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Abstract The same-order representation theory of consciousness holds that conscious
mental states represent both the world and themselves. This complex representational
structure is posited in part to avoid a powerful objection to the more traditional
higher-order representation theory of consciousness. The objection contends that the
higher-order theory fails to account for the intimate relationship that holds between
conscious states and our awareness of them-the theory ‘divides the phenomenal labor’
in an illicit fashion. This ‘failure of intimacy’ is exposed by the possibility of misrepre-
sentation by higher-order states. In this paper, I argue that despite appearances, the
same-order theory fails to avoid the objection, and thus also has troubles with intimacy.

Keywords Consciousness - Same-order representation - Higher-order
representation - Misrepresentation - Qualia

1 Introduction: SORT vs. HORT

The same-order representation theory of consciousness holds that conscious mental
states have a complex representational structure —that they represent both the world
and themselves.! Defenders of the same-order representation theory (SORT) are

L This terminology is inspired by Kriegel (2006). Kriegel uses the broader term ‘same-order moni-
toring theory’ (SOMT) to cover all views that involve an internal, noncontingent relation between
conscious states and subject’s awareness of them. My term refers to the subset of those views employ-
ing a single, complex representational state to explain this relation. Thanks to Uriah Kriegel for
helpful remarks clarifying this issue and many other issues throughout the paper.

A version of this paper was presented at the ‘Self-Representational Approaches to Consciousness’
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motivated (at least in part) by a desire to preserve features of the more traditional
higher-order representation theory of consciousness (HORT), a view developed in
various ways by David Armstrong, David Rosenthal, and William Lycan.>? However,
according to SORT theorists, HORT faces crippling counterarguments. SORT is de-
signed to save key features of the higher-order view, while avoiding its shortcomings.?

The key features of HORT worth saving, according to SORT theorists, are HORT’s
initial characterization of consciousness itself, and the theory’s representational app-
roach to explaining consciousness thus characterized. According to HORT theorists,
a mental state is conscious when and only when a subject is appropriately conscious of
being in that state. HORT theorists hold—and SORT theorists generally agree —that
if we are in no way conscious of being in a mental state, that state is not intuitively a
conscious state. This is taken as a characterization of the main commonsense datum
which a theory of consciousness must explain.*

In arecent work spelling out his same-order approach, Robert Van Gulick stresses
the importance of this characterization of consciousness. He writes,

It accords well with our common use of the adjective ‘conscious’ as applied to
mental states . . . Our unconscious wants, desires, and memories are hidden from
us; they lie ‘buried’ beneath our awareness, and bringing them to consciousness
is a matter of becoming aware of them ... In so far it is this distinction that it
aims to capture, the higher-order view seems pretty much on target (2004, p. 69).

In a similar vein, SORT theorist Uriah Kriegel remarks that,

To my ear, there is something artificial in calling a mental state conscious when
the subject is wholly unaware of its occurrence. Conscious states are not sub-
personal states, which we may have, as it were, unawares. Furthermore, it is
unlikely there could be anything it is like for a subject to be in a mental state
she is unaware of being in (2003b, p. 105).

SORT theorist Rocco Gennaro also embraces the HORT characterization of con-
sciousness, noting that his theory, like HORT, takes

very seriously the intuitive notion that a conscious mental state M is a state that
subject S is (noninferentially) aware that S is in ... By contrast, one is obviously
not (immediately) aware of one’s unconscious mental states (20006, p. 222).

This characterization — which, following Rosenthal (2000), I'll label the ‘transitivity
principle’—provides the theory with the means of distinguishing conscious from non-
conscious mental states. Conscious states, as opposed to nonconscious states, are ones

2 See Armstrong (1968, 1981); Rosenthal (1986, 1997, 2002a); Lycan (1987, 1996, 2001).

3 SORT theorists of course have other motivations for their view. See Kriegel (2003a); Gennaro
(1996); and Van Gulick (2004, 2006).

4 So called “first-order representationalists,” such as Dretske (1995) and Tye (1995, 2000), do not
accept this characterization of the commonsense data requiring explanation. They hold instead that
conscious states make us aware of the world. Furthermore, HORT theorists disagree about the status
of this characterization. Lycan (2001) holds that it is stipulative; however, he stresses that the stipula-
tion does correspond to at least one of our ordinary uses of ‘consciousness’ (otherwise, the stipulation
would be uninteresting). Rosenthal (1986, 2000, 2002a, etc.) holds that the characterization is the
best way to capture our commonsense notion of mental state consciousness. For the purposes of
investigating the differences between HORT and SORT, I will assume, along with the SORT theorists
under consideration here, that HORT theorists are correct about the data, and I will assume that it
corresponds to at least one way that the folk characterize consciousness.
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that we’re conscious of being in.” The characterization also strongly suggests a ‘repre-
sentational’ approach to explaining consciousness—an explanation of consciousness
in terms of representations that are about the subject’s own mental states.® HORT
explains consciousness by positing a distinct ‘higher-order’ representational state in
virtue of which the subject is conscious of her conscious states. This higher-order
representation represents to the effect that, “I, myself, am in a mental state with
such-and-such features.” In doing so it makes the subject conscious of that state, and
thus the represented state becomes conscious.” HORT and SORT both employ repre-
sentation to explain a subject’s awareness of her conscious states; they disagree over
whether the representation is distinct from the state it’s about, or a part of the state
it’s about.

HORT offers a relatively straightforward path to a reductive explanation of con-
sciousness, an explanation of conscious states in terms of nonconscious representa-
tional elements. According to HORT, consciousness occurs when the right sorts of
nonconscious representational processes occur; specifically, when a higher-order rep-
resentation makes us aware of a nonconscious first-order target state. The higher-order
state itself is nonconscious unless targeted by a third-order state.® Thus consciousness
is explained in terms of nonconscious representations. And since representation is
widely seen as amenable to a physicalist explanation, this offers the prospect of what
Van Gulick calls “a potentially demystifying account of consciousness” (2004, 69). This
is an additional virtue of the HORT worth saving, according to SORT theorists. The
SORT theorists I will be considering here all have this kind of demystifying account
of consciousness as their general theoretical goal.

However, all three of the SORT theorists mentioned contend that there are seri-
ous problems with HORT. I will not review all of their objections here (and I won’t
rehash the HORT responses),” but instead I'll focus on the worry which leads most
directly to SORT—one which seems most damaging to HORT and most effectively
dealt with by SORT. At a first pass, the objection charges that HORT fails to properly
account for the intimate (perhaps constitutive) connection between conscious states
and our awareness of them. This lack of intimacy is best brought out by considering
the possibility of misrepresentation by higher-order states. HORT theorists allow that
higher-order misrepresentation is possible. But this exposes a fatal lack of intimacy
in the theory, according to the objectors. Avoiding this problem is one of the main
motivations for SORT. The objection has been presented in detail by Byrne (1997),
Neander (1998), and Levine (2001), and SORT theorists cite it as a major stumbling

5 Or aware of being in—T'll use the two terms interchangeably.

6 Tam using the term ‘representational approach’ only to cover views that employ a representation
directed at one of the subject’s own mental states to explain consciousness. My usage thus excludes
‘first-order representational’ (FOR) views, like Dretske (1995) and Tye (1995, 2000).

7 There are disagreements between HORT theorists over the nature of this representational state —
whether it’s thought-like or perception-like —but such differences will not affect the main point here,
so I'll ignore them. Likewise with questions about the nature of the reference to the self in the HO
content. For a recent survey of this debate see Van Gulick (2001). See also Rosenthal (2004a), Lycan
(2004) and Carruthers (2000).

8 This offers an explanation of introspection, inter alia. For more on this feature of HORT, see
Rosenthal (1997, Sect. IV, 2004b). See also Gennaro (2006).

9 See Kriegel (2003a, 2006); Gennaro (2004, 2005); and Van Gulick (2004, 2006), for a range of
objections. See Rosenthal (2002a, 2004a); Lycan (1996, 1998, 2004), for a range of replies. See also
Seager (1999), for a good overview of HORT and the debates surrounding it.
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block for HORT.!” Indeed, some SORT theorists have helped to develop and sharpen
the worry (Kriege, 2003a). In the next section, I'll lay out the intimacy objection in
detail, and in the following sections I’ll consider the various SORT responses to the
problem. I'll argue that the SORT responses fail to address the worry, and there-
fore the theory is in no better position than HORT with respect to intimacy and
misrepresentation.

2 The intimacy/misrepresentation objection

According to HORT, a distinct higher-order (HO) representation makes us conscious
of our conscious states. But representational states by their nature can misrepresent
their targets. This raises the following worry. Consider a case where the target of a
HO representation is a red sensory state, but the HO representation represents to
the effect that the subject is in a green sensory state. What will this experience be
like, from the subject’s point of view? According to HORT, the HO representation
determines what it’s like for the subject in conscious experience.!! Therefore, a case
of HO misrepresentation will be subjectively indistinguishable from a veridical case.
In other words, in the misrepresentation case, it will seem to us that we are having a
conscious green sensation, despite the fact that we are in a red sensory state.
But HORT allows a seemingly more radical kind of error. Alex Byrne writes,

Suppose I have the higher-order [representation] that I am in a certain sensory
state, and suppose that I'm not in that state ... there is only one answer to the
question of what I will consciously experience: it will seem to me, phenomeno-
logically, that I am in this sensory state (1997, p. 121).

Thus, it appears that the lower-order state isn’t even needed for conscious experi-
ence. All that is required is the HO state.

This seems to open up HORT to a series of related objections. According to Byrne,
the possibility of misrepresentation —particularly the more radical ‘targetless’ form —
collapses the view’s apparently relational explanatory structure. If there is something
it is like for the subject when the HO state is present but the lower-order state is not,
then the relational structure of the view is explanatorily idle. This, Byrne contends,
leaves us wondering how a single representational state could explain consciousness,
particularly conscious sensory experience.

Furthermore, the seeming irrelevancy of the first-order (FO) state, exposed by the
possibility of misrepresentation, undermines the traditional philosophical notion of
qualia. This aspect of the problem is stressed by Neander. She argues that any the-
ory of consciousness ought to explain qualia, the “qualitative aspects of experience”
(1998, p. 412). Qualia are the experienced properties of sensory states—for example,
the conscious painfulness of pain or the conscious reddishness of a red sensation. They
constitute conscious experience, according to Neander. But qualia, on HORT, seem
to bifurcate —for example, pain and how pain consciously feels to us can apparently
come apart. If we misrepresent a pain state as a tickle, it consciously feels to us that

10" See Kriegel (2003a); Gennaro (2004, Sect. 2); Van Gulick (2004, pp. 71-74, 2006). See also Seager
(1999).

1 See, e.g., Rosenthal (1997, p. 744, 2004a, p. 40). Though Lycan is less happy to embrace this
conclusion, it’s clear it follows from his theory as well. See Lycan (1996, pp. 19-23, 1998, 2004). See
also Armstrong (1963, 1981).
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we’re experiencing a tickle. Thus the pain state does not determine what it is like for
the subject. But if qualia do not determine what it’s like for the subject, then we are
no longer talking about qualia “as traditionally understood” (1998, p. 420). Thus, the
possibility of misrepresentation shows that HORT has changed the subject. It is no
longer talking about qualia in the sense that we wanted explained at the beginning of
our theorizing, and thus it isn’t a theory of consciousness at all.

Joseph Levine expands on this point. Our reaction to the misrepresentation case,
according to Levine, “seems to show . .. that one can’t divorce the quality from aware-
ness of the quality” (2001, p. 168). There is thus an ‘intimate’ connection between
conscious qualities and our awareness of them which cannot be accounted for by
HORT.'? Our awareness of these qualities seems intrinsic to our conscious qualita-
tive states, rather than a separate, dissociable thing. HORT must contend that this
intrinsic connection is illusory. Further, as Neander stresses, the standard concept of
qualia has it that qualia play a constitutive role in conscious experience, fixing what it
is like for the subject. Levine writes that

by forcing a division between the quale itself—the object of conscious
awareness—and the awareness of it, the phenomenon we’re interested in seems
to disappear. Unfelt pains and unconscious reddish experiences may make some
sort of theoretical sense if one already accepts an identification of qualia with
neurophysiological states, but these states really do not seem to be the sorts of
states we have in mind when thinking of qualia (2001, p. 168).

Qualia, as commonly understood, just are the ‘feels’ of conscious experience. And
it certainly seems that they are central to the nature of consciousness. But on HORT
qualia play “no genuine role in determining the qualitative character of experience”
(2001, 108). Whereas qualia seem fundamentally intertwined with conscious experi-
ence, on HORT they need not even be present. Cases with and without the presence of
qualitative states will be subjectively indistinguishable. We’ve clearly lost the intimate
connection between qualitative states and our awareness of them in consciousness.

What’s more, the possibility of misrepresentation seems to reveal a deeper inco-
herence in HORT. Kriegel (2003a) contends that the more radical form of misrep-
resentation forces the HORT theorist into an extremely counterintuitive position.
According to HORT, conscious states are ones we are conscious of being in. But there
is no first-order state present in this case, by hypothesis. Still, it will seem to the subject
that she is in fact in a conscious state. There will be something it is like for her to have
this experience —it will be subjectively indistinguishable from the veridical case. But
what state is conscious in the targetless case? It can’t be the HO state itself —we are in
no way aware of that state. But the lower-order state isn’t present at all. Surely, a state
must be present for us to be in it. According to Kriegel, the HORT theorist is forced
to conclude that “a person may be under the impression of being conscious when in
fact she is unconscious” (2003b, p. 120). Thus, radical misrepresentation apparently
exposes a theoretical incoherence in HORT—we can seem to be in conscious states
when we are not. But if it seems any way to us at all, mustn’t we be in a conscious
state?

To summarize, the intimacy problem shows that, if HORT is correct, the qualitative
aspects of conscious states—their sensory ‘feels’—fail to play a ‘genuine role’ in con-
scious experience. At best, this exposes the explanatory shortcomings of the view; at

12 The idea of ‘intimacy’ is stressed in Levine (2006).
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worst, it shows that the view changes the subject or even falls into incoherence. We are
left wondering how a single representational state could explain conscious experience.
Further, we seem to have lost the phenomenon we wanted explained —the properties
that constitute what it’s like for a conscious subject. And HORT appears saddled with
the claim that we can seem to be in conscious states when we are not. While this may
not be an out-and-out contradiction in terms, it certainly does grave damage to our
ordinary notion of consciousness. All this occurs because HORT allows the possibility
of misrepresentation. SORT theorists craft their views with this in mind; indeed, the
structure of SORT is in part determined by the need to account for intimacy."

3 Same-order solutions, same-order problems

To avoid HORT’s troubles with intimacy, SORT posits a single state to explain
consciousness—a state that both represents the world and represents itself. The
complex state is conscious because we are conscious of it, following the transitiv-
ity principle. And there is an intimate —indeed, a constitutive —relation between the
qualitative features of consciousness and our awareness of these features. They are
intertwined, intrinsic parts of one complex state. Furthermore, the complex state’s
identity conditions are defined by the proper binding of both elements—if one or the
other is missing, then the conscious state does not exist. This apparently rules out
cases of radical misrepresentation. And it apparently blocks Kriegel’s worry that we
might seem to be in a conscious state when we are not. For it to seem any way to us
at all, a state that in part represents itself must be present; thus if we seem to be in a
conscious state, the presence of a conscious state is ensured.

SORT theorists explain the nature of the complex conscious state in a variety of
ways, and this provides somewhat different answers to the intimacy worry. Some hold
that the complex conscious state is formed from two separate vehicles; one is about
the world and the other is about the first state. Others hold that the complex conscious
state is formed when the right sort of content emerges in a single vehicle; prior to that,
no independent state possesses content that is about another state.'* In what follows,
I'll sketch the approaches of the three theorists mentioned above —Uriah Kriegel,
Rocco Gennaro, and Robert Van Gulick —and I'll argue that each approach runs into
trouble when confronting the problem. The particular problems together result in
a trilemma for SORT: either the view is not significantly distinct from HORT, or it
employs an unexplained (and arguably nonreductive) element, or it fails to conform

13 1tis important to note that, unsurprisingly, supporters of HORT do not accept that these dire
consequences follow from the possibility of misrepresentation. Rosenthal, for example, has argued
that the HO state fully accounts for what it is like for the subject in conscious experience, and that
the worries presented all rely on an unsupported ‘intrisincalist’ intuition about conscious states. If
we reject this intuition—that consciousness requires an intrinsic change in a conscious state, then
the arguably worries have no bite. Rosenthal contends that a conscious state is one we are aware of
ourselves as being in, and that this requires no intrinsic change in the state we are thus aware of. So
long as we have an explanation of how we are aware, we will have an explanation of consciousness.
See, in particular, Rosenthal (2004a). However, the SORT theorists at issue here all find Rosenthal’s
defense wanting, and turn to the SORT at least in part for that reason. Thanks to an anonymous
referee for Synthese for pressing this point.

14 See Levine (2006), for the ‘one vehicle/two vehicle’ way of typing same-order approaches. Kriegel
and Gennaro defend ‘two vehicle’ views; Van Gulick defends a ‘one vehicle’ view. Thanks to an
anonymous reviewer for Synthese for suggesting this clarification.
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to the transitivity principle and collapses into a more standard functionalist theory.
None of the options is appealing; so I conclude that SORT is in no better theoretical
position than HORT.

3.1 Kriegel’s cross-order information integration model

Kriegel calls his version of SORT the ‘cross-order information integration’ (COII)
model. The COII model explains subjective character—there being something it’s like
for the subject in conscious experience —in the following way:

Consider a reddish experience of a circle ... The experience arises through the
integration of information carried by two separate mental states, one represent-
ing the red circle, the other representing that very representation of the red
circle. These two mental states ... have no subjective character, of course. But
when their representational contents are integrated, a mental state arises which
does have subjective character. The reason this third state has subjective char-
acter is that it has the right sort of representational content: it folds within it a
representation of an external object and a representation of that representation
(2005, p. 46).

The two integrated elements are both ‘logical’ parts of the complex conscious state;
that is, the complex cannot exist without the parts, and furthermore, the proper ‘bind-
ing’ connection between the parts must occur. If any of these elements are lacking,
the complex conscious state is not instantiated.'®

The relationship between the parts, according to Kriegel, involves a ‘psychologi-
cally real process’ which integrates the elements; it’s not enough that the two elements
simply co-occur (2005, p. 32).'7 When the parts are properly integrated, we have a
conscious experience with a particular character. Kriegel contends that there are plau-
sible candidates for mechanisms of integration present in the brain. One possibility
involves the kinds of neural processes posited in some theories to solve the ‘binding
problem,’ the problem of explaining how information processed in separate regions
of the brain is unified into a single experienced percept.!® On this proposal, informa-
tion is bound when the neural populations coding the information fire in synchrony.
Kriegel writes,

When two subpopulations of neurons in two disparate parts of the brain fire their
electrical pulse in almost absolute synchrony (within the millisecond range), the

15 See Levine (2006)(Sect. V), for a similar attack on SORT. Levine puts his objections in terms of
intimacy and the explanatory gap and he focuses on Kriegel’s version of SORT, but his critique gener-
ally makes the same point. Levine, of course, draws the stronger conclusion that no representational
theory can close the explanatory gap. I hold the weaker claim that SORT is no better off than HORT.
However, I am more optimistic that a representational approach can close the gap. See (reference
suppressed).

16 See Kriegel (2006) (Sect. 3). Kriegel uses the term ‘logical part’ to stress the fact that the identity
conditions of the complex require the presence of the properly bound elements. I'm unsure about the
role of ‘logic’ in the characterization, but I believe my gloss captures his intention—that a conscious
state will not exist if all the parts are not present and properly bound.

17" Kriegel employs ‘psychologically real process’ to distinguish his view from views like Gennaro’s,
which, according to Kriegel, only posit a notional connection between the higher-order and first-
order elements of the complex state. According to Kriegel, the connection must be more than just
representation of the world-directed element. See Kriegel (2005).

18 gee, for example, Crick and Koch (1990); von der Malsburg (1981).
@ Springer
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information they carry is bound into a single, cohesive content. That is ... the
brain uses ... the synchrony of firing to represent the ‘togetherness’ (if you
will) of these features as belonging to the same object (2005, fn. 69, emphasis in
original).

It may be that the HO and FO components of a COII complex are bound by firing
in synchrony. Kriegel further holds that the complex mental state “may misrepresent
its own properties, but it is impossible that it should misrepresent its own existence”
(2006, fn. 57, emphasis in original). This seemingly blocks radical misrepresentation,
avoiding the case that causes the most serious problem for HORT. And, as noted
above, the presence of a single complex state suggests a solution to the intimacy
issue —conscious qualities and our awareness of them are intimately related because
they are part of the same state.

However, the intimacy worry reemerges for COIL!” The problem turns on what
Neander calls ‘the division of phenomenal labor’ (1998). In Neander’s terms, we need
to know how the various elements present in COII do the phenomenal work —how
they fix what it is like for the subject in conscious experience—if we are to judge
whether intimacy is maintained. We can still ask what it will be like for a subject if
the HO component misrepresents the subject as having a greenish experience, when
the subject’s FO component is a red sensory state. It seems that however the COII
theorist responds there are problems.

Kriegel accepts the idea that a mental state is conscious when a subject is conscious
of it—this is the transitivity principle. Further, Kriegel accepts that the HO compo-
nent can misrepresent properties of the conscious complex, though he maintains that
it cannot misrepresent the very existence of the complex it is a part of. As noted, this
seems to give his version of SORT a distinct advantage over HORT: radical misrep-
resentation is ruled out. But the intimacy worry, as framed by Neander and Levine,
turns on the role of the FO component in determining what it’s like for the subject.
And it’s clear that in this respect, Kriegel’s COII model has troubles with intimacy.

The HO component of a COII complex both determines that there is something it
is like at all to be in a conscious state —it makes us aware of the state, in accordance
with the transitivity principle —and what properties of that state the subject is aware
of. Thus, if the HO component misrepresents a red FO component as a green FO
component, it will seem to the subject that she is having a conscious experience of
green. But this entails that what it’s like for the subject varies independently of the
FO component. The FO component in conscious perceptual experience contains a
sensory element—this constitutes the difference between perceiving a red square and
merely thinking of a red square. It follows that the qualitative properties of sensory
states do not constitute what it is like for the subject in conscious experience. Thus,
qualia, as defined by Neander and Levine, are not preserved on the COII. The view
breaks the apparently intimate connection between qualia and our awareness of them,
at least insofar as Neander and Levine are correct in how they characterize qualia.
But leaving that issue to one side, it’s clear that the COII is in no better shape than
HORT regarding this issue.

19 This point is stressed in Rosenthal (2004a, Sect. 5). In that section Rosenthal offers several addi-
tional arguments against SORT- most seriously, that it lacks a principled way of individuating mental
states, undermining the claim that a single complex state accounts for consciousness. See also Kriegel
(2003a).
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Still, it does seem that Kriegel’s COII avoids radical misrepresentation —misrepre-
sentation by a HO state in the complete absence of a FO target. This alone appears to
give his view a theoretical advantage over HORT. But this claim can be questioned.
First, it’s not clear that anything more than a linguistic advantage has been gained over
HORT. If the HO component does all of the phenomenal work, what does it matter if
a FO component is firing in synchrony with an erroneous HO representation? What
it’s like for the subject varies independently of qualia, showing that they have no
‘genuine’ role to play in conscious experience on the COII model.

Second, it’s not clear that HO components can’t ‘misrepresent their own existence,’
in the relevant sense. Consider the following example. On a sheet of paper, I compose
the abstract to an article. I write, “In this very article, I show that such-and-such is
the case, that God exists, etc.” However, at publication, the abstract is attached to a
completely different article. Question: Is the abstract about the new article it is erro-
neously attached to, or about the old article that it was written for? It seems clear that
it’s still about the old one. But what if I never wrote the old article at all, but merely
wrote the abstract for an abstract-only conference submission? Then the abstract isn’t
about any article at all. Still, it is now attached to a new article, and has terms in it
that seem to refer indexically —i.e. “this very article.” It appears that even though it is
‘integrated’ with the new piece, the abstract doesn’t refer to anything that exists—it
refers only to the ‘intentional inexistent’ article I fully meant to write.

Why can’t this sort of thing occur with Kriegel’s COII? In sketching out the emer-
gence of subjective character, Kriegel speaks of two separate states that then become
components in an integrated conscious complex. With this in mind, imagine a HO
state formed erroneously, in the complete absence of any target. Before being bound
into a conscious complex, there is no reason it can’t be about a merely intentional
object. Now bind that state to a FO component. Regardless of the FO component’s
content, what it’s like for the subject to be in this conscious complex will be fixed
by the HO component, as argued above. We will be conscious of whatever the HO
component is about. But the target of the HO component does not exist, ex hypothesi.
Thus, we will seem to be in a state that does not exist—in Kriegel’s terms, we will
seem to be in a conscious state when we are not. This appears to be a case of radical
misrepresentation, despite Kriegel’s attempts to rule out such cases.

It follows that Kriegel needs the integration link to do substantial work in his
theory to avoid the intimacy problem. Somehow, integration must allow the FO com-
ponent to do real phenomenal labor—it must (at least in part) constitute conscious
experience. Otherwise, the FO components— particularly the qualitative properties
of FO components—will lack a genuine role in consciousness. But note that however
integration works, it can’t be cashed out in terms of representational content. Con-
sider a subject who is in unintegrated states representing the world and representing
the subject as being in those very states. That subject will not be in a conscious state,
on Kriegel’s view. But these separate states have the same representational content
as a bound conscious complex—the only difference is integration. Thus, whatever
difference integration makes, it won’t be a representational difference. Integration
plays some other sort of role.2’

20 There is an additional possibility that may seem to aid Kriegel here. Perhaps the HO component
somehow alters the FO component when they are bound together, thereby creating a better match
between the two. Then the FO component would have content intuitively better suited to play a
role in phenomenal experience —we really would be in the state we represent ourselves as being in,
easing the worry that the FO component is phenomenologically idle in consciousness. But this fails to
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But it’s not clear how to characterize this role in an informative way. If it’s claimed
that the complex can perform functions that the separate state cannot, we want a
cataloging of those functions, and an explanation of why the separate states can’t do
the job. To simply say that the bound state plays the roles indicative of conscious
states is question begging in this context. That is just to say that integration plays the
consciousness role, not to provide an explanation of how integration achieves this feat
in way that unintegrated states could not. Further, an explanation of integration must
explain how the properties of the FO component become conscious even though we
do not represent ourselves as being in states with those properties—this explanation
is required if the FO component is to have a genuine role in the phenomenal labor.
But that seems to require a mechanism independent of HO-representation, and thus
independent of the transitivity principle. Such an approach is clearly out of step with
the spirit of Kriegel’s view, and raises the worry that the HO component will be ren-
dered superfluous in an explanation of consciousness. If FO components are conscious
already, why bring in the machinery of COII??!

What’s more, the appeal to neural synchrony seems of little assistance here. In what
way does knowledge that the integration is achieved by neural synchrony shed light
on how the FO component achieves a genuine role in consciousness? All we thereby
learn is that the states are now temporally coordinated—they are firing together.
But knowledge of this neural fact fails to explain their phenomenal integration.”
Further, as Kriegel acknowledges (2003a, pp. 491-492), binding is not sufficient for
consciousness. There is good reason to hold that some nonconscious stimuli are bound;
therefore, binding seems ill-equipped to explain how the FO component plays a gen-
uine role in determining what it’s like for a subject. For all we know, neural synchrony
has nothing to do with consciousness per se.

And there is an additional worry. The type of binding Kriegel cites is involved in
binding elements of a single percept—its color and shape, for example —not the bind-
ing of independent states. Synchronous firing seems to operate on a lower level, that
of creating complex object representations, rather than at the level of mental states
with complex ‘sentence-sized’ contents and mental attitudes. Thus, the mechanism
for binding cited by Kriegel has nothing to say about the intimacy issue, which occurs
at the level of states. In fairness, Kriegel introduces the neural binding suggestion as
a mere possibility proof —a proof that it’s at least possible that a neural mechanism
might integrate conscious states. But be that as it may, we still want to know how
binding provides a genuine role for the FO component in consciousness. Kriegel’s
mention of neural synchrony fails to explain this.

And there is a final danger lurking. As Kriegel also notes (2003a, p. 490), HORT
offers only naturalistically ‘kosher’ ingredients to explain consciousness—both states
at issue can be unpacked in representational or functional terms. But the binding
mechanism needed by SORT looks to be something else entirely. Representational
content won’t account for the difference, and there does not seem to be a plausible

Footnote 20 continued

avoid the intimacy worry. First, we are still offered no explanation of how the FO component makes
its phenomenal contribution. Second, we have no explanation of the mechanism creating the match
in content. Finally, as long as the mere possibility of misrepresentation occurs—i.e., as long as the
matching mechanism may go astray—the worry will emerge. Thus, the move only temporarily holds
off the problem. Thanks to an anonymous referee for Synthese for pressing this point.

21 See Dretske (1995); Tye (1995, 2000). Cf. Neander (1998, pp. 430-434).
22 Cf. Levine (2006, Sect. V, pp. 192-193).
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functional-role story to tell. But it’s unclear what other naturalistically kosher ingre-
dients are available. If it’s not representation and it’s not functional role, then it may
just be the ‘magic glue’ of consciousness. But this, of course, gives up the central goal
of a ‘demystifying’ explanation of consciousness.>> I conclude that Kriegel’s COII
model still has troubles with intimacy, and therefore is no better off than HORT on
this issue.

3.2 Gennaro’s wide intrinsicality view

Gennaro calls his version of SORT the ‘wide-intrinsicality view’ (WIV) (1996, p. 23).24
According to Gennaro,

On the WIV, we have two parts of a single conscious state with one part directed
at (‘aware of’) the other. In short, there is a complex conscious mental state with
an inner, intrinsic relation between parts (2004, pp. 60-61).

In spelling out this ‘intrinsic’ relation, Gennaro cites the Kantian idea that concepts
are presupposed in all experience.”> He writes that “the understanding unconsciously
‘synthesizes’ the raw data of experience in order to produce the resulting conscious
state” (2006, p. 237). The act of synthesis binds the HO conceptual element and the
FO sensory element into one complex conscious mental state. Gennaro mentions that
this process could be instantiated by neural ‘feedback loops’ of the sort described in
Edelman and Tononi (2000), and that such loops are a ubiquitous feature of neural
architecture (Gennaro, 2004, pp. 62-63).

In addition, Gennaro holds that the WIV is committed to a strong epistemic link
between the FO and HO elements. He contends that

there is ... a kind of infallibility between [the HO and FO parts] on the WIV,
but this is not a problem. The impossibility of error in this case is merely within
the complex CMS [conscious mental state], and not some kind of certainty that
holds between one’s CMS and the outer object (2006, p. 242-243).

Thus, whatever the synthesizing process amounts to, it precludes the possibility of
representational error. Within the conscious complex itself, a mismatch between the
HO and FO components cannot occur. If this proposal can be cashed out in acceptable
terms, it will avoid the problem of misrepresentation altogether. And since the HO
and FO elements of the complex state are both parts of the same state, there appears to
be a good explanation of the intimate relation that holds between conscious qualities
and our consciousness of them.

But if all we have on offer is that feedback loops in the brain are instantiated when
the complex is instantiated, it is doubtful that Gennaro can make good on his infal-
libility claim. As Gennaro recognizes, feedback loops are an omnipresent feature of
neural architecture, participating in both conscious and nonconscious processes. It’s
therefore unclear why such loops would have any particular affect on phenomenal

23 This is the conclusion of Levine (2006). See note 15.

24 Gennaro’s version of SORT is in certain respects closest to HORT. In fact, he initially introduces
his theory as a version of the higher-order-thought hypothesis, though it’s clear that his view corre-
sponds to the definition of SOMT given in Kriegel (2006) and to my characterization of SORT. Thanks
to Rocco Gennaro for stressing this point and others in this section.

25 See, for example, Gennaro (1996, Chap. 3, pp. 44-57, 2004, p. 62, 2006, Sect. 4.1).
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experience. Further, we are given no inkling at all about how such loops are supposed
to ensure a perfect match between the FO and HO components of the complex state.
What natural process could provide such a guarantee? Armstrong’s famous argument
against the infallibility of introspection turns simply on the idea that when we are
dealing with causal, mechanistic processes, it’s always possible that something can go
wrong.?® This applies equally well to whatever mechanisms might be involved in Gen-
naro’s WIV. Given the ubiquity of feedback loops, why couldn’t there be a mismatch
between the content of the HO and FO components? Why, for example, couldn’t a
HO representation of a red sensation engage in a feedback loop with a green sensory
state? That the system might correct itself quickly is beside the point. The mismatch
could occur, undermining the infallibility claim. So long as ordinary neural mecha-
nisms are involved, error can’t be ruled out. So a guarantee of infallibility arguably
blocks the WIV from a demystifying explanation of consciousness.

But we can step back from Gennaro’s strong infallibility claim—this idea alone
seems to threaten the naturalistic credentials of the view.?” However, then we are
back to the initial worry brought on by misrepresentation. The division of phenom-
enal labor is again the central issue. If what it’s like for the subject is dictated by the
HO component alone, then the troubles with intimacy reemerge —what it’s like for
the subject varies independently of the qualitative properties of our sensory states,
blocking qualia from a genuine role in consciousness. Thus, Gennaro, like Kriegel,
needs to explain how the FO component does phenomenal work. In this context
Gennaro cites Kant as a source of possible enlightenment. Kant argued that experi-
ence arises out of the synthesizing of concepts with sensations—concepts ‘operate on’
sensations to make experience possible. Gennaro argues that the complex conscious
state can be seen in this light. The HO component is conceptual in nature —it involves
the application of concepts to one’s own sensory experience. And the FO component
includes sensory qualities, at least in perceptual experience. Thus, we can view the
complex conscious state as the product of a synthesis between FO sensations and HO
concepts. The two combine to create the conscious state.

But it’s not fully clear what ‘synthesis’ amounts to here. One concern is that Kant’s
arguments establish something about the necessary conditions for conscious experi-
ence to be possible, rather than telling us about how such a mechanism works in the
actual world.?® Another is that the most plausible way to cash out synthesis in a natu-
ralistic theory of mind is in terms of representation. We synthesize our concepts and
sensations by representing ourselves, in HO representation, as being in sensory states.
I conceptualize myself as being in various sensory states, and thus synthesize my con-
cepts and sensations. However, as noted in connection with Kriegel’s view, this fails
to provide the intimate connection needed to block the worry. Merely representing
our sensory states fails to provide the needed intimacy.

26 Cf. Ayer (1956, Chap. 1, p. 29).

27 And indeed, this may well be stronger than Gennaro himself intends (see Gennaro (2006)
Sect. 4.6). Perhaps all he intends is that we cannot be in error that we are in a conscious state—a claim
parallel to Kriegel’s assertion that we can misrepresent the properties of our conscious state, but not
its existence. If this is the proper reading, then the foregoing criticisms are beside the point. But if the
stronger reading is intended, then it is reasonable to ask how any natural process can guarantee the
match. Given Armstrong’s and Ayer’s point, an answer to this question seems unlikely, rendering
the connection mysterious, from the point of view of naturalism.

28 Thanks to David Rosenthal for suggesting this point, and for helpful comments throughout.
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And again, the invocation of feedback loops fails to offer any explanatory help.
Feedback loops only provide a causal connection between the HO and FO com-
ponents; they tell us nothing about which elements do phenomenal work, or what
happens in cases of mismatch. If we do not have a clear, prior idea of how synthe-
sis works to ensure a match between the components, learning that the process is
instantiated by feedback loops tells us little.

Furthermore, there appear to be nonconscious cases of synthesis—in subliminal
perception and masked priming, for example.”” Cases of masked priming and sublim-
inal perception both demonstrably involve concepts. That we subliminally perceive a
stimulus as money explains how we disambiguate the word “bank” in masked priming
experiments. Subjects report no awareness of the priming image, yet behave in ways
that clearly indicate that the image was processed and categorized. This indicates
the synthesis of concepts and sensations in the absence of conscious experience. So
synthesizing may have nothing to do with consciousness per se; rather, it may be a
condition on perception itself, rather than consciousness.

This raises the question of how synthesis could enable a genuine role for the FO
component in conscious experience. If synthesis alone isn’t sufficient for conscious-
ness, it isn’t clear how it can do the job in conjunction with HO representation. Con-
sider once more a case where the HO component misrepresents a FO component. For
the FO component to do real phenomenal work, some of its properties must be con-
scious independently of how they are represented by the HO component—otherwise,
the HO component does all the phenomenal work. But if synthesis doesn’t make
states that we’re unaware of being in conscious—as in cases of synthesized subliminal
perception—why would it make the unrepresented properties of a FO component
conscious? We’re not aware of those properties by HO representation, ex hypothesi,
so synthesis alone must make the properties of the FO component conscious. We are
left wondering what the process of synthesis amounts to. It is not enough to say that
synthesis is a ‘combining’ or that in synthesis ‘concepts operate on sensations’—that
fact is agreed on. And it may be that Kant is correct in his arguments that experience
requires the synthesis of concepts and sensations. But we want to know, in nonmyste-
rious terms, how this process works, in a way that ensures intimacy. In the absence of
such an explanation, we are left again, so it seems, with ‘magic glue.” Either the con-
nection is representational, in which case intimacy is still a problem; or it’s something
else, in which case we are in danger of losing our nonmysterious explanation.

A final point concerning my explanatory demands on WIV and SORT in general.
I am not demanding a solution to the so-called ‘hard problem’ of consciousness—the
problem of explaining why any mental state is conscious at all. Rather, I am asking
for an explanation of the mechanism that accounts for our awareness of our conscious
states—the phenomenon fixed by the transitivity principle. Given this explanandum,
explicitly endorsed by Gennaro and the other SORT theorists considered here, we
can ask how that awareness is achieved. Gennaro refers to synthesis; my worry is that
either synthesis fails to distinguish the WIV from HORT, or synthesis can’t be cashed
out nonmysteriously. It is an independent issue if solving these problems, and thus
explaining the transitivity principle, would thereby solve the hard problem. I believe
it would, but that is not argued for here.

29 On subliminal perception, see Merikle, Smilek, and Eastwood (2001). On masked priming, see
Marcel (1983a, b).
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3.3 Van Gulick’s HOGS model

Van Gulick calls his approach the ‘higher-order global states’ model (HOGS). The
model differs from the other versions of SORT discussed so far in endorsing the main
tenet of ‘global workspace’ theories of consciousness—the idea that conscious states
are ‘globally available, accessible to a wide range of mental systems and processes.>’
However, Van Gulick distinguishes his view from more standard workspace theories
by arguing that there is a crucial element of self-awareness in consciousness—that we
are always to some extent aware of our conscious states. This brings his view in line
with the other SORT views detailed here.

As noted in the introduction, Van Gulick registers his approval of the transitivity
principle. In addition, he also cites a number of phenomenological considerations sug-
gesting a close connection between self-awareness and consciousness. For example, he
contends that conscious experience involves the integration of the self into a unified
phenomenal world—to experience a world is to have a perspective, and a perspective
seemingly requires a self. Furthermore, our conscious experience flows in ways that
we can control and alter—we mold experience by our deliberate interactions with the
world. But at the same time, we are altered and affected by our perceptual environ-
ment. This suggests that the world- and self-awareness are of a piece —the presence of
one shapes the presence of the other. Finally, the objects we phenomenally experience
are imbued with qualities that reflect our understanding and know-how concerning
those objects. A paperweight looks to have a substantial heft and presence because of
my knowledge of how to interact with it. The appearance of our phenomenal world
thus seems shot-through with self-awareness, according to Van Gulick. This suggests
that conscious experience fundamentally involves a background of self-awareness.

Bringing these ideas together gives us the HOGS model. Consciousness, accord-
ing to the model, is marked by globally accessible states which contain an element
of reflexive self-awareness. But Van Gulick contends that self-awareness does not
require explicit representation. We can be aware of our globally accessible states
without forming distinct representations of them. Van Gulick thus writes,

The basic idea of ... the HOGS ... model of consciousness is that transforming
a nonconscious state into a conscious one is a process of recruiting it into a glob-
ally integrated complex whose organization and intentional content embodies a
heightened degree of reflexive self-awareness. The meta-intentional content on
the HOGS model is realized not by a distinct and separate external meta-state
but rather by the organization of the complex global state itself, and the object
state is a component of the global state into which it has been recruited (2006,
p-24, emphasis in original).

Van Gulick holds that a wide range of behavior entails ‘implicit’ self-awareness.
Implicit self-awareness does not require a representational state that is about the
organism or its mental states as such. Rather, the awareness is contained or embod-
ied in the structures that underwrite certain types of complex behavior—behav-
ior involving interactive feedback between organism and environment or between

30" van Gulick holds that “conscious mental states ... are more widely and powerfully influential
within the minds in which they occur. They are more broadly and richly connected, and their contents
are more widely accessible by other subsystems throughout their containing mind-brain” (2006, p.24).
See also Van Gulick (2004, p. 75ff). For the global workspace theory, see Dennett (1991, 2001); Baars
(1998, 1997), Baars, Ramsgy and Laureys (2003).
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systems within an organism. Implicit self-awareness is present in many basic learning
and adaptive motor processes, according to Van Gulick. And, to the point, it is present
to a high degree in the globally accessible states instantiating consciousness on the
HOGS model, suggesting an explanation of our awareness of our conscious states—we
are implicitly aware of being in those states.!

We are left with a single, complex state that is both about the world and (implicitly,
atleast) about itself. Thus, Van Gulick’s HOGS model is a version of SORT. How, then,
does the HOGS model deal with intimacy and misrepresentation? At first glance, it
appears to handle such cases effectively. The FO component itself becomes conscious
not by being explicitly represented, but by being integrated into a global state. Thus,
the FO state itself is conscious, in virtue of the new connections it has to other states
and processes. And since the HO component is implicit, it’s not clear how it could come
apart from the FO component in a way that allows a mismatch. Our awareness of our
conscious states is embodied by the connections those states have to other states and
processes —there is no distinct HO state to get things wrong. The worry is thus avoided.
Further, the connection between conscious states and our awareness of them appears
intimate —the awareness is seemingly constituted by the global processes that instan-
tiates consciousness. Thus, qualitative states play a genuine role in consciousness.

But despite initial appearances, the HOGS model does not save SORT. The HOGS
model may avoid the problems of intimacy and misrepresentation, but at the cost of
failing to explain the transitivity principle. Representational theories, as I've defined
them here, use representation to explain how we are conscious of our conscious
states. This, as Van Gulick notes, offers a route to a demystifying explanation of
consciousness. Further, it fits well with common sense —our ordinary notion of aware-
ness arguably involves representation. But the commonsense notion of awareness
involves explicit representation. If I perceive or think about something—our ordinary
ways of being aware—1I have a perception or a thought explicitly informing me that
the thing is present. If the presence of that thing is merely implied by my behavior,
we wouldn’t intuitively conclude that I was aware of it. Unless there is an occurent
thought or perception guiding my behavior, awareness is intuitively lacking. Even
in cases of so-called unconscious perception—like that of Armstrong’s long-distance
truck driver—plausibly involve explicit representation by the subject. If there is no
active representational state controlling her actions, how does the truck driver avoid
running off the road? The best explanation, from our everyday perspective, is that a
representation that explicitly represents the road is present and occurently active in
the truck driver. One might argue that the representation must be conscious; how-
ever, it seems clear either way that the representation must explicitly represent the
road if it is to do its job.32 Our commonsense notion of awareness, therefore, even
in the case of nonconscious perception, involves explicit representation. By rejecting
explicit representation, the HOGS model loses the most straightforward means of
explaining the transitivity principle. Thus, something else must explain how we are
conscious of our conscious states.>?

31 Van Gulick often uses the terms ‘implicit self-understanding’ for the self-reflexive element in
HOGS. In keeping with the focus of this paper, I use the term ‘implicit self-awareness’ to highlight the
role this element must play if it is to explain the transitivity principle. See Van Gulick (2004, Sect. 3,
2006, Sect. II).

32 Cf Carruthers (2000, Sect. 6.1 and 6.2).

33 It should be noted that a number of approaches reject the idea that explicit representation
is required for awareness of our conscious states. The phenomenological approach, for example,

@ Springer



176 Synthese (2008) 160:161-181

But global accessibility is ill-suited to fill that role. Global accessibility is character-
ized in causal-informational terms distant from our ordinary notions of consciousness
and awareness. A globally accessible state is one whose informational content can be
accessed by a variety of systems and processes. But this tells us nothing about a sub-
ject’s awareness of the state. Further, the claim that global accessibility and awareness
are correlated tells us nothing about why the awareness occurs. In addition, global
accessibility is a dispositional notion. States are globally accessible when they are
available to systems, or ‘poised’ for use. But the awareness we have of our conscious
states seems occurent and categorical —it’s not clear how a disposition to be accessed
could account for this.** The virtue of the representational approach is that it pro-
vides a clear connection to our ordinary notions of awareness and consciousness. In
addition, it employs an occurent, categorical process rather than a dispositional one.
Global accessibility, on the other hand, falls prey to the usual worries that plague most
functionalist accounts of consciousness.*> Simply drawing extra lines connecting one
of the boxes in a flow chart can’t tell us why we’re therefore aware of the contents of
that box. Something more is clearly needed.

And, of course, Van Gulick attempts to provide the added ingredient. Implicit self-
awareness (ISA) is allegedly present to a high degree in HOGS, and this, it may seem,
makes us conscious of our conscious states. However, the notion of ISA, as presented
by Van Gulick, falls short as an explanation of the transitivity principle. As argued
above, it is disconnected from our ordinary notions of awareness and consciousness —
those notions involve explicit awareness. But this may seem indecisive; after all, how
much theoretical work can our commonsense notions do here? However, there are
plausible cases of nonconscious states that possess a high degree of ISA. This entails
that ISA is not sufficient to explain consciousness as characterized by the transitivity
principle, even if we waive the worry about our ordinary notion of awareness.

Van Gulick contends that processes involving ISA go on all over the phylogenetic
scale, and at a wide variety of levels of organization within a single creature. For
example, he holds that ISA is present in the mechanisms in rats that underwrite a
learned aversion to noxious foods. Van Gulick explains that the learning mechanisms
involved in this process

are ‘tuned’ in at least two respects: to the causal structure of the external
world and to the mental or intentional structure of the organism’s own internal

Footnote 33 continued

generally holds that our awareness of our conscious states is not by way of ordinary representation,
and instead employs a nonexplicit sort of awareness. But this arguably is different from our every-
day notion, and phenomenological theorists concede as much. Phenomenology demands an expert
evaluation of conscious experience, in order to bracket the irrelevant elements. Since only a trained
phenomenologist can perform such an investigation, the results plausibly go beyond our everyday
conception. Levine (2006) also holds that our awareness of our conscious states is not by way of
ordinary representation. Instead, it is a sui generis sort of awareness. However, Levine holds that the
challenge of explaining this awareness is part of what leads to the explanatory gap. Thus, according
to Levine, rejecting explicit representation leaves one without an explanation. My point here is only
that it requires more than simply stating that implicit representation occurs in consciousness. We need
an explanation of why this makes us aware of our conscious states, and how that process works, in
naturalistic terms. Thanks to an anonymous referee for pressing this issue.

34 Rosenthal (2002b), Seager (2001), and Kriegel (2005), among others, stress this point.

35 Namely, that functional processes are ubiquitous in nature, making it unclear how function alone
could account for the distinction between conscious and nonconscious states; and that functional

notions are dispositional, rendering them ill-equipped to explain the apparently occurent nature of
conscious experience. See, e.g., Block (1980, 1995), Rosenthal (2002b).

@ Springer



Synthese (2008) 160:161-181 177

organization. Its job indeed is to better harmonize the two in the context of the
individual organism’s local situation (2006, p.22).

This sort of integrated feedback-driven process is constitutive of ISA. Van Gulick
notes that ‘self-reflexive loops’ of this nature are a central building block in the mind’s
evolution. The coordination and ‘harmonization’ that this sort of organizational struc-
ture engenders is a foundational feature of mentality.

But this suggests that many ISA processes probably occur independently of the
organism’s awareness. It is controversial at best to think that rats are in any intuitive
sense aware of the processes that realize their aversion responses. Further, we are
rarely conscious of the multitude of feedback-driven loops and connections present
in our psychology. For example, we learn to walk, to play games, and to speak—
all processes involving a high degree of ISA. But this does not necessarily make us
conscious of the on-going states instantiating these achievements. We nonconsciously
learn the complex series of motor controls needed for walking, the rich collection
of social regulations implicit in children’s games, and the recursive rules of natural
language grammar, all without such states becoming conscious. We clearly must mon-
itor, update, and ‘harmonize’ our mental states in these tasks in the ways indicative
of ISA —we clearly have the requisite know-how or understanding. Thus, it appears
that ISA is not sufficient to make us conscious of our states. We can be implicitly
self-aware of a state, and not be conscious of the state in any intuitive sense.

ISA simply characterizes the organization needed in tasks involving feedback
between the organism and the environment or between various subsystems of the
organism. It is present in a wide-range of processes that occur independently of our
awareness. But Van Gulick can respond that the required level of ISA —enough to
make us conscious of our states—is only present in richly interconnected HOGS.
HOGS are marked by their high degree of ISA, owing to their many connections
to psychological systems and processes. The reason we are not conscious of the
processes I mentioned above is because they just don’t have the needed degree
of ISA.

But there are two problems with this suggestion. One is that there are plausible
cases of globally accessible, implicitly self-aware states that we are nonetheless not
conscious of in any intuitive sense. The other is that even if there were no such cases,
we still would lack an explanation of what the connection is between ISA and our
awareness of conscious states. Regarding the first point, consider a situation where I
am jealous, but unaware that I'm jealous. I may fancy myself above such petty emo-
tions or too enlightened to succumb to base instincts, so I suppress my feelings, and
even sincerely deny that I'm jealous when asked. But it will be apparent—especially
to those close to me—that I am jealous by the way I act. I'll act rudely towards the
person I'm jealous of, I'll misinterpret his words and actions, I'll behave aggressively
towards him, and so on. Later, I might become conscious of my jealousy, but at the
time of the confrontation, I will not be conscious of it.

My jealousy in this case certainly appears globally accessible. It controls my moods,
my other emotions, my judgments and my perceptions involving the target of my jeal-
ousy. It even affects physiological reactions like my temperature and my rate of
heartbeat and respiration. The state is not only available to a wide range of systems
and processes; it is actively accessed by many of them. Furthermore, I am clearly
implicitly self-aware of the state, in Van Gulick’s sense. My jealousy shapes my inter-
actions with my social environment. It determines my judgments, my perceptions,
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and my behavioral reactions, even my speech. And this in turns feeds back onto my
emotional state, affecting its evolution. This sort of interaction is the mark of ISA.

Further, the process of repressing my jealous state involves ISA as well. I must con-
tinually recognize and track the state, in order to keep it from becoming conscious.
And I must construct an alternative interpretation of my feelings even as I continue
to nonconsciously display my jealousy. Surely this involves a considerable degree of
ISA. But the entire process can occur without my being aware of it. Therefore, it
appears that being a globally accessible state with a high degree of ISA is insufficient
to make us aware of that state.>

In addition, there are more intellectually oriented cases of globally available ISA
states of which we are unaware. Consider an instance of nonconscious problem solv-
ing. A philosophical problem may occupy much of my mental energy and demand
the implicit, harmonizing know-how of ISA for its solution. Still, I might come to
the solution ‘out of the blue,” indicating that the problem solving occurred without
my being aware of it. And depending on the nature of the problem, a wide range
of systems might be involved in its solution. Finally, there may even be candidates
for globally accessible ISA sensory states that we aren’t conscious of being in. Visual
stimuli in masked priming and subliminal perception tasks can affect a wide variety of
subsystems—they can influence patterns of thought and behavior, and they can influ-
ence emotional and value judgments. Subliminally perceived odors can affect how we
judge a potential mate. Chronic pain can affect mood, focus, intellectual abilities, and
so on, even though it may flit in and out of our consciousness. While such cases need
not engage all of our mental systems at one time, they seem to be available to a wide
range of processes.>’ And this entails that they possess a high degree of ISA —they
can enter into a range of process involving interactive, harmonizing know-how. Again,
it seems that HOGS can occur without our being aware of them.

And even if we could somehow rule out all these cases as nonconscious, we’d still
be left wondering how an implicit structural property, one that is often present in
uncontroversially nonconscious processes, makes us aware of anything. Van Gulick
does, however, cite the rich intertwining of world and subject that marks our phe-
nomenal experience. Consciousness itself seems shot-through with a background of
self-awareness. Does this point to HOGS, allowing us to reason from phenomenal
appearances back to underlying processes? For purposes of argument, we can grant

36 One might contend that I've left out a vital component of the global processes required for con-
sciousness on the HOGS model, namely the reportability of globally accessible conscious states. In
processes where states are reportable, there do not seem to be cases of nonconscious globally accessi-
ble states, states that will inter alia contain a high degree of ISA. However, we are left wondering why
accessibility to the reporting system could make this difference on the HOGS model. One possibility
is that to report, we must explicitly represent the state we are in—this plausibly explains the content
of the reporting speech act (see, e.g., Rosenthal, 2002a). But this move is not open to the HOGS
theorist, who holds that implicit representation is crucial to consciousness. Further, reportability is
a dispositional notion, ill-equipped to explain the occurent appearance of consciousness. Finally, it
is unclear how reportability helps to explain the transitivity principle —why would being disposed to
report make us aware of our conscious states, and why would its lack block such awareness? This
highlights both the troubles with explaining consciousness in terms of reportability, and the impotence
of ISA in explaining the transitivity principle. We are left wondering why the disposition to report
makes our states conscious, and why we are unaware of the rich but unreportable states suggested by
the jealousy example. Thanks to an anonymous reviewer for Synthese for pressing this point.

37 See, e.g., Dell’ Acqua and Grainger (1999), Winkielman, Berridge, and Whilbarger (2005),
Mitchell, Kahn, and Knasko (1995), Richardson (1996), Hart, Wade, and Martelli (2003), Grisart
and van Der Linden (2001).
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that experience has all the robust features of self and world Van Gulick describes. But
even so, it remains unclear that the HOGS model offers an explanation of the aspects
of phenomenal experience that are at issue. If global accessibility and ISA are insuffi-
cient for our consciousness of our conscious states, then we still do not know why we
are conscious of this rich phenomenal world, even if it’s true that that world contains
a necessary element of meta-intentionality. Global accessibility offers no explanation
of this awareness, and ISA doesn’t intuitively make us aware of anything—ISA is
present even when such awareness is lacking. Global accessibility and ISA still fail to
explain the transitivity principle.

One plausible means of explaining the insight is, of course, explicit representa-
tion. It explains why some globally available processes are conscious and others are
not. Further, it accounts for the alteration in self-awareness that makes us conscious
of our conscious states. But this is to walk back into the problems that the HOGS
model seeks to avoid. If it’s explicit self-representation, we can again ask about what
occurs when there is a mismatch between the self-representation and its target. By
making the self-awareness implicit, the HOGS model avoids this worry—if nothing
is represented, we cannot misrepresent. But it does so at the cost of explaining how
we are conscious of our conscious states. We can conclude that the HOGS model is
not a representational theory. It thereby loses the allegedly demystifying benefits of
such an approach; furthermore, it inherits the troubles plaguing more straightforward
functionalist views, namely the ubiquity of functional processes in nature and their
dispositional as opposed to occurent character.3%-3"

4 Conclusion

To wrap up, SORT fails to avoid the intimacy/misrepresentation worry. The view
either employs representation to connect the HO and FO elements of the complex
conscious state, in which case it simply moves the worry to a new location: inside the
state itself. This still fails to deliver a genuine role for the FO component. Or the view
employs a new relation to connect the two elements; however, there seems to be no
good naturalistic candidates at hand. Or the view slides back into the functionalist
camp, and therefore fails to explain our awareness of our conscious states. In the end,
and despite the theoretical richness of these three models, SORT is not in a better
explanatory position than HORT. Both views, it seems, have trouble with intimacy.

38 Indeed, Van Gulick does not use the term ‘representation’ in describing his view. But he does
cite the higher-order approach as a motivation for the HOGS model, and he contends that the model
explains the sense of ‘consciousness’ captured by the transitivity principle (see Van Gulick, 2006,
Sect. V). Further, his view fits well with the characterization of SOMT given in Kriegel (2006), and
SORT as I've defined it here.

39 Again, note that I am not demanding that the HOGS model solve the ‘hard problem’ of con-
sciousness, per se (see Chalmers, 1996). That is, I am not asking for an explanation of why conscious
qualitative states possess the particular conscious quality they do, nor how it is that physical states
can be conscious at all. I am instead demanding an explanation of the transitivity principle —how we
are conscious of our conscious states. This is certainly one of Van Gulick’s explanatory goals, even
though he’s doubtful that’s all there is to explaining consciousness (see Van Gulick, 2006, Sect. V).
I am more optimistic that an explanation of the transitivity principle does answer the hard problem,
but in this context, I am only arguing that the HOGS model fails to explain the transitivity principle.
It a fortoriori fails to explain the hard problem, if, pace Van Gulick, an explanation of the transitivity
principle solves that problem.
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