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Dear Friends of the Department:

We find ourselves in a period of faculty transitions, and
hence in changes in our most valued resource. For the second
consecutive year, the department bas appointed two faculty
members and promoted another. We are delighted that lan
Proops and Richmond Thomason are joining the department this
academic year, and that James Joyce is continning at Michigan
as Associate Professor with tenure. In addition, as reported in
the Fall, 1997 issue of Michigan Philosophy News, P.J. Ivanhoe,
a specialist in East Asian philosophy, takes up a joint appoint-

“ment in Philosophy and Asian Languages and Cultures this year.

Jim Joyce works in decision theory and probabilistic epis-
temology. Decision theory is the most systematic and powerful
means for representing a fundamental human activity: delibera-
tion among alternatives, with an eye toward action. Inhis Foun-
dations of Causal Decision Theory (forthcoming from Cam-
bridge University Press), Jim is the first to provide a suitable
mathematical representation — or “representation theorem™ —
for criteria for rational decisions within the framework of causal
decision theory. He also synthesizes and extends differing frame-
works (those of Savage and Jeffrey) for evidential decision
theory, the rival approach, and shows that evidential and cauisal
decision theory are special cases of a more general theory. Jim’s
current research concerns the philosophical foundations of sub-
jective probability theory and game theory. He also has inter-
ests in traditional epistemology, especially skepticism. A re-
cipient of an LS& A Excellence in Education Award, Jim teaches
courses in the theory or rational choice, philosophy of science,
formal iogic, and epistemology and metaphysics.

Ian Proops holds the B.Phil. from Oxford University and
completed his doctorate at Harvard University this summer. He
is pursuing research in three areas: the history of analytic phi-
losophy, Kant’s theoretical philosephy, and current philoscphy
of language and metaphysics, especially modality. Ian’s work
on Kant advances a new interpretation of the aims of the tran-
scendental deduction of the categdries. In his doctoral disserta-
tion, he argues that the Tractatus Logico-philosophicus must be
interpreted against the background of Witigenstein’s reactions
to the early logical and metaphysical views of his teacher,
Russell. From this starting-point, Ian develops an original in-
terpretation of Wittgenstein’s position on such central topics as

the picture theory of meaning, the nature of logic, and the dis-
tinction between sense and nonsense. Ian joins the department
as assistant professor. At Harvard, he received a Bok Center
Certificate of Distinction in Teaching, three times. His advanced
teaching this year will focus on Frege, Russell, and Wittgenstein,

Richmond Thomason comes to Michigan full time i Janu-
ary, with 4 joint appointment as Professor of Linguistics and of
Philosophy in LS&A and Professor of Electrical Engineering
and Computer Science in the School of Engineering. (We are
delighted that he is at Michigan this fall as Adjunct Professor.)
Rich’s research focuses on applications of logic to problems in
language, representation, and reasoning. He is well-known for
his contributions to non-classical and philosophical logic, for-
mal semantics, semantics and pragmatics for natural languages,

" computational linguistics, artificial intelligence, and theorics of

belief revision and practical reasoning. A Fellow of the Ameri-
can Association for Artificial Intelligence, Rich has held the chief
editorial or editorial oversight positions with the Journal of Philo-
sophical Logic and Linguistics and Philosophy: He is coming
from the University of Pittsburgh, where he was co-director of
an interdisciplinary graduate program in artificial intelligence
and cognitive science. He will be introducing the course Logic
and- Artificial Intelligence this winter.

We have also experienced substantial losses; Sally
Haslanger, Tan Rumfitt, and Stephen Yablo have resigned, ef-
fective this year. Sally, a specialist in metaphysics, epistemol-
ogy, feminist theory, and ancient philosophy, has moved to the
Department of Linguistics and Philosophy at the Massachuseétts
Institute of Technology. Ian, who works in philosophy of lan-
guage, philosophical logic, and philosophy and linguistics, is
taking up a position at University College, Oxford, in his native
England. Steve, who works in metaphysics, epistemology, phi-
losophy of mind, and philosophicat logic, is also moving to MIT.
These colleagues and friends will be deeply missed. Ian had
spent five years at Michigan, Sally six, and Steve twelve. Each
made a distinctive mark; Sally’s stellar teaching at all levels in
Philosophy and Women’s Studies, lan’s intense devotion to
philosophical inquiry, and Steve’s contagious enthusiasm for
ideas from all quarters, have provided models for us all.

The department enjoys substantial continuity notwithstand-
ing these transitions. Of eighteen faculty members, two-thirds
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were here five vears ago. The extraordinary- distinction of our
faculty is invariably reflected in recognitions members receive
year-to-year. Last winter, Ken Walton, who works in aesthet-
ics, and Don Regan, whose philosophical work is in moral and
political philosophy, were elected Fellows of the American Acad-
emy of Arts and Sciences. Three of our members hold distin-
gunished national fellowships this year: Steve Darwall, a National
Endowment for the Humanities Fellowship; Allan Gibbard,
American Council of Learned Societies and NEH Fellowships;
and David Velleman, a Guggenheim Foundation Fellowship.
This past year Steve began a three year term as Senior Fellow,
Michigan Society of Fellows. Larry Sklar has received a Uni-
versity Humanities Award, to support research on methodologi-
cal issues in philosophy of science. In work related to his John
Locke Lectures delivered at Oxford in the spring, Larry will be
paying special attention to the philosophical problems — issues
about descriptive accuracy, idealization, and truth - that arise
in conjunction with distinctive empirical and conceptual diffi-
culties that beset particular scientific theorics. Peter Raflton re-
cejved an LS&A Research Excellence Award, in recognition of
his recent work defending moral realism by considering analo-
gies in action theory, epistemology, and acsthetics.

Our annual reception for undergraduate concentrators last
May overflowed — with graduates, family, and guests, and with
enthusiasm for the program. The reception culminated a year of
unusual indergraduate activity. This fall will see the publica-
tion of Meteorite, anmtematmnal, forum for undergraduate work,
managed by Michigan undergraduates. This has been a most
impressive undertaking, one that the editors started “from
scratch” last fall. The first issue, which runs one hundred thirty
pages, contains five articles, commentaries by individual edi-
tors, and an interview, “Philosophy in Metaphor,” with Richard
Rorty. The articles, selected from forty submissions from six
countries, represent work by undergraduates at the University
of Texas, Swinburne University of Technology, Freie Universitit
zu Berlin, and MIT, as well as Michigan. Seven undergraduates
gerved in editorfal capacities: Jonathan Yeasting as Chair, Jef-
frey Clune, Regan Smith, and Daria Vaisman as. Contributing
Editors, and Matthew Canmon, Michael Cheng, and Jennifer
Naimolski as Editors. This group solicited contributions inter-
nationally, provided editorial feedback to authors, and worked
on design, printing, and distribution. Though the undergradu-
ates consulted with a number of faculty and the department pro-
vided start-up fiinding, this project was conceived and executed
entirely by smdents. We congratulate thern. on their remarkable
accomplishment and Iook forward to future issues.

Philosophy is a small concentration, so that one might ex-
pect the time and energy devoted to Meteorite to detract from
other undergraduate activities. This was not the case. Under
the dynamic leadership of Matthew Parrott, the Undergraduate
Philosophy Club sponsored informal talks by Ed Curley, Sally
Haslanger, David Hills, Eric Lormand, and Peter Railton, as well
as café discussions for students. Matt also provided liaison and
support to Meteorite, and helped ‘organize our annual informa-
tion session for undergraduates considering graduate study in

philosophy, as well as a student trip to the New England Under-
graduate Philosophy Conference. Matt Holtzman headed the
Michigan contingent. This was the fifth consecutive year Michi-
gan undergraduates have participated in the Conference.

Last May, Kyla Ebels received the William X. Frankena
Prize for Excellence in the Concentraticn. An Honors concen-
trator, Kyla’s thesis was titled “On the Possibility of Caring

-Kantians: A Kantian Response to the Concerns of the Ethics of

Care.” She enters the graduate program at Harvard this fall. In
addition to Kyla, eight Honors concentrators graduated in May.
Their topics were: Gary Brouhard, “The Point Beyond Pleasure:
an Essay on the Aesthetic Exprience”; David Coben, “Heidegger
and the Philosophy of Science™; Alex DeMots, “A State for Hu-
man Flourishing”; Carrie Heitrhan, “The Aesthetic Experience
of Contemporary Sculptural Practice™; Matthew Parrott, “Desir-
ing What We Qught”; Daniel Robinson, “The Ethics of Jury
Nullification™; Brian De Vito, “Nietzsche’s Normative Claims:
““Thou Shalt be Natural and Creative’™; and Doug Yatter, “Re-
defining our Democratic Conceptions of Dialogue and Commu-
nity toward a Synthesis of the Individualist and Communitarian
Perspectives within Liberalism.” Honors theses are ambitious
projects, which highly qualified stndents undertake at their op-
tion. In addition to congratulating the students, we thank their
supervisors — Liz Anderson, Steve Darwall, David Hills, James
Mangiafico, Peter Railton, and Ken Walton.

During 1996-97, Kyla was the first recipient of an Elsa L.
Haller Prize, awarded for outstanding undergraduate papers in
intermediate and advanced philosophy courses. Individual fac-
ulty nominate papers at the close of the term in which they are '
submritted. The Undergraduate Studies Committee serves as a
selection committee. Recipients need not be concentrators. This
past year, we awarded three Haller Prizes: to Susan Amrose, for
“More Brains in Vats?” (written for Jim Joyce’s Knowledge and
Reality); Matthew Buckley, “Mill and Aristotie: How Much Do
They Differ?” (for Steve Darwall’s Ethics); and Douglas Yatter,
“A Rational Basis: A Critical Evaluation of Kant’s Explanation
of the Binding Force or Morality, and a Comparison with Mill’s
Argument to the Same End?” (also for Ethics).

Though the quality of student work is pérhaps the most
important sign of a thriving undergraduate concentration, en-
rollments have also been strong. A number of core courses in
the concentration — Knowledge and Reality (383) and Ethics
(361) — are consistently oversubscribed. This fall, we are add-
ing an additional discussion section in 361. We are also con-
verting Mind, Matter, & Machines (340), a course Eric Lormand
revived in 1996-97, into a lecture and discussion format to ac-
commodate additional students. This issue of MPN includes an
article by Eric, “Steps Toward a Science of Consciousness?”,
which discusses recent wark, much of it his own, on the nature
of consciousness, and conveys the excitement of the field.

The department doés not aim specifically for publication
of an undergraduate journal or student participation in a national
undergraduate conference. We do aim to create the conditions
where such projects are possible and to support student interest
in them. We surely saw signs of an unusually vital program this
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past year. I donot know a formula for success in thisTegard. It
has helped to have béen housed in our traditional guarters in
Angell Hall for a second year, after two years in a temporary
location nearly one mile from central campus. Ibelieve various
programmatic changes have helped. We have strengthened the
requirements for the concentration, for example, by requiring a
course in formal logic taught by a regular mernber of the fac-
ulty. Some years back we reconstituted our fall Honors Semi-
nar to focus on the development of individual student theses
rather than 2 pre-set seminar topic. We have established the
Frankena Prize, the Haller Prizes, and the Dewey Prize for gradu-
ate student excellence in undergraduate teaching. These and
other efforts have had a cumulative impact in directing attention
to undergraduates and their needs. Ultimately, of course, un-
dergraduate achievement depends in large measure on the inter-
est and support of individual faculty who serve as formal or
informal advisors and interlocutors.

Graduate students are important participants in undergradu-
ate education, and have a significant impact on the health of the
undergraduate program. This past winter, Celery Kovinsky,
Krista Lawlor, and Andrea Westlund were selected as recipi-

"ents of a Rackham Graduate Student Pedagogy Award. Their
exciting proposal emphasizes mentoring younger graduate stu-
dent instructors, teaching philosophical writing, and leading dis-
cussions on controversial and sensitive issues (abortion, affir-
mative action, the existence of God, and so forth). Theirproject
will stimulate new forms of training; and the assembly of new
instructional resources, in these areas.

Our finishing and recent graduate students compiled a re-
markable placement record this past year. Four accepted ten-
ure-track positions: John Devlin at Arizona State, John Doris at
the University of California at Santa Cruz, Mika Lavaque-Manty
in Political Science at the University of Washington, and Mike
Webber at Yale. Members of this group declined two temure-
track offers at other institutions. In addition; Jeff Kasser ac-
cepted a two year position at Colby College. We congratulate
these students on their hard work and good success. I wish I
had reason to believe these placement results — the best for

" Michigan students in some years — a harbinger of a stronger
market for néw Ph.D.’s in philosophy. It is at least reassuring
that there are good positions for highly deserving doctorates.

Continuing Michigan graduate students have garnered
some impressive awards and recognitions. Nadeem Hussain
has received a Germanistic Society of America Fellowship and
a Fulbright Travel Grant, to continue his resgarch into Nietzsche’s
fictionalist theory of value. Nadeem will be working with
Riidiger Bittner at Bielefeld University. Andrea Westlund re-
ceived a Mary Malcomson Raphael Fellowship. Awarded by
the Center for the Education of Women, the Fellowship was
established in 1985 for women graduate students in the humani-
ties or social sciences in LS&A; recipients are selected on the
basis of academic excellence and their potential to make 2 con-
tribution of exceptional usefulness to society. Peter Vranas re-
ceived a Decision Behavior Consortium Fellowship. He will
investigate, partly by reviewing the relevant social psychologi-

cal literature, the conditions under which behaving respectfully
rather than disrespectfully is in one’s rational self-interest. Jef-
frey Brand-Ballard and Craig Duncan received Rackham
Predoctoral Fellowships. Jeff is investigating the consequences
of taking collective agency seriously for liberal political phi-
lesophy. Craig is working to explain how it-is that religious
toleration i$ at once both problematic and justified. Angela Napili
received the Department’s Charles L. Stevenson Prize for Ex-
celence in the Graduate Program. Angela has been working ini
epistemology, especially “the ethics of belief” and related is-
sues about the control of belief. Blain Neufeld, who works in
political philosophy, received a Marshall Weinberg Summer

. Fellowship. Samuel Ruhmkorffreceived our John Dewey Prize .

for Graduate Student Excellence in Undergraduate Teaching.

Lynne Rudder Baker (University of Massachusetts), Jen-
nifer Hornsby (University College, London); and Brian
MecLauglin (Rutgers) presented papers at the department’s an-
nual Spring Colloquium, “The Metaphysics and Episternology
of Commonsense Psychology.” Graduate students once again
served as commentators: Ted Hinchman on Homsby, Laura
Schroeter on McLaughtin, and James Woodbridge on Baker.
This format at once provides excellent professional experience
for graduate students and insightful comments for the speakers
and andience. Kirista Lawlor did marvelous work orgamzmg
the conference and overseeing events.

Frank Jackson (Australian National University) visited the
department for one week in Februaty as Ne_lson Philosopher-in-
Residence. Speakers during the course of the year included Gail
Fine (Comell), Jane Heal (Cambridge), Bryan Norton (Georgia
Institute of Technology), Gideon Rosen (Princeton), and Timo-
thy Williams (Edinburgh). With some ten philosophers at other
institutions visiting campus each year, we have an unusually
extensive and rich program of special events. Each year we see

" a number of active discussion groups. During 1997-98, Fred

Kroon (Auckland) gave atalk to the Aesthetics Discussion Group
(organized by Jamie Tappenden and Ken Walton). There have
also been groups on epistemology (organized by David Hills),
logic and logical consequence (Steve Martin and Jamie
Tappenden), philosophy of mind (Peter Vranas), and
Wittgenstein on rules (James Mangiafico and Greg Sax).

Last November Antonio Damasio delivered the 1997-98
Tanner Lecture on Human Values at Michigan. Damasio, M.
W. Van Allen Professor of Neurology, University of lowa, Col-
lege of Medicine, and Adjunct Professor, Salk Institute for Bio-
logical Studies, La Jolla, California, is the authot of Descarzes”
Error: Emotion, Reason, and the Human Brain. He has shared
the Pessoa Prize, and has received the Beaumont Prize of the
American Medical Association. Dr. Damasio is the first M.D.
selected to give the Tanner Lecture here. In his lecture, “Ex-
ploring the Minded Brain,” Dr. Damasio treated those attending
to an exhilarating tour of research and ideas about the brain and
mind, connecting emotion, rationality, evolution, neural devel-
opment, the limits of innate bioregulatory machinery, and hu-
man betterment. In addition to Dr. Damasio, three scholars par-
ticipated in the Symposium on the Tanner Lecture: Richard



Michigan Philosophy News

Page 4

Davidson, Professor of Psychology and Psychiatry, University
of Wisconsin; Susan Wolf, Professor of Philosophy, Johns
Hopking University; and Robert Zajonc, Professor of Psychol-
ogy, Stanford University.

: Our annual Tanner Lecture Program is an especially vis-
ible and focused example of departmental ¢fforts that promote
interdisciplinary discussion. These include individual faculty
initiatives, as well as a wealth of interdisciplinary undergradu-
ate offerings. This past year, Ed Curley and Steve Darwall con-
ducted a year-long seminar on religious toleration, under the
auspices of the International Institute, and with support from
the PEW Foundation. The seminar brought to campus nearly
two dozen scholars in anthropology, history, Near Eastern stud-
ies, political science, sociology and other disciplines. This com-
ing Winter, Peter Railton and Randy Nesse, Professor of Psy-
chiatry in the Medical School, will offer an interdisciplinary
seminar, “Evolution and the Moral Emotions,” with support from
the Rackham School of Graduate Studies.

Philosophy faculiy at Michigan have an enormous range
of interdisciplinary interests and expertise — in anthropology,
biology, cognitive science, economics; film, law, literature,
mathematics, music, physics, political theory, psychology, reli-
gion, and, with the arrival of P. J. Ivanhoe and Rich Thomason,
Asian studies, linguistics, and artificial intelligence. It is diffi-
cult, however, to “lend” existing staff to new teaching initia-
tives without funds to replace teaching in other courses. Yet,

' the resources for such initiatives are here in-abundance. One
challenge for the University, which is increasingly emphasizing
interdisciplinary work, is to find ways to take better advantage
of interdisciplinary expertlse thiat is already on board.

In at least one instance, a faculty colleague is devoting
attention to the intellectual growth of high school students. This
surnimer Steve Darwall was co-leader of the first Telluride As-
sociation Summer Program at Michigan, a six week seminar for
highty-selected rising high school seniors from around the coun-
try. The seminar, “Ethics, Aesthetics, and Society,” took stu-
dents into moral, political, and aesthetic questions, drawing on
the writings of Mill, Burke, Wordsworth, Coleridge, and Kant.
Dan Jacobson, 2 1994 Michigan Ph.D. who teaches at College
of Charleston, was the other seminar co-leader.

The Department has been fortunate to have benefactors
who contribute to endowment. These contributors have dem-
onstrated 2 profound commitment to the humanities, as well as
Joyalty to this department and confidence in our programs. We
are honored and proad to have their support. Though in MPN
we periodically discuss developments affecting the various en-
dowments — each of which makes a unique contribution —, I
would like to review endowment resources that have resulted
from relatively recent benefactions. Itis a heartening and gratl—
fying record.

In 1985, the late Obert C. Tanner, and Grace Adams Tan-
ner, established the Obert C. Tanner Philosophy Endowment to
support the Tanner Philosophical Library. (The Tanners pro-
vided funds to establish the Library in 1970, and to add a sec-
ond room in 1979.) As reported in recent issues of MPN, the

¥

Tanner Charitable Trust recently enhanced the Endowment and
its expendable accounts, enabling the department to renovate
the existing Library beyond baseline plans for the Angell Hall
renovation. The Tecent gifts also enabled us to refinish tables
and reupholster chairs in the Library, work that was completed
this summer. Those of you who spent hours reading and wirit-
ing in the Tanner Library will be pleased to see the results of the
rengvation and more recentrefurbishing. The Library, long the
envy of other departments, remains a gem. We are grateful to
the Reverend Carolyn Tanner Irish (B.A., *62), Chair of the
Board of the Trust, for making the recent gift possible.

In 1986, Malcolm L. Denise (B.A., *35, J.D., *37) estab-
lished the Denise Philosophy Endowment, honoring Theodore
C.Denise (B.A., *42, Ph.D., ’55). The Denise Endowment, which
is unrestricted, has been used since its inception to provide re-
search funds to faculty; with more junior faculty receiving pri-
ority. The College does not routinely support professional travel
beyond one trip each year; and does not provide funds for other
essential research expenses, such as books and journal subscrip-
tions, research assistance, manuscript preparation, and so forth.
The Denise Endowment has enabled us to guarantee significant
research support to younger faculty. Mr. Denise has enhanced
the initial endowment in each of the last dozen years. His con-
tributions, i conjunction with matching funds from the Ford
Motor Company, have enabled us to expand the program of re-
search funds well beyond the assistant professor level. We are
fortunate to have these resources; they play a substantial role in
the retention and recruitment of outstanding young faculty.

Marshall Weinberg established the Endowment for the
William K. Frankena and Charles L. Stevenson Prizes in 1991,
and the Marshall M. Weinberg Endowment for Philosophy in
1995, He has generously met his funding commitments to these
endowments well ahead of schedule. The Department has wide
discretion in the use of the Weinberg Endowment, which is be-
ing applied to summer fellowships for outstanding graduate stu-

- dents at main junctures in their studies. Graduate stadent sup-

port is increasingly critical. A Mellon Foundation program to
reduce the time to degree in the humanities, which has been
providing the departiment funds for graduate. student fellowships,

is being phased out nationally. In another example of his knack
for helping to spot special needs, Marshall, as reported in the
1997 issue of MPN, is establishing the Weinberg Visiting Pro-
fessorship Endowment. This Endowment will insure the de-
partment access to new ideas affecting the discipline. Colleagues
and 1 eagerly look forward to a first appointment funded from
the Endowment during the 1999-2000 academic year.

As many of you know, Richard B. Brandt, Roy Wood
Sellars Distinguished College Professor Emeritus of Philoso-
phy, passed away September 10, 1997, in Ann Arbor. He was
86 years old. Dick joined the Michigan Department as Chair m
1964, and served ably in this capacity for thirteen years. During
his tenure, the Department faculty grew from twelve to twenty.
AtMichigan, and at Swarthmore earlier in his career, Dick trained
many students who are now distinguished philosophers. Two
of his former students; Allan Gibbard and Don Regan, are cur-



_ﬂﬁchigan Philosophy News

Page 5

rent members of the Michigan Department. In 1976, Dick was
awarded this University’s Distinguished Facilty Achievement
Award. He retired from active faculty service in 1981.

Dick’s family held a campus memorial service in Qctober,
Memorial minutes can be found in the November, 1997, Pro-
ceedings and Addresses of The American Philosophical Asso-
ciation. Dick served as President of the Western Division of the
American Philosophical Association in 1969-70. The APA
Central Division will hold a $ession on Dick’s philosophical
work at its annual meeting in New Orleans this May. The speak-
* ers will include Peter Railton and Connie Rosati (Ph.D., *89),
who teaches at the University of California, Irvine.

Dick insisted that traditional phildsophical questions are
often confused, and a philosopher must work to identify what is
clear and important in them. He rejected appeals to “intaition,”
and worked fo find better ways to support philosophical conclu-
sions. His philosophical theéories drew oni his vast learning in
psychology and anthropology, and in this way he expanded the
scope of contemporary philosophy. Carolyn Morillo (Ph.D,,
’65), one-of Dick’s students, wrote us of “a very helpful corre-

spondence he initiated concerning some of my work, in which,

as I told him, I finally overcame certain old-style ‘analytic’ preju-
dices in my training and saw the wisdom and fruitfulness of his
more empirical approach to issues of value and motivation.
Given the current fruitful overlap among philosophy, psychol-
ogy (evolutionary and otherwise), and the brain sciences, we
can see how prophetic his work was.”

Dick lived philosophy intensely, engaging his colleagues

aiid students in long and avid philosophical conversation on |

whatever he had been reading, hearing, or writing. His philo-
sophical opinions were strong, but he kept questioning their
grounds and exploring reasons to change his views. He was

always determined to get to the root of an issue. He was 2 lunch-'

time regular at the Michigan League, where he organized the
Ethics Table, a weekly discussion group. Dick was prolific-with
important work to very near the end of his long life. His Facts,
Values, and Morality was published in 1996.

His Iate colleague Bill Frankena wrote of Dick:

From the beginming heresolutely set himselfto developasystem

of moral phitosophy of his own that would compare well with

those developed by others of his time [and] those of his prede-

“cessors, and liveonintothe next century. , .. Brandt has pursued

this goal with singular devotion, with candor and flexibility, but

with hard and carefiil work, clarity and viger of thought, with an

unusual knowledge of work in anthropology, psychology, and

law, and also with a good deal of critical and constructive nsight

and originality — all to a very significant result, both in the form

of a moral theory and of its application to current mozal prob-

lems. He must be put very high on ary list of those who have

produced full-fledged systers of moral philosophy in English in

the second half of this century.
Sincerely,
4"!-(_4;—( M‘

Louis E. Loeb, Chair

Steps Toward a Science of Consciousness?

“Beats the heck out of me! I have some prejudices, but no
idea of how to begin to look for a defensible answer. And neither
does anyone else.” That’s the discussion of conscious experience
offered by one of our most brilliant and readable psychologists, in
his new 650-page book, modestly titled How the Mind Works. There -
is no widely accepted scientific program for researching conscious-
ness. Speculation on the subject has been considered safe,
careerwise, mainly for moonlighting' physicists or physiologists
whose Nobel Prizes and similar credentials are long since safely
stored away. This essay describes some recent efforts of philoso-
phers of mind who have stepped into the breach. Some argue that
the puzzlé of consciousness is impossible to solve, and some ar-
gue that with certain confusions removed there’s no distinctive
puzzle at all. T write from the standppint of a third group who

' think the puzzle is difficult but tractable, and who get involved

under the pretext that “philosophy is what you do to a problem
until it’s clear enough to do science to”.

Some preliminary distinctions

In that spirit, let’s considér a few different uses of the word
“conscious”. Sometimes we use it to describe things with miinds:
human beings or perhaps animals or othier subjects. For example,
we speak of creatures as being '(or'ﬂpt being) conscious-of objects
in their environments, or conscious that things are a cettain way,
or self-conscious, or, conscious period (e.g:, awake or maybe
dreaming). None of these various uses are the focus of this essay.
The central issues surround the use of “conscious™ to describe
things within minds: thoughts, feelings, and other mental “states”
(events, objects, processes, etc.). We never speak of mental states
as themselves being self-conscious or conscious about anything,
but only as being (or not being} conscious, period: By most ac-
counts there are two important considerations according to which
we call mental states conscious: whether a state is “introspected”
and whether it has “phenomenal” character. These bits of jargon,
take some getting used to, but Twill try to give some shape to them
briefly. :

Introspection is supposed to be a way each of us has to find
out about our own mental states without inferring their existence
from observations of our bodies or surroundings (e.g., without
watching our overt actions, and without consulting a psychoana-
lyst). With barely any hesitation you can report on many of your
mental states-—are you sleepy, or feeling a tickle, or aware of what
day it is? Other casés take a bit more “soul-searching”, but you
can pull them off with eyes closed—do you have a memory of the
7’s times table, or a resentment toward your neighbor? There is
widespread agreement that introspection: does not make us omni-
scient about our own minds. Some states of your mind may be
quite inaccessible to introspection—exactly what makes you for-
get or dream or comprehend the things you do? Most famously,
psychoanalysts appeal to deeply nonintrospectible attitudes and
emotions to explain otherwise bizarre dreams, associations among



Michigan Philosophy News

Page 6

concepts, apparent slips of the tongue, emotional disorders, neu-
rotic physiological reactions, and so on. Even without commit-
. ment to psychoanalytic methods, psychological research reaches
parallel conclusions about nonintrospectible mentation, as in cases
of subliminal perception. A spectacular case is “blindsight”, which
appears in subjects with damage to certain néural pathways con-
necting portions of the retina to the parts of the brain conirolhng
vision. They sincerely deny that they have visual experiences in
the affected parts of their visual field. Yetin some sense they have
perceptual states sensitive to stimuli presented there. When begged
enough times to guess whether an “X” or an “0" is presénted, they
reluctantly oblige, and surprisingly guess correctly 80-90% of the
titne. When asked to reach for objects in blindsight regions, also,
some subjects reflexively pre-orient their hand and fingers in ways
suited to the specific shapes of the objects. Some can even catch
projectiles they swear they cannot sce! Something mental must be
going on, withott assotiated initrospectibility.

Now turn to phenomenal character, the other main factor we
appeal to in calling a mental state “conscious”. Consider these
four kinds of introspectible states: perceptual experiences, such as
tastings and seeings; bodily-sensational experiences, such as those
of pains, tickles and itches; imaginative experiences, such as those
.of one’s own actions or perceptions; and streams of thought, as in
the experience of thinking “in words” or “in images”. All these
states have features that make up “what it is like” (or “seems like”

or “feels like”) for one to undetgo them.” We sometimes try to -

describe these features, for example, by saying thata given pain is
#sharp™ or “throbbing” to some degree, or that a given visual im-
age is “blarry” or “moving”. These specific features are called
“phenomenal properties”, or sometimes “qualitative properties”,
“sensational qualities”, “raw feels”, or “qualia”, more or less mter-
changeably. Let’s say that a mental state is “phenomenal” just m
case there is something or other it’s like for one to bave it. We can
also call them “experiences™ :

To clatify the apparent difference between being phenom—
enal and bring introspected, consider whether a mental state can
have one butnot the other feature. Can there be nothing it’s ike o
have a state, even'when one is introspectively aware of it? Take as
atest case the philosopher’s favorite example of 2 mental state: the
belief that snow is white. Usually one’s belief that snow is white
lies dormant and unintrospected, though one can raise it to intro-
spection easily. When one introspects the belief, is there some-
thing having the beliefis like? A “yes” answer is tempting, but on

" a careful Jook it isn’t clear that the phenomenal character attaches
1o the belief izself: When we try to describe what having the belief
“is like”, we seem to rely on what #t’s like to have experiences
accompanying thé belief, such as anditory imaginings of asserting
the words “snow is white” (or “I believe snow is white”, or “Mon
Dieu! La neige! Blanche!™), or visual imaginings of some ficti-
tious white expanse of snow, together with feelings or imaginings
of moving eyeballs, eyelids, brow, breath, jaw-miuscles, efc. as
one thinks. Pending evidence of further aspects of what it’s like to
have the belief, this illustrates how there can be something it’s like
when one has an introspected state, although the state itself has no
phenomenal character.

This suggestion about the philosopher’s favorite belief genj
eralizes to other beliefs and to other “attitudes” such as desiring,
wondering, and hating. Sometimes one’s hatreds are resistant to
introspection, and persist for weeks or years, even when one is
distracted from them or fast asleep. There is something it’s like
when one introspects them, but this seems best described in terms
of the phenomenal characters of associated states, not of the ha-
twed itseif: images of hateful speech or of misfortune to the hated,
feelings of clinched fists, etc. These can come and go while the
hatred itself remains constant. Similaity for mental character traits
such as forgetfulness or for moods such as elation; when we intro-
spect them the phenomenal character seems attached to various
perceptions, bodily sensations, imaginings, and thoughts that are
merely symptomatic of the trait or mood. So we can distinguish
between miental states that do have phenomenality (at least when
introspected)}—e.g., perceptions, bodily sensations, imaginings,
and verbal or imagistic thoughts—and the kind that do not have
phenomenality (even when introspected}—e.g., beliefs and other
attitudes, along with traits and moods. Nonphenomenal mental

states may help determine how other things seem to us, but only
phenomenal mental states themselves seem some way to us.

Doubts about scientific explanation

Phenomenal character has seemed riore troublesome to philoso-
phers than introspection. It inspires several charming arguments
for the scientific inexplicability of consciousness, and even for
mind/body dualistn. Here are thice.

The argument from “phenomenal objects”™ involves active
reader participation. Step One: form in-your mind 2 purple, round
afterimage (using a light bulb and a white wall). I will wait ...
Step Two: rigorously examine every physical entity in your brain,
body, and (causally relevant) environment, searching for the after-
image. Letme know when you are done ... Step Three: discover
that nothing physical in or around you has the right features to be
the afterimage, since nothing in your brain or surroundings is purple
and round like the afterimage. Finally, Step Four: give up the
search, concluding that nothing physical is the afterimage, i.e., that
the afterimage is not physical. There is nothing special about af-
terimages here: you can reach similar conclusions by repeating the
steps for other phenomenal states, ¢.g., forming 2 curved and yel-
low mental image of 2 banana, or forming a throbbing pain in your
big toe, or thinking in soft, medium-pitched sentences. Since the
afterimage, the banana image, the pain, and the words arenottobe
found among the physical things in your brain, body, and neigh-
borhood, they must be among the nonphysical things in your soul,
presumably beyond the reach of scientific understanding.

For a second route from the phenomenal to the nonphysical,
imagine this:

A super-scientist, Mmy has never seeri anything colored, be-

cause she lives her life in a black-and-white room, and is even

herself painted black-and-white. From a black-and-white termi-

nal in this room, she leamns aff the objectively specifiable physi-

cal {and causal or “finctional”) facts in the world, ahugelist. In

particular she leams about wavelengths of light and their detailed

impact on eyes and brains and behavior. When she finally leaves
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the room and first sees color, she is delighted, and exclaims “Oh!

1t’s like this to see red!”
Mary seems to learn a new fact about the nature of phenomenal
experience, one that cannot be identical to a physical or functional
fact, or else it would be among the facts she already knows before
leaving the room. If so, certain facts about phenomenal states are
hot in the physical realm, and so. are also presumably outside of
science’s domain. This is called the “knowledge argument™.

The final argornent suggests that there is a permanent “ex
planatory gap” preventing scientific accounts of consciousness from
being as satisfying as other scientific explanations, such as the
chemical account of water. How does chemisiry justify the con-
chision that H,O is water rather than, say; oil? In part by showing
that there is a pre'ponderancc of H,0 in our lakes and rivers, and
that H,O boils, erodes rocks, quenches thirst, etc. But what makes
these features relevant to determining what’s water? It seems we
must start out with a prechemical concept of water specifying that
anything with these featurés is water. If science establishes that
H,O has the featurés, then ising our water concept we can literally
prove that H,O is water. The situation scems very different for
conscigusness:

For any objective, scientific account of phenomenality, ohe can

conceive of a creature that meets all the conditions in the account

but facks phenomenal states. In the extreme case, we can con-

ceive of a world that is an exact physical duplicate of the actual

worlkd—complete with duplicate stars, planets, rocks, plants, ani-

mals, and philosophers—but which lacks any beings enjoying

what-it’s-like-ness. All the hirman-like beingsin that world would

be nonphenomenal “zombies”, who donothave experiencesit’s

like anything to have. They would be able to walk and talk and

react to the enviranment in complex ways (perhaps as in some

fancier version of blindsight), pursuirig various objectives ac-

cording to their best laid plans, but all without any “light en”

mnside.
If this is conceivable, then the prescientific concept of
phenomenality, of what-i€’s-like-ness, will never allow us to prove
from any scientific premises the presence of pheniomenal states.
There is no mystery about why H,O is sufficient for water, given
everything else we know about H,O and given our prechemical
concept of water. By contrast, for whatever ingrédients science
specifies m a recipe for consciousness, there will always be a mys-
tery remaining about why they would be sufficient for conscions-
ness, no matter what else we know about them.

The threat to self-knowledge

The idea that phenomenality depends on nonphysical fea-
tures raises a strange kind of skepticism about one’s own phenom-
enal states. The dualist who believes that zombies are possible
believes that two people could be alike m all nonphenomenal re-
spects, while one has phenomenal experience and the other does
not. Ifas I argued above beliefs (like other attitudes, and moods)
are nonphenomenal states, then this means that two creatures could
have all the same beliefs, and even alf the same introspectively
generated beliefs, while differing in zombiehood. Each could be
fully convinced of his own rich, detailed phenomenal experience,

but one would be utterly wrong. It is difficult to see how either
could justify his belief that he is not a zombie, if zombies are pos-
sible. This would lead to the bizarre possiblhty, for all we know,

that we, ourselves, might not after all have states it’s like some-
thing to be in. There would be no introspective way for you to
determine whether you are a zombie without phenomenal states
{buit perhaps with normal nonphenormenal states, such as the belief
that you’re having phenomenal states).

Dualists are not alone in facing this wotry. A similar prob-
lem arises even if we try to explain phenomenality directly in bio-
logical (e.g., neurophysiological) terms. Imagine that, perhaps after
mscovermg correlations between phenomenal experience and cer-
tain neural occurrences in the brain, we try to explain the differ-
ence between conscious and unconscious mental states by appeal
to differences in these neural features. The problem is that there is
no purely mtrospective way fo determine whether one has the rel-
evant neural features—rather thanhaving a differently wired brain,
or maybe an electronic “brain” manufactured at M.IT. Aslong as
we’re getting science-fictional, for all one knows introspectively,
one might even have a control system that can switch between the
right kind of brain and the wrong kind. One might éven oscillate
constantly between having and lacking “something it’s like”, with-
out being able to discern the difference!

We might simply refuse to get worked up about threats to
knowledge that are based on such outlandish possibilities as com-
plete physical duplicates or hybrid bionic brains. But keep inmind
that the subject matter of the threatened knowledge is very special.
Weare notmerely i nnagmmg threats to knowing the external world
or to. knowing one’s deeply unconscious mind. We are trying to
imagine your being utterly clueless about whether you have any
conscious experiences at all, e.g., about whether you're feeling

" severe pain, or whether there’s anything at all it seems like for

you, fully awake anid alert, as you read these words. It would be
mysterious if there were describable situations in which introspec-
tion left completely open the questions it should answer most eas-
ily and surely. Probably each of us approaches the subject ready
to insist: whatever claims are negotiable about ofhers, and what-
ever other claims are negotiable about me, the one thing I cannot
be wrong about is my having a conscious mental life.

Making good on such brash claims about introspection re-
quires extreme measures. In keeping track of the outside world, at
best, certain mechanisms keep one’s beliefs in rough accord with
the facts (e.g., mechanisms of perception, reason and memory,
and the persistence of facts when one is not continually checking
them). Such mechanisms fail; 2 mechanism of this complexity
that could never possibly fail would be a miracle. That is why
mfallibility about the cutside world would be mysterious. But the
same reason to expect fallibility holds for introspection: if there is
the slightest mechanism correlating one’s experiences with one’s
introspections of them, it should be breakable, and if thére is no
mechanism, a perfect correlation between the two would seem to
be sheer luck.

Perhaps the only nonmiraculous way for mtrospection to be
guaranteed correct about phenomenality is for introspection to
constitute phenomenality. If there were firther nonintrospectible
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Tequirements on having phenomenal expenence-mwhcmer these
requirerments were spiritual, biological, neurophysiofogical; or hid-
den psychological ones—this would jeopardize one’s introspec-
tive knowledge of whether one has experience. So could intro-
spections of phenomenality be self-fulfilling? One difficulty is
that we have alréady seen cases in which introspection is not suf-
ficient for phenomienality: beliefs and other attitudes, moods, and
character traits can be introspected without being phenomenal.
This suggests that there are (at least) two kinds of introspective
processes, one which is avaifable to nonphenomenal beliefs, moods,
etc. and does not constitute phenomenality, and one which is avail-
able to phenomenal pefceptions, imaginings, etc. and does consti-
tute their phenomenality. Let’s see what we find among the vari-
ous available accounts of introspection, and then bring those: re-
sources to bear on the puzzles about phenomenal experience.

Theories of introspection

How should introspection be explained? The etymology sug-
gests likening it to an mwardly ditected form of perception. But
since we have no literal innier eyes or ears, pointed at our brains or
" souls, it is unclear what the analogy between perception and intro-
spection could be. Stll, theorists of introspection have considered
the analogy a useful foil, developing alternatives in the face of
various objections to the idea of inner perception.

We often try to distinguish between perceiving things (the
apples in front of one’s face) and merely inferring beliefs about
them (itic apples over at the store). So if mtrospection is an infer-
ential process, this might weigh against the perceptual metaphor.
And in fact scientific investigations of ‘confabulation’ reveal the
widespread presence of hidden inferences in introspective access.
In identifying one’s beliefs and motivations, one systematically
but sincerely reports attitudes one thinks rational or statistically
normal in the circumstances, even if one doesn’t have them. For
instance, in the ‘bystander effect’, increasing the number of joint
witnesses to a peedy person decreases the Iikelihood that any of
themn will assist. Bystanders rarely report this as a factor in their
decision whether to help, however, often claiming instead to have
reached a decision based solely on their own: likelihood of suc-
cess. Presumably we make the same kind of mistakes about other
mental states, such as our moods and charactet traits, erring sys-
tematically in the direction of the states we judge appropriate or
nommnal in our circumstances. So, mixch apparently noninferential
access to attimdes and moods consists of self-directed, fallible
guesses, based at best on commonsense abilities to rationalize
behaviour.

, Upon examination this process does not seem to be percep-
tual in any interesting sense. Initially it may seem noninferential,

but that is simply because one fails to introspect the ntermediate

inferential steps. (Contrast the nonintrospective case of finding
out about yourself by iriference from the testimony of a psycholo-
gist, a case il which you do notice intermediate steps such as hear-
ing the testimony, thinking about the trustworthiness of the psy-
chologist, etc.) A natural idea about introspection, then, is that it
reed not involve any special mearis of access, but is simply what
we say we’re doing when we reach beliefs about our mental states

but bave no idea sow. All there is to introspection is the produc- )
tion, in any variety of hidden ways, of beliefs about one’s mental
states (so-called “second-order” or “highet-order” beliefs.)
However, there is room to hold out for a kind of introspec-
tion that does involve a special, noninferential means of access.
The confabulation model of rationalizing or statistical guesswork
does not extend easily to infrospection of phenomenal experiences.
For example, untutored subjects offer consistent and apparently
reliable reports of stinging (rather than throbbing) pain feelings
when a limb has restricted bleod flow. They seem not to mfer or
confabulate these feelings, since no commonsense principles of
rationality dictate that one should feel stinging rather than throb-
bing, and since the subject need know no relevant statistical infor-
mation about how people feel in these circumstances. So there

‘may be a more restricted domain of the mind in which introspec-

tion is more like inner perception and less like hidden theoretical
mference:

Another cb_]ecuon to the: nmer—percepuon metaphor is based
on the existence of perceptual illusions. Since one often suffers
ordinary perceptual illusions, the mare-analogous introspection is
to perception, the more likely it would be that one would suffer
naive introspective illusions about what one’s. conscious experi-
ences are like, But ittarely if ever happens that one mistakes, say,
a dull pain for a sharp pain, in the way that one mistakes a roadside
cow for a horse. This may be evidence that introspection is some-
times neither inner perception nor self-directed theoretical infer-
ence, but a process with fewer breakable causal links. Some imtro-
spective access may be like one’s psychologically primitive abili-
ties to shift among mental states. Just as the transition from be-~
lieving that p and q to. believing that p presumably takes place
without intermediate inference or inner perception, so might the
transition from: (say) believing that p to believing that I believe
that p, or the transition from kaving a dull pain to believing that I
have a dull pain. As one author proposes, simply, “our brains are
so wired, that . .. one’s being in a certain mental state produces in

ne ...the belief that one is in that mental state. This is what our
introspective access to our own mental states consistsin.” A chal-
lenge for this view is to explain lawful and systematic patterns .
among introspectible and nonintrospectible states, without an ad
hot assurnption, for each pattern, that it happens to be “wired” to
higher-order beliefs in the right way. For example, why aren’t
brain states governing autonomic bodily functions introspectible?
Why are perceptual experiences introspectible but not subliminal
perceptions and early perceptual states? If all one needs is a wire,
why does it seemn easier to introspect one’s fleeting thoughts than
one’s deeply held beliefs?

Consider another issue confronting both the higher-order be-
lief view and the wired-belief view. If introspection should be
understood in terms of these end-products, could it be seen as con-
stitutive of or even necessary for phenomenality? A “yes” answer
would help avoid the bizarre self-skepticism, but it would not sit
well with the view that many species of animals can have expeti-
ences—that there is sornething it’s like for cats and dogs to hurt or
to see bright lights, for instance. Itis implausible that these beings
have introspective beliefs #hat they hurt and see. This would re-
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quire having concepts of hurting and of seeing, and perhaps a.

self-concept, and all this would seem to involve capacities beyond
the reach of most nonhuroan animals—for example, the ability to
conceive of others as hurting and seeing, and the ability to remem-
ber or envision oneself hurting and seeing. Defenders of an intro-
spective belief requirement on phenomenality mmst either deny
thatanimals have conscious experiences, orelse somehow attempt
to minimize the conceptual sophistication needed for introspec-
tive beliefs., This tension is more commonly taken to be a serious
strike against requiring introspective beliefs for phenomenality,
especially given that a similar tension arises in the case of human
infants. Even if we conclude that newborns (say) don’t yet have
general concepts of pain, and so can’t genuinely believe that they
are in pam, this is a far cry from concludmg that they can’t be in
pain.

Even for beings with the requisite conceptual capacities, it
seems implausible that introspective beliefs must accompany each
of théfréxperiences. Atany given moment one can atténd only to
a small proportion of the sensory stimuli one encounters. Itis also
difficiiltto attend simultaneously to the outside world and to one’s
expetietice of it. Nevertheless, plausibly, there is something many
inattentive perceptions of unattended stimuli are like; experience
would be quite impoverished were it not for the contributions of
background noises and odors, pressures on one’s feet or seat, mois-
tureunder one’s tongue, peripheral vision, and so on. Itis possible
to maintain that one continually forms beliefs about these experi-
ences, but this fits poorly with the difficulty of remenibering these
experiences (after they change, for example).

In short, if we wish to find a kind of introspection 1hat can
belp to explain phenomenality, the higher-order-belief and
wired-belief views are unlikely to fit the bill. Though elusive, an
inner-perception model of infrospection might more plausibly yield
a requirement for phenomenality. Just as one can sense a daffodil
without having a concept of daffodils, or a tendency to remember

the daffodil, so perhaps one can inwardly sense an experience with- -

ouit having a concept of experiences, or a tendency to remember
the'experience. Animals and babies might sense even if they can-
not form beliefs; likewise, perhaps they can inwardly sense even if
they cannot form higher-order beliefs. And just as there can be
passive, inattentive perception, so perhaps innér-perceptual intro-
spection need not be done intentionally or with attention. A
creature’s most pressing cognitive needs require mental resources
to be directed at the external world, but if inner perception is nor-
mally inattenitive, it might not draw resources away from attentive
outer perception. Thatwould make it more plausible that one has
continual inner-perceptual access to one’s experiences.

Against the idea that there is inner perception of ore’s per-
ceptuai experiences, it is tradifional to object that this would re-
quire ghostly “sense data” interposed between physical objects
and orie’s perceptions of thern. Accepting inner perception may
seem to involve accepting that one at best perceives outer objects
indirectly through perceptions of phenomenal mental entities. Such
a mediation theory would have difficulty explaining why intro-
spective access to the alleged sense data would not in turn require
perceiving further entities (“sense-data data™) and so on, infinitely.

On one counterproposal, introspection of some mental states con-
sists of their “reflexively” representing themselves (in addition to
representing other things). A perceptual experience represents it-
self rather than being represented by a separate introspective state.

Nevertheless, there is cause for concem about a reflexivity
story given the larger aims of scientific explanation. Reflexive
representation coheres poorly with more general theories of repre-
sentation m philosophy of mind, which are “naturalistic” in the

-sense that they can be pressed mto service in providing scientific

accounts of the mind. For example, on “causal” theories, mental
states represent certain of their ideal or standard causes or effects,
and on “correlation” theories, mental states represent certain con-
ditions that they ideally or standardly or historically correlate with.
A pattern of meural firing in your brain might truly or falsely “mean”
that your flowers are blooining, because that pattern tends to be
caused by or to.comrelate with your flowers’ blooming, But reflex-
ive representation for expenences doesn’t fit with causal theories,

since no mental state, not éven a conscious experience, causes or
is caused by iself. Tt also doesn’t fit with correlation theories,

since every mental state, even a noncenscious honexperience, cor-
relates perfectly with itself. How can it be that less than all mental
states—and more than none-—are reflexive in whatever way is al-
legedly relevant to phenomenal consciousness?

At any rate, the sense-data objection against. inner percep-
tion seems misplaced. Inmer perceptions needn’t be interposed
between objects and one’s perceptions. of them—the causal chain
in perceiving a table needn’t proceed from the table to an inner
perception and then to a pexception of the table. Rather, on a more
natural view, the causal chain goes directly from the table to 2
perception of the table, and then (in cases in which the
table-perception is introspected) to an inner perception of the pet-
ception of the table.

All of the views of introspection described thus far assume
that a subject’s introspective “access” to a mental state is always a
matter of the state’s somehow being mentally represented—by a
higher-order belief or by: an inner perception or by the state itself.
The most vehement critics of such views deride them for positing
a “Cartesian Theater™ in the brain which separates full-blown con-
scious experiences (those mental staies parading onstage) from
nonconscious states (those operating backstage). For instance, they
point out that no such unified “finish line” for consciousness has
ever been found in the brain, and they question what it’s usefual-

" ness would be. Given that perceptual mechanisms work hard to

discriminate things and events in the outside world, and given that
the resulting perceptual states can directly guide behavior and
mental processing (as in subliminal perception or blindsight), what
would be the point of “showing” the resulting perceptual states in
a theater of inner perception?

Verbal reportability is the process most frequently appealed
to as an alternative requirement for imrospection. The idea is that
a state may create an input to a system in charge of language use,
and so be reportable verbally, without first cansing a belief or a
perception about itself. This is in keeping with ordimary and scien-
tific reliance on reportability as a symptom of consciousness. Omne
threat is that reportability may only seem relevant to conscious-
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ness and introspection because it correlates somewhat with
inner-directed representation. Normally in reporting verbally one
perceives ong’s reporting—hears one’s speech, feels one’s facial
motions, etc.—and is thereby in a position to understund one’s
reports—o recognize one’s own voice and realize which mental
states one’s words express. By contrast, if there is speech without
any kind of self-perception, perhaps as in some forms of hypnosis
or sleeptalking, this may not seem sufficient for, or even relevant
to, infrospection or consciousness.

If inner-perception is a kind of introspection that separates
phenomenal from nonphienomenal states, this does notneed to'be
done in a single, unified “Cartesian Theater”; there might be sev-
eral little inner perceivers (or hundreds or thousands of tiny ones)
instead of one big one. But why would we have any number of
mncr—perccptual mechanism—for what function? 'Perhaps by al-
lowing one to detect certain gualities of mental representations,
inner sense allows one to detect their guality: whetherand how the
representing is degraded (as in doubled or blurred perception),
whether it is imaginative (vs. perceptual), whether it is obscured,
and so on. This may facilitate behavioral or inferential “correc-
tions,” including behavior aimed at improving the quality of per-
ception (shifting position, squinting, etc.). Or pethaps inner per-
ception is a remnant of a primitive stage of evolution of percep-
tion. Critics wonder why, given that a creature discriminates con-
ditions outin the environment [in outer perception; it would also
need to discriminate states of its brain [in mner perception]. But
froman evolutlonary standpoint this question may get things back-
wards. Presumably there were stages in the evolution of sensory
organs in which “nearby” states of the brain and body (including
the nascent sense organs) were easier to discriminate reliably than
“far away” environmental states (e.g:, the exact location of preda-
tors or mates). Think of flies or oysters or maybe viruses here—
for the most part, do they really discriminate distant conditions in
the outside world, or conditions of their own organs (including
their primitive “sense” organs and nascent nervous systems)? If
the latter, then it may be that our owxn inner perception is leftover
from this stage, not sornething added on gfter our ancestors be-
came good atkeeping track of the distal environment. And if inner
perception is an imgredient in phénomenality, this would suggest
that consciousness, far from being the icing on evolution’s cake, is
widespread in the animal kingdorn.

Questions about the driving forces of and constraints upon
evolutionary design are usually very difficult to answer. Admit-
tedly we have no convincing positive account of what inner per-
ception would be good for, if anything. But what I would urge in
the meantime is that the same mystery arises about phenomenality
and phenomenal properties: why do we have them? The objection
against inner perception could be a selling point for it as an ac-
count of phenomenality! Given how difficult it is to understand
what functions phenomenal properties play, if any, it would be
surprising if a philosophical theory of phenomenahty appealed to
a phenomenon with obvious functions.

Addressing doubts about a science. of phenomenality
Let’s take stock. We have three puzzles blocking scientific

explanation of consmousness—the argument from phenomenal
objects (e.g., colored and shaped afterimages), the knowledge ar-

£

gument (what black-and-white science canmot reveal), and the °

explanatory-gapargument (that the presence of phenomenal states
is unprovable). Among other things, these add up to a surprising
threat to knowing what it’s like to have onc’s mental states, or
even to knowing whether there is anything it’s like at ail. In order
to avoid this skeptical separation between introspection and
phenomenality, it’s worth exploring whether introspection is built
right into phenomenality. So we’ve searched through available
suggestions about introspection to find something serviceable.
Despite the need for further elaboration, inner perception remains
standing as an account of introspection that may also be sufficient
or at least necessary for phenomenality. We’ll end by testing in-
nex perception’s mettle against the three puzzles.

The problem about phenomenal objects is that in certam ex-
periences one scerns to be aware of little denizens.of an inner mental
world: e.g., colored and shaped mental “images”, bodily “sensa-
tions” such 4s “pains” that may be throbbing or in one’s limb, and
inner “speech” with “private” volume and pitch. In sich experi-
ences nothing in one’s brain or body or (causally relevant) envi-
ronment is literally purple and round, literaily throbbing and in a

limb, or literally soft and medium-pitched. So if phenomenal ob-
- jects do exist with these properties, they are not among the things

in one’s brain or body or environiment.

The only way to avoid dualism, then, is “to be an
“eliminativist” about mental entities with these propemes to deny
that images and pains and inner speech with such properties exist.
The challenge for the eliminativist about phenomenal objects is to.
explain why people are often fempted to claims of phenomienal
objects, with ordinary perceptible properties. Afterimages look

. purple and round, pains feel dull or in metion, and inner speech

seems to sound faint or high-pitched. For the eliminativist, these
are best treated as illusions. An introspective account of experi-
ence, coupled with ap inner-perceptual account of introspection,

age. experience; for example; the inner-perception model posits

two states: an erdinary’ outer-perceptual brain state représenting

(or misrepresenting) roundness and purpleness in the environment,
and an inner-perceptual brain state representing the outer-perceptual
brain state. Taken together; what do these two states “fell” the
brain? That there is something purple and round, and that there
something related going on in the brain (the outer-perceptual state).
All that’s needed to generate the illusion is for these two bits of
information to get confused, so that the brain (mis)treats its own
state as purple and round, as a mental “image”. And it would be

_ natural for the brain to confuse the two pieces.of information, be-

cause the two states béaring the information go hand-in-hand; the
outer-perceptual state causes the inner-perceptual state.

The knowledge argument turms on the idea that when the
super-scientist Mary leaves her black-and-white room and first
sees something red, she leamns a new fact about experience—spe-
cifically, a fact about what it’s like 1o see red—one that could not
be on the list of scientifically describable physical facts she leams
in the room. Most responses mvolve denying that Mary learns a

" may help explain why we undergo these illusions. In an afterim- .
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new fact upon experiencing red. On some views, she leams how
to do new things—to imagine experiencing redness or to recog-
nize redness visually—without coming to know that any new fact
obtains. On others, she learns that an ofd physical fact about expe-
nence obtains, but comes to know itin a new way—via mtrospec-
tive access. The inner-peiception view helps to explain how this
may be. Consider an analogy: Granny Smith knows there is an
apple in Grandpa Jones® basket but has not pefceived it yet. She
can think of the apple by describing it physically-—as “the small-
est fiuit it Jones’ basket” or some such. When she finafly does
take it out and logk at it, then she can think about the very same
apple in a new way—"so this is the apple I was thinking of”. She
couldnot think of it simply as “this” before (while staring at some-
thing else). The existence of two distinct ways of thinking of

. apples—by “description” and by “demonstration”—doés notmean
there are two distinct apples thought about. Likewise, Mary inside
the room knows there are facts aboit what 1t’s like to see red, but
she has not innerly percéived these facts yet. She can think of the
facts by describing them physically—e.g., as the condition of hav-
ing such-and-such brain state. When she finally gets the experi-
ence and inmerly perceives it, she can think about the very same
fact in a new way—"so this is what’s it’s like to seered”. As with
the apple, nothing here shows that there are two distinct facts Mary
thinks about, nothing here shows that her list of facts in the room
was incompiete.

Finally, what can be said abouit the alleged explanatory gap
between the physical realm and phenomenal consciousness? The
challenge is to come up with a scientific recipe for consciousness
that enables us literally to prove that following it leads to genuine
consciousness, just as we can prove that following the scientific
recipe for water leads to genuine water. If we don’t meet this
standard, the objection goes, we don’t have a satisfying explana-
tion of consciousness.

At least two lines of response may be advanced against the
explanatory gap argument.: One concedes that we can never prove
thata scientific recipe leads to consciousness, but insists that equally
we cammot prove that the scientific recipe for water leads to water.
Suppose we follow the recipe—take two parts hydrogen and one
part oxygen, stir until it reaches the desired consistency to erode
rocks, to boil at 100 degrees, to quench thirst, to match what’s in
our lakes and rivers, etc.—and then ask whether what we have is
water. Defenders of the explanatory gap argument say that a “yes”
answer follows from our very concept of water, defined as what-
ever colorless liquid predominates in our lakes and rivers and
quenches thirst, erodes rocks, etc. If so, then anyone who denies
that the result of the recipe is water is implicitly contradicting him-
self But perhaps these claims are overstated. Perhaps someone
who believes ini water but denies that it boils, 1s in lakes, etc. is
making a false and bizarre claim but is not strictly contradicting
himself We have weak or stronhg beliefs that water is liquid at
roon temperature, freezes and boils, etc. But none of this is built
into our concept of water. Compare: some people deny that scien-
tific recipes for Jife must lead to genuine life; perhaps because they
believe life requires a nonphysical “vital spirit” or “breath of life”
as described in Genesis. Likewise, it is conceivable that water is

“hydral spirit” as described in the yet-to-be-discovered Living Sea
Scrolls. On this dualist view of water, water is not what erodes
rocks and quenches thirst, but is instead a spiritual substance that
hangs around physical stuff that does. The point is, scientists do
not need to prove that this is impossible; they can instead justify
rejectmg it by appeal to simplicity, conservatism, and other famil-
iar general grounds for cormparing explanatory theones. A similar
response should be available against dualists who posit “phenom-
enal spirit” or a “breath of consciousness”, even if no scientific
rempe for consciousness renders them mconcewable

A sécond strategy tries to give the explanatory gap theorists
what they say they want: a literal proof that certain scientific in-
gredients lead to genuine phenomenal cake. This strategy denies.
that there is an unbridgeable conceptual gap; in effect, it demies.
that zombies (nonphenomenal physical duplicates of phenomenal
creatures) are even conceptually possible. Perhaps if we analyze
the concept of phenomenality very carefully we can deduce that
there is something it’s like for a creature to have mental states, just
from scientifically describable physical facts about the creature.
What does it mean to say that a mental state is “like something”
for its bearer? Compare: when we say a used car is “like new” for
a customer, we mean that it appears new o the customer. Perhaps
kewise, if a mental state appears some way to-its bearer-~as the
inner-perception view of introspection suggests--then that proves
that the state is “like something” for its bearer, i.e., is a phenom-
enally conscious state. If so, then the difficult but fractable task
rernaining for a science of consciousness would be to describe the
mechanisms in the brain that are responsible for inner perception.

Suggestions for further reading

At the start T divided philosophers into three camps, those
who think the problem of consciousness is embarassingly hard
(e.g., bécause consciousness is nonphysical), those who think it’s
embarassingly easy (e.g., because ordinary and philosophical
thought about consciousness is muddied); and those who think
it’s somewhere in between (e.g., difficult but traciable). The most
extensive yetreadable books from these three camps, Tespectively,
are The Conscious Mind by David Chalmers (Oxford, 1996), Con-
sciousriess Explained by Daniel Dennett (Little Brown, 1991), and
Ten Problems of Consciousness by Michzel Tye (MIT; 1995). The
best general collection of essays is The Nature of Consciousness
edited by Ned Block et al. (MIT, 1997); see especially the papers
by Georges Rey (on the threat to self-knowledge), and those in the
final fout sections on the explanatory gap (due to Joseph Levine),
the knowledge argument (due to Frank Jackson), qualia, and inner
monitoring of brain states.

While any of those four books would give a good overall
sense of the debates, there are some residual issues they are not
meantto cover. William Lyons provides a valuable historical sur-
vey of theories of mtrospection, including experimental results
such as the bystander effect, in The Disappearance of Introspec-
tion (MIT, 1986). For an introduction to some relevant scientific
background on blindsight, sleep, and other phenomena related to
consciousness, try the papers in Consciousness in Contemporary
Science edited by Anthony Marcel et al. (Oxford, 1988). Peter
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Carruthers defends a higher-order-belief theory of consciouisness,
and uses it to argue that animals do not experience pain, in The
Animals Issue (Cambridge, 1992), whichis maainly devoted to moral
questions. Sidney Shoemaker mounts an extended attack on fnnér
perception, and provides a rich but difficult discussion of
self-knowledge, in The First-Person Perspective and Other Es-
says (Cambridge, 1996; his quote about “wired” introspection is
onp. 222). My own defenses of inner perception, elaborations of
the view, and criticisms of rival views are in the journals Philo-
sophical Topics (1994), Néus (June 1996), and on the internet at
htip//www-personal umich.edw/~lormand/phil/cons. A good col-
lection of essays on phitosephical theories of representation (¢.g.,
causal and correlational theories) is Mental Repmsentaﬁon edited
by Stephen Stich (Oxford, 1994).

A few more loose ends from the first paragraph of this paper. .

Despite giving up on conscious experience, Steven Pinker’s How
the Mind Works is an excellent introduction fo the rest of cognitive
science. If you're interested in what the Nobel laureates have to
say, try The Remembered Present by Gerald Edelman (Basic Books,
1989) and The Astonishing Hypothesis by Francis Crick (Scribmers,
1994), and for an equally eminent moonlighter, Roger Penrose’s
Shadows of the Mind (Oxford, 1994). The optimistic quote about
how philosophy can lead to science is Jerry Fodor’s, but I cannot
find the reference.
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