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Experiencing Things together: What Is the Problem?

Peter Baumann

Erkenntnis 66, 2007, 9-26

Abstract
Suppose someone hears a loud noise and at the same time sees a yellow flash. It seems hard to deny that the person can experience loudness and yellowness together. However, since loudness is experienced by the auditory sense whereas yellowness is experienced by the visual sense it also seems hard to explain how  - given the difference between the senses - loudness and yellowness could possibly be experienced together. What is the solution to this problem? I start with some short remarks about what is not the problem (I) and continue to argue that, given one sense of "experiencing two qualities together", there is no philosophical problem at all (II). An objection against this (III) says that all this only concerns one kind of consciousness, "access consciousness", while what is relevant here is a different kind of consciousness, namely "phenomenal consciousness". I answer this objection by presenting another aspect of the unity of consciousness (IV). This case raises puzzling further questions (V) but it can help to answer the objection presented in section III. I will end with some brief general speculation in a Kantian spirit (VI). The main upshot of this paper is a deflationary one: Where we thought to be confronted with a serious philosophical problem there really is none. What will emerge through the argument is a graded and functional view of the unity of consciousness.

Here is a problem, in the words of Michael Tye: "Suppose that I hear a loud noise and I simultaneously see a yellow flash. It is not an accurate account of the first person perspective to say simply that I have an auditory experience of something loud and simultaneously I have a visual experience of something yellow. For it is part of the phenomenology of my experience that the loudness of the noise and the yellowness of the flash are experienced together (assuming that the case is a normal one). Their togetherness is as directly and immediately given to me in my experience as the togetherness of the redness and roundness of the apple's surface. In the latter case, it does not do justice to the character of my experience to say merely that I have an experience of a red surface and also an experience of a round surface. Similarly in the former. How can this be? If loudness is experientially 'trapped' in one sense and yellowness in another, how can the two be experienced together?" (Tye 2004, 4-5; cf. Tye 2003, 17-18).

This is a special version of a more general problem of the unity of consciousness: How can there be one consciousness when there also seems to be a large variety of mental states and events, both at a time and through time? Our problem is more specific. First, it does not concern mental states and events in general but only experiences. Second, it is about two (or very few) experiences or experienced qualities and not about all of them. Finally, it is about unity at a time, not through time.
 

Our problem looks like a paradox. It seems hard to deny that the person experiences loudness and yellowness together. However, since loudness is experienced by the auditory sense whereas yellowness is experienced by the visual sense it seems as hard to deny that - given the difference between the senses - loudness and yellowness are not experienced together. Contradiction! It seems we are facing a deep and important philosophical problem. Its solution would promise interesting insights. So, what has gone wrong here? Even those who deny that there is a paradox here still have a problem: How is experiential togetherness possible, given the facts?

One way to solve the problem would be to point at an ambiguity in the word "experience". In an "epistemic" sense the person "experiences" two qualities together; for the person and from her perspective (or: according to her) there is unity of experience. We are using a first person notion of experience here. In a "causal" sense, however, things are different: There are different external senses involved here; insofar the person does not experience the two qualities together. We are using a third person notion of experience here (such that the person need not be aware of the relevant differences between the senses). There is no contradiction or great philosophical problem because one can experience loudness and yellowness together in an epistemic sense of the word "experience" and at the same time not experience them together in a causal sense.

I do not want to pursue this strategy any further because I think that there are deeper problems here, having to do with certain assumptions which underlie the description of the problem. There is, in other words, a problem with our problem. I will argue that, given one sense of "experiencing two qualities together", there is no philosophical problem at all (II). An objection against this (III) says that all this only concerns one kind of consciousness, "access consciousness", while what is relevant here is a different kind of consciousness, namely "phenomenal consciousness".
 There is an answer to this objection. I will try to make this answer plausible by presenting another aspect of the unity of consciousness (IV). This case raises puzzling questions (V) but it can help to answer the objection presented in section III. Again, it will turn out that we are dealing with empirical problems that might not be of too much interest to philosophers (cf. Parfit 1984, 280-281, and Dainton 2000, 84, who hold that there is nothing at all to explain here). I will end with some brief general speculation in a Kantian spirit (VI). In order to get possible misunderstandings out of the way, I will start with some short remarks about what is not the problem (I). The main upshot of this paper is a deflationary one: Where we thought to be confronted with a serious philosophical problem there really is none. What will emerge through the argument is a graded and functional view of the unity of consciousness.

I. What Is Not the Problem

Michael Tye calls the problem the "problem of common sensibles". He notices that it is not the same as Aristotle's problem of common sensibles (cf. Tye 2004, 1-4).
 One might propose to describe our problem in the following way. We experience the world through five different and separate senses. How then can we have just one experience instead of five?
 Two strategies for dealing with this question would be open to us. We can either accept the "manifold of the senses" as something initially given in experience and then try to explain how the unity of one experience can emerge out of it. Or we can go the other way around and assume that (usually or normally at least) unity comes first and experiential diversity, if any, develops out of it.
 The first strategy seems to raise serious difficulties: How could one hope to derive experiential unity out of diversity without presupposing some kind of unity from the start? But this objection cuts both ways: How could one hope to derive experiential diversity out of unity without presupposing some kind of diversity from the beginning?

However, in order to understand the problem as described in this way we would have to be able to indicate in what sense our senses are "different and separate". Why do we count five, and not more or less senses? What is the basis for our distinction of the different senses? There are four classical answers (cf. Grice 1989, 250): Different senses "specialize" in different kinds objects or properties; different senses use different sense-organs: different senses produce different kinds of characters of experiences; different senses deal with different types of stimuli (cf. for the recent debate after Grice: Roxbee Cox 1970, Leon 1988, Nelkin 1990, Keeley 2002, Nudds 2004). Whatever the correct answer is (if there is one), it is not obvious that that answer as such would be very useful here. To say that we distinguish between the different senses because each sense has a different F (object/ property, organ, experience, stimulus) immediately raises the question why we distinguish between Fs the way we do. Instead of an answer we got the same question again in a different form. There are all kinds of differences between the senses but we are here only interested in the epistemically relevant ones, more precisely, in those that are relevant to our problem of togetherness. What could that be? What kind of "difference and separateness" of the senses would create a problem of togetherness?

It seems to me that this question does not have the kind of answer one might expect because the problem of togetherness is not one having to do with the differences between the senses in particular. It is a much more general one. When I touch a hot and rough object I experience its temperature and roughness together. Given that I am using just one sense here, the sense of touch, it seems pretty plausible that the problem of togetherness has nothing to do in particular with the differences between the different senses.
 Or, more simply: I touch a book with my right hand and with my left hand - how can I experience all this together? Or consider split brain patients who cannot put together different inputs in the same sense-modality: one hemisphere processes visual information about a knife, the other hemisphere processes visual information about a pen; the patient, however, is not able to experience pen and knife together (cf. Tye 2004, 21-22). Cases like these seem to suggest that the phenomenon of togetherness has nothing specific to do with the "differences and separateness" of the senses (cf. Bayne 2000, 251-252).
 Hence, one should not frame our problem in those terms. The problem of togetherness arises both for qualities experienced by different senses and for qualities experienced by the same sense. Multimodal cases are more drastic and impressive and that is the only reason why I will focus on these cases here.

Talk about the differences between the senses could also be misleading here because it might suggest that the problem of togetherness is somehow related to Molyneux's Problem:
 Doesn't this problem also have to do with the unity among the senses? The Molyneux Problem, however, has to do with questions concerning the "format" of the information we receive through the senses: Is it (partly or fully) amodal or is it (partly or fully) specific to a sense-modality? It has, one could say, to do with the "informational" unity of our experience whereas the problem of togetherness is about the "subjective" unity of our experience ("subjective" in the sense that it is about the way we experience things and not about what we experience).

So much about what isn't the problem of togetherness.

II. What Is "Togetherness"?

So, what is togetherness? I experience two qualities together if I have one experience such that the two qualities belong to the content of that same experience. I don't have two separate experiences here, - i.e. one for each quality (or sense-modality, for that matter). So far, so good.
 But what determines whether I have one experience of two qualities rather than two experiences of two qualities? To be sure, this is not a question about criteria for finding out whether there is one or more than one experience here.

There is an analogous problem for the identity conditions of propositional attitudes like beliefs. Do I have one belief that I am writing a paper on my computer right now? Or do I rather have two (or even more) beliefs here – one that I am writing a paper now, and another one that all this happens in front of my computer? Is there a fact of the matter as to whether there are one or two or more beliefs here? Or is it up to us how we slice up the mental cake and how we count propositional attitudes like beliefs? If yes, would similar things hold for the identity conditions of experiences, too? If yes, that would apparently take all the interest away from the idea that we experience different qualities together. Without a grasp of the identity conditions of experiences one cannot even formulate the problem of togetherness. So, one should try to explain and tell what determines whether there is one or two or more experiences.

What could that factor be? There is an important hint to be found in discussions of cases of split brain patients (cf. also Tye 2003, ch.5). Suppose a patient experiences the word "pen" and she also experiences the word "knife" but - given a situation in which each piece of perceptual information is processed by only one of the hemispheres of the brain
 - she doesn't experience them together. Cases like these are not unproblematic because it's not clear – as Thomas Nagel has pointed out in his classic paper "Brain Bisection and the Unity of Consciousness" (cf. Nagel 1979a) – whether there is one or more than one subject of experience here. However, this need not worry us too much. What matters is that this gives us a hint as to what "togetherness" is: the functional - informational as well as behavioral - integration of the different aspects of experience. Split brain patients suffer - at least when they find themselves in a situation of stimulus separation in the above sense - from extreme informational disintegration of the experience they undergo; this produces their typical behavior. Such a split brain patient might receive all the information a normal subject receives. However, the patient would typically not be able (at least in many cases) to use, at some time, all the information she receives through her senses for all her inferences. The person can use the information that there is a pen and she can use the information that there is a knife but she cannot (given her special circumstances) use both pieces of information at the same time and for the same inferences. In addition to that, her behavior
 (at least in some cases) cannot respond to all the information she has received but only to parts of it. Some of her behavior might be based on the information that there is a knife, other parts of her behavior might be based on the information that there is a pen but (given the circumstances) the same pieces of her behavior cannot be based on both pieces of information at the same time (cf., e.g., Nagel 1979a). In a normal subject experiences are integrated in such a way as to allow for inferences and behaviors that are sensitive to all kinds of information the subject receives. In short: It is functional integration that determines whether things are experienced together or not. 

One of the points I am driving at is the following one. If experiential togetherness is a matter of functional integration of experience, and if the latter is a matter of degree (which I find rather plausible to assume), then it is plausible to assume that experiential togetherness, too, is a matter of degree. The question would not be so much whether we have one experience of several qualities or many different experiences but rather how "closely together" we experience them. 

Now, even in split brain cases there is still some amount of "connection" between the different aspects of experience left. The empirical data show this (cf. Nagel 1979a again; cf. also Tye 2003, 179 fn.9, 115, 126). Similar but less dramatic perhaps are cases of (unilateral) visual neglect (cf. Pouget/ Driver 1999). A person has normal vision in the left half of her field of vision but cannot attend to anything in the right half. Still, her behavior shows that the visual information from the right field is there and not lost; it's just not very well integrated with the rest of her cognitive system. Compare this with more normal cases of lack of attention. A person both sees a visual scene and overhears a conversation. She focuses so much on what she sees that she almost doesn't hear the conversation. This is not so far away from cases like the one mentioned above: experiencing a yellow flash and a loud noise together. In other words, it seems there is a continuum of cases leading from split brain phenomena and neglect over more normal cases of lack of attention to cases of experiencing things together.
 We seem to have a continuum of degrees of functional integration rather than a sharp divide between experiencing different qualities together and not doing so. 

There are (at least) two factors which determine the degrees of functional integration of, say, two experiences E1 and E2. First, the larger the number of inferences and behaviors that might be based on both experiences and the smaller the number of inferences and behaviors that only one of them can influence
 - in other words, the larger the overlap of E1's and E2's potential influence on thought and action -, the greater the functional integration of E1 and E2.
 Second, it can be more or less "difficult" – require more or less mental effort (attention, concentration, etc.) - to use an experience in thought and action. - The smaller both of these kinds of differences between E1 and E2, the greater their functional integration with each other.

If all that is true, we should perhaps reformulate the original question. It would not so much be "How is experience of togetherness possible?" but rather "How is functional integration of experience possible?" As soon as we formulate our problem in this way - as I think we should -, the philosophical problem or puzzle seems to disappear. Even if we think about the problem in terms of different sense modalities, we cannot explain what the problem is any more (insofar as it is supposed to be a serious and philosophical one). Take the loudness-yellowness-case again and consider this reformulation of Tye's way to put it: "If loudness is experienced by one sense and yellowness by another, how can there be a functionally integrated experience of both?"
 It seems that the only thing we are left with is an empirical or scientific question that should probably not worry philosophers too much.

III. Different Kinds of Consciousness and Unity

One might object here that I have been missing the point of the problem: Haven't I talked about another kind of unity of consciousness – "access unity - than the one that is relevant here, namely "phenomenal unity"? Let me explain. Block 1995 distinguishes between two kinds of consciousness. A mental state is "access conscious" if the representation of its content is available (accessible) for reasoning and rational control of action and speech (cf. 230). A mental state is "phenomenally conscious" if there is something it is like to be in that state (cf. 230-231 and also Nagel 1979b). Despite several criticisms (cf., e.g., Church 1995, Dennett 1995 and Kobes 1995), I find this distinction very useful.

It also seems plausible to assume that they can come apart. Some states might be access conscious but not phenomenal conscious: The thought that 7+5=12, for instance, does not seem to have any phenomenology at all; at least, it is conceivable that it doesn't. The conceivability of zombies would be another possible example here. On the other hand, it is a bit harder to imagine how a state could be phenomenologically conscious but not access conscious; a repressed thought that creates uneasiness might be a candidate. There are, however, many states which are both access and phenomenally conscious: Hearing a loud noise or seeing a yellow flash, for instance.

According to Bayne/ Chalmers 2003, 29, two experiences would be access unified if they are jointly accessible for thought and action; they would be phenomenally unified if they are jointly experienced. What I have said above comes down to the following: Two qualities are experienced together to the degree to which the experience of one quality and the experience of the other quality are available for the same thoughts and behaviors. One might have the impression that I am talking about access unity (in Bayne's and Chalmer's sense) here but this is not so. I might experience yellowness and loudness together but it is conceivable that, e.g., for some weird (Freudian, etc.) reason I cannot use the conjoint experience for inference and action (cf. another case – Sperling's experiments - in Bayne/ Chalmers 2003, 35-36). What I am proposing here is not to explain experiential togetherness as access unity (in Bayne's and Chalmers' sense) but rather in terms of degrees of access consciousness. There is a clear and important difference here.

But isn't this another way of saying that phenomenal unity should be explained in terms of degrees of access consciousness? And wouldn't that constitute some kind of denial of and confusion about the distinction between access and phenomenal consciousness? It depends on what we mean by "phenomenal unity". If it is just "joint experience" (cf. Bayne/ Chalmers 2003, 29), then it is pretty much what I have been referring to here as "experiential togetherness". However, Bayne and Chalmers have something different in mind: Two states are phenomenally unified if there is something it is like to be in both states together (cf. 32 and also Tye 2003, 20). In this sense of "phenomenal unity" I have not, it seems talked about unity at all. And, one might add, I have thus missed the real point here (at least according to Tye 2003 and 2004).

It might seem less than obvious or uncontroversial that there is phenomenal unity in the latter sense at all (I will from now on restrict myself to this latter sense). The phenomenal unity of two experiences E1 and E2 is not just the conjunction of what it is like to undergo E1 with what it is like to undergo E2. The crucial idea is that there is something it is like to undergo E1 and E2 together. In other words, the idea is that there is one conjoint phenomenal experience and not just a conjunction of two different phenomenal experiences. Is that so?

What is it like to hear Coltrane play a C' and smell a banana at the same time? How does it differ from what it is like to smell french fries while Coltrane plays a C' (or a D')? There are all kinds of problematic cases but there are also clear cases – and that is all we need here. For instance, smelling and tasting a banana is – as is well known – not a conjunction of a purely gustatory with a purely olfactory experience but rather one conjoint experience with both olfactory and gustatory aspects (cf., e.g., Tye 2004, 7, sec. III). 

To acknowledge that there is phenomenal unity does not imply a lot about its relation to experiential togetherness (as explained above in terms of degrees of access consciousness). Even if there is a clear difference between access and phenomenal consciousness there might still not be a difference between phenomenal unity and experiential togetherness (in the sense used here) or access unity in Bayne's and Chalmers' sense. I have a pair of cups and plates; even though cups and plates are different both cups and plates are being held together by the same duct tape.

All this gives us several theoretical options. First, what accounts for experiential togetherness might also account for phenomenal unity. Degrees of access consciousness would explain both. Phenomenal unity would be a matter of degrees of functional integration in the same way in which experiential togetherness is. This view implies that there cannot be phenomenal unity without experiential togetherness as both are spelled out in terms of degrees of access consciousness. To be sure, this view does not imply that there couldn't be experiential togetherness without phenomenal unity. This first view is compatible with, e.g., the possibility that thoughts could lack any phenomenal properties and still be (more or less) unified in one consciousness. What this view does imply is that if a state is both phenomenally and access conscious, then phenomenal unity and experiential togetherness are just different aspects of the same thing. In other words, there could not be phenomenal unity (disunity) with a lack (presence) of experiential togetherness. - A second view has it that phenomenal unity, experiential togetherness and access unity (in Bayne's and Chalmers' sense) are mutually independent.
 – A third view would differentiate between phenomenal unity and experiential togetherness and not see them as two sides of the same coin; but it would assume that (at least in many cases) the degrees of one correlates directly with the degrees of the other: the greater the one, the great the other. The more we experience things together, the more our phenomenology is unified, too.

In the following I will argue that phenomenal unity is indeed a matter of degree. It should probably be spelled out in terms of functional integration in a way similar to the case of experiential togetherness above: Two states are phenomenally unified to the degree to which they both available for the same thoughts and behaviors.
 What I am going to say will stop short of arguing for the first view above: I do have sympathies for it but I won't and need not argue for it here.

IV. Separation and Integration of Stimuli

It seems to me that there is an important difference between cases like experiencing a yellow flash and a loud noise together and certain other cases. Here is what I have in mind. Take, for instance, somebody who is about to eat a rotten egg. Let us assume that the person at the same time tastes and smells the rottenness of the egg. 

Now, one might say that in this case there is just one quality, rottenness, that is given to the person in two different modes of presentation (olfactory and gustatory). However, if one accepts a representational view of phenomenal consciousness as correct,
 one might perhaps assume that the olfactory experience of a rotten egg refers to a different quality than the gustatory experience of a rotten egg. If one doesn't like this idea, one can also modify the example and assume that there are two different eggs around her, one smelling rotten (but not tasted by the subject) and another one tasting rotten (but not smelled by the subject). Or there might be an egg plus something else.

Anyway, the point is that the person experiences two qualities together: olfactory rottenness and gustatory rottenness.
 Now, compare the egg-case with another kind of case which is much more like the flash-noise-case: A person tastes the sweetness of a piece of chocolate and at the same time smells some gasoline (she's just wolfing down the chocolate she's bought at the gas station). Again, she experiences two qualities together (we just don't have a word or name for the quality she experiences in the gasoline). Intuitively, however, togetherness is much closer in the rotten egg-case.

In the chocolate-gasoline-case there is a certain separation of stimuli that is absent in the rotten egg-case. Suppose the subject turns away in disgust from the rotten egg. Ask her whether it is rather the olfactory or rather the gustatory quality or experience that is disgusting. In typical cases, she won't be able to tell. Furthermore, would the subject first spit the egg out and then shut her nose or rather the other way around? Togetherness is so close here that no particular behavior seems more adequate or probable than others. One might propose to separate stimuli and let the subject – if she's still willing to cooperate – on some occasions only smell and on other occasions only taste a rotten egg. Couldn't this kind of experiment tell us that and how the person reacts differently to both stimuli? I think this proposal begs the question. Experiencing olfactory and gustatory rottenness together is not identical with the combination of what we experience in an exclusively olfactory of rottenness with what we experience in an exclusively gustatory experience of rottenness (cf. on this Tye 2004, sec. III). In the chocolate-gasoline-case, in contrast, there is a certain separation of stimuli: The person shows a clear differentiation with respect to her reactions to the olfactory and to the gustatory aspect of her experience.

I have described the difference between the rotten-egg-case and the gasoline-chocolate-case in such a way that it becomes plausible to see it as a case of different degrees of both experiential togetherness and phenomenal unity. There is more or closer phenomenal unity in the rotten-egg-case than in the gasoline-chocolate-case. Analogous points can be made about degrees of phenomenal unity in split brain cases
 as well as in cases of visual neglect, different degrees of attention, and other cases. I won't go into all that in order to avoid unnecessary repetitions.
 It is plausible to assume in addition that experiential togetherness and phenomenal unity are just two sides of the same coin. They both come in degrees. Phenomenal unity, too, is a matter of the functional integration of states, - their availability for thought and action (cf. also Lockwood 1989, 90-100, 290-293).

V. Explanations that Won't Work

Some qualities are experienced together in such a way that it is very hard for the subject (if not physically impossible) to differentiate between them (e.g., the rotten-egg-case). Other qualities are experienced together in such a way that there is no difficulty at all for the person to differentiate between them (e.g., the gasoline-chocolate-case). What explains this difference? This is not exactly the problem Tye presented initially though it is closely related to it. In order to get a clearer view about the importance of this problem let us look at some potential answers.

Perhaps we have learned by (inductive) experience that certain types of experiences are correlated with each other. For instance: What tastes like that is the same kind of stuff as what smells like that. Both kinds of stimuli then become so closely associated with each other that in the end whenever we do experience them together we tend to experience them very closely together. This, however, is not a terribly convincing explanation. Nothing might look like a duck except a duck, and nothing might sound like a duck except a duck. The correlation between visual and auditory experiences of ducks might be as close as you want; we would still not have the kind of "fusion" of experiences that we find in the case of rotten eggs. 

Here is another explanation. The olfactory and the gustatory experiences of rotten eggs are much more similar than the visual and the auditory experiences of ducks. Perhaps we can generalize and say that what we get through our senses of smell and taste is much more similar relative to each other than what we get through our eyes and ears. Notorious problems about similarity (cf. Goodman 1972, Tversky 1977) aside, it is hard – at least for me – to make sense of the idea that some phenomenal experiences from different senses are intrinsically similar to each other.
 How should one go about comparing a taste and a smell? It is no coincidence that there is a Molyneux problem for non-phenomenal experience whereas there is nothing like that for phenomenal experience (cf. also Levin 1986, 248-252 here). In the first case, there is an open question as to whether there are cross-modal connections between, say, the visual and the tactile (intentional) experience of a globe and a cube. No question like that seems to even make sense in the case of phenomenal experiences based on different senses. Just consider this "variation" of Molyneux's question:

Suppose a man born without the sense of smell, and now adult, and taught by his sense of taste to distinguish between rotten eggs and good eggs, so as to tell, when he tasted one and the other, which is rotten and which is good. Suppose then a rotten and a good egg placed directly under his nose, and the man to be made to smell (and not to taste) them. Quaere, whether by his smell, before he tasted them, he could now distinguish, and tell, which is the rotten and which the good egg (cf. Locke, Essay, II.9.8.).

It doesn't make sense to say that the smell and the taste of a rotten egg are similar per se (but cf. Marks 1978, ch.3). 

Perhaps we're just hard-wired in a certain way, namely in such a way that we find (certain) olfactory and (certain) gustatory stimuli much more similar than (certain) visual and tactile stimuli. The synaesthete who likes the sound of red so much more than the sound of green might be special only insofar as his particular wiring is not normal, and not insofar as he is hard-wired at all to find certain connections and similarities between phenomenal experiences that are based on different sense-modalities.
 However, this explanation presupposes that there is a difference between a.) two phenomenal experiences being similar (or not) and b.) us finding them similar (or different). However, exactly this difference doesn't seem to exist in the case of phenomenal experiences or qualities (cf. Dennett 1990, 524-536).

I have to confess that I cannot think of a convincing explanation of why there is a difference between stimulus-separation and stimulus-fusion. Anyway, I have mentioned the difference between rotten egg-cases and flash-sound-cases mainly in order to add further support to the idea that there are different kinds and different degrees of togetherness and phenomenal unity. This problem looks like an empirical problem. It seems an open question - to say the least- what (if any) its philosophical importance and relevance is (Bayne 2004b, 233 raises similar doubts but for different reasons).

VI. Some more General Remarks on Togetherness

One final remark about togetherness. Many would reject the "Neo-Kantian" view that thought creates unity among our fragmented experiences from the different senses (cf. Tye 2004, 5). And I have also explained why one should not set up the problem in this way in the first place. However, I wonder whether we really are so far away from certain Kantian themes and ideas (which would not be a bad thing at all). We experience the world as one world. How is that possible without experiencing together different qualities that are accessible through one sense only or even through different senses? It is hard to see how our experience could ever be one of one objective world (that also transcends different sense-modalities) – if our experience were fragmented and "locked" into different sensory "channels". And what about the idea that having one experience of two different qualities together (like a sound and a color) involves the identity of the subject undergoing that experience? It is no coincidence that there are doubts about the identity of the subject in the case of split brain patients who don´t experience certain qualities together – qualities that non-split brain patients do experience together. In the end, the (intentional) objectivity of our experience, its relation to an identical subject, the experience of togetherness and phenomenal unity might just be different aspects of the same thing (cf. Eilan 1993; Baumann 2004). With this speculation I would like to end.


References

Aristotle, De Anima (On the Soul), in: The Complete Works of Aristotle: The Revised Oxford Translation (ed.: J. Barnes), Princeton/NJ: Princeton University Press.

Baumann, Peter 2004, Molyneux's Questions, in: R. Schumacher (ed.), Perception and Reality. From Descartes to the Present, Paderborn: mentis, 168-187.

Bayne, Tim 2000, The Unity of Consciousness: Clarification and Defence, in: Australasian Journal of Philosophy 78, 248-254.

Bayne, Tim 2004a, Unified Phenomenology & Divided Brains: Critical Notice of Michael Tye's "Consciousness and Persons", forthcoming.

Bayne, Tim 2004b, Self-Consciousness and the Unity of Consciousness, in: The Monist 87. 219-236.

Bayne, Tim/ Chalmers, David J. 2003, What Is the Unity of Consciousness?, in: A. Cleeremans (ed.), The Unity of Consciousness: Binding, Integration, Dissociation, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 23-58.

Berkeley, George, An Essay towards a New Theory of Vision, in: George Berkeley, The Works of George Berkeley, Bishop of Cloyne (eds.: A.A. Luce/ T.E. Jessop; 9 vols.; 1948-1957), vol. 1 (ed.: A.A. Luce), Edinburgh etc.: Thomas Nelson 1948, 141-239. 

Berkeley, George, A Treatise Concerning the Principles of Human Knowledge, in: George Berkeley, The Works of George Berkeley, Bishop of Cloyne (eds.: A.A. Luce/ T.E. Jessop; 9 vols.; 1948-1957), vol. 2 (ed.: T.E. Jessop), Edinburgh etc.: Thomas Nelson 1949, 1-113. 

Block, Ned 1995, On a Confusion about a Function of Consciousness, in: Behavioral and Brain Sciences 18, 227-247.

Church, Jennifer 1995, Fallacies or Analyses, in: Behavioral and Brain Sciences 18, 251-252.

Dainton, Barry 2000, Stream of Consciousness. Unity and Continuity in Conscious Experience, New York/ London: Routledge.

Dennett, Daniel 1990, Quining Qualia, in: W. Lycan (ed.), Mind and Cognition: A Reader, Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 519-548.

Dennett, Daniel 1995, The Path not Taken, in: Behavioral and Brain Sciences 18, 252-253.

Eilan, Naomi 1993, Molyneux's Question and the Idea of an External World, in: N. Eilan/ R. McCarthy/ B. Brewer (eds.), Spatial Representation: Problems in Philosophy and Psychology, Oxford: Blackwell, 236-255.

Fodor, Jerry A. 1983, Modularity of Mind: An Essay on Faculty Psychology, Cambridge/MA: MIT Press.

Goodman, Nelson 1972, Seven Strictures on Similarity, in: N. Goodman, Problems and Projects, New York: Bobbs-Merrill, 437-447.

Grice, Paul 1989, Some Remarks about the Senses, in: P. Grice, Studies in the Way of Words, Cambridge/MA: Harvard University Press, 248-268.

Hardcastle, Valery Gray 1988, The Binding Problem, in: W. Bechtel/ G. Graham (eds.), A Companion to Cognitive Science, Blackwell 555-565.

Keeley, Brian L. 2002, Making Sense of the Senses: Individuating Modalities in Humans and other Animals, in: Journal of Philosophy 99, 5-28.

Kobes, Bernard W. 1995, Access and what it Is like, in: Behavioral and Brain Sciences 18, 260.

Leon, Mark 1988, Characterizing the Senses, in: Mind and Language 3, 243-270.

Levin, Janet 1986, Could Love Be like a Heatwave? Physicalism and the Subjective Character of Experience, in: Philosophical Studies 49, 245-261.

Locke, John, An Essay Concerning Human Understanding (ed.: P.H. Nidditch), Oxford: Clarendon 1982.

Lockwood, Michael 1989, Mind, Brain and Quantum. The Compound 'I', Oxford: Blackwell.

Marks, Lawrence E. 1978, The Unity of Senses: Interrelations among the Modalities, New York etc.: Academic Press.

Nagel, Thomas 1979a, Brain Bisection and the Unity of Consciousness, in: T. Nagel, Moral Questions, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 147-164.

Nagel, Thomas 1979b, What Is it like to Be a Bat?: T. Nagel, Moral Questions, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 165-180.

Nelkin, Norton 1990, Categorizing the Senses, in: Mind and Language 5, 149-165.

Nikolinakos, Drakon Derek 2004, Anosognosia and the Unity of Consciousness, in: Philosophical Studies 119, 315-342.

Nudds, Matthew 2004, The Significance of the Senses, in: Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society 104, 31-51.

O'Brien, Gerard/ Opie, Jonathan 1998, The Disunity of Consciousness, in: Australasian Journal of Philosophy 76, 378-395.

O'Brien, Gerard/ Opie, Jonathan 2000, Disunity Defended: A Reply to Bayne, in: Australasian Journal of Philosophy 78, 255-263.

Parfit, Derek 1984, Reasons and Persons, Oxford: Clarendon.

Pouget, Alexandre/ Driver, Jon 1999, Visual Neglect, in: R.A. Wilson/ F.C. Keil (eds.), The MIT Encyclopedia of the Cognitive Sciences, Cambridge/MA: MIT Press, 869-871.

Roxbee Cox, J.W. 1970, Distinguishing the Senses, in: Mind 79, 530-550.

Tversky, Amos 1977, Features of Similarity, in: Psychological Review 84, 327-352.

Tye, Michael 2003, Consciousness and Persons. Unity and Identity, Cambridge/MA:MIT Press.

Tye, Michael 2004, The Problem of Common Sensibles, this volume.

� I owe a lot to discussions with and comments by Michael Tye. I am also grateful for detailed comments by Ralph Schumacher as well as for discussions at a conference at Bielefeld University.


� As will become clear, we are only dealing with one particular kind of unity here, - not, for instance, with object unity, subject unity, Gestalt unity or other forms of unity (cf. Tye 2003, 12-15, and Bayne/ Chalmers 2003, 24-27). – Few philosophers deny that there is unity of consciousness of the sort relevant here (cf. however O'Brien/ Opie 1998 and the follow-up debate between Bayne 2000 and O'Brien/ Opie 2000).


� Thanks to Michael Tye who made a remark along this line in discussion!


� It seems to me that it is not even clear whether Aristotle himself saw a real problem here. Even if he did, his problem would be indeed quite different from the one Tye has in mind (cf. Aristotle, De Anima, 424b-425b).


� It was Berkeley who bit the following bullet: Given that (according to him) the ideas of, say, sight and touch are radically different from each other (cf. New Theory of Vision §§ 79,103-106,110f.,127-130; Principles § 44), he was willing to assume that different kinds of objects correspond to tactile and to visual experiences (cf. New Theory of Vision, § 49).


� Some people speculate that the senses might not be differentiated shortly after birth (cf., e.g., Marks 1978).


� If it should turn out that there is not just one sense of touch but rather many different senses which we just happen to group together as 'tactile', then one would have to change the example accordingly. It is only for the sake of the example that I assume here that there is just one sense of touch.


� Intramodal versions of the binding problem (cf. Hardcastle 1988) are another illustration of this point.


� See Locke, Essay II.9.9: “Suppose a Man born blind, and now adult, and taught by his touch to distinguish between a Cube, and a Sphere of the same metal, and nighly of the same bigness, so as to tell, when he felt one and t’other, which is the Cube, which the Sphere. Suppose then the Cube and Sphere placed on a Table, and the Blind Man to be made to see. Quaere, Whether by his sight, before he touch’d them, he could now distinguish, and tell, which is the Globe, which the Cube.“ Cf. also Baumann 2004.


� The problem of togetherness has also little to do with the phenomenon of the modularity of the mind (cf. Fodor 1983): Again, it is much more general than that. Cf. against this O'Brien/ Opie 1998, 388.


� We have to assume here that the person experiences the qualities at the same time. More precisely: that she experiences them as co-temporal or, at least, not as having different temporal locations. There is more to say about all this but not here. Cf. Tye 2003, ch.4.


� I will only consider such situations in this context.


� I include speech behavior here.


� Cf. also the cases in Tye 2003, 2-5. All this also fits well with Nikolinakos 2004, 320-324, passim who argues from cases of anosognosia (lack of awareness that one's faculties are impaired) that the unity of consciousness is a matter of degree.


� One should take talk about "numbers" of inferences and behaviors with a grain of salt here.


� Different measures are conceivable. I don't go into that here because I only want to point at one dimension of degrees of integration.


� Again, I am not interested in different kinds of measures here.


� cf. Tye 2004, 5: "If loudness is experientially 'trapped' in one sense and yellowness in another, how can the two be experienced together?"


� It should go without saying that this does not presuppose that there is a clear distinction between philosophy and science.


� It doesn't matter a lot here whether both forms of consciousness can come apart; we can concede it here (cf. Block 1995, 233-234). Tye 2003, 123-125 allows for the second case above but seems a bit skeptical with respect to the possibility of the first case. Cf. also Bayne 2004a, 10-11, and Bayne/ Chalmers 2003, 36-37.


� cf. Bayne 2004a, 10-11; Tye 2003, 125 thinks it is implausible to have phenomenal unity without access unity whereas Bayne/ Chalmers 2003, 37-39 think it is plausible.


� I am not saying that their representational contents are accessible for thought and behavior because I don't want to take a representationalist view of phenomenal experience for granted here (and nothing much hinges on this point).


� Nothing hinges on that here; for reasons of ease of exposition I will go here with the assumption that there are two qualities being experienced.


� I hope the reader allows me to talk like this; if not, one could express the same point in different (and more cumbersome) ways.


� Cf., however, Bayne/ Chalmers 2003, 38-39 who hold that in split brain cases it is only access unity but not phenomenal unity that breaks down. I find this claim so implausible that I wouldn't know what phenomenal unity could be if it wouldn't break down in split brain cases.


� Again, if someone objected that all this does not count as phenomenal unity, then I don't know what it is.


� Another case for the graded nature of experiential togetherness and phenomenal unity could be made in diachronic cases: The "specious present" can be experienced as something more or as something less of "one piece". I cannot go into this here.


� Again, I will restrict myself to multi-modal cases.


� Apart from that: This view will have a hard time explaining the difference between the rotten egg-case and the chocolate-gasoline-case.


� Tye 2004 remarks that for "synaesthetes, it seems, colors are experienced not only by sight but also by hearing" (2). If "experiencing colors by hearing" means something like "hearing colors", then I have my doubts. At least it wouldn't qualify as a proper case of hearing. Even synaesthetes cannot "hear" colors with eyes closed.


� I cannot go into the details here. - Incidently, in general it seems to me that we need some cross-modality among the different senses in order to be able to get what we indeed have: experience of the world as one world, and, as an "objective" world that transcends the different ways it is given to us through our different senses (cf. Eilan 1993, 246-251; Baumann 2004). But this point is restricted to non-phenomenal intentional experience.





