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Abstract and Keywords

Philosophical interest in unity of consciousness goes back at least to Kant. A recent re-
vival of interest among analytic philosophers of mind focuses on unity of consciousness,
construed as phenomenal unity. This chapter will survey some of the issues and questions
that have been central to this recent work before sketching an alternative to what may be
seen as a dominant, though implicit, tendency in the recent literature on unity: to formu-
late the idea that phenomenal unity is a natural feature of consciousness in terms of what
the chapter will term the Unity Thesis. According to this thesis, all synchronous experi-
ences of a conscious subject at a moment are phenomenally unified with each other. The
chapter then rebuts another trend in recent literature: the tendency to understand phe-
nomenal unity as obtaining in virtue of a type of oneness or singularity. The chapter ad-
vances an alternative that sees phenomenal unity as obtaining in virtue of connectivity
conditions over relations among phenomenal experiences.

Keywords: Unity of consciousness, phenomenal unity, extrinsic unity, connectivity

It is early in the morning of a cold winter day. | am hearing the regular ticking of the wall
clock. My back is a little sore from shoveling the snow yesterday and my fingers are cold.
But it is a pleasant moment. Writing is going well and I'm happy. I can smell the rooibos
that is brewing in the glass cup sitting next to the laptop and occasionally check if it is
ready by shifting my attention to how its color is intensifying. I stop writing for a moment
and check the shape of the glass. It has an ordinary cylindrical shape. But the proportions
are perfect. It looks nice!

This is a partial description of what I am experiencing now. To complete the description, I
should add more experiences. But there is an important item that is needed to give a
complete description of my phenomenology that we would not normally regard as an ex-
perience. There is a sense in which my experiences are phenomenally unified with each
other. In other words, my experiences seem to form some sort of unified field. I will refer
to this as the phenomenal unity of consciousness, or for short, phenomenal unity.
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The Phenomenal Unity of Consciousness

Philosophical interest in unity of consciousness goes back, at least, to Kant’s work in the
Critique of Pure Reason. But there has been a recent revival of interest among analytic
philosophers of mind that focuses on unity of consciousness, construed as phenomenal
unity. My first goal in this chapter is to survey some of the issues and questions that have
been central to this recent work. I do so in Section 10.1, after clarifying what I mean by
phenomenal unity.

My second goal is to sketch an alternative to what I see as a dominant, though implicit,
tendency in the recent literature on unity. This is the tendency to formulate the idea that
phenomenal unity is a natural feature! of consciousness in terms of what I will call the

(. 209) Unity Thesis, according to which all synchronous experiences of a conscious sub-
ject at a moment are phenomenally unified with each other.? This thesis has received sub-
stantial attention. But there has not been much explicit discussion of its philosophical sig-
nificance, and in particular whether it provides the best formulation of the idea that unity
belongs to the nature of conscious. In Section 10.2, after arguing that the Unity Thesis
does not offer the best way of formulating this idea, I offer an alternative construal.

My third goal is to rebut another common trend in recent literature, namely, the tendency
to understand phenomenal unity as obtaining in virtue of a type of oneness or singularity.
I have argued against this tendency in previous work and advanced an alternative that
sees phenomenal unity as obtaining in virtue of connectivity conditions over relations
among phenomenal experiences. In Section 10.3, I discuss how the connectivity view can
handle potential problems presented by cases of fusion and fission. The two last sections
contribute to the broader project of offering a comprehensive account of the fundamental
connection between phenomenal unity and consciousness. I end the chapter with a brief
discussion of the theoretical burdens associated with this project and how the present
discussion may contribute to their resolution.

10.1 Phenomenal Unity

10.1.1 What is Phenomenal Unity?

I started this chapter with a sketch of my experiences and used it to point to our target
phenomenon, namely, phenomenal unity. Let me now make three points about what phe-
nomenal unity is not—or at least what it cannot, at the outset of inquiry, be assumed to
be.

First, when I say that my conscious experiences are phenomenally unified, I do not mean
that they are subjectively unified, where conscious experiences are subjectively unified
when they belong to, or are attributable to, the same conscious subject. Arguably, two ex-
periences can belong to the same subject without being phenomenally unified. So, we
should distinguish the concept of phenomenal unity from the concept of subjective unity.
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The Phenomenal Unity of Consciousness

Second, phenomenal unity should be distinguished from objectual unity, where experi-
ences are objectually unified when they together present something as a single object.
For example, my experiences of the shape and color of the tea cup are objectually unified,
but this seems distinct from, and over and above, their phenomenal unity.

(. 210) Third, phenomenal unity should be distinguished from access unity, where con-
scious experiences are access unified when they are accessible to the same subject or
cognitive process. When I say that my conscious experiences are phenomenally unified, I
do not mean that they are accessible to the same subject (me) or cognitive process (what-
ever it might be).3

These remarks leave it open that there might be substantive a posteriori connections be-
tween phenomenal unity and subjective, objectual, or access unity. They also leave it open
that at the end of theoretical enquiry one might decide that the concept of phenomenal
unity has to be revised and thus analyzed in terms of these concepts.

Discussions of phenomenal unity usually confine themselves to a two-step manner of iden-
tifying the target phenomenon: they ostensively identify phenomenal unity with the aid of
examples and then sharpen the target by distinguishing it from other forms of unity. This
is what I have done so far. However, I believe we can also do more. Specifically, we can
provide a positive characterization of phenomenal unity, in the form of a set of data points
(or if you like, platitudes). Although they function as data in the sense that they are (non-
trivial) ideas that any adequate account of phenomenal unity must somehow handle or
take into account, as we will see, they are not all universally accepted.

First, phenomenal unity is a monadic property of some but not all sets of experiences,
where at least some such sets have more than one member. For example, the set of expe-
riences that I have at the moment contains more than one experience and is phenomenal-
ly unified, but the set of experiences that contains both my experiences and your experi-
ences is not.

Second, phenomenal unity is phenomenally manifest in the sense that there is a phenome-
nal contrast between its presence and its absence. In other words, what it is like to have
a set of experiences when this set is phenomenally unified is different from what it is like
to have the same set of experiences when the set is not phenomenally unified.*

Third, phenomenal unity is a phenomenally singularizing property. What I mean by this is
that a set of experiences is unified only if its members together form a single phenomenal
item. Note that this is a claim about a necessary condition for phenomenal unity. It should
not be read as the claim that the single unified experience emerges from, or is less funda-
mental than, the experiences that are unified with each other. Whether the claim that
phenomenal unity is phenomenally singularizing is a highly substantive claim depends on
one’s view about the phenomenal item and its individuation. A common assumption is
that this item is an experience. Other phenomenal items that can serve the same purpose
are streams of consciousness or phenomenal fields, where a . 211) phenomenal field is a
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The Phenomenal Unity of Consciousness

momentary slice of a temporally extended stream of consciousness.> We will revisit this
issue below.

Fourth, phenomenal unity is a uniformly grounded property. By the claim that phenome-
nal unity is grounded I mean that when a set of experiences is phenomenally unified it is
so in virtue of the instantiation of more fundamental person-level properties or relations.
In saying that phenomenal unity is uniformly grounded I mean that phenomenal unity is
not grounded in a disjunction of several distinct properties or relations. We can call the
question about the uniform ground of unity the grounding question: when experiences are
unified, what are the more fundamental uniform personal-level facts, if any, in virtue of
which they are unified? One’s answer to the grounding question should be distinguished
from a proposal concerning the necessary and sufficient conditions for unity. As we shall
soon see, theorists disagree about the correct answer to the grounding question.

Fifth, as indicated at the outset, phenomenal unity belongs to the nature of conscious-
ness. There is a sense in which we cannot conceive of an occurrence of consciousness
that lacks phenomenal unity and this strongly indicates that phenomenal unity belongs to
the nature of consciousness. This datum inspires the question of how best to formulate
the idea that phenomenal unity is a natural feature of consciousness. Call this the articu-
lation question. As we saw earlier, a common, though implicit, answer to this question is
in terms of the Unity Thesis. I will argue in Section 10.2 that this is not a good answer.

I have introduced five data concerning phenomenal unity. They tell us that phenomenal
unity is a property of a set of experiences that is phenomenally manifest, uniformly
grounded, singularizing, and natural to phenomenal consciousness. I think each datum is
prima facie justified by extended introspection, by which I mean introspection supple-
mented with reflection and a bit of philosophical ideology (for example, views about the
individuation of experience, and the conceptual framework of grounding and natures).
The data can serve as constraints that help to identify the target phenomenon. But this is
not to say that they are sacrosanct; we can regard them as theoretically negotiable con-
straints in the sense that at the end of theoretical enquiry one might reject some or even
all of them. In fact, some current debates and implicit disagreements about unity can be
understood as debates over these data, or as centering on questions that emerge once
they are accepted. What follows is a quick survey of some of these debates and questions.

10.1.2 Debates about Phenomenal Unity

Some theorists deny our first datum. Such denial is common among theorists who en-
dorse what I will call the one-experience view, according to which the cases that we

(- 212) normally describe as cases in which experiences are unified are, strictly speaking,
cases in which there is only one single experience with a complex content. So phenome-
nal unity is not a monadic property of a set of experiences that can contain more than one
member.® Accordingly, the proponent of the one-experience view would reject our first da-
tum, though they can replace it with the thesis that phenomenal unity is the monadic
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The Phenomenal Unity of Consciousness

property of a set of items other than experiences, items such as phenomenal contents, or
experience parts.

There are also some theorists who deny that unity is phenomenally manifest.” On these
views, there are cases in which phenomenally conscious experiences are unified and cas-
es in which they are not. But the difference between these cases should be understood in
non-phenomenal terms, for example, in terms of the failure of other forms of unity such
as access unity or subjective unity.

Many theorists accept that unity is singularizing in that when experiences are unified we
have a single phenomenal entity that encompasses those experiences. But there is dis-
agreement about the kind of entity in question. Many regard this entity as a single experi-
ence, but there are some dissenters.8 I shall revisit this issue in Section 10.2, where I side
with the dissenters.

The idea that unity is uniformly grounded is also denied by some theorists. Hill (2014), for
example, defends a multiple property account of unity on which phenomenal unity is a
disjunctive property that can be grounded in several distinct properties. Most other theo-
rists disagree with Hill and offer uniform accounts of the grounds for unity.

We can find a variety of explicit or implicit answers to the grounding question among
these theorists. These answers fall into two broad categories namely, those that ground
unity in a primitive form of oneness and those that ground it in certain relations among
experience. I call the generic thesis that phenomenal unity is grounded in a fundamental
form of oneness Newtonianism because it structurally resembles Newton’s account of re-
lations of co-spatiality.? Newtonian answers to the grounding question can be contrasted
with Leibnizian answers that ground phenomenal unity in unity relations. ®.213) Here
again, the label marks a structural similarity between these views and Leibniz’s view
about what grounds the fact that a set of points belong to one space.!?

Tracking the debate about whether unity is a natural feature of conscious experiences is
not straightforward. This is partly because this idea has been in the background of the
debates; it has not been explicitly discussed, at least not as such. As remarked earlier, a
common construal of the idea is the Unity Thesis. As we shall soon see, the status of this
thesis depends on the exact sense of ‘subject’ that is involved in its formulation. There are
several options here, but it is common to regard the subject either in a biological sense or
as one who is capable of having cognitive attitudes such as beliefs and desires. Under-
stood in either of these ways, many theorists deny the Unity Thesis, though they do not

conclude from this that unity is not a natural feature of consciousness.!!

If we assume that phenomenal unity has to satisfy all five of the above data, then we
might be tempted to think any theorist who denies one of the data should be regarded as
a skeptic about unity. But philosophical inquiry rarely proceeds in ways that would justify
this way of using the labels ‘data’ and ‘skeptic’. In many cases, we start with a set of pri-
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The Phenomenal Unity of Consciousness

ma facie warranted assumptions about a target domain, some of which will be subse-
quently revised as theoretical enquiry proceeds.

This said, I think two of the above data are so central that denying them would qualify
one as a skeptic about phenomenal unity. The first is the idea that unity is phenomenally
manifest (the second datum) and the second that it is phenomenally singularizing (the
third datum). It should be clear why denying the former would amount to skepticism: if
unity is not phenomenally manifest, then it would not be phenomenal unity. The reason for
regarding the idea that unity is singularizing as central is that this feature distinguishes
unity from other features of consciousness that belong to its nature. If we do not accept
this datum, then we would not be able to distinguish unity from other phenomenally man-
ifest natural features of consciousness—such as temporal extension, intensity, and sub-
ject-object dichotomy—that are uniformly grounded. Accordingly, I will call any position
that denies either that unity is phenomenally manifest or that it is singularizing skepti-
cism about phenomenal unity.

Understood in this restrictive way, skepticism about phenomenal unity does not seem to
have many advocates among those who are not generally skeptical about phenomenal
consciousness.!? In what follows, I will assume that skepticism conflicts with ®.214) ex-
tended introspection and should therefore be rejected. This is not to say that the move
from extended introspection to positing unity as a phenomenally manifest and singulariz-
ing property is straightforward and uncontroversial. But arguably, the controversies that
are involved here are the general controversies about the reliability of introspection and
reflection; they are not specific to phenomenal unity. So, I will set skepticism aside here.

The rest of this chapter focuses on the articulation and the grounding questions. Section
10.2 argues that the Unity Thesis and other similar answers to the articulation question
that appeal to the notion of a subject (or some other entity) fail to properly capture the
fundamental connection between consciousness and unity. We should, I will argue, aim to
articulate a direct link between consciousness and unity, one that is not mediated by a
third element.!3 I call this approach Purism. After motivating Purism, I propose and de-
fend a specific purist thesis. Section 10.3 focuses on the grounding question. Building on
previous work, I propose and defend a Leibnizian view.

Two last remarks before we turn to the articulation and grounding questions. First, it has
become customary in the recent literature on phenomenal unity to distinguish between
synchronic and diachronic phenomenal unity, where the former applies to the unity of ex-
periences at one moment of time and the latter concerns unity among experiences at dif-
ferent times. I will not make much of this distinction here. So, in what follows, unless ex-
plicitly stated, all claims about phenomenal unity should be understood as applying equal-
ly to synchronic and diachronic unity.

Second, many issues about phenomenal unity are intimately related to issues about the
individuation of experiences. This paper assumes a specific individuation scheme and I
want to end this section by making this individuation scheme explicit. This will help to
clarify the proceeding discussion. I started this chapter by describing some of the things
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The Phenomenal Unity of Consciousness

that I was experiencing. The list included the sound of the ticking of the clock, my back
pain, the smell of the tea and the color and contour of the tea inside the glass, etc. How
many experiences did I undergo? Let me outline three different approaches to this ques-
tion in broad strokes.

One possible answer is that for any quality that is experientially presented to me, I have
at least one experience that presents only that quality. For example, I have an experience
that presents the color of the tea, another experience that presents the shape that it
takes in the glass, an experience of the quality of my back pain, and yet another experi-
ence that presents its location, so on and so forth. Let us call this the quality-based indi-
viduation scheme. This individuation scheme gives us a very fine-grained experiential
structure.

At the opposite end, we have the view that I have as many experiences as I have unified
streams of consciousness. Assuming that my consciousness is unified, I have only ®. 215)
one experience with a very rich content; it presents to me the color of the tea, its smell,
the quality and location of my back pain, the sound of the clock, so on and so forth. We
can call this the unity-based individuation scheme. This individuation scheme would give
us what we earlier called the one-experience view.

In between these poles, there are many possible individuation schemes on which we get
more than one experience during a unified stream of consciousness but fewer than the
qualities that are experientially presented. I think the most plausible among these is that
during a period of time, there are as many experiences as there are experientially pre-
sented intentional objects, where abstracta or property instantiations do not count as in-
tentional objects. We can call this the intentional object individuation scheme. It is plausi-
ble to assume that a set of phenomenal items together present an intentional object if and
only if they present the qualities that they present as belonging to the same object. Our
scheme thus entails that a set of phenomenal items together form one experience if and
only if they present the qualities that they present as belonging to the same object.!4 In
other words, to determine the number of experiences in a stream of consciousness, we
need to look at what we earlier called objectual unity. In our example, my pain is present-
ed by my experience as having a location and a quality. My experience also presents the
tea as having a color, a location, and a shape (a shape that it acquires from the shape of
the cup). Thus, on the intentional object individuation scheme, I have at least two experi-
ences, namely, the pain experience and the tea experience. In what follows, I will assume
the intentional object individuation scheme without arguing for it.

10.2 Pure Extrinsic Unity and the Articulation
Question

How should we articulate the idea that phenomenal unity is a natural feature of con-
sciousness? This is a multi-faceted question with at least two dimensions. One dimension
concerns the general issue of how to articulate theses about natures. Here, a common
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The Phenomenal Unity of Consciousness

trend has been to put things in terms of necessities. A second, more recent, trend is to
put things in terms of essences. Thus, the idea that phenomenal unity belongs to the na-
ture of consciousness can be put either in terms of the thesis that consciousness is neces-
sarily unified or in terms of the thesis that consciousness is essentially unified. These two
formulations are not equivalent. But in what follows I will be ignoring their difference
and, though I believe that we should go with the essentialist formulation, will put things
in terms of necessities.

(- 216) My focus will be on a second dimension pertaining to the different ways in which
the idea that consciousness is necessarily unified can be made more precise. There are a
variety of options here. To mention two examples, one answer is that necessarily all con-
scious experiences of a subject at a time, or during a continuous stream of consciousness,
are unified with each other. Another possible answer is that necessarily every occurrence
of consciousness is unified.

The Unity Thesis, that is the thesis that necessarily all conscious experiences of a subject
at a time are unified, expresses a connection between consciousness and unity but it con-
tains a third element, namely, a subject. We can say that this is an impure articulation of
the idea that unity is a natural feature of consciousness. In contrast, the thesis that neces-
sarily all occurrences of consciousness are unified, as incomplete and ambiguous as it
might be, is a pure thesis because it expresses an unmediated connection between con-
sciousness and unity. An important question is whether our answer to the articulation
question should be a pure or an impure answer. My contention is that our answer has to
be pure. The goal in this section is to motivate this claim and defend a specific pure an-
swer. I start by arguing that the Unity Thesis is either very likely false or trivial. I then ar-
gue that the considerations against the Unity Thesis generalize to other impure theses.
This motivates purism. I then turn to proposing and defending a pure thesis.

10.2.1 Why Purism?

To see why the Unity Thesis is not a good response to the articulation question, let us dis-
tinguish between two senses of a subject. Under one construal, a subject is a being capa-
ble of having cognitive attitudes such as beliefs and desires. We can call this the cognitive
sense of a subject, henceforth called subjectcog.15 Most discussions of the Unity Thesis as-
sume either the cognitive sense of the subject or a watered-down version of it that allows
us to attribute subjectivity to some creatures who do not possess cognitive attitudes. For
our purposes here, I will ignore the difference between subject.q and its watered-down
version. A different notion of a subject builds on the idea that every conscious experience
is essentially given or presented to a phenomenally conscious perspective. This gives us
the perspectival sense of a subject according to which subjects are identical with the phe-
nomenal perspectives to which conscious experience are presented. On this construal the
number of perspectival subjects contained in a body at a moment corresponds to the
number of phenomenally conscious perspectives contained in that body at the moment.
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The Phenomenal Unity of Consciousness

The cognitive and perspectival notions of subjects are conceptually distinct and might al-
so fail to be co-extensive.

(. 217) The two senses of subject give us two different versions of the Unity thesis that I
shall refer to as Unity.oqg and Unitypers. Unitycoq is the thesis that necessarily all of the
synchronic experiences of a subjectcyq are unified. On Unity,ers, necessarily all the syn-
chronic experiences that are given to the same conscious perspective are unified.!®

Many theorists reject Unity.,y because they hold that in some experimental settings split
brain patients have two disunified streams of consciousness yet constitute one
subjectcog.17 This should disqualify Unityc.q as a good articulation of the idea that phe-
nomenal unity belongs to the nature of consciousness. For there is no clear reason to as-
sume that one who accepts that cases like split brain are cases of disunified conscious-
ness within a subjectcqq should reject this connection between consciousness and unity. It
is no wonder that many who reject Unity.oq still accept that there is a fundamental con-
nection between unity and consciousness.'® So, there must be a way to articulate the con-
nection that does not commit us to Unitycgg.

What about Unitypers? According to this thesis, necessarily, all synchronic experiences
that are given to the same conscious perspective are unified with each other. This thesis
is intuitively plausible. The problem, however, is that under the natural way of under-
standing the notion of a phenomenal perspective, phenomenal perspectives have to be in-
dividuated in terms of unity relations. Under this natural understanding, Unitypers, though
true, does not say much. For example, the thesis would be true even in a condition where
the set of all conscious experiences that I have at this moment is fully disunified in that
none of its members are unified with each other because they are given to different per-
spectives.!? Suppose that this set consists of experiences Eq, E,, ..., Ep. Since a subjectpers
is identified with the conscious perspective to which an experience is given, the set of ex-
periences that I have is associated with at most the same number of subjects in the per-
spectival sense as the number of experiences that I have, where E1 is given to
Subjectipers, E2 to Subjectapers, and so on. Now, even if none of these experiences are uni-
fied with each other; it is still true that all conscious experiences that are given to any of
the perspectival subjects in me are unified because there is one experience given to every
subject.

Neither Unitycoq nor Unitypers, therefore, seem to fit the bill. In a sense, Unity;,y demands
too much. We want a thesis that tells us that unity is a fundamental feature of conscious-
ness. But in order to get this, we do not need to demand that all the conscious experi-
ences of a subjectcog have to be unified with each other. Unitypers, on the other hand,
seems to ask for too little. It secures the connection between subjects and ®. 218) unity
by deflating the notion of a subject, but in doing so it becomes too non-committal. It is
true even in a situation where we have a totally fractured state of consciousness. A good
articulation of the fundamental connection between unity and consciousness should avoid
both pitfalls.
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One possible reaction to the above observations is to look for different construals of the
Unity Thesis based on alternative notions of the subject. Another option is to appeal to al-
ternative impure theses that appeal to items other than subjects, items that might have
intuitive connections to unity and consciousness.?? However, I suspect that the resulting
theses would be subject to similar problems. To avoid the problem that afflicts Unitycqg,
that is, in order to avoid expressing a thesis that is not necessarily true, the relevant no-
tion has to be derived from the notion of unity of consciousness. But if we rely on such a
notion it is unclear how we can avoid the problem that afflicts Unitypers; the thesis would
express something rather uninteresting and trivial. So, it is unclear how any third item,
whether it be another construal of a subject or a distinct third element, could serve our
purpose. Obviously, this claim requires careful defense. But my purpose here is only to
provide an intuitive motivation for abandoning appeals to third elements, not to conclu-
sively establish that all ways to do so would fail. I therefore propose that we look for a
purist articulation of this connection.

10.2.2 Pure Extrinsic Unity

Assuming that unity belongs to the nature of consciousness, we should find unity wherev-
er we find consciousness. Put modally, a pure articulation of this idea would be that nec-
essarily all conscious experiences are unified. But this thesis is rather ambiguous. So, let
us start by distinguishing between two senses of unity.

Extrinsic Unity

An experience, E, is extrinsically unified iff there is some experience, F, such that
F is numerically distinct from E, is unified with E, and is neither a part of E nor
contains E as a part.

Intrinsic Unity

An experience, E, is intrinsically unified iff either E is simple (has no parts) or all
of its simple parts are extrinsically unified with each other.

Drawing on the above distinction, we get two different pure theses.
Pure Intrinsic Unity
Necessarily, all experiences are intrinsically unified.
Pure Extrinsic Unity
Necessarily, all experiences are extrinsically unified.

(- 219) Pure Intrinsic Unity avoids the first pitfall that we discussed earlier; it does not
ask for too much and is therefore compatible with the idea that experiences of split brains
are at times disunified. Moreover, it seems hard to see how parts of the same experience
may not be unified with each other. Since every occurrence of consciousness is either
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The Phenomenal Unity of Consciousness

simple or complex in that it has parts, it follows that every occurrence of consciousness
exhibits intrinsic unity.

However, Pure Intrinsic Unity does not seem to be a substantive thesis that reveals a
deep connection between unity and consciousness that is grounded in the specific na-
tures of consciousness and unity. To see this, note that Pure Intrinsic Unity can be regard-
ed as an implication of a general thesis that applies to nearly all forms of existence. By
this, I mean the thesis that necessarily every K is either simple or its parts are united in a
K-wise relation, where two things stand in a K-wise relation when they are part of the
same particular that is of kind K. For example, my nose and my eyes stand in a face-wise
relation. Pure Intrinsic Unity does not logically follow from this general thesis, but it is
too close to it. This is because it is a near triviality that experiences that are parts of the
same experience are phenomenally unified. In other words, being experience-wise related
is a trivially sufficient condition for phenomenal unity. But this triviality in conjunction
with the thesis that necessarily every K is either simple or its parts are united in a K-wise
relation entails Pure Intrinsic Unity. So, Pure Intrinsic Unity would be a consequence of a
thesis that is universally true and a near triviality. The upshot is that although Pure Intrin-
sic Unity implies that we should find unity whenever we find consciousness, it does so at
the expense of making the thesis non-specific. The thesis therefore demands something
that is satisfied by nearly every form of existence. In a sense, the thesis does not avoid
our second pitfall; it still demands too little.

The above observations motivate a closer look at Pure Extrinsic Unity. According to Pure
Extrinsic Unity, necessarily for any experience, E, there is some numerically distinct expe-
rience, F, that is unified with E and does not stand in part-whole relations with E. The
thesis obviously avoids the above two pitfalls and is clearly substantive. For one thing, it
entails that lonely experiences are impossible, where a lonely experience is an experience
that is not extrinsically unified with any other experience. Therefore, if true, the thesis
would indicate a deep and substantive feature of consciousness that does not apply to
many other forms of existence.

The thesis also seems to resonate with what we find under introspection. I have never
had lonely experiences and I do not have any reason to think that this does not generalize
to other subjects.?! In fact, my intuition that there is a fundamental connection between
unity and consciousness is grounded in the introspective observation that whenever I find
an experience through introspection, I find other experiences that are unified with it. In
other words, my conscious experiences are always marked by unity within a complexity.
This conforms to the demand for complexity that is inherent ®.220) in Pure Extrinsic Uni-
ty. Pure Extrinsic Unity therefore seems be an attractive formulation of the connection
between unity and consciousness.

Despite its attractiveness, however, Pure Extrinsic Unity faces some rather obvious chal-
lenges. This is perhaps why the thesis has not received the attention that it deserves. In
what follows, I discuss some of these difficulties and argue that they are surmountable.
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The Phenomenal Unity of Consciousness

10.2.3 The Subsumption Challenge for Pure Extrinsic Unity

It might be argued that Pure Extrinsic Unity runs into what is sometimes called the bloat
problem. Let us assume that E1 and E2 are extrinsically unified. Since they are unified,
there must be a third experience E3 that contains E1 and E2 as parts. But if Pure Extrin-
sic Unity is true, there must be another experience, E4, that is extrinsically unified with
E3. This will in turn give rise to another experience E5 that contains E4 and E3 as parts.
But again, we need another experience that is extrinsically unified with E5 and the chain
continues ad infinitum. Thus, Pure Extrinsic Unity leads to an unbearable ever-growing
bloat.2?

A related problem is that Pure Extrinsic Unity seems to have many counterexamples.
Take the totality of experiences that you have at this moment. Assuming that these expe-
riences are all unified with each other, let T be the single experience that contains all of
them as parts. T is not extrinsically unified with any other experience. But then T would
be a lonely experience, which is a counterexample to Pure Extrinsic Unity.23

These two problems are related, because they both rely on the following assumption:
Subsumption

A set of experiences is extrinsically unified only if there is an experience that con-
tains all of its members as parts.?4

According to Subsumption, whenever you have extrinsic unity you have a total experience
that contains the unified experiences as parts. This is just a logical relation between the
existence of total experiences and extrinsic unity. It is therefore weaker than the thesis
that experiences are extrinsically unified in virtue of being parts of a total experience.

(. 221) Subsumption is a more specific version of the general thesis that phenomenal uni-
ty is singularizing, that is, the thesis that experiences are unified only if they together
form a single phenomenal item. According to Subsumption this item is an experience. But
why should we accept Subsumption? We do not accept the general principle that entities
of some kind are connected in some intimate sense only if another entity of the same kind
contains them as parts. For example, mountains can form a mountain range together, but
a mountain range is not a mountain. Analogously, although all of one’s experiences at a
moment might be unified with each other, this may not entail that the resulting unity is it-
self an experience. So, the motivation behind Subsumption cannot be a general metaphys-
ical principle and, in the absence of reasons to the contrary, the proponent of Pure Extrin-
sic Unity can reject Subsumption. Further support for this comes from the principle of in-
dividuation discussed in the previous section. On this principle there are as many experi-
ences as there are experientially presented objects. So my experience of the tea in the
glass and my mood experience, although phenomenally unified, do not together form an
experience because they do not together form a single object. Another line of support for
rejecting Subsumption comes from the Connectivity view developed in the next section.
Although this view is compatible with Subsumption, it sheds light on how Subsumption
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might be false. As we shall see, the Connectivity view gives us a detailed account of how
experiences can be unified just in virtue of their relations and without forming a single to-
tal experience. Connectivity gives us unity without a single total experience.

This said, I think it is important to note the connection between Subsumption and a some-
what deeper issue. To see this, it helps to consider the following phenomenological argu-
ment for Subsumption. Let S be a subject in the cognitive sense, and let S have only two
disunified experiences E1 and E2 at t1 and undergo a change in t2 that consists only in
E1l and E2 becoming extrinsically unified and whatever other change might come about in
virtue of this unity. Let T1 and T2 be the total phenomenology of S at t1 and t2 respective-
ly. The argument would go as follows:

1. Since extrinsic unity is a phenomenal relation it must make a difference to the
overall phenomenology of S at t2.

2. The phenomenal character of E1 and E2 does not change from t1 to t2.

3. Therefore, there must be a third experience, E3, that exists in t2 and is absent in
tl1.

4. Either E3 is an encompassing experience that has E1 and E2 as parts or it is ex-
trinsically unified with E1 and E2.

5. On pain of infinite regress, we should assume that there is some encompassing ex-
perience that has E1 and E2 as parts.

A realist about phenomenal unity would accept the first premise. If unity is a phenomenal
relation, it must be phenomenally manifest. So there must be a phenomenal contrast be-
tween T1 and T2. One who rejects certain forms of holism would also ®.222) accept 2.2°
The move to 3 can be defended by relying on the idea that whenever there is a phenome-
nal difference between two situations there must be an experience that explains the dif-
ference. This might strike many as plausible, but it is incompatible with several theoreti-
cal views about experience. Before getting into this issue, however, let us see the ratio-
nale behind the rest of the argument. If E3 is neither extrinsically unified with E1 and E2
nor has them as parts, then it is very paradoxical why it is relevant to explaining the phe-
nomenal difference between T1 and T2. But if E3 is extrinsically unified with E1 and E2
then, by the same pattern of reasoning applied in 1-4, there must be another experience
E4 that is either extrinsically unified with E1, E2, and E3 or contains them as parts. To
stop an infinite regress, we have to assume that at some point there is an experience that
contains the previous experiences as components.

How could the proponent of Pure Extrinsic Unity reject this argument? As I noted, the
suspect is the idea that motivates the move from 1 and 2 to 3: whenever there is a phe-
nomenal difference between two situations there must be an experience in virtue of
which the difference obtains. There are several theoretical perspectives that can help us
see how one might reject this idea. For example, one who holds that experiences essen-
tially involve phenomenal perspectives might also hold that when experiences are unified
their phenomenal perspectives overlap and this overlap explains the phenomenal differ-
ence between unity and disunity. Thus, the difference between T1 and T2 can be ex-
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plained by citing the fact that in t1 the phenomenal perspectives inherent in E1 and E2
are separate but in t2 they are overlapping. Similar moves can be made by appealing to
the emergence of phenomenal subjects, for-me-ness, and the manner in which an experi-
ence is given. On closer look, all of these views are committed to the same generic princi-
ple: some phenomenal differences between two situations can be simply explained in
terms of relations among experiences. This suggests that the simplest version of this
strategy can appeal to the relation of phenomenal unity. The phenomenal difference be-
tween T1 and T2 simply consists in the fact that E1 and E2 are phenomenally unified at t2
but are not unified at t1. So, there is no reason to posit a new experience to explain the
difference between T1 and T2.

My goal in this section has been to motivate and defend a substantive purist thesis about
the fundamental connection between consciousness and unity. I motivated purism by ar-
guing that it is hard to see how impure theses could be both substantive and true. I then
advanced Pure Extrinsic Unity according to which, necessarily, every experience is extrin-
sically unified with another experience. This thesis captures the idea that unity is present
in every occurrence of conscious experience. I also explained the Subsumption challenge
for this thesis and discussed how it can be blocked. Rejecting Subsumption, as noted ear-
lier, does not have to amount to a rejection of the platitude that phenomenal unity is sin-
gularizing. For one does not have to identify the single (.223) phenomenal item in this
platitude with an experience. There are a variety of options here. My own view is that the
single item is a stream of consciousness.

10.3 Connectivity

This section focuses on the grounding question: when consciousness is unified, what are
the uniform fundamental person-level facts,?6 if any, in virtue of which it is unified? Earli-
er, I distinguished between Newtonian and Leibnizian answers to this question. To get an
intuitive idea of the difference between these answers, let us consider the following ex-
ample. Jack and Jill are family members. What are the more fundamental facts in virtue of
which they are family members? One possible answer is that there is an entity called the
Anderson family and Jack and Jill are both members of this family. Let us call this answer
Family. According to Family, the fact that Jack and Jill are family members obtains in
virtue of the fact that there is a single entity and they stand in a membership relation to
this single entity. This answer is intuitively unappealing. It is natural to hold that families
emerge from family relations, but Family reverses the order. A more plausible answer is
that Jack and Jill are family members, in virtue of being connected through a continuous
chain of parent-child relations. For example, Jack’s mom is Jill’s cousin, where the rela-
tionship of being a cousin is also grounded in a chain of parent-child relations. Let’s call
this answer Kinship.

The distinction between Family and Kinship exemplifies a structural difference that can
be seen in several everlasting philosophical debates. For example, on Newtonian views of
space, objects stand in spatial relations in virtue of being located in a single space. On
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this view, facts about spatial relations are grounded in facts about locatedness in a single
space. Leibniz reverses the order. On his view, spatial relations are more fundamental
than locatedness in a single space. In fact, on Leibniz’s view, space is grounded in and de-
rivative from the fact that spatial relations among objects satisfy certain conditions. The
same structural differences distinguish Family from Kinship. The former is Newtonian,
the latter Leibnizian.

I have defended a Leibnizian answer to the grounding question about phenomena unity in
previous work.2” This section explains the intuitive case for adopting this approach and
the original connectivity view that is defended in earlier work. I then argue that in

(. 224) order to offer a uniform treatment of synchronic and diachronic unities, the origi-
nal version of the view has to be revised. I propose a revised version at the end.

10.3.1 The Original Connectivity View

The intuition behind the connectivity approach to unity is that relations of phenomenal
unity can be accounted for in a way that is structurally analogous to Kinship. So, let me
highlight the structural features of Kinship that Connectivity shares. We have already dis-
cussed one crucial feature: Kinship has a Leibnizian structure. The second feature is that
Kinship is a non-primitivist view. The fundamental parent-child relations that Kinship ap-
peals to do not necessarily connect all members of the Anderson family. The relation that
is at the bottom of this account is therefore different from the relation that the account
aims to explain. On a primitivist Leibnizian account, however, being family members
would be a primitive relation that is not grounded in a more fundamental relation. The
third feature of Kinship is that it gives us a uniform treatment of diachronic and syn-
chronic family relations. Suppose that Charles is an Anderson who lived in the eighteenth
century. Jack and Jill stand in a synchronic family relation to each other and a diachronic
family relation to Charles. An interesting feature of Kinship is that it accounts for these
synchronic and diachronic relations in exactly the same way. In both cases, facts about
family relations are grounded in the existence of a continuous chain of parent-child rela-
tions. Kinship is therefore a uniform account of synchronic and diachronic family rela-
tions. To summarize, Kinship is Leibnizian; it is non-primitivist; and it provides a uniform
account of synchronic and diachronic family relations.

Connectivity, similarly, is Leibnizian, non-primitivist, and offers a uniform account with re-
spect to synchronic and diachronic unity. The key is to find an element in experience that
plays a role that is similar to parent-child relations. In the connectivity approach, this
role is played by experiences of specific relations. What are these experiences? An exam-
ple might help. I just heard the song that the ice cream truck that frequents our neighbor-
hood plays and, looking through the window, I cut a glimpse of the truck slowly passing
by. I did not just experience the sound and the visual profile of the truck; I experienced
the sound as originating from the same spatial location as the truck and I experienced the
truck as the cause of the sound. So, I experienced spatial and causal relations between
the sound and the truck. Let us call the experiences exemplified in these cases experi-
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ences of specific relations.?® The connectivity approach grounds unity in continuity condi-
tions defined over experiences of specific relations.

We can use experiences of specific relations to define a relation among experiences called
binding:

(p. 225)
Binding

Two experiences are bound together iff they are attached by an experience of a
specific relation.

In the previous example, my auditory experience of the truck’s sound and my visual expe-
rience of its visual profile are bound together by the experience of the specific causal and
spatial relations that I experience between the truck and its sound. Three points about
binding deserve highlighting. First, we can sometimes experience relations among our ex-
periences, or between our experiences and objects and events in the world. But in normal
perceptual cases experiences of specific relations are not experiences of relations among
our experiences. Rather, they are experiences of relations among the items that we expe-
rience. Second, for our current purposes we can treat attachment as a primitive relation
that connects experiences of specific relations with other experiences. In pointing out
that this relation is a primitive relation, I want to emphasize that it is a relation that can-
not be reduced to content relations. The mere existence of an experience of a specific re-
lation is not sufficient for binding two experiences with each other. The experience of a
specific relation has to be attached to the experiences that it binds together. Third, al-
though this does not follow from the characterization of binding, it is not the case that all
of our unified experiences are bound together. This is clear in the case of diachronic expe-
riences within a unified stream that do not succeed each other. But I think it applies to
synchronic experiences too. The melody that the ice cream truck plays usually invokes a
sense of nostalgia in me and I experience this emotion as caused by the melody. My emo-
tional experience is bound with my auditory experience of the melody. But my emotional
experience is not directly bound with the visual experience of the truck through an expe-
rience of a specific relation.?? I do not experience my emotional reaction as caused by
what I see; I experience it as caused by what I hear.

It follows from the third point that a simple Leibnizian view that identifies unity with
binding cannot account for diachronic unity and arguably not even synchronic unity rela-
tions. Therefore, we should not identify unity with binding. Nevertheless, there can be an
intimate connection between the two notions. We can use the binding relation to define
the notion of a unity path in the following manner:

Unity Paths

There is a unity path between two experiences E,, and E, iff E, is bound with E,
or there is an E; such that E,, is bound with E, and there is a unity path from E; to
En-30
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(. 226) A path consists in a chain of experiences of specific relations and the experiences
that are bound by the path. An experience can be a member of a unity path in either of
two ways. It can either be a binder or one of the experiences that are bound by the
binders in the path.

The notions of a unity path and path membership can be used to offer an analysis of uni-
ty:

Connectivity

Two experiences are unified in virtue of the fact that they belong to the same uni-
ty path as members.

Connectivity is attractive in many respects. However, the view suffers from a problem.
What follows explains this problem and proposes a revision that would address it.

10.3.2 The Revised Connectivity View

The main problem for Connectivity is that it cannot accommodate phenomenal fission and
fusion. By phenomenal fusion I mean a case in which two disunified streams of conscious-
ness become unified. If fusion is possible, then two experiences, E1 and E2, that are not
unified before fusion can be members of a diachronic unity path that results from fusion.
The original version of Connectivity, would imply that these experiences are unified and
this clashes with the intuitive sense that E1 and E2 are not unified. A similar problem
emerges in the case of fission where one unified stream breaks into two disunified
streams. It is intuitive to say that the experiences in the two streams after the fission are
disunified, but there is a unity path that connects them through the unified stream in the
past.

It is possible to solve this problem by providing different accounts of synchronic and di-
achronic unity relations. For example, we can distinguish between synchronic and di-
achronic binding and use this distinction to define different relations of synchronic and
diachronic connectivity. Doing so would enable us to say that in the fusion and fission cas-
es E1 and E2 are synchronically disunified but diachronically unified. But if we go with
this option, we have in effect given up on the ambition to provide a uniform treatment of
diachronic and synchronic unity relations.

Another option would be to index claims about unity relations to times or temporal peri-
ods. For example, we might say that E1 and E2 are disunified during the period before fu-
sion and unified after fusion. But this seems implausible. For E1 and E2 may not even ex-
ist at the time of fusion and afterwards. So it would make no sense to say that they are
unified after fusion.

The best strategy, in my view, is to revise Connectivity in order to block the implication
that disunified experiences before fusion or after fission satisfy the conditions for unity.
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The key here is that the unity paths that result from fusion and fission change their tem-
poral direction; they contain a diachronic turn.

(. 227)
Diachronic Turn

There is a diachronic turn in a unity path when there are experiences En, Em, and
Ep in the path such that (a) En is between Em and Ep, and (b) En is either tempo-
rally prior or temporally posterior to both Em and Ep.

An experience, En, is between experiences Em and Ep in a unity path, U, iff there is a
sub-path of U that starts with Em and ends with Ep and En is a member of this sub-path.
A path that has a diachronic turn travels in time in one direction and then turns back.

We can solve the fission/fusion problem by restricting Connectivity to unidirectional
paths, where a unidirectional path is one that does not contain a diachronic turn.

Revised Connectivity

Two experiences are unified in virtue of the fact that there is a unidirectional unity
path that they both belong to as members.

As a thesis about the fundamental facts in virtue of which unity obtains, Revised Connec-
tivity has many advantages.3! The thesis also has implications for our understanding of
the neural correlates of consciousness in that it suggests a distributed model of these cor-
relates as opposed to models on which the correlates of consciousness have to relate to a
core or center.3?

10.4 Conclusion

My goal in this chapter has been three-fold. In the first section, I surveyed some of the is-
sues and questions that have been central to recent work on phenomenal unity. In the
second section, I argued that the Unity Thesis and other impure answers to the articula-
tion question fail to properly capture the intuitive sense in which phenomenal unity be-
longs to the nature of consciousness. I proposed and defended a purist alternative. Final-
ly, I proposed and defended a Leibnizian answer to the grounding question.

The articulation and the grounding questions have independent philosophical signifi-
cance, but they also play an important role in a project whose main goal is to offer an ac-
count of how phenomenal unity belongs to the nature of consciousness. To get the project
off the ground, we need first to properly formulate the thesis that corresponds to the intu-
itive idea that unity belongs to the nature of consciousness. Thus, we need to answer the
articulation question. I have argued here that the Pure Extrinsic Unity thesis is the best
answer to the articulation question and defended the thesis from various . 228) objec-
tions. But this does not amount to showing why the thesis is true. In order to do so, one
needs to explain how Pure Extrinsic Unity flows from the nature of consciousness. Ap-
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proached systematically, this is a two-fold task. First, we need an account of the facts in
virtue of which unity obtains; in other words, we need an answer to the grounding ques-
tion. Second, we need to show how the presence of the facts that ground unity relations is
a consequence of facts about the nature of consciousness. Doing so would help us see
why unity is present wherever consciousness is present. I have not attempted this second
task. But let me end this chapter with the promissory note that this can be done in full
satisfaction if one could demonstrate that consciousness has a necessary (or if you like es-
sential) structure that is grounded in experiences of relations. Establishing this claim is
the task of future work.
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Notes:

(1) By a natural feature of consciousness I simply mean something that belongs to its na-
ture. I will be treating ‘X belongs to the nature of Y’ and ‘X is a natural feature of Y’ as
equivalent.

(%) Bayne and Chalmers (2003), Bayne (2010).

(3) This is a partial list. Other forms of unity that are often distinguished from phenome-
nal unity include introspective unity, spatial unity, Gestalt unity, and representational inte-
gration. For a more in-depth discussion of these distinctions see Bayne and Chalmers
(2003), Tye (2003), and Dainton (2006).

(%) For an interesting analysis of the different ways in which this condition can be satis-
fied see Koksvik (2014).

(°) This characterization of the notion of a phenomenal field was suggested to me in a
conversation by Christopher Hill. For an interesting alternative analysis of the notion of a
phenomenal field see Roelofs (2014).

(5) See Tye (2003). See also Guistina (2017) who defends the view and also interprets
Brentano as endorsing it. Bayne (2010: 29-32) responds to Tye’s argument for the one ex-
perience view. See also this chapter, Section 10.2.3.

(7) See Hurley (1998). See Masrour (2014a) for a response.
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(8) Hill (2014), for example, denies that unified experiences always form a single experi-
ence. See Bayne (2014) for a response.

(°) Bayne (2014), for example, defends the view that when experiences are unified they
are so in virtue of being parts or components of one encompassing experience. Many oth-
er accounts of unity have the same structural profile, though they differ in their concep-
tions of the oneness that grounds unity. Tye (2003) proposes that the oneness of experi-
ence obtains in virtue of the oneness of content, and Peacocke (2014) maintains that ex-
periences are unified in virtue of belonging to the same single subject. Newtonian tenden-
cies also figure in interpretations of historical figures. The idea that phenomenal unity is
grounded in the oneness of an act of synthesis is commonly attributed to Kant. Giustina
(2017) interprets Brentano as adopting the view.

(19) Dainton (2006) defends a primitivist version of Leibnizinanism that grounds unity on
relations of co-consciousness. I, on the other hand, have defended a non-primitivist ver-
sion that grounds unity on connectivity conditions defined over a relation of attachment;
see Masrour (2014a, 2014b). Watzl (2014) also defends a Leibnizian view that grounds
unity in foreground-background relations in attentional structure, though he puts things
in terms of the nature of unity as opposed to its uniform grounds. Roelofs (2014) defends
a somewhat similar view.

(11) Among philosophers, Moor (1982), Davis (1997), Tye (2003), and Schechter (2010)
deny the Unity Thesis. A notable exception here is Bayne (2010: 189-221) who mounts an
impressive defense of the idea that unity is maintained in split brain cases, and offers an
excellent review of the philosophical and scientific literature on split brains.

(12) As noted earlier, Hurley (1998) denies that unity is phenomenally manifest and would
therefore qualify as a skeptic about phenomenal unity, even though she is not a skeptic
about phenomenal character/consciousness more generally.

(13) A purist does not have to deny that there are deep links between the notion of unity
and the notions of a conscious subject. She could even accept that unity relations among
experiences are necessary conditions for the existence of conscious subjects to whom the
experiences belong. But a purist would hold that the fundamental connection between
consciousness and unity holds even if we deny the connection between unity and sub-
jects.

(14) Note that since the relevant notion of object here is the intentional notion, the
scheme allows for the presentation of objects that do not in fact exist. This notion also al-
lows for the possibility that the number of intentional objects that are presented by expe-
rience might diverge from the number of objects that are perceived.

(15) As noted earlier, another option is to construe the subject in the biological sense.
Everything that I say here about subjects in the cognitive sense would generalize to sub-
jects in the biological sense. Therefore, I will be ignoring this sense of subjects here.
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(16) Obviously, this dichotomy does not exhaust the space of possible versions of the Unity
Thesis. But, as we shall soon see, focusing on these two notions will do for our purposes
here.

(17) This view is popular among both philosophers and cognitive scientists. Among
philosophers, Moor (1982), Davis (1997), Tye (2003), and Schechter (2010), hold this
view. A notable exception here is Tim Bayne who puts up an impressive defense of unity
in split brain cases. See Bayne (2010: 189-221) for his defense and an excellent review of
the philosophical and scientific literature.

(18) Tye (2003) is a good example.

(19) One might argue that even in such a case, there is a sense in which we find unity be-
cause each of my experiences are in an intrinsic sense unified. I explain why this move is
unsatisfactory in Section 10.2.2.

(%9) A list of potential candidates would include items such as an ‘I think’ that accompa-
nies all experiences, for-me-ness (Kriegel 2005; Zahavi and Kriegel 2015), and higher or-
der or same order self-representations (Rosenthal 1997; Kriegel 2009).

(?1) Some meditators claim that deep meditation can result in states of consciousness that
are devoid of any complex content. Perhaps these could be regarded as examples of lone-
ly experiences. If this is the case then Pure Extrinsic Unity is false. But, of course, there
are several other ways to interpret the phenomenology of deep meditative states that is
compatible with the impossibility of lonely experiences.

(%2) An argument of this nature is one of the main reasons that Tye (2003) denies that
there can be phenomenal unity relations among experiences and embraces the one-expe-
rience account of unity.

(23) We cannot solve this problem by assuming that T is diachronically unified with some
of your experiences in the immediate past and the future because we can use those expe-
riences to generate another counterexample. Let T* be the experience that contains all
your experiences during the uninterrupted continuous stream of consciousness that in-
cludes T. T* is a lonely experience because it is not extrinsically unified with any other ex-
perience. So T* is a counterexample to Pure Extrinsic Unity.

(%) I borrow the term ‘subsumption’ from Bayne and Chalmers (2003), although they do
not characterize it in terms of extrinsic unity.

(?5) Some hold that the phenomenal character of E1 and E2 would slightly change when
they are unified. For discussion see Koksvik (2014).

(%%) By person-level facts I mean facts that are somehow manifest at the conscious level.
The view that unity obtains when this or that condition fashioned in terms of brain
processes are satisfied, for example, would not be an answer to the grounding question
because facts about brain processes are not manifest at the conscious level as such.
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(?7) In Masrour (2014b), I argue that Newtonian answers to the grounding question are
dialectically undesirable in that (a) the explanans of these views are not sufficiently re-
moved from their explananda, (b) they are more susceptible to skepticism about phenom-
enal unity, and (c) they are not easily generalizable to diachronic unity relations.

(%8) There can be disagreement about whether we experience specific relations and if we
do which specific relations we can experience. But for the purposes of this chapter I take
it for granted here that there is a non-empty set of specific relations that we can experi-
ence.

(?9) In general, one can consistently maintain that although we can experience relations
of temporal succession, not all of our experiences that succeed each other are bound by
experiences of temporal succession.

(39) This is obviously a recursive definition. The occurrence of ‘unity path’ in the second
disjunct is discharged by repeated applications of the first.

(31) For discussion see Masrour (2014a).

(32) Bayne (2010) refers to this distinction as the distinction between the Federalist and
the Imperialist models of consciousness. For discussion see Masrour (2014a).
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