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| have learned a lot from Josh WeisbergOssubstantia criticism in his well-crafted and
systematic commentary (see also his book review in Weisberg 2003). Unfortunaely, |
have to concede many of the points he intelligently makes. But | am also flattered by the
way he ultimately uses his criticism to enphasize some of thoe aspects of the theory tha
can perhgps possibly count as exactly the core of my own genuine contribution to the
problemN and nicely turnsthem back againg myself. And | am certainly grateful for a
whole range of hdpful clarifications

First, Weisberg has findly given a name to wha | am actually doing, to the
approxh | have developed: MICS (Method of Interdisciplinay Corstraint
SatisfactionQ. | am relieved tha he did not directly attack what | myself see as possibly
the greatest weakness of my own approah. Is the top level of descriptionN the
employment of first-person phenomenological condraintsN really a Qliscipling O
particularly for a philosophe who claims tha, strictly speaking, no such thingsas Girst-
person dataOexist? In what sense is this really interdisciplinary congdraint satisfaction?|
now have a name for my own approah, but am also immediately confronied with the
main dangerN namely of peationalizing away the diffi cultiesO(p. 3), of being overly
impressed by specific empirical modds of consiousess, and then of imporing the
implicit theoretical assumptions of these modds. By drawing these assumptionsall the
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way up into the phenomenologica level of description, | run the risk of contaminating it
by suddenly discovering phenomenologcal features which, strictly speaking, never really
bdongal to the origind common-sense description of the target phenomenon. Weisberg
has an excellent point here. Jud like Allan Hobon, he criticizes me for being a bit 700
ecumenical. Not ony do | draw on empirical theories, which are in themselves
controversia (as Hobon argues), but by endorsng a paticular classica modd on the
market, namely the Baarsian global workspace theory, | import theoretical background
assumptions from the functiond level of description and then dubioudy QediscoverO
them in my own phexomenology. Here is Josh WeisbergOsliagnoss: MetzinggOMICS
runstherisk of muddying the explanaory waters by includingirrelevant daa that doesnOt
beongin an initial characterization of consciousess (E) MICS, especialy at the lower
levels of description, runs the dange of illicitly blendng controversial theoretical
assumptionsdirectly into the explanandum of atheory of constiousiessO(p. 5).

True But wasnOPaul Churdland also rightin his prediction tha applying a new
neurogientific termindogy to our own inner states in introgpection would actudly enrich
congious experience itsalf? True, MICS-style neurophenomenology runs the risk of
importing Gubgantial theoretical claims directly into the dataO(p. 6), but first, there may
be no QlataQin a stricter sense. Second, does the beauty of the neuroptenomenological
approah not also congst in the fact that it changes our own phenomena experience as
we proceed?

Take as an example my own criticism of the much too broad and undifferentiated
notion of Qlobd availability.OOn page 9 of his commentary, Weisberg quoies my own
attempt to differentiate the concept in terms of availability for introgpective attention,
cogntive reference, and motor selection (BNO: 31). Developing these conceptud
condraints has certainly changed my own introgective experience. Not only was |
ingpired by Diana Raffman (1995) and Daniel Denndt (1988), read up on some
perceptual psychdogy, and unaitically imported low-level theoretical assumptions into
thetop level of description. This also changed my own phenomenology itself: | am now
much more acutely aware of the fact tha there are subtle, ineffable nuances in my own
sensory perception of the world, and of my own inability to form mental predicates for,
say, the myriad maximaly determinate shades of color tha make up my phenomend
world. | have discovered something new. Something tha arguably does not belongto the
common-sense theory of consiousiess Weisberg advoces as a neutral ground for
defining the explanandum. Mog people are surprised when ther attention is drawn to the
fact tha they do not have qudiain the classical sense introducd by C.I. Lewis, that they
cannot identify their mos ssimple sensory contents in perceptud experience across time.
IsnOtthis a good argument againg the possibility tha everyday folk phenomenology,
induding its common-sense descriptive systems, could really provide a heutral groundO
for the scientific investigation of ngiousness?

Weisberg is certainly right that at an initial stage of a complex research progiam,
it is good to first establish some common ground in terms of a pretheoretical
characterization of our @istemic targets. On page 6, hewrites, Gf a theory canna explain
why the explanandumappears as it does to common senseN that is if it cannot Gave the
common-sense appearancestN we do not countit as a successful theory. OMy prediction
is that our future theory of consciousess will completely destroy these Gommon-sense
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appearances, Odlthoughit may also explain where our theoretical intuitionsactualy come
from. Again, Weisberg is probaly right when he writes tha Qo begin, we mus have a
handle on the phenomenon as we ordinarily pick it outN otherwise we canObe sure that
we have explained the features that interested us at the outset of theorizingO(p. 7).
However, we are not at the outset anymorelN the investigation of consiousess has
already started on a globd, indudrial scale. The diffi culty istha, at least for the experts,
the target phenomenonitself has aready begunto change | do not want to discuss the
issue of whether the common-sense taxonomy ever presented us with a neutra starting
groundto frame the problem in thefirst place. But even if this had been the case in the
pastN experts like the participants in this symposum would have departed from this
neutral ground long ago. We have all thoughtlong and hard about the problem of
congiousness and developead our own conceptud systems, and in doing so we have more
or less subtly changed the phenomenological landscape of our own inng experience as
well. We are aready beyondthe initial stage, and from WeisbergOperspective, we find
ourslveslog in the midde of aterrible svamp. Thisis progress.

Walking through the streets of Brooklyn while contemplating philosophical
progress (p. 10) certainly involves the possession of active representationd contents that
are available for behavioral cortrol. What they, and the philosophe harboring them, lack
is the extra flexibility associated with maximal context-sensitivity. This is exactly wha
globd workspace theory would predict from the functional level of description and from
the everyday phenomendogy of a philosophe deeply immersed in an internal context.
We can certainly supportthis claim. When Weisberg says that unconsiouspercepts mus
be available to GontrolOhis actions in orde to ensure that he arrives without injury,
however, he dips into a subtie mereologcal fallacy: he ascribes agency (persond-level
control) to subpesond states. But subpersondly controlled body movements could
hardly count as Gactions) He is correct in claiming that the presented case has a clear
folk-psychological reading in terms of nonconsious states, and in asking, OVhat reason
do we have to deny these interpretations?O(p. 10) We have philosophical reasons they
are not coherent. Uncongious behavioral control is a proaess of dynamical self-
organization. The relevant control parameters are available, but nat currently accessed.
How could ong as Weisberg demands effectively delineate those types of behavior tha
exhibit the requisite flexibility? By defining them in terms of the reaction time to novd
stimuli, for example. Thisis an empirical question, nota philosophical one Or isit?

Weisberg continues by making a number of further interesting observations For
ingance, he clams tha access to introgectionsis not conditutive of consiousess, but
rather tha there is something about conscious states tha rendeas them accessible to
introgoection (p. 11). A typical folk-phenomenologcal idiom corresponding to this
description would be tha we can Qnake them congtiousO In terms of cognitive
ergonomcs, this manner of speaking may be pefectly fine But please note how, on
closer ingection, this notion is itself incohaent: As an agent, you can only operate on
something tha aready belongsto your modd of redlity, to your world. A strictly
unoongious piece of information coud never be something we as constious subjects
could actively Gnake congciousN we wouldnOknow how to look for it. Weisberg also
points out how minimally consious states (which would have to satisfy the
presentationdity condraint as well) would not be relevant for a subject and therefore
intuitively would not be congtious This is an important observation, a point that has led
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to alot of confugon in scientific debaes on congiousess. True, minima coniousness
without perspectivaness is not pat of our everyday nation of congiousess, and in this
sensx, the conjunction of the three first condraints would not be sufficient for
congtiousess. But does this redly imply tha there is no fact of the matter? Another
interesting observation Weisberg makes is tha there are types of phenomenal contentN

the pan caused by an anvil dropping on your footN whose causal role seems to be
assodated with an important evolutionary function. Let us call this function Gittention
fixationQ pan and strong emotions interestingly lead to a functiond rigidification by
blocking the focus of attention and forcing of the subject to do something aboutthe cause
of his pan. Here, | concede to Weisberg that these states satisfy the phenomenological
globdity condraint (they are pat of my own world), and tha with regard to these sates, |
do not subjectively experience wha | have termed Qny own selectivity and flexibility in
dedling with them.O

Next, Weisberg asks another interesting question about the globd phenomenal
propety of (oeing in a world® WouldnOtintegration actudly reduce the salience of
stimuli, by blending them in with the Gbuzzing, blooming confusonOof an experienced
world (p. 11)?Thisisagoodquestion. And onetha isinterestingy mirrored on the level
of microfundiond andysis, namely in searching for a dynamic integraion function for
the unity of consiousess. For ingance, a globd synchronization process could easily
cause wha network theorists call a Gupeapostion catastropheO By wiping out all
differentiation, it could lead to a global state that would not satisfy what, in BNO, |
termed the Gonvdved hdismO congraint (a dynamic, flexible hierarchy of nested
phenomend wholes), but tha ingead would resemble an epileptic seizure. As we see,
Weisberg has a number of good argunents for his claim tha the functiond reading of
globd availability is not a necessary ingredient for a pretheoretical characterization of
congiousness. But the phenomenologcal-level globdity condraint as such (and it was
my mistake to have made it appear as an indgpendent condraint, which it was not meant
to be see Weisberg p. 11;BNO: 131-143) certainly fulfils this condition. IsOit true that,
notonly in a pretheoretical sense, the essence of constioumessis exactly the appearance
of a world?

Josh Weisberg obvioudy is more of a Kantian than | am, as we see in section 5 of
his commentary. For him, the essence of our targe phenomenon seems to be the
emergence of asubject, or atrangparent modd of the intentionality relationship, as | have
called it (see aso Metzinga 2006 for a recent application of the conaept). | mug admit
tha | find this strategy of changing the Qelevance landscapeQin the origind set of
condraints in orde to critically turn it agang my own postion extremely interesting.
Weisberg writes, Q contend that taken together, transparency and perspectivalness forma
well judtified working cneept of constiousnessO(p. 12).However, this concept would be
circular: trangparency is a propety of phenomend sates only, and an unongiousdateis
nether trangarent nor opaque Congquently, we would import phenomendity into our
working cnoept at the very beginning.

It is possible and interesting to investigae uncongious versions of the internd
modd of the intentiondity relationship. If we want to satisfy the Gacquisition congraintQ
tha is, if we want to undestand how this high-level menta structure coud gradually
come into existence in the course of naural evolution or in childhooddevelopment, then
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it makes great sense to ask: Do simpler, perhgos uncongious precursors exist in the
bran? Together with Vittorio Gallese, | have offered some empirical ideas about the
unoongious evolutionary precursors of the PMIR (see Metzingea and Gallese 2003), of
the nonph@omend modeling of organism-object relations And in footnote Xxxi,
Weisberg himself discusses the conagpt of a nonmnstious modd of the intentiondity
relation (NMIR), and in the spirit of David Rosentha writes that Qhe highest-level MIR
mugt be nonmngious to block the regress.Olt is certainly a highly origind idea to
subditute the global integrational funcion in my own HOB (highest-order binding)
modd (Metzinger 1995) with the idea of a highest-level MIR condituting the unity of
congioudess. But in the same footnote, Weisberg writes, Ga phenomenal self-modéd
only becomes congious when actively integraed into a NMIR and then only in the
trangparent way tha the NMIR represents it.O Unfortunaely, given the conceptua
framework developead in BNO, this statement contains two contradictions first, a PSM
doesnOthecome congiious it is congious second, an uncngious structure like an
NMIR could not represent it in a Qransparent way,Obecause this is something only
phenomend states can do. And this observation points to the central diffi culty: NMIRs
may exist and help us andyze the conaept of phenomend perspectivaness, but
trangparency as such would make our working concept of coniousness circular. The
connection Weisberg makes between Rosenthd, Lormand, the trangtivity prindple, and
Thomas Nagd (1974 519)is luddly observed and goes to the heart of the matter: the
PMIR, or so | propog, is exactly wha could lead to a functional analysis of what afirst-
person pespectiveisin the sense introducd by Nagd.

| disagree tha we could be aware of a specific bdief without introgpectively
accessing the processudity leading to its activation: isnOit true that we would then dide
into amanifest daydream, into afully absorbed proess of coniouscognition tha would
not be experienced as cognition anymore? Trangparency is a necessary feature for the
phenomend property of cognitive agency, for the experience of being a thinking self,
actively forming and selecting cogntive contents. It isthetrangarency of aresidud self-
modd, which is a necessary feature of perspectival congiousess, tha Weisberg is
looking for. | fully agree however, that one of the more imporiant desiderata for the
future is a theory tha distinguishes different kinds of phenomenal opacity, in different
domains and relative to different access mechanisms. There may be more than one kind
of opecity with regard to the phenomenology of consiousthought(e.g., attending to the
proeess of forming and disambiguding contents over time vs. having occurrent
metarepresentationd beliefs thar one is currently thinking), and the sensory opacity
involved in my initidl example of a visud pseudo-hdluanaion (breathing, abstract
geometrica patterns on the wall in front of you) may turn out to be a totally different
phenomenon. For a number of reasons | will not enter into a discussion about the
phenomenology of selfless religious experience in this short reply. Instead, let me note
onelast point of disagreement with Weisberg.

Making the trangparent PMIR the centerpiece of a neurophenomenological theory
of congiousess, and this is WeisbergOdnteresting proposi, would dramatically shift
our view of the phenomenology. For instance, theories about the GringeOi.e., about
everything that is not a comporent of self-coniousess or the focus of experience,
would now become much more important. But | think Weisberg may undeestimate how
dramatic a turn in our genera idea of consciousess this would actudly be. It is smply
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not true tha you can get (being in a world,Othe phenomenology of globdity, from the
representational contents of the PMIR. All we get is a comprehensve representation of
the system as standing in relation to parts of this world. We never have an Qupward
mereologyO Tha is to say, we cannd describe the phenomend subject as being
embedded in a globd whole anymore, only as currently beng directed at an object
component. There would no longe be a world-system relationghip in the consious
modd of reality. If we followed Josh WeisbergOsnteresting line of argument, we would
lose the globality of subjectivity. We would give up the pretheoretical intuition of (being
in a worldQOas the essence of constious experience in favor of another strategy to fix the
data: we would now be searching for consiousess as (being a dynamically directed
slf.0
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