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          If representationism is true, phenomenal precision is given by representational precision. But what if representationism is false as I claim? Can we make sense of phenomenal precision? Fink argues that there is a danger of trivialization of phenomenal precision and that the one way out may be incompatible with my view that consciousness overflows cognition. I try to say more about how to clarify phenomenal precision and its relation to my views on overflow.
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  1 Introduction
I am grateful to Sascha Benjamin Fink for a thoughtful and insightful critique (Fink 2015) of my article (Block 2015). Fink’s critique is full of novel and interesting ideas, formulations and proposals but is far too rich for me to respond to everything. I will focus on Fink’s arguments to the effect that the concept of phenomenal precision is defective because there will be no unique precision to a phenomenal experience, specifically that phenomenal precision is either contradictory or trivialized by a “minimal” or “maximal” interpretation. I think Fink is right to focus on the concept of phenomenal precision since as he says it is the aspect of my paper that most needs clarification. I argue that the key to solving the problem that Fink raises is to ask what the representationist should say about it. I then argue that the anti-representationist can make a similar move. In the last section I consider some variants of Fink’s proposal for how to clarify phenomenal precision.



2 The thesis of solely generic phenomenology 
I will start with the SGP thesis in Fink’s terminology—the thesis that there can be “solely generic phenomenology”. An example would be the experience of something as red without an experience as of any specific shade of red. Fink says I am forced to accept solely generic phenomenology but that it “has been introduced to argue against Block” (p. 10). 
Fink is talking about my “overflow” arguments. These arguments are based partly on an experiment by George Sperling (Sperling 1960) that is covered in all respectable introductory psychology courses and on experiments from Victor Lamme’s lab in Amsterdam that combine Sperling with “change blindness” (Lamme 2003). The upshot of these lines of research is that there is more “capacity” in phenomenology than in cognition—or so I have argued. In the Sperling experiment , subjects are presented briefly with an array of letters, for example, 3 rows of 4 letters. Subjects say they see all or almost all of the letters but when asked to name the letters they saw after the stimulus has disappeared they can name only 3 or 4. Sperling’s innovation was to “cue” subjects to report one specific row after the offset of the stimulus, using a tone to indicate the row. The finding is that subjects can report 3 or 4 items from any given row, supporting the idea that their phenomenal “iconic” representation really did include information about the specific shapes of all or almost all the letters in the array.
In Lamme’s experiments the subject is briefly shown an array of, for example, 8 oriented rectangles. After the array is turned off, the screen goes dark for up to 4 seconds, then there is a second array of 8 rectangles in which one of the rectangles may have a different orientation (e.g., vertical rather than horizontal). A cue—a line pointing to the location of one of the rectangles—can occur when the screen is dark or, alternatively, when the second array appears. The subject’s task is to say whether the rectangle in the cued location has changed orientation. If there is no cue or if the cue comes after the new array has overwritten the iconic representation of the first array, subjects have a capacity of about 4 items. But subjects say they have a kind of image of the array in the dark period after the stimulus has gone off. When the cue is presented in the dark period (up to 4 seconds later in some versions) after the stimulus has gone off they have a capacity of up to 7 of 8 items. I have argued that this pattern of results indicates that subjects have a persisting conscious mental iconic or imagistic representation of 7 of the 8 rectangles of sufficient specificity to compare orientations of the initial rectangles with the final display of rectangles even though they can “cognize” only about 4 of them—in the sense of storing them briefly in “working memory”. The upshot according to me is that there is more capacity in the phenomenal iconic representation than in cognition and thus that phenomenology “overflows” cognition.[1] 
The subjects report seeing all or almost all of the items and the cuing experiments—showing as they do “partial report superiority”—appear to back up what the subjects say. However, as Fink notes, my opponents[2] criticize my appeal to what the subjects say about their experience (Byrne et al. 2007). What is in the subjects’ consciousness might be just a generic representation—e.g., indicating that there is a circle of rectangles or array of letters without indicating the specific orientations of the rectangles or specific shapes of the letters. After all, we can’t expect naïve subjects to have a grip on the distinction between generic and specific phenomenology. Subjects say they have an image of all or almost all the items because they have a solely generic representation i.e., a representation that specifies the location of the items and their abstract category (letters, rectangles) but without the specific details (letter identity, orientation). 
How do my opponents explain the fact that the subjects can get 7 of 8 rectangles right and 3 to 4 letters from any cued row if their phenomenal icons do not contain the specific information needed to do these tasks? According to these opponents, the specific details of the shapes are registered unconsciously. And when subjects think they are reading details off of an already present conscious image, what they are really doing is making unconscious details conscious (Phillips 2011). Fink concludes that “Allowing SGP thus blocks Block.” (p. 10)
My response to Fink consists of three points: (1) my argument for “overflow” does not require any blanket rejection of solely generic phenomenology. (2) I have not issued any such blanket rejection and I have given qualified endorsement of some kinds of solely generic phenomenology. (3) I think there are some crucial cases—notably some spatial geometry cases in which there is reason to doubt solely generic phenomenology. I will explain these points.[3]
Why does Fink suppose I cannot accept generic without specific phenomenology? Part of his argument is that for an imagistic representation there cannot be generic without specific phenomenology because images are “concrete”. He says 
Imagistic representation… does not allow for such indeterminacy, because images exploit the isomorphisms between concreta….Introspectively, our phenomenal experiences resemble images. If phenomenal experience represents image-like, then there cannot be SGP—and p-precision seems dangerously close to being trivial; if phenomenal experience is non-imagistic, then we can allow for SGP and render p-precision non-trivial—but this is in tension with some of Block’s other work and our introspective evidence. (p. 10) 
 A similar argument to his was made by Robert Van Gulick (2007) and in a different form by Rick Grush. Van Gulick says
If one holds a “movie screen of the mind” model of phenomenal consciousness, it may seem impossible that there could be letters that are phenomenally present as letters without being present as specific letter shapes. But such a model is at best problematic, and if one rejects it, then there seems no reason why the characters of which the subjects are aware could not be indeterminate in ways that exactly match their limited cognitive access to those features. (p. 529)
In my 2007 reply to Van Gulick I rejected this argument and—contrary to what Fink says about my argument—I endorsed a version of the SGP. I said
Van Gulick notes that the “movie screen of the mind” view would say that you cannot have generic phenomenology without specific phenomenology, implicitly suggesting that I am relying on the “movie screen of the mind” view, and on the fact of generic phenomenology, to argue for specific phenomenology…I reject the principle – applied by … Van Gulick – that pictorial representation has to specify the relevant details. I call this principle the “photographic fallacy” (Block 1983). More specifically, the photographic fallacy supposes that pictorial representations have to represent details of anything in view in the manner of a prototypical photograph. To see the fallacy, note that an impressionist painter might represent a hand in broad brush strokes that do not explicitly represent the number of fingers or whether one of them has a ring. (Block 2007b, p. 533)
It may be said that endorsing generic without specific phenomenology on my part is just incoherent since it undermines my own position. Recall that the reason Fink says I cannot endorse generic without specific phenomenology is that my opponents use it to argue that what is in consciousness in the Sperling and Lamme experiments is solely generic, the specific details being perceived unconsciously. My approach has not been to issue a blanket denial of the possibility of solely generic phenomenology but rather to argue against the claim that the highly specific representations in these experiments are unconscious (Block 2007a, 2011, 2014b).[4] 
Is solely generic phenomenology possible? There certainly are some intuitively plausible (though not compelling) cases. For example, if one sees a red thing in the distance one may perhaps see it as red without seeing it as having any specific shade of red. (See Stazicker 2011, forthcoming for defenses of solely generic phenomenology.) However, even if there is generic phenomenology, I think it is doubtful in some cases, notably certain spatial cases. In particular, I doubt that there can be generic phenomenology of an oriented rectangle that does not specify the rough orientation of the rectangle.[5] 
My rationale for this view is partly introspective and partly a result of informal reports of imagery experiments from Stephen Kosslyn. I have discussed doing experiments on this issue with Kosslyn and Dan Reisberg. 
Imagine that you are in a house, going down the stairs and out the front door. In front of you is a picket fence with a gate. You go out through the gate and walk to the corner where you mail a letter. 
Stop now and answer the question: which way did you turn when you went out through the gate? Kosslyn reports in conversation that when he gives such spatial vignettes to subjects they do not report that there was no particular direction. The experimental challenge is to design an experiment that distinguishes between an answer made up on the fly and an answer based on what was “already there” in the image.
To summarize so far: Fink says “Allowing SGP thus blocks Block.” I reply that my argument for “overflow” does not require any blanket rejection of solely generic phenomenology; that I have not issued any such blanket rejection; that I have endorsed the possibility of solely generic phenomenology; and that I think there are some specific cases in which solely generic phenomenology is not very plausible.




    
      
        3 Is the concept of phenomenal precision incoherent?

        
          According to Fink, if there is no solely generic phenomenology (i.e., generic without specific phenomenology) then the concept of phenomenal precision is threatened by incoherence. What is Fink’s argument for this conclusion? Suppose there is no solely generic phenomenology. Then, according to Fink, “…the p-precision of an experience is either contradictory, generally minimal, or generally maximal, which trivializes the notion.” (p. 9) And why is that? Because, according to Fink, if you experience the color of his Figure 2 as cayenne66, then if you also experience it as red, then there will be no unique precision to the experience. For red has a much wider precision range (i.e., lower precision) than cayenne66. His solution is to allow for experiencing it as red without experiencing it as any specific shade: generic without specific phenomenology.[6] 

          Let us approach this issue by asking what the representationist should say by way of response to Fink’s concern that there will be no unique visual precision. Then we can ask whether some version of that response is available to me.

          Recall that representationists must acknowledge phenomenal precision (assuming they acknowledge representational precision) since on their view, if the representational precision of one conscious perceptual representation is greater than the representational precision of another conscious perceptual representation, then the phenomenal precisions must follow suit. Phenomenal precision—on their view—is just the shadow of representational precision. But when we see a cayenne66 object as cayenne66, do we thereby also see it as red? It is often supposed that this is some sort of necessity (Confession: I once thought that). To his credit, Fink points out that this is false. He says (footnote 17):

          
            Conceptual or nomological relations do not necessarily transfer to the realm of experiences. Imagine seeing an animal as a mouse. One does not thereby see it as an owner of a heart, or as a member of the phylum chordata even though all mice belong to each category necessarily.
            
              [7]
            
          

          Certainly Fink is right that seeing something as a mouse does not require seeing it as a chordate. However, he thinks any experience of cayenne66 is “likely” to be an experience of red. He doesn’t say how he knows this. 

          Here is a tempting but wrong view that I believe may stand behind what Fink says (and is also exemplified I believe in Begby 2011 and in a more complex form in Siegel 2010). Look at the cayenne66 patch in Fink’s Figure 2. I know what a red thing looks like and I can tell from looking that it is red because…well…it looks red. So I visually represent it as red. Similarly, it looks colored. And a baseball bat looks like a baseball bat, so I visually represent it as a baseball bat.

          However, I also know what a 1969 Chevrolet Camaro looks like, as well as what a 1961 Jaguar E-type looks like. Do I thereby visually represent the property of being a 1969 Camaro or a 1961 E-type? I know what my wife looks like. Do I thereby have a singular visual representation that represents her? Perhaps what I am really visually representing in each of these cases is just constellations of low level properties that are recognitionally equivalent to the property of being a 1961 Jaguar E-type or to the singular property of being my wife. 

          I have argued that the extent of seeing-as in the sense of visual representation is not a matter for the armchair (Block 2014c). From the armchair one does not know whether something’s looking like a 1961 Jaguar E-type is a matter of representation of constellations of colors, shapes, textures, illumination, motion and other low level properties as opposed to an actual representation of the property of being a 1961 Jaguar E-type.

          For example, I give evidence that we can visually represent facial expressions (high level property) and in addition constellations of colors, shapes, textures, etc. (low-level properties). The evidence is that there are distinct “adaptation” effects for both the low and high-level properties. (Adaptation is the neural “fatigue” effect underlying afterimages.) For example, if you vary the low level properties but keep the face identity (or expression or just faceness) constant, you get smaller adaptation effects, showing an extent of low level perception. And the fact that there is a residual face adaptation effect is one of many items of evidence favoring face-specific perception.

          You can experience such an adaptation effect for yourself. Stare at the picture on the right for 1 minute, covering the two pictures on the left with something. Then very briefly look at the center picture asking yourself whether it looks more fearful or more angry. Now cover the two pictures on the right and stare at the picture on the left for one minute. Now look at the center picture very briefly again. It will appear to have a different expression. The center picture is a morph of a fearful face and an angry face. When you adapt to the fearful expression you are more likely to see the morph as angry-looking and conversely for adapting to the angry expression. This doesn’t prove that there is an adaptation effect for facial expression over and above adaptation effects for constellations of low level properties. The best one can do is form hypotheses about what those low level properties might be and vary those properties keeping expressions constant. 

          In addition, one can look for other signs of visual representation of faces or facial expressions. For example, faces show “visual popout”. Since typically “conjunctive” properties do not show visual popout, that fact suggests that visual representations of faces are not “conjunctive” properties and hence not conjunctions of low level features. The upshot of this and other work I cannot describe here (Block 2014c) is that it is very likely that there are representations of face-attributes such as facial expressions in addition to representations of low level properties.[8]

          
            [image: Image - Figure1.png]
            Figure 1: From Butleret al. (2008) with permission of Elsevier
          

          The upshot of all this is that a single visual experience can represent both low level properties and high level properties. So: there can be distinct precisions for the different representations. For example, the precision of the experiential representation of fearfulness could be ascertained by investigating how much variation in the percentage of fearfulness in a morph like the middle one in the figure above is compatible with exactly the same visual representation of fearfulness. And similar methods could be used to ascertain precisions for the low level properties that are represented. There is no reason to expect these precisions to be the same.

          An experience that represents cayenne66 could also represent red and there could be distinct precisions for each of these representations. And what goes for representational precision also works for phenomenal precision. If more than one property is genuinely present in phenomenology then there can be distinct precisions for the distinct properties. So the solution for the representationist works even if representationism is false.

          So why is there supposed to be a problem concerning unique precisions? Fink argues as follows

          
            You might think that this color experience has two p-precision values: The first value is for being experienced as red, and the second for being experienced as cayenne66. But this seems contradictory: why should one and the same experience of a color have two p-precision values, but only one for r-precision? And for that matter, why not three values for p-precision? You likely experience the color not only as cayenne66 and as red, but also as a color? Why not four, then, if you experience it as a visual experience? Or five, if you experience it as something? Or even six, if you experience it as phenomenal? [NB: p-precision is phenomenal precision; r-precision is representational precision]
          

          The argument is not spelled out but one can guess that it depends on the idea that there is incoherence because there is no end to the number of properties that are present in experience. (Fink seems to suppose that there are not multiple representational precisions but does not say why.) We don’t need to see exactly what the argument is supposed to be to see that this premise is wrong. There is absolutely no evidence that experiences of colors present (or represent) colors as colors or as something or as phenomenal. These presentations and representations cannot be simply postulated. The reason that I went through the example of fearfulness was to give the reader a sense of how much work has to be done to show representation of a high level property. The problem in Fink’s argument is the assumption that you “likely” experience his Figure 2 not only as cayenne66 but as a color and the insinuation—not explicitly stated—that you experience it as something and as phenomenal. There is simply no reason to believe this.

          On my view, color experience—like all perceptual experience—is non-conceptual. But the point is even stronger if color experience is conceptual since then the concept of color and the concept of something would be required to see the cayenne66 patch as colored and as something. Ask yourself whether an animal that can visually represent the color patch in Figure 2 as cayenne66 must also represent it as red or as colored. Must the animal be able to attend to or notice the redness or the coloredness as well as the specific shade? Or consider 4 month old human babies whose color perception is known to be good but who do not appear to notice colors to the extent of being able to use color information to judge whether there is one or two items. Even two year old children are so bad at conceptualizing color that a term was coined in the early 20th Century, “farbendummeit” (color stupidity), to describe their cluelessness. Darwin thought his own children were color-blind because they were so poor at learning color names (Bornstein 1985; Campbell 2014).

          To conclude this section: uniqueness of precision is not required for coherence. The representationist can reasonably hold that to the extent that there is more than one representational content, there is more than one precision: precision of representation depends on what representation is in question. And the same can be said of what properties are presented in perception as opposed to represented in perception, even if as I argue, representationism is false.

        

      

    

  4 How not to clarify phenomenal precision
Here is a tempting idea about representational precision. Representational precision is just a matter of how much the stimulus can change without changing the representational content of the subsequent perception. And the same idea extends to phenomenal precision: phenomenal precision is a matter of how much the stimulus can change without changing the phenomenal character of the perceptual state. Of course these ideas would not be useful if one included stimulus changes that don’t make a difference when the subjects’ eyes are closed or in the dark or in a dust storm. So the proposal does not get even to first base without specifying that the circumstances of perception must be ideal. 
Here is an example: Suppose one is looking at an oriented line. If a change of up to but not beyond plus or minus 1 degree makes no difference in the percept of the orientation in ideal conditions, then the representational precision is plus or minus 1 degree. And the same thought also covers phenomenal precision. If a change of up to but not beyond plus or minus 1 degree makes no difference in the phenomenology of the percept of the orientation in ideal conditions, then the phenomenal precision is plus or minus 1 degree. One advantage of this conception of precision is that representational and phenomenal precisions will be comparable. And representationist ideas can be tested. If phenomenal precisions are smaller, i.e., more precise than representational precisions, then representationism is definitely over.
I like this idea of precision for cases in which it is fairly clear what ideal conditions would consist in. But if one is concerned that phenomenal precision is not a coherent notion, this suggestion will not be of much help. The problem with this suggestion is that the notion of ideal conditions will inevitably smuggle in the ideas that are supposedly being explained. In the case of representational content, the problem has often been called the “problem of error” (Fodor 1987): representational states correlate best—not with their truth conditions—but with conditions that include systematic error. A notion of ideal conditions that avoided this consequence would itself have to distinguish between veridical and falsidical representations (see Adams & Aizawa 2010). 
Fink’s proposal about phenomenal precision sometimes sounds like the correlational idea just mentioned—that phenomenal precision is a matter of how much the stimulus can change without changing the phenomenal character of the subsequent perception in ideal circumstances. However, Fink goes on to explicate the notion of change in the phenomenology of the percept in terms of discernability: “for example, the pain caused by 480mc/sec/cm2 is not reliably discernible from one caused by 640 mc/sec/cm2.” And he goes on to spell this out in terms of the lower bound on p-precision being the range of cases “one cannot distinguish by experiencing as F under ideal conditions.” (p. 8). In the conclusion of the paper, Fink describes his proposal in terms of the notion of a “just noticeable difference [JND] as a lower bound of p-precision.” (p. 12) 
However, what one can distinguish from what is a matter not just of phenomenology but of an interaction between phenomenology and cognition. As I noted (Block 2015, sections 6 & 10), discriminability is neither necessary nor sufficient for phenomenal difference. It is not sufficient because there are sometimes ways of discriminating between percepts that do not depend on a phenomenological difference, such as beats on vibrating strings. And it is not necessary because not all phenomenological differences need be accessible to the cognitive apparatus of the subject. I mentioned phenomenal Sorites cases (Morrison 2015) in connection with this point. As has often been noted, colors A and B may be indistinguishable because the difference between color A and color B is below the JND. And B may be indistinguishable from C for the same reason even though A is distinguishable from C. One way of thinking about this is that A and B may actually look different—i.e., produce percepts with different phenomenologies, but the difference in phenomenologies may be cognitively inaccessible. If so, noticeable differences will not track phenomenal differences.[9]
In short: phenomenal precision can be explicated in terms of the extent to which the stimulus can change in ideal conditions without changing the phenomenology of the resulting percept; but explaining changes in the phenomenology of the percept in terms of noticing or in terms of discrimination brings in an interaction with cognition that ruins the explication.
I welcome Fink’s suggestions about how to explicate phenomenal precision so long as the notions of discrimination and noticing are stripped from the explication and it is acknowledged that we have no reductive account of ideal conditions. And I acknowledge the possibility of solely generic phenomenology but I don’t think it creates the problem Fink mentions for my overflow arguments.



References
Adams, F. & Aizawa, K. (2010). Causal theories of mental content. The Stanford encyclopedia of philosophy. Stanford, CA.
Begby, E. (2011). Review of origins of objectivity. Notre Dame Philosophical Reviews
Block, N. (1983). The photographic fallacy in the debate about mental imagery. Noûs, 17 (4), 651-662. 
—  (1995). On a confusion about a function of consciousness. Behavioral and Brain Sciences, 18 (2), 227-247. 10.1017/S0140525X00038188
—  (2007a). Consciousness, accessibility, and the mesh between psychology and neuroscience. Behavioral and Brain Sciences, 30 (5-6), 481-548. 10.1017/S0140525X07002786
—  (2007b). Overflow, access and attention. Behavioral and Brain Sciences, 30 (5-6), 530-542. 10.1017/S0140525X07003111
—  (2008). Consciousness and cognitive access. Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society, CVIII (3), 289-317. 10.1016/j.neures.2009.09.1651
—  (2011). Perceptual consciousness overflows cognitive access. Trends in Cognitive Sciences, 15 (12), 567-575. 10.1016/j.tics.2011.11.001
—  (2014a). Consciousness, big science and conceptual clarity. In G. Marcus & J. Freeman (Eds.) The future of the brain: Essays by the world's leading neuroscientists (pp. 161-176). Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.
—  (2014b). Rich conscious perception outside focal attention. Trends in Cognitive Sciences, 18 (9), 445-447. 10.1016/j.tics.2014.05.007
—  (2014c). Seeing-as in the light of vision science. Philosophy and Phenomenological Research, 89 (3), 560-573. 10.1111/phpr.12135
—  (2015). Precision, acuity, veridicality and the nature of perception. In T. Metzinger & J.  M. Windt (Eds.) Open MIND (pp. 1-52). Frankfurt a. M., GER: MIND Group.
Bornstein, M. (1985). On the development of color naming in young children: Data and theory. Brain and Language, 26 (1), 72-93. 10.1016/0093-934X(85)90029-X
Bronfman, Z., Brezis, N., Jacobson, H. & Usher, M. (2014). We see more than we can report: "Cost free" color phenomenality outside focal attention. Psychological Science. 10.1177/0956797614532656
Burge, T. (2014). Reply to Block: Adaptation and the upper border of perception. Philosophy and Phenomenological Research, 89 (3), 573-583. 10.1111/phpr.12136
Butler, A., Oruc, I., Fox, C.  J. & Barton, J.  J. S. (2008). Factors contributing to the adaptation aftereffects of facial expression. Brain Research, 1191, 116-126. 10.1016/j.brainres.2007.10.101
Byrne, A., Hilbert, D.  R. & Siegel, S. (2007). Do we see more than we can access? Behavioral and Brain Sciences, 30 (5-6), 501-502. 10.1017/S0140525X07002816
Campbell, J. (2014). Experiencing objects as mind-independennt. In J. Campbell & Q. Cassam (Eds.) Berkeley's puzzle: What does experience teach us? (pp. 50-74). Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press.
Fink, S.  B. (2015). Phenomenal precision and some possible pitfalls: A commentary on Ned Block. In T. Metzinger & J.  M. Windt (Eds.) Open MIND (pp. 1-14). Frankfurt a. M., GER: MIND Group.
Fodor, J.  A. (1987). Psychosemantics: The problem of meaning in the philosophy of mind. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.
Freeman, J. & Pelli, D. (2007). An escape from crowding. Journal of Vision, 7 (2), 1-14. 10.1167/7.2.22
Grush, R. (2007). A plug for generic phenomenology. Behavioral and Brain Sciences, 30 (5-6), 504-505. 10.1017/S0140525X07002841
Jacobson, H. & Putnam, H. (forthcoming). Against perceptual conceptualism. International Journal of Philosophical Studies
Jacobson, H. (2014). Phenomenal consciousness, representational contentand cognitive access: a missing link between two debates. Phenomenology and Cognitive Science, 1-15. 10.1007/s11097-014-9399-2
Kouider, S., de Gardelle, V. & Dupoux, E. (2007). Partial awareness and the illusion of phenomenal consciousness. Behavioral and Brain Sciences, 30 (5-6), 510-511. 10.1017/S0140525X07002919
Lamme, V. (2003). Why visual attention and awareness are different. Trends in Cognitive Sciences, 7 (1), 12-18. 10.1016/S1364-6613(02)00013-X
Morrison, J. (2015). Anti-atomism about color representation. Noûs, 49 (1), 94-122. 10.1111/nous.12018
Papineau, D. (2007). Reuniting (scene) phenomenology with (scene) access. Behavioral and Brain Sciences, 30 (5-6), 521-521. 10.1017/S0140525X07003019
Phillips, I.  B. (2011). Perception and iconic memory: What Sperling doesn't show. Mind & Language, 26 (4), 381-411. 10.1111/j.1468-0017.2011.01422.x
Siegel, S. (2010). The contents of visual experience. Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press.
Sligte, I.  G., Scholte, H.  S. & Lamme, V. (2008). Are there multiple visual short term memory stores? Plos One, 3 (2), e1699-e1699. 10.1371/journal.pone.0001699
Sligte, I.  G., Vandenbroucke, A.  R. E., Scholte, H.  S. & Lamme, V. (2010). Detailed sensory memory, sloppy working memory. Frontiers in Psychology, 1, 1-10. 10.3389/fpsyg.2010.00175
Sligte, I.  G., Wokke, M.  E., Tesselaar, J.  P., Scholte, H.  S. & Lamme, V. (2011). Magnetic stimulation of the dorsolateral prefrontal cortex dissociates fragile visual short tem memory from visual working memory. Neuropsychologia, 49 (6), 1578-1588. 10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2010.12.010
Sperling, G. (1960). The information available in brief visual presentations. Psychological Monographs, 74 (498), 1-29. 
Stazicker, J. (2011). Attention, visual consciousness and indeterminacy. Mind & Language, 26 (2), 156-184. 10.1111/j.1468-0017.2011.01414.x
—  (forthcoming). The visual presence of determinable properties. In F. Dorsch, F. Macpherson & M. Nida-Rümelin (Eds.) Phenomenal Presence. Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press.
Van Gulick, R. (2007). What if phenomenal consciousness admits of degrees? Behavioral and Brain Sciences, 30 (5-6), 528-529. 10.1017/S0140525X07003093
Vandenbroucke, A.  R. E., Sligte, I.  G. & Lamme, V. (2011). Manipulations of attention dissociate fragile visual short term memory from visual working memory. Neuropsychologia, 49 (6), 1559-1568. 10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2010.12.044

[1] For experiments from the Lamme lab, see (Sligte et al. 2008, 2010, 2011; Vandenbroucke et al. 2011). This result has been replicated by other labs. See for example, (Freeman & Pelli 2007). My discussions of these experiments appear in (Block 2007a, 2007b, 2008). See also (Jacobson 2014) for a discussion of a different relationship between the dissociation between access and phenomenal consciousness and the dissociation between phenomenal character and representational content.
[2] He references (Grush 2007) but the point is also made in other critiques (Kouider et al. 2007; Papineau 2007; Van Gulick 2007)
[3] For the record, I used the generic/specific distinction in earlier papers (though not using that terminology including the one that these critics were replying to. For example, in discussing the Lamme experiment in the BBS paper to which all of these opponents were replying (Block 2007a), I said:
“This supports what the subjects say, and what William James said, about the phenomenology involved in this kind of case. What is both phenomenal and accessible is that there is a circle of rectangles. What is phenomenal but in a sense not accessible, is all the specific shapes of the rectangles.” (p. 488)
The phenomenology as of a circle of rectangles is generic phenomenology; the phenomenology as of the specific shapes is specific phenomenology. Further, in an earlier version of the argument based on the Sperling experiment in 1995 I also appealed to a version of the generic/specific distinction, although somewhat less explicitly (Block 1995, p. 244)
“Here is the description I think is right and that I need for my case: I am P- conscious of all (or almost all - I will omit this qualification) the letters at once, that is, jointly, and not just as blurry or vague letters, but as specific letters (or at least specific shapes), but I don't have access to all of them jointly, all at once. [italics added]”
[4] If you want to get a brief taste of the kind of argument I have in mind, look at one of: (Block 2014a, 2014b). In one of the articles cited (Bronfman et al. 2014), evidence is provided of specific information about uncued rows in a Sperling-like experiment. What I especially like about this experiment is that the authors provide 3 different tests of the claim that the specific information in the uncued rows is conscious.
[5] In (Block 2011), I said “…generic conscious representations of non-square rectangles that do not specify between horizontal and vertical orientations is difficult to accept.” Note that this is not a blanket denial of the possibility of solely generic phenomenology but rather a denial of one specific kind of solely generic phenomenology. Hilla Jacobson and Hilary Putnam relate this kind of point about imagery to a principle of “cohesiveness” of the various aspects of an image (Jacobson & Putnam forthcoming).

[6] Of course uniqueness does not require solely generic or solely specific phenomenology. Any sole level will do.
[7] By “owner of a heart” he must mean some sort of biological classification (on a par with chordate) since obviously any individual mouse could lose its heart (even briefly staying alive) and still be a mouse.
[8] In his reply to me (2014), Burge is more skeptical than I am about the power of appeals to adaptation, arguing that adaptation needs to be combined with other methods.
[9] Fink seems to acknowledge such points in footnotes 14 and 22 but somehow ignores them in explicating phenomenal precision.
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   TERMS AND CONDITIONS FOR USE, REPRODUCTION, AND DISTRIBUTION



   1. Definitions.



      "License" shall mean the terms and conditions for use, reproduction,

      and distribution as defined by Sections 1 through 9 of this document.



      "Licensor" shall mean the copyright owner or entity authorized by

      the copyright owner that is granting the License.



      "Legal Entity" shall mean the union of the acting entity and all

      other entities that control, are controlled by, or are under common

      control with that entity. For the purposes of this definition,

      "control" means (i) the power, direct or indirect, to cause the

      direction or management of such entity, whether by contract or

      otherwise, or (ii) ownership of fifty percent (50%) or more of the

      outstanding shares, or (iii) beneficial ownership of such entity.



      "You" (or "Your") shall mean an individual or Legal Entity

      exercising permissions granted by this License.



      "Source" form shall mean the preferred form for making modifications,

      including but not limited to software source code, documentation

      source, and configuration files.



      "Object" form shall mean any form resulting from mechanical

      transformation or translation of a Source form, including but

      not limited to compiled object code, generated documentation,

      and conversions to other media types.



      "Work" shall mean the work of authorship, whether in Source or

      Object form, made available under the License, as indicated by a

      copyright notice that is included in or attached to the work

      (an example is provided in the Appendix below).



      "Derivative Works" shall mean any work, whether in Source or Object

      form, that is based on (or derived from) the Work and for which the

      editorial revisions, annotations, elaborations, or other modifications

      represent, as a whole, an original work of authorship. For the purposes

      of this License, Derivative Works shall not include works that remain

      separable from, or merely link (or bind by name) to the interfaces of,

      the Work and Derivative Works thereof.



      "Contribution" shall mean any work of authorship, including

      the original version of the Work and any modifications or additions

      to that Work or Derivative Works thereof, that is intentionally

      submitted to Licensor for inclusion in the Work by the copyright owner

      or by an individual or Legal Entity authorized to submit on behalf of

      the copyright owner. For the purposes of this definition, "submitted"

      means any form of electronic, verbal, or written communication sent

      to the Licensor or its representatives, including but not limited to

      communication on electronic mailing lists, source code control systems,

      and issue tracking systems that are managed by, or on behalf of, the

      Licensor for the purpose of discussing and improving the Work, but

      excluding communication that is conspicuously marked or otherwise

      designated in writing by the copyright owner as "Not a Contribution."



      "Contributor" shall mean Licensor and any individual or Legal Entity

      on behalf of whom a Contribution has been received by Licensor and

      subsequently incorporated within the Work.



   2. Grant of Copyright License. Subject to the terms and conditions of

      this License, each Contributor hereby grants to You a perpetual,

      worldwide, non-exclusive, no-charge, royalty-free, irrevocable

      copyright license to reproduce, prepare Derivative Works of,

      publicly display, publicly perform, sublicense, and distribute the

      Work and such Derivative Works in Source or Object form.



   3. Grant of Patent License. Subject to the terms and conditions of

      this License, each Contributor hereby grants to You a perpetual,

      worldwide, non-exclusive, no-charge, royalty-free, irrevocable

      (except as stated in this section) patent license to make, have made,

      use, offer to sell, sell, import, and otherwise transfer the Work,

      where such license applies only to those patent claims licensable

      by such Contributor that are necessarily infringed by their

      Contribution(s) alone or by combination of their Contribution(s)

      with the Work to which such Contribution(s) was submitted. If You

      institute patent litigation against any entity (including a

      cross-claim or counterclaim in a lawsuit) alleging that the Work

      or a Contribution incorporated within the Work constitutes direct

      or contributory patent infringement, then any patent licenses

      granted to You under this License for that Work shall terminate

      as of the date such litigation is filed.



   4. Redistribution. You may reproduce and distribute copies of the

      Work or Derivative Works thereof in any medium, with or without

      modifications, and in Source or Object form, provided that You

      meet the following conditions:



      (a) You must give any other recipients of the Work or

          Derivative Works a copy of this License; and



      (b) You must cause any modified files to carry prominent notices

          stating that You changed the files; and



      (c) You must retain, in the Source form of any Derivative Works

          that You distribute, all copyright, patent, trademark, and

          attribution notices from the Source form of the Work,

          excluding those notices that do not pertain to any part of

          the Derivative Works; and



      (d) If the Work includes a "NOTICE" text file as part of its

          distribution, then any Derivative Works that You distribute must

          include a readable copy of the attribution notices contained

          within such NOTICE file, excluding those notices that do not

          pertain to any part of the Derivative Works, in at least one

          of the following places: within a NOTICE text file distributed

          as part of the Derivative Works; within the Source form or

          documentation, if provided along with the Derivative Works; or,

          within a display generated by the Derivative Works, if and

          wherever such third-party notices normally appear. The contents

          of the NOTICE file are for informational purposes only and

          do not modify the License. You may add Your own attribution

          notices within Derivative Works that You distribute, alongside

          or as an addendum to the NOTICE text from the Work, provided

          that such additional attribution notices cannot be construed

          as modifying the License.



      You may add Your own copyright statement to Your modifications and

      may provide additional or different license terms and conditions

      for use, reproduction, or distribution of Your modifications, or

      for any such Derivative Works as a whole, provided Your use,

      reproduction, and distribution of the Work otherwise complies with

      the conditions stated in this License.



   5. Submission of Contributions. Unless You explicitly state otherwise,

      any Contribution intentionally submitted for inclusion in the Work

      by You to the Licensor shall be under the terms and conditions of

      this License, without any additional terms or conditions.

      Notwithstanding the above, nothing herein shall supersede or modify

      the terms of any separate license agreement you may have executed

      with Licensor regarding such Contributions.



   6. Trademarks. This License does not grant permission to use the trade

      names, trademarks, service marks, or product names of the Licensor,

      except as required for reasonable and customary use in describing the

      origin of the Work and reproducing the content of the NOTICE file.



   7. Disclaimer of Warranty. Unless required by applicable law or

      agreed to in writing, Licensor provides the Work (and each

      Contributor provides its Contributions) on an "AS IS" BASIS,

      WITHOUT WARRANTIES OR CONDITIONS OF ANY KIND, either express or

      implied, including, without limitation, any warranties or conditions

      of TITLE, NON-INFRINGEMENT, MERCHANTABILITY, or FITNESS FOR A

      PARTICULAR PURPOSE. You are solely responsible for determining the

      appropriateness of using or redistributing the Work and assume any

      risks associated with Your exercise of permissions under this License.



   8. Limitation of Liability. In no event and under no legal theory,

      whether in tort (including negligence), contract, or otherwise,

      unless required by applicable law (such as deliberate and grossly

      negligent acts) or agreed to in writing, shall any Contributor be

      liable to You for damages, including any direct, indirect, special,

      incidental, or consequential damages of any character arising as a

      result of this License or out of the use or inability to use the

      Work (including but not limited to damages for loss of goodwill,

      work stoppage, computer failure or malfunction, or any and all

      other commercial damages or losses), even if such Contributor

      has been advised of the possibility of such damages.



   9. Accepting Warranty or Additional Liability. While redistributing

      the Work or Derivative Works thereof, You may choose to offer,

      and charge a fee for, acceptance of support, warranty, indemnity,

      or other liability obligations and/or rights consistent with this

      License. However, in accepting such obligations, You may act only

      on Your own behalf and on Your sole responsibility, not on behalf

      of any other Contributor, and only if You agree to indemnify,

      defend, and hold each Contributor harmless for any liability

      incurred by, or claims asserted against, such Contributor by reason

      of your accepting any such warranty or additional liability.



   END OF TERMS AND CONDITIONS



   APPENDIX: How to apply the Apache License to your work.



      To apply the Apache License to your work, attach the following

      boilerplate notice, with the fields enclosed by brackets "[]"

      replaced with your own identifying information. (Don't include

      the brackets!)  The text should be enclosed in the appropriate

      comment syntax for the file format. We also recommend that a

      file or class name and description of purpose be included on the

      same "printed page" as the copyright notice for easier

      identification within third-party archives.



   Copyright [yyyy] [name of copyright owner]



   Licensed under the Apache License, Version 2.0 (the "License");

   you may not use this file except in compliance with the License.

   You may obtain a copy of the License at



       http://www.apache.org/licenses/LICENSE-2.0



   Unless required by applicable law or agreed to in writing, software

   distributed under the License is distributed on an "AS IS" BASIS,

   WITHOUT WARRANTIES OR CONDITIONS OF ANY KIND, either express or implied.

   See the License for the specific language governing permissions and

   limitations under the License.








