMT only entails a “trade off” for the
unconscious thinker: Her first-order thinking woptesumably) have a higher capacity, but she
would lose a certain metacognitive ability thagmabled by HORs, namely to think about that
first-order process, its progress, and whetheotdicue it. Thus, IMT is consistent with the
results of Dijksterhuis et al.: It does not dengttbomplex nonconscious thinking (“deliberation
without attention”) is possible, nor does it prefduthe processing advantage that UTT attributes
to nonconscious thinking (the “deliberation-with@itention effect”).

However, as to UTT’s claim that conscious attentfoneeded for complex rule-based
thinking, IMT only implies that they would tend be correlated, since HORs enable a progress
assessment that is useful in such a case. Inlfaggue this correlation tends to hold even for
thinking that is complex in terms of data integvatilike the 12-aspect car comparison in
Dijksterhuis et al.’s first study. The fact thatfp@pants were distracted by solving anagrams
doesn’t guarantee thab states relevant to their decision process wersaous over the four
minutes, only that fewer states were. But the immpdochoices under those conditions offer
evidence that conscious attention (i.e., higheeordpresentation) isn't needatiall for that
type of complex thinking. Now suppose participatitsarithmetic under the same distraction
condition. Their performance (in terms of corresmef response, speed of calculation, etc.) at
the main task would surely worsen. Would this supfiee view that conscious attentien
needed for complex inferential thinking, as UTToat&ims? | don’t think so. Under the

distraction condition there is less conscious &tiarto the main task, and on higher-order theory
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that meanswo things are missing: (i) HORs targeting many ofestan the main task; and (ii)
the exclusive focus of first-order states on thiharetic (some are involved in solving
anagrams). So the worsened performance on thetaskmmight be due to the divided attention
at the first-order level, not to the reduction i®Rs targeting states in the arithmetic solving
process. On the other hand, the improved performmandhe car comparison task when both (i)
and (ii) are missing clearly suggests that no H@Rgeting the states in the main task are
required®

In sum, Dijksterhuis et al. provide good evideritat the integration of large amounts of
data does not require conscious attention, a dla@nis compatible with the role that IMT posits
for consciousness in thinking. But better supp®rieeded for their claim that conscious
attention is needed for inferentially complex think The general correlation between the two
may be due to the meusefulnessf evaluating the progress of complex thoughtd-iadeed
the ongoing occurrence of (fairly simplistic) IMmhg such thought. HORs on my view, then,
are not involved in thprogressof first-order thought, but merely in the assessnoé that
progress. In contrast, Armstrong and Rolls haveedghat HORsre required for that progress,
in different ways: (i) the abortion of volitions om satisfied in the course of one’s thinking, and
(i1) the detection of erroneous thoughts or infees | have argued that (i) and (ii) can occur

nonconsciously, thus attributing (correctly, | thirmore sophistication to nonconscious thought.

209t also suggests that exclusive focus at the-@irder level isn’t needed for data-integration sask
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5.Conclusion

On first-order theories of state consciousness,usually clear that a state’s c-property
serves a significant function. For example, if ecpption’s c-property reduces to that state’s
having a certain type of first-order content, sapconceptual, it is arguable that the perception
thereby has a distinct causal potentiality. On fiomal theories, the identification of the property
with a certain access relation, say access toxbeutive system, entails that a conscious
perception has a stronger cognitive impact. Buhigher-order views, state consciousness isn’t
necessary to any form of first-order processingng@about a mental state, a HOR does not
serve to gather information about the environmeiit,a bodily action, or think about any state
of affairs outside of one’s own psychology. Neitlsethere reason to think that HORs somehow
facilitate first-order perceiving, willing, or thikmg. For example, why should a representation of
a perception render its first-order content morgnitovely accessible?

Rather, | have argued that state consciousnegxéssary tmetaognitive processing,
and more specifically to reasoning about one’semirmental state. The basic idea of IMT has
been mentioned in passing by Robert Lurz. Highdeostates, writes Lurz, “enable us to think
and reason about our own intentional states” (2p0246). But there are straightforward
objections to the claim that this is the functidrstate consciousness, which | have attempted to
address. First, it may be held, correctly | thitllat introspectively it doesn’t seem we often
engage in IM — often enough to make it a signifidanction for HORS"! Here, | noted that IM
may often transpire nonconsciously, and the HOBgp)oyed, despite being nonconscious

themselves, would still render their target statasscious. Second, it may be objected that IM

201 As Rosenthal points out, “We seldom if ever opegaychologically on our own thoughts and desisesea
think about the objects of our perceptions” (2008332).
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need not deploy HORs about current mental statessoin — the kind of HORs that entail
consciousness — but rather representations obpasts or general mental traits. | have
responded to this point with examples of how reaspabout one’s current perceptions,
volitions, and purely intentional states is uselinuladdition, it may be argued that IMT is more
compatible with a dispositionalist higher-orderdhg in that (i) IM occurs irregularly and (ii)
state consciousness subserves IM asiltliigy to engage in thought about FORSs. In contrast,
actualist theory posits that state consciousnessnstituted by the ongoing occurrence of HORs,
which largely fails to subserve IM. In defendindguadist theory on this point, | have argued
against (i): it is plausible that HORs are regyla#ployed in a basic level of IM that assesses
current thoughts and perceptions for compatibiitth one’s general metacognitive beliefs and
desires.

Based on IMT, | have also endeavored to explaieetlcorrelations that generally hold
between state consciousness and types of first-oatmition. The first is between conscious
perception and executive access to first-ordergmual content. I've argued that the latter
allows planning one’s reaction to external objeats] information about one’s perceptual state
can be relevant to that planning. The second isdmt conscious volition and acts the agent
perceives to be difficult and/or critical. In theseses, a veto or late “no” decision may be
especially useful, and representations of one’sectivolitional state plays a role in the veto
process. The third is between conscious thouglishallenging first-order ratiocination. Here,
I've argued that a progress assessment is pariguiseful, and that takes into account (inter
alia) information about one’s current state inrtb&soning process, provided by a consciousness-

conferring HOR.
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VI. CONCLUSION

My main objective in this project has been to gaheory of the cognitive function of
consciousness, but | have first addressed the afstausal role, which is logically prior to that
of function. If consciousness has utility — ifstbeneficial for a creature to have conscious
mental states — such states must have a causattioymabeing conscious. But merely
establishing that the c-property is efficaciousdoet entail that it haseneficialeffects. Its
effects may be disadvantageous or merely insigmtidn which case we might expect
consciousness to be eventually selected out indbhese of evolution. The more fundamental
claim that the property is efficacious may be aradled in two ways, which | elucidated in
Chapters 2 and 3, respectively. First is the clliat a mental property such as consciousness is
not the sort of thing thatan affect cognition, given plausible views such atemalism about
mental content, anomalism of the mental, and thisalaexclusion of the mental by the neural.
The second kind of challenge allows that the matsiphl nature of consciousness is consistent
with its efficacy, but denies that it actually casisthat is to say, it happens to be epiphenomenal.
We can call these the issuescalisal viabilityandde factoefficacy Just as de facto efficacy is
logically prior to utility, viability is logicallyprior to efficacy: If consciousness is de facto
efficacious, it must be metaphysically possibleif@o affect cognition. But merely establishing
that the c-property is causally viable does noaiéttiat it affects the mind/brain in the actual
world. Given my position that phenomenal consci@gsris higher-order representation and has
utility as such, | will review my points on thesea issues from that theoretical perspective.

As to causal viability, the view that consciousness be reduced to representation, and

in particular higher-order representation, has idvmportant implications. Assuming that
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representational content is wide, it becomes nacgss argue that wide content can have
“local” effects, or that there is such a thing asraw representational content, in order to
preserve the causal viability of consciousness.vié that consciousnessirgernally directed
intentionality does not avoid this issue, as | adyin Chapter 2. Neither does the higher-order
approach allow the nonreductive physicalist to dibe “qua issue” once the causal exclusion
problem has been solved. The causal viability lof@bervenient mental events does indeed
entail the causal viability of HORs, but not neee#g that of their higher-order representational
properties (h-properties). And the causal viabiityhe h-property is critical to that of the tarrge
state’s c-property, as discussed in Chapter 2, 88 The putative anomalism of the mental,
however, is largely a mere prima facie problemtii@r causal viability of consciousness on the
higher-order view. I've argued that even nonstaets subsuming consciousness aren’t
discernible due to the variety of mental proce#sattends, and the comparative uniformity of
the property’s introspective appearance. But tlmraalistic mental appearance of the property
turns out to be misleading if consciousness isdngitder representation, as consciousness then
doesarguably participate in nonstrict regularitiesttban ground its efficacy. For each conscious
state, consciousness is the same type of phenorenigher-order representation — but its
tokensdiffer in each case: a conscious statdll be targeted by a representatiorxp

conscious statg by a representation gf and so forth. As follows from my arguments in

220n an alternative theory where HORs are sufficientonsciousness, I've argued the h-propertyfisady is
critical to that of a certain phenomenal propenstantiated by a HOR. If the HOR is about an inteal state
representing, the phenomenal property will beaking the subject consciously represerdgrcreating something
it is like for the subject to representikit is about a purely qualitative state suctaasemotion, feeling, the
phenomenal property of the HOR will mmaking the subject consciously feeTsie HOR would have these
properties solely in virtue of its h-property, eypbthesi.
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Chapter 5, these token HORs would fall into noostiorrelations with reasoning abogit
reasoning about, etc. and therefore with thesultsof those metacognitive ratiocinatioffs.

As to the issue of de facto efficacy, | first apgerbed it in Chapter 3 by examining what
it is for consciousness to be epiphenomenal. Véigfard to higher-order theory, a HOR is
epiphenomenal to a mental proc@sf it is causally irrelevant t@’s outcome,T causes the
HOR, and the HOR is “secondary” to the outcometies to our teleological intuitiorfS?
Furthermore, the HOR is epiphenomeradhtive to the mind/braiiff it is also causally
irrelevant to the outcome of every other mentalfakeprocess. leveryHOR meets these criteria
with regard to some base process, then conscicushepiphenomenal. Note that this scenario
is consistent with HORs being causally viable; dtates just happen not to have effects due to
the causal structure of the mind/brain. The epiphemnalist scenario is also consistent with
HORs beinghomologicallynecessaryo their base processes; they can be shown tausalty
irrelevant to the outcomes via Lewis’ counterfatagproach. Per my argument in Chapter 3,
the exception would be a HOR that serves as aabngy effect of its base process; such a state
would count as causally relevant to the outcomeewmis’ analysis. For example, if the base
process for HORs targeting perceptual states isutixe access to those states, then that access
would be blocked — when needed — via the inhibigbthe relevant HORs.

But for consciousness to have a mechanical roteisfsort in first-order information
processing is implausible if it is constituted bgter-order representation, for then the

phenomenon carriets own kind of informatiothat is advantageously processed, namely that

203 Note that if consciousness is involved in sucloratly mediated regularities, then its efficacyubpotentially
conflict with the physical laws that govern neypedcesses, per the argument by Davidson | discusgget. 2,
sect. 5. | tend to favor the approach to this probbffered by E.C. Tiffany (2001) as well as othethors, namely
that, for all we know, physical laws may happepteserve the rational connections between propaositiattitudes.
So the conflict is merely potential.

2041t is natural to regard the first-order procegbes yield a HOR — perhaps access to working metimtiye case
of perception — as being more central to cognitsanthis last criterion may well be met.
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some particular first-order process is transpirifigs basic idea underlies the theory of function
| developed in Chapters 4 and 5. To briefly revaave example from Chapter 5, the information
that a volition is occurring may be processed vietl have described as an inferential reaction
to being in a volitional state. Specifically, th©R-involving belief that one’s act is about to
happerdue to one’s volitiowan combine with other reasons to yield a “lateisien either to
desist from the act (by canceling the volitiongorahead with the act (by not canceling the
volition). I've argued that such rational procegsis advantageous particularly in the case of
difficult and/or critical acts, where reasons tgidefrom an act may arise at the last moment.
This explains why HORs targeting volitions — andstltonscious volitions — tend to arise prior
to such acts. But for the vast majority of actaiélwhether decisions” are unnecessary, and so
volitions tend to remain nonconscious. This entéiédconscioussolition doesn’t play a role in
causing our ongoing feeling of agency over our mosets. And as argued in Chapter 4, the
typical nonconsciousness of volition also entdil (i) the judgments Wegner identifies as
grounding felt agency must not require consciougion, but only a volition’s representation of
the act®: and (ii) the judgments themselves must usuallgdreconscious. If consistency
assessments (for examplegreroutinely conscious, they would be targeted by HOdhe
would routinely represent one’s judging acts tabesistent (or inconsistent) with volitions.
Thus one would represent the volitions (inter akad they would routinely be conscious.

But there is normally no reason to think abouné’s judgingconsistency, priority, or
exclusivity, hence no representations of those atauts usually arise. On the other hand, the
control quale that often results from those judgimamd attends many of one’s movements is

routinely conscious: it is represented, yielding teeling of agency. And here thesea reason

205 Note that while the priority judgment does requipresenting the volition, surely this judgmenturs at the
time of the act; at that point, the volition is repented abaving occurredust before the act. And if it is not
represented as a present state, it won’t beconmsciouss.
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one thinks about the first-order mental evens pleasurable, and a desire for its recurrence will
naturally arise. That desire represents the gaalejould a thought that a certain act is its cause,
which informs how to make it recur. Such statebzatihe HOR'’s h-property, its targeting the
guale. And that utilization is necessary to (if ats#o sufficient for) the efficacy of the quale’s
being represented his account of the utility of HORs with regadan affective mental state
can, | think, be straightforwardly extended to othéch states, such as nervousness, elation or
frustration. Assuming they are conscious, the wleald be that they are targeted not merely by
HORs, but HORs deployed in valuations of the statesires about whether to be in them,
beliefs about their cause, and so on. As argu&hapter 5, metacognition proceeds similarly in
the case of perceptions: one regularly categodaggnt perceptual states as advantageous or
not, pleasurable or not, and then (perhaps) reasdoms how to alter or preserve the states.
Comparably, one can reason about whether to caéngaging a purely intentional first-order
state like a doubt via a HOR about that statessess the progress of first-order thought via
HORs targeting states in that process.

IMT combines these plausible examples of metacmgndoncerning occurrent mental
states with the assumption that HORs underlie pimemal consciousness, thus ascribing
phenomenal consciousness a significant use. | ananle a case, then, for the higher-order
theory of phenomenal consciousness; that is a a&paroject that has been pursued at length by
others. But | have in effect responded to one ptssibjection, namely that the theory leaves the
utility of consciousness in question, unlike fisstder and functional theories. That utility does
not follow, | should add, from the fact that higleeder theory can block the possibility of
“zombies,” namely creatures that physically dugbkoas but lack phenomenal consciousness.

Presumably such creatures would lack HORs, aneéfibrer whatever neural states HORs reduce
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to or supervene on. So thepuldn’tbe physically just like us. Yet the metaphysical
impossibility of zombies doesn’t guarantee thecaffly of consciousness: even if physical, or
“fixed” by the physical, HORs could piphenomengbhysical states. Or, if HORs must have
someeffects simply in virtue of being physical, thesight be slight and result in no discernable
behavioral differences. If we were then to perfoha “subtraction” of consciousness per the
zombie thought experiment, we would still be lefthrabehavioralduplicate of ourselves. We
would also be left with a creature that is verysel®o a cognitive duplicate, if thinking,
perceiving, and willing remain intact at the matawel with the subtraction of HORs and their
effects.

This would mean Conscious Inessentialism, as defoyeFlanagan, is true: “the view
that for any intelligent activity, performed in any cognitive domaineven if we do with
conscious accompanimentgan in principle be done without these conscious
accompaniments?®° These “activities,” Flanagan notes, are behaviwshe claim is for input-
output equivalence sans consciousness. But th&lpldy is ruled out if we assume IMT, as
there are behaviors that do require consciousmesizab theory, namely those that result from
inferential metacognition, what we may dall-behaviors Consider two creatured,andB, who
are physical duplicates save for the fact that &ityas conscious states, iB.has HORs
targeting some of its first-order stat@swould thus not qualify as a zombie versiorBoflThe
qguestion is whethek would be not just physically, but also behavigralistinct fromB, if we
assume they receive the same sensory input at.tioe¢ us assume that&atA andB are each in
perceptual statg, volitional statev, and propositional attitude stagbut onlyB has HORs
targetingp, v, anda. Based on my arguments in Chapter 5, @lyould be capable of assessing

the desirability op, and thus (perhaps) acting on the environmensdo altermp; realizing that

2% Flanagan and Polger (1995), p. 313.
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she is about to move voluntarily in a certain wahe-way represented lyy- and thus (perhaps)
desist from that movement at the last moment; andidering whether she should be engaging
a att, and (perhaps) alter her course of mental actastg result. That is, onBrwould be
capable of IM-behaviors, and sowvould not necessarily be input-output equivaleri aitt.

It might be counter-argued that Conscious Inesaksti assumes only the metaphysical
or logical possibility of subtracting consciousnassl preserving input-output equivalence, and
S0 we can support the theory by simply imaginiqgpssible world wher@ matches any IM-
behaviors oB without A representing any of her mental states, therebyisigathat
consciousness is inessential to those behaviotsstigwing inessentiality is not that simple.
Presumably, physical laws governing neural statelerlie the psychological process of IM that
takes us from certain first-order states to cerb@haviors, and in the possible world being
imagined, those laws would be “adjusted” so thaisMo longer causally involved. But that
would not show that HORs are inessential to that@biorsn this world Since physical laws
are part of a world’s identity conditions, we wolde imagining HORs as inessential in a
different sort of world®” And if we were merely concerned to shpassibleinessentiality, we
could show it just as well for first-order statesch as desires and volitions: there is a possible
world where all of our behaviors issue directlynfrour perceptual and belief states without
desires or volitions occurring.

So to review, the zombist claims that the actugbpal world could remain as it is
without consciousness, since that scenario is ¢ealgle, and so consciousness is nonphysical.
But the physicalist must argue that the scenariocgnceivable, or that its conceivability

doesn’t entail its metaphysical possibility. Asighter-order theorist in particular, she would be

27 Andrew Bailey stresses that the zombie scendribisito threateractual epiphenomenalism, must reflect “a
final completed physics,” “everything that the ploalist takes to be required for physicalism tdrine” (2009, p.
132). And that includes actual-world causal laws.
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committed to the zombie scenario being impossiinleesthe neural states that are, or subvene,
HORs wouldn’t occur in that possible world, so @awldn’t physically duplicate ours. The
Conscious Inessentialist might then claim that tenes in that world — which physically
duplicate actual-world creatures save the lacko$¢ neural states — would nevertheless be our
input-output equivalents, on the assumption thaRd@ake no behavioral difference. But |
argue that the nonconscious creatures would b@aida of IM-behaviors, assuming, of course,
duplication of the relevant actual-world laws.

| take IM-behaviors to add to a creature’s fitnests ability to deal successfully with its
environment. Only creatures with conscious stades through metacognitive reasoning,
optimize their current perceptual states, desmshfacts they are currently willing, and alter or
abort current thought processes in favor of mooensing activities. With this theory in mind,
we can address the issue of why phenomenal corss@es evolved. As Flanagan puts it, “Why
did evolution result in creatures who were morentimormationally sensitive?” First, on higher-
order theory, evolution didot result in such creatures, as phenomenal cons@esss just a
type of informational sensitivity: sensitivity toformation about one’s own mental states. But
we might then ask, why did evolution result in ¢toeas who were sensitive to more than first-
order information (i.e., information about “extefheonditions)? | expect that this project has

given a plausible answer to that question.
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