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Abstract

Spinoza’s philosophy helps to bridge two key gaps in philosophy: the mind-body and the fact-value gaps. We consider specific versions of these gaps – the explanatory rift between consciousness and embodiment; and the discursive rift between descriptive and normative. Traditionally these two gaps have been considered separately, but there are profound points of analogy between the two problems. 

Each problem can be put in terms of a constitutive dilemma, carrying similar structures: 
(A) How can we properly explain what it is to be a conscious creature in a way that doesn’t EITHER make the state mysterious from a scientific point of view OR ignore or eliminate a central feature of what is to be explained – namely phenomenal feel? 
(B) How can we properly provide a rational ground for moral rightness in a way that doesn’t EITHER make morality an arbitrary domain from a rational point of view OR ignore or eliminate a central feature of what is to be accounted for – namely the prescriptive or action-guiding nature of moral discourse?


Freedom can be seen as a mediating domain in these two debates, and Spinoza’s views on freedom help us make progress both on the problem of grounding ethics and that of explaining consciousness. Spinoza’s account of freedom as self-determination exemplifies how the descriptive-normative gap can be bridged. It also provides a deeply embodied concept of phenomenality which defuses widespread concerns about an explanatory gap for consciousness. 
I 
INTRODUCTION
The aim of this paper is to compare the task of understanding mind with that of understanding ethics – the areas of inquiry known, broadly, as the 'mind-body' and 'fact-value' problems. In both areas there is perceived to be a gulf – epistemological, logical, metaphysical and methodological. These two areas have a theoretical terrain whose contours systematically correlate one with the other.  Those working in each area may profit from exploring these common landscapes. Although the mind-body problem is clearly wider than just the question of how consciousness relates to the brain, the latter question is, as Colin McGinn once famously put it (1989), the 'hard nut' of the mind-body problem. A chief claim in this paper is that progress in understanding consciousness, both philosophically and scientifically, can be assisted through looking sideways at developments in ethical theory over much of the twentieth century; and conversely, that, progress may be made in ethics through paying closer attention to issues in the philosophy of mind. 
I will adopt one particular focus here to guide my exposition. Taking my cue from the recent book by Antonio Damasio (2003), I will outline an interpretation of the philosophy of Spinoza. Spinoza's 'ethicalized naturalism', as it might be called, will, I suggest, help us to achieve a rapprochement between the study of mind and the study of value. How can Spinoza's philosophy be of relevance to the twenty-first century scientist or philosopher in understanding consciousness? One of his greatest achievements was to set out a basic framework for understanding humans and other organisms and their place in the natural world.  I will suggest that Spinoza's view of mind has a deep synergy with current thinking about consciousness, embodiment and intersubjectivity. While Spinoza's thought has many limitations and must inevitably be shorn of its seventeenth-century parochialism, it has a lot to offer us today. It can be shown to be increasingly in harmony with contemporary developments in cognitive science – particularly embedded and enactive approaches. (Clark, 1998; Varela, Thompson and Rosch 1991)
What, then, can we learn from Spinoza? Essentially he was an anti-schismatic – a collapser of dichotomies, living in a violently schismatic time. His friends, the De Witt brothers, were murdered in The Hague in 1672 by a rabble who could not tolerate their free-thinking views; the story has it that the De Witts' flesh was hacked to pieces and eaten by the mob (Damasio 2003: 20-21.) Spinoza sought to reconcile the deepest intellectual schisms of his time: God versus Nature; Revelation versus Reason; Causation versus Freedom; Intellect versus Emotion, etc. Spinoza was deeply concerned – as have many great philosophers – with the project of grounding: grounding a belief in God via rational demonstration; grounding a scheme of ethics; grounding the emerging systematic physics of the natural world. He was also concerned that philosophy should offer a path towards self-improvement, in intellectual, moral and spiritual terms.

How, then, to show that Spinoza's approach can be used to beneficial effect in tackling some of today's gaps or schisms? A key gap today is that between 'objectivity' and 'subjectivity'. This gap manifests itself in different ways in the areas of ethics and of philosophy of mind: 
(A)  In ethics it's the gap between the apparently objective world of fact, of what is the case – and the apparently subjective realm of value or normativity, of what ought to be. To many this has seemed to be a logical or conceptual gap – to say what is and to say what ought to be are, it seems, to say things of such a different logical or discursive character that there can be no a priori or deductive link between the former and the latter – so normative questions seem to be ineluctably 'subjective'.
(B) In philosophy of mind it's the gap between the 'objectivity' of third-person, externally observable features of agents or organisms – features such as neurobiological or functional or behavioural properties, which can be captured via the methods of science – and the 'subjectivity' of first-person thought and experience – which seem impervious to such methods.
There are, in fact, at least two different notions of 'objectivity'/'subjectivity' at work here. Some proposition may be said to be objectively established (or establishable) in that no rational dissent from it may be possible. This is objectivity in an epistemological sense. Alternatively, some fact or reality may be said to be objective in the sense that its existence does not depend on the existence of particular minds. This is objectivity in an ontological sense. The ethical gap and the mental gap may each be thought to be a gap between what is and isn't objective in either or both of these senses. When moral judgments are said to lack objectivity, it is usually the epistemological sense that is in play. However people often see the problem of the objectivity of value in ontological terms, by claiming that there are no moral 'facts', or 'realities' or that there are no 'objective norms'. In the case of mind, the problems seem on the face of it to be somewhat different: the epistemological problem is how to understand or explain mental phenomena in terms of processes which are more open to the epistemically well-established methods of science; the ontological problem is whether the prima facie 'subjective' (person-dependent) features of mind exist in their own right, as features wholly distinct, in ontological terms, from processes in the (non-person-dependent) physical or natural world.
II 
PARALLEL PROBLEMS?
Traditionally the justificatory gap in ethics (the 'is-ought' gap) and the explanatory gap in the philosophy of mind or consciousness have been pursued in separate debating chambers, with relatively little cross-talk between the two debates. This is perhaps not surprising, but it may nevertheless be regrettable, because important opportunities for synergy may have been overlooked. There are in fact profound points of analogy between the two debates – in particular between the spectrum of positions that have been respectively put forward in each debate. I wish to make three proposals here:

(a) Given the structural analogies between the two domains, attention to the mind debate will enhance the understanding of possibilities in the ethics debate; and vice versa;

(b) There are possibly certain deep insights into mind, value, nature, and freedom, that will provide a powerful resolution of both gaps;
(c) Spinoza's views on these issues – his account of freedom and autonomy in particular – provides a key to the resolution of both debates.  
Even so-called ethical naturalists (who do believe that ethical thinking can be intellectually grounded in certain fundamental propositions about human or social or biological nature) don't take seriously the idea of grounding ethics in any systematic scientific observational or predictive or explanatory method (though they may use scientific insights, from evolutionary theory, or from cognitive psychology – for example – as building blocks in their theory). So 'naturalism' in the study of ethics and 'naturalism' in the study of mind seem to be rather different, and not closely related, terms. All the same it is possible to show some pretty profound linkages between key issues in ethics – particularly the problem raised by the putative gap between 'is' and 'ought' – and problems in the philosophy of mind concerning the gap between 'first-person' experiential processes and 'third-person' properties of people and of the world. 
One way to bring out the analogies between the two areas of inquiry is to show how the key problem in each field can be put in the form of what might be called a constitutive dilemma for theorists in the respective areas. In each case the dilemma turns on a key notion that is, as it were, emblematic of the subject-matter of that area, and that is the focus of what is problematic in that domain of inquiry. The terms I shall use to express these respective notions are 'phenomenality' and 'prescriptivity'. (Nothing much hangs on these particular choices of vocabulary: other terms may be substituted in each case without necessarily damaging the argument.)
PHENOMENALITY. In the domain of mind, and particularly consciousness, attention is typically focused on the apparent qualitative immediacy of first-person experience: the 'what-it-is-like', or 'phenomenality' of consciousness (as opposed to any functional or cognitive aspects of consciousness). Not everyone working on the problem of understanding consciousness agrees that phenomenality is either a useful or a central notion. That is a feature which, as we shall see, has an interesting parallel in the study of ethics. But for most people, a condition of adequacy of any explanatory theory of consciousness is that it gives an adequate account of the phenomenal or qualitative nature of consciousness. Moreover it is this property of phenomenality that is so highly contested, and which can be seen as making the problem of understanding or explaining consciousness so difficult. If consciousness is the hard nut of the mind-body problem, phenomenality is the hard nut of the problem of consciousness.
PRESCRIPTIVITY. In much twentieth-century ethical theory a key idea stressed by many has been the supposed 'prescriptivity' of moral attitudes or judgments.
 A key idea here is that an ethical judgment derives its normative nature in virtue of possessing an action-guiding or motivating force not present in ordinary factual judgments. So, for example, if (to take a stock example) I express the view that it would be morally correct or right to take an abandoned wallet that I find on the road to the police, rather than simply appropriating its contents, then a condition of my really assenting to such a judgment is that I do the act my words prescribe in the relevant circumstances. Here again many ethical theorists do not accept that moral judgments or notions necessarily have to carry any such prescriptive force. But most people in the field agree that any adequate theory of ethics must account for the apparent prescriptivity of ethical judgments, and most would correspondingly accept that this is where the peculiar difficulty of the task of understanding ethics lies. 
We can now express our two problems – consciousness versus brain and fact versus value – in ways which very closely echo each other.
 Each problem can be put in terms of a dilemma, as follows: 
MIND: How is it possible to understand mental phenomena (and particularly consciousness) in terms which 
(i) ground it in objective, naturalistic features of the world (continuous with other regions of scientific explanation), and yet which

(ii) don't 'leave out', or lose hold of, the key notion of phenomenality that seems to give the mental (its conscious or experiential aspect at least) its special character?

ETHICS: How is it possible to understand moral values in terms that 
(i) ground it in objective features of the world (i.e. which are independent of individual opinion or preference); and yet which

(ii) don't 'leave out', or lose hold of, the key notion of prescriptivity that seems to give ethical discourse its special character?

It is perhaps surprising that the task of explaining consciousness and that of ethical justification can be made to look so similar, admittedly with a certain amount of conceptual massaging. Just how far the parallelism can be maintained remains to be seen. I will try to justify setting the two problem-areas into such a close parallel by highlighting the possibilities for making an advance in the resolution of each problem that result from this parallelism. 
III 
 PARALLEL SOLUTIONS
A first step in progressing on the two problems is to notice the different 'moves' that have been made in the respective universes of discourse defined by each problem. We will set out a series of solutions that have been proposed in each case, and in doing so, we will find some uncanny similarities. The following list is not necessarily exhaustive, but it does suggest that the parallelism is not just a superficial 'trick of the light'.
In each case we have noted a dilemma or tension between wanting to give due recognition to a ‘subjective’ element (phenomenality; prescriptivity) and an ‘objective’, or ‘grounding’ element (scientifically grounding an explanation of consciousness; rationally grounding certain ethical commitments). 
(A) One strategy for dealing with this tension is to deny the ‘objective’ side of the tension: for instance to say 
(A1) That explaining or grounding consciousness is not the sort of thing one should expect science to be able to do; and, correspondingly, 
(A2) That rationally (or non-relatively) grounding ethics is not a realizable ideal. 
(B) There is the converse option of rejecting the ‘subjective’ side of the objective-subjective tension in either case. 
(B1) In the consciousness domain this means giving up the idea that phenomenality represents some special, first-person quality of consciousness that is non-reducible to third-person elements, such as functional or structural properties of the brain. 
(B2) In the ethics domain this means giving up the idea that there is any special, prescriptive or action-guiding element to ethical judgments – that is, that they are straightforwardly factual and therefore as amenable to rational appraisal as any other kind of factual statement.
(C) There is the option of struggling heroically with both sides of the dilemma, trying to bring them together in a single reconciliatory theory. 
(C1) On the consciousness side this might lead to saying, for example, that while conscious states possess a special, phenomenal, or first-person, aspect that marks them out from other elements of the physical world, they are, causally speaking, fully grounded in features of the physical brain. 
(C2) On the ethics side, this might lead to agreeing that moral thinking is prescriptive, but still saying, in Kantian fashion, that there are certain presuppositions of moral discourse (for example universalizability) that entail that rational moral prescribers will tend to converge on the same substantive broad ethical principles.
(D) There is in each case the option of epistemological defeatism. 
(D1) The familiar mysterian position, on the consciousness side, which claims that any objective tie between phenomenal states and physical states of the brain, etc., can be matched with 
(D2) A kind of ethical mysterian position, which says that, in view of the logical openness of prescriptions, it would be impossible to give any conclusive grounding for ultimate moral principles, since they must rely solely, in the end, on choices of basic attitude to the world and to people in it.

(E) There is the option of ontological inventiveness on both sides: 
(E1) On the consciousness side, of suggesting that phenomenality represents a special kind of property which non-physical in nature, and which therefore cannot be explained in terms of physical features of the world, but which is nevertheless still acceptable within a (widened) scientific framework. 
(E2) On the ethics side, it will involve claiming that the moral properties have a special, sui generis (non-natural) nature, which contrast with ordinary properties in the world, but which can, perhaps, be known through a special faculty of moral intuition.
These, then are some of the options that can be adopted, in the two fields of inquiry under review. There are other options, too, but these are all the ones we have space to consider, even briefly. It will be seen that very similar strategies are available in each field. Pretty well all five of the positions outlined above have been adopted in each of the two fields (although not always attracting the same degree of support in the two cases).
  It's not possible to go into more details in considering these different views here, but it's hopefully easy to see that the strategies adopted in each area could be studied for interesting and instructive similarities (there are also important differences). Thus there do appear to be powerful structural analogies between the two domains of inquiry. At the very least this should be a signal to discussants in each field that they might profit from looking at the range of views to be found in the other field, in order to see whether some useful insights might be gained to take back to their original field of investigation. However there may be a deeper lesson to be learned. Perhaps there is some common theoretical perspective, which may shed light simultaneously on both questions, and which may enable us to make progress on both problems, possibly even assimilating them within a single framework. 
IV 
SPINOZA’S FRAMEWORK
The remaining discussion will explore whether we can find such a unifying, mutually resolving framework from within the philosophy of Spinoza. Spinoza’s metaphysics and ethics will provide us with a perspective that will help resolve the respective dilemmas; as well as provide insights into deep interrelations between the two problem-areas. Spinoza’s Ethics (1677) offers a picture of how the human mind (and Mind in general) is to be viewed in relation to the natural, physical world. This naturalistic view of mind generates a revised conception of what is good or right for humans and other creatures. At the centre of Spinoza’s conception of the good is his notion of freedom as autonomy or self-determination. According to Stuart Hampshire (1960), 'freedom' is the key evaluative or ethical term in Spinoza's philosophy, rather than 'good', ‘ought' or 'right'. To show the relevance of this to our current concerns I give a very abridged version of Spinoza's conception of freedom.

On one level Spinoza was a strong determinist. All events in nature happen as a result of strict necessity – there is no room for contingency, let alone the kind of human choice that has been viewed as central to ethics, and that was deemed fundamental to traditional theological doctrine concerning personal responsibility, sin and meritorious conduct. According to Spinoza our existence as finite mental and physical beings provides us with a double unfreedom: a dependency on the physical conditions of our bodily, organic existence and on the causal influences of the environment; and on the other hand an ineluctable inadequacy in our mental powers of thought and desire. But Spinoza also had a profound conception of the possibilities of individual freedom, of the possibility of achieving an increased liberation from the necessities of nature through the exercise of a deepened understanding of those very necessities. 
Spinoza particularly stresses possibilities for freedom in the mind. A key aspect of our mental servitude is the chaotic way in which our thoughts are ordered – chaotic because they follow the order of causes in the body rather than the order of rationality. Because the body is itself embedded in an open environment, and thus enmeshed in the total causal network of the universe, the order of its causes will be subject to the causality of its surroundings, proximal and distal. To understand how unfreedom works in the mind, think of a novice mathematician trying to solve an equation. Because of lack of practice at ordering the mind, the chain of thinking is constantly interrupted– for instance by thoughts of food, desires to sleep, other emotions, external stimuli, etc. Thus the mental path of calculation is thrown off course, and the sought-for conclusion is attained inefficiently or not at all. To give a different example, in trying to mend a clock, the order of cognitive and affective states need to be as much as possible in harmony with the appropriate causal states of the body, the clock and their mutual interaction. Spinoza saw that the mind’s capacity for cogent thought and emotion was, for most people and most of the time, deeply flawed, but nevertheless improvable. However, through the cultivation of cognitive and affective balance – and reflection on our own mental and physical limitations – we can develop a relative degree of adequacy in our ideas and hence a relative increase in our powers of mental self-determination or self-understanding. 
Spinoza’s metaphysics distinguished between mind and body as attributes of fundamental reality (Deus sive Natura – God/Nature). Yet it entailed a view of the mind of an individual being as radically embodied. Spinoza expressed this by saying that the ideas in a person’s mind had, for their (primary) objects, states of the body – both as the latter was affected by its environment, and as it functioned in itself as a complex organism or mechanism. Thus the increase in mental self-determination resulting from a greater adequacy in the activity of the mind would necessarily be at the same time an increase in bodily self-determination, since the two were, as complementary systems, joint aspects of the working of a part of a totality of fundamental reality. 
This idea of mutually complementary progressive mental and physical self-determination lies at the heart of Spinoza’s view of human freedom or salvation. Spinoza saw mental and physical self-determination in the widest possible way: not just as an increase in intellectual and bodily agility and control, but also as enhanced affective and bodily well-being or health. In understanding the potential for such increased mental and physical self-determination we will in particular understand the crucial importance of affective adequacy alongside cognitive understanding. Thus a key part of an individual’s progress in self-determination will be an greater tendency to experience active, or self-enhancing, emotions (love, joy, acceptance of the unavoidable, etc.) over passive, or self-enslaving emotions (hate, anger, frustration, etc.). 
V    SPINOZA’S FRAMEWORK AND THE DILEMMAS
I believe that Spinoza's view of freedom provides us with a powerful way of resolving the two dilemmas mentioned earlier. Each dilemma turned on a particular tension or duality: between phenomenality and explanatory objectivity in the one case, and between ethical prescriptivity and justificatory objectivity in the other. We can now see how, within Spinoza’s framework, these dualities may each be bridged by reference to a third duality – that between freedom, interpreted as individual self-determination or autonomy, and the network of necessities of the wider universe in which that individual freedom has to operate. 
The ethical dilemma referred to earlier was how to provide a justificatory framework for ethics which gives ethical decision an objective grounding in features of the natural world (i.e. which does not make ethical judgments epistemically arbitrary), but which at the same time does justice to the prescriptivity, or action-guiding force, of our ethical concepts. The view of ethics which appears to arise from Spinoza's thought is this: ethics becomes a series of statements about how a free or unfree individual functions within the inherent constraints of that individual's bodily and mental nature. That is, ethics is seen as a set of statements describing the conditions of freedom and unfreedom for individuals (relatively rather than absolutely speaking). 
But these descriptive statements will carry a necessary prescriptivity at the same time. To recognize the constraints on one’s freedom and the possibilities of enhancing one's power in relation to them is inherently to be directed towards acting to diminish unfreedom and increase freedom.
 So, on a Spinoza-inspired view, an adequate understanding of the nature of individuals and their place in the natural order carries a prescriptive or directive force. In understanding the conditions of my autonomy and of my servitude I will tend to act to enhance my potential for autonomy. But the autonomy that I thereby increase will have an ethical as well as a personal goal. Any set of descriptive-directive principles of self-determination for a given individual will not just be a recipe for egotistical self-advancement: the conditions of enhanced self-determination for me will of course also apply to you and to all other individuals. So the conditions of individual freedom will converge on the traditional ethical principles of mutual benevolence, justice and social liberty, but will do so from a rather different direction than is expected within conventional ethical theory.
The Spinozistic notion of freedom is also central to a resolution of the other dilemma: how to reconcile our conception of phenomenal conscious experience with a naturalistic view of the objective natural world as understood by science. To make progress on the problem of consciousness we will, I claim, require a critical reconceptualization of the key term – 'phenomenality'. There are two possible ways of conceiving the phenomenal, first-person, element in consciousness. (a) The first – which might be called the ‘thin conception’ – takes the first-person element as logically distinct from any other features that the latter may supervene on – such as functional or computational states, neural activation states, etc. The origin of this view of consciousness might be found in the radical doubt of Descartes’ first Meditation; after a distinguished career over several centuries essentially the same conception made one of its most recent appearances in the ‘zombie’ argument endorsed by Chalmers (1966) and others. According to the latter, it is possible to imagine, without any incoherence, a world which is physically identical with ours, down to the last molecule, but which has no phenomenal experiences at all: the conceivability of such a world is thought to show that phenomenal consciousness cannot have any necessary relations with any physical features of the world (including physical features of brains and their owners). (b) A second, contrasting, conception of consciousness – the ‘thick’ conception – takes it as internal to the notion of phenomenal consciousness that it is experienced as a lived, embodied state. On that view, the felt, first-person, aspects of phenomenality cannot be detached from their embodiment in a physiological or organic being. A zombie universe would be an incoherent conception on this latter construal of phenomenality. On this conception, you could no more imagine such a world than one physically identical to ours, but where objects exist without any spatial location.

I would like to suggest that a version of the thick conception of consciousness may be recovered from the thought of Spinoza. On a Spinoza-informed view, the conscious states of a particular individual bear a necessary relation to the physical states of the embodied bearer of those consciousness states. As stated earlier, for Spinoza, a conscious thought will have, as its primary object, a state of the thinker’s body (although it may be experienced, through perception, imagination or thought, as having an extra-bodily relation). Also, for Spinoza there will be different levels of consciousness, corresponding to the differing degrees of complexity of individuals in the world. As Hans Jonas has made clear (1965), Spinoza's view of individual conscious life is deeply organismic in character. Jonas claims that Spinoza’s account (as laid out in the Lemmas to Proposition XIII of Book II of the Ethics) offers a first modern account of biological organism, couched in terms of an overall unified system with a plurality of components – themselves possibly organic systems in their own right – that replace themselves over time, but which leave the overarching unity of the whole organic being unchanged. The insights offered by Spinoza here anticipate later interpretations of key biological functions such as metabolism, growth, etc. 
For Spinoza mind and life are closely intertwined. While he lacked the knowledge which today would lead us to demarcate organic from non-organic systems, his conception of organism differed sharply from that of Descartes. For the latter an organic system was essentially a physical machine, totally divorced from mental function. Non-human animals, for Descartes, were alive but, were devoid of souls, consciousness or rationality (the proof of that for him was their lack of language). For Spinoza, by contrast, life, consciousness and mind are all closely connected: so all individual beings – across the totality of the natural world – have a degree of organic unity, of mind, and of (proto-)consciousness. The level of conscious awareness a being possesses depends on the complexity of its organic structure: consciousness doesn't just come with language. 

Phenomenality, then, from a Spinozistic perspective, is closely tied to the organic unity of a particular being. It therefore makes no sense to try to imaginatively extract phenomenal experience from the organic physical universe in the way that Chalmers and others try to do when formulating the Hard Problem of consciousness. Spinoza thus offers a view of phenomenal consciousness which enables us to resolve the dilemma outlined earlier. On the one hand it grounds the consciousness of any being in that being’s physical, organic, constitution – thereby rendering it open to explanation by the methods of science. On the other hand it preserves the first-person, subjective aspect of that phenomenality. However the notion of phenomenality that emerges from this account, is a ‘thicker’, substrate-dependent notion, in contrast with the ‘thin’, substrate-independent, notion presupposed by Chalmers and others. Thus for Spinoza, to be in pain is to have a subjective perception of one's bodily state – my phenomenal state is necessarily bound up with my embodiment. Similarly (taking a more challenging case) to have a visual perception of (say) smoke pluming up from a remote hillside, is to have an experience of my body as sensorily affected by, and interacting with, impingements of light emanating from the distal scene.

The above is only the most rudimentary sketch of the wonderfully fruitful ideas that can be derived from what I have called an ethicalized naturalism recoverable from Spinoza's vision. Vast areas of Spinoza's philosophy have had to be missed out – particularly his attempts to reconcile a naturalistic view of the universe with a conception of divine and the spiritual, and the rich details of Spinoza's account of the positive and negative affects. All the same I hope I have made it clear how a Spinoza-inspired account helps to relate our two dilemmas of ethics and of mind to one another, and helps to forge solutions to these dilemmas.
,
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� A key champion of the centrality of the notion of prescriptivity in ethics, and in normative discourse in general, was R.M.Hare (1952; 1965)


�  I am indebted to Velmans (2000) for this way of putting the puzzle about understanding consciousness.


� Thus position A1 is to be found in recent writings by David Lodge (who has suggested (2003) that literature, rather than any scientific inquiry, provides the most appropriate tool for gaining insight into consciousness); position A2 is to be found in the ethical subjectivism of J.L.Mackie (1977). Position B1 is to be found in eliminativist theorists such as Churchland (1989), and perhaps Dennett (1991); and B2 will be found in naturalist ethical theorists such as Philippa Foot (2001). Position C1 can perhaps be identified with the views of John Searle (1992), and C2 is close to, among others, the views of Hare (1965). Position D1 is identifiable with the writings of Colin McGinn (1989); it is less easy to find a well-known representative of D2, but it is easy to see how it might be defended. Positions E1 and E2 may be found, respectively, in the theory of consciousness of David Chalmers (1996) and in the ethics of G.E.Moore (1903). 


� One is tempted to say that statements about the constraints on freedom and possibilities for emancipation are an example of what Ruth Millikan has called ‘pushmi-pullyu representations’. See R. Millikan (1996; 2002, chs. 6, 13).


� The reading of Spinoza offered here is indebted to the work of Hans Jonas and also to recent writings from the enactive approach to mind and consciousness. See, in particular, Jonas (1966), Weber and Varela (2002), Hanna and Thompson (2003) and Thompson (2005, forthcoming). For further discussions of the enactive approach, and the contrast between thin and thick conceptions of phenomenality, particularly in relation to the possibilities of developing artificial forms of phenomenal experience, see Torrance (2004; 2005).


� I am grateful to Erik Myin, Patrick Vienne and Jeroen Warner for valuable comments on versions of this paper. 
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