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Some philosophersargue that Descarteswas wrong when he
characterizedanimalsas purely physical automatab robots devoid of
consciousnesslt seemgo themobviousthat animals(tigers, lions, and
bears,aswell aschimps,dogs,anddolphins,andsoforth) areconscious.
Thereareotherphilosophersvho arguethatit is not beyondthe realmof
possibilities that robots and other artificial agentsmay somedaybe
consciousb and it is certainly practicalto take the intentional stance
towardthem (the robotsaswell asthe philosophersevennow. I'm not
surethattherearephilosophersvho would denyconsciousnes® animals
but affirm the possibility of consciousnesm robots. In any case,andin
whateverway thesevarious philosophersdefine consciousnessthe
majority of them do attribute consciousnest humans. Amongstthis
group,however therearephilosopherandscientistsvho wantto reaffirm
the idea, explicatedby ShadworthHolloway Hodgsonin 1870, that in
regardto actionthe presenceof consciousnesdoesnot mattersinceit
plays no causalrole. Hodgson'sbrain generatedhe following thought:
neuraleventsform anautonomougausalchainthatis independenof any
accompanyingonsciougnentalstates Consciousnesis epiphenomenal,
incapableof havingany effecton the nervoussystem. Jameg1890,130)
summarizes the situation:

To Descartedelongsthe credit of havingfirst beenbold
enoughto conceiveof a completelyself-sufficingnervous
mechanismwhich shouldbe able to perform complicated
and apparentlyintelligent acts.By a singularly arbitrary
restriction,however,Descartestoppedshortat man,and
while contendinghatin beastghe nervousmachinerywas
all, heheldthatthe higheractsof manweretheresultof the
agencyof hisrationalsoul. The opinionthatbeasthaveno
consciousnessat all was of coursetoo paradoxicalto
maintainitself long asanythingmorethana curiousitemin
the history of philosophy.And with its abandonmenthe
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very notionthatthe nervoussystemper semight work the

work of intelligence, which was an integral, though
detachablgartof thewholetheory,seemedlsoto slip out

of men'sconceptionuntil, in this century,the elaboration
of the doctrineof reflex actionmadeit possibleandnatural
thatit shouldagainarise.But it wasnottill 1870,1 believe,
that Mr. Hodgsonmadethe decisivestep, by sayingthat
feelings,no matterhow intenselythey may be presentcan
haveno causalefficacy whatever,and comparingthemto

the colors laid on the surfaceof a mosaic,of which the

eventsin the nervoussystemarerepresentedby the stones.
Obviously the stonesare held in placeby eachotherand
not by the several colors which they support.

The guestion,"Does consciousnesgausebehavior?"is thus
answeredn the negativeby epiphenomenalistdlt is oftenthoughtthat(1)
this question,as it is commonlyunderstoodf is directly relatedto the
guestionof free will, and (2) if oneis an epiphenomenalisbne cannot
acceptheideaof freewill. Althoughit seemghatthetruth of thesecond
statementvould imply the truth of first one,| will arguethat(1) is false,
evenif (2) is true (although,to beclear,| don'tthink that(2) is true). The
reasorfor this hasto dowith whatl amcalling the commonunderstanding
of the question. This understandingan be statedsuccinctlyasfollows:
when we ask whether consciousnesgausesbehaviorwe are asking
whetherconsciousnesplaysa role in the initiation of bodily movement
andmotorcontrol. | do notwantto claim thatthis understandingontrols
the entire discussionof free will. | suggest,however,that it does
characterizea large part of the thinking thatgoeson in onecornerof the
discussion specifically in the debatesbetweenepiphenomenalistand
interactionists.I'll try to presentevidenceor exampledor how pervasive
this understandings, at leastin this one small cornerof philosophical
discussion.

The question as commonly understood

The common understandingof the question can be seenin the
epiphenomenalisatnswerwhere causalefficacy is attributedto neural
mechanismdut not to consciousness. Neural events causebodily
movementand consciousnessyut consciousnessannotcauseneural

! The idea that evenif the animal were consciousnothing would be addedto the
productionof behavior,evenin animalsof the humantype, was first voiced by La
Mettrie (1745), and then by Cabanis(1802), and was further explicatedby Hodgson
(1870) and Huxley (1874).

2| will outline what I call the "commonunderstanding'bf this questionbelow. By
‘commonunderstanding’'l meanan understandingor misunderstandingbhat is found
amongst many philosophers and scientists.
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eventsor bodily movement. The understandingf the questionitself,
however,had alreadybeensetby Descartesand involves the Cartesian
concepf mind asamentalspacan which | controlmy ownthoughtsand
actions. Strictly speakingfor Descartespnly mentalactions(volitions)
arefree; actionsof the body are not free, but are governedby physical
laws? This conceptof the mind, asaninterior spacethatis accessibldgo
reflection, framesthe modernquestion. On the Cartesianview, the
problemis to explainhow the mind directsthe body, sincewhat makesa
certainbodily movementan actionis the contribution of thesemental
processesDescartesuggestedhat the mentaleventssomehowinteract
with the brain, which then activatesthe muscles! Without such
interactionwe havemerebehavior the sortof thing possiblefor automata
andanimals. Unlesstheactionis initiatedin the mind Bactedout, in some
casesgxplicitly in imaginationb thenthe externalbehavioris not really
an action. Action on this definition is alwaysvoluntary or intentional
action. If my bodily movemenis notintentional,thenit is merebehavior,
somethindike reflex behavior. If my bodily movements determinedoy
somethingother than my own reflective thought,thenit is involuntary
movement, but not action.

The epiphenomenalishdoptsthe sameCartesianframeworkand
simply answers'no” to the question. Action is nothingmore thanmotor
behaviordeterminedby processe®ther than consciousthought. The
epiphenomenalisioesnot denythatthereis conscioughought,or even
necessarilyhatconscioughoughtappearso be somethingsimilar to that

% The roots of this modernidea go back at leastas far as the Stoics. They helpedto

relocatecertainimportantaspectof action. For Ancient Greekthinkerslike Aristotle,

morally significant action was somethingthat happenedpublicly, in the world, as a

displayof moral charactei(Arendt 1958). In Stoic philosophy,the betterpartsof action
are movedinto the interior of the person. It no longer matterswhetherthe external
expressiorof actionis evenpossiblebandit canbe madeimpossibleby the constraints
of the situation,for example,being chainedup in prison. What mattersis the integrity

andintentionsof one'sinterior life; whatonedoes,onedoesprimarily within the spaceof

one'sown mentalrealm. As we thenfind this thoughtdevelopedn Augustine(395),one
will be judgednot simply by externalbehavior,but by one'sinternal intentions,which

definethe significanceof one'sactions. As is well known, Descartestonceptof the mind

as an interior mentalspacein which the exerciseof will meansaffirming or denying
ideas,derivesfrom this tradition. For Descartest is difficult to speakof the freedomof

mixed or compositeactions,i.e., thoseinvolving mental states(volitions) followed by

bodily movement.qee e.g., Gaukroger 1997; Chappell 1994).

* "Now the actionof the soul consistsentirelyin this, thatsimply by willing it makesthe

small[pineal] glandto which it is closelyunitedmovein the way requisitefor producing
the effectaimedat in the volition E. whenwe will to walk or to movethe bodyin any
manner this volition causeghe glandto impel the spirits towardthe muscleswhich bring

aboutthis effect" (Descarted 649,z xli, xliii). Concerninghewill healsowrites:"Our

volitions, in turn, are also of two kinds. Someactionsof the soul terminatein the soul

itself, aswhenwe will to love God, or in generalapply our thoughtto somenon-material
object. Our other actionsterminatein our body, as when from our merely willing to

walk, it follows that our legs are moved and that we walk" (1649, o xviii).
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which Descartesdescribes. But consciousnessimply doesnot have
causal efficacy in regard to the organism's behavior.

On this reading, it is possible for a Cartesianand an
epiphenomenalisto agreeon the phenomenologybut disagreeon the
etiology of action. Whatis the phenomenologyhatthey could agreeon?
Allegedly it is just this: when| act | reflectively experiencehaving a
desireor intention and thenin someway experiencethe generationof
bodily movement. My action appearsto be formed in thesemental
processesandinsofaras| am consciousof thesementalprocesseslong
with my bodily movementsmy actionsappearto be undermy conscious
control. The Cartesiarwill thensaythatwhatappeardo bethe cases the
casetheepiphenomenalistill saythatwhatappeargso bethe caseis not
the case. Both are answeringthe samequestion. Do thesemental
processegsausethe bodily movementswhich constitutemy behavior?
Theideaof freeactionemergesf theanswers yes. Theintentionthatwe
experiencandthe movementhatfollows is theresultof our willing to do
the action. If the answeris no, thenthe intentionis nothingmorethana
feeling producedby brain processeshat really control the action. My
senseof agencyis simply a by-productof neuralhappeningsandit lacks
veracity.

The conceptof freewill, then,commonlygetsunderstoodn terms
of this question. Doesthe consciousnentaleventoperateasa causethat
movesor directsthe body? Is theresomekind of direct transformation
from consciouswilling to movingmuscles?Vithin this Cartesiarframeof
mind, Carpenter(1874) describeghe mentalstateas closing a physical
circuit in the "nerve-force"or asa translationbetweenthe psychicaland
the physical. For the epiphenomenalisowever,thereis no interaction,
no circuit to be closed,no translation. To saythereis, is to say that
physical causality is insufficient to explain physical events.

Reflective and perceptual theories

Within this debatedifferent views of how consciousnestelatesto
action are sometimescast in terms of a reflective theory of how
movementsare under consciouscontrol. On this kind of theory
consciousnessentersinto the explanationof actionjust in so far as my
action is controlled by my introspectivelyreflective choice-making,
togetherwith a self-monitoringof movement. The reflective theory, as
Naomi Eilan characterized, "holdsthatit is someform of reflectionon
someaspecbf theintentionor the actionthatmakesthe actionconscious”
(2003: 189), and that puts me in control. That is, attentional
consciousness directedat my innerintention,andat how thatintention
is translatednto bodily movement. Perceptuatheories,n contraststate

> A recentexampleof this view canbe foundin Metzinger(2003:422), explicatedin his
own specializedterminology. "Consciousvolition is generateddy integratingabstract
goal representationr concrete self-simulationsinto the current model of the
phenomenalntentionality relationsas object componentsjn a processof decisionor
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that"it is someform of consciousnessf the environmenthat makesthe
actionconscious'(ibid). Eilan specifiesthis by explainingthatperception
playstwo knowledge-yieldingolesin regardto action. First, it delivers
knowledgeof the environmentabbjectsor eventsthat we targetwith the
action. Second perceptuafeedbackprovidesknowledgeof whetherthe
action was properly accomplished (see Eilan 2003: 190).

We canclarify the differencebetweenthereflectiveandperceptual
theoriesby consideringa simple caseof normalactionsuchasgettinga
drink. I'm thirsty anddecideto geta drink. | getup from my deskand
walk to the fridge, openit andreachin for a drink. On the reflective
theory,my actionoriginatesin (is causedy) my consciouslecisionto get
a drink, and this consciousdecisionis usually describedin terms of
becomingawareof my desirefor a drink motivatedby thirst sensations,
havinga belief thatthereis somethingo drink in the fridge, andthen,for
just thesereasonsconsciouslymoving my body in the direction of the
drink. This maybe anoversimplifiedversionof the story, butit provides
aclearindicationof thekindsof consciougprocessesequiredto effectthe
actionaccordingto this theory. The basicideais thatl initiate andcontrol
my action by consciouslydeciding on what I want, and consciously
moving my bodyto accomplishthe goal. Consciousnes®n this view, is
self-attendingor self-monitoring. On the perceptuakheory,in contrast,
consciousnesss primarily directedtowardsthe world. I'm consciousof
thething thatl wantto get,wherel'm moving andwhatI'm looking for b
the fridge, the drink. This perception-for-actioris complementedy
perceptuafeedbackb proprioceptiveand visual D that tells me that I've
accomplishedor failed to accomplishymy goal. Perceptuatonsciousness
seemsimportant for making the action successful,and so plays a
necessary and causal role in moving the action along.

The perceptualtheory of how consciousnessausesbehavior,
however faresno betterthanthe reflectivetheoryfrom the point of view
of epiphenomenalismAll of the perceptuabspectsiescribedabovecan
be causallyexplainedin termsof third-personphysicalmechanisms.The
kind of perceptualinformation describedby the perceptualtheory is
preciselythe kind of perceptualnput thatis requiredfor motor control.
Indeed, most perceptualinformation of this sort is unconsciously
processedand, accordingto epiphenomenalismi is that information
processinghatis runningthe show(seee.g.,Jeannero@003;Pockett this
volume, for a summaryof suchaccounts). Clearly, we canbuild a non-

selection." The self-simulation,which forms the objectcomponenbf this processjs in
fact a conscious"opaquesimulation” of "a possiblemotor pattern” (p. 423), i.e., a
possiblemovementof my own body. An opaquesimulationis one of which we are
explicitly conscious."A volitional first-personperspectived the phenomenaéxperience
of practicalintentionality B emergesf two conditionsare satisfied. First, the object
componeninustbe constitutedby a particularself-simulatum by a mentalsimulationof
a concretebehavioralpattern,for example,like getting up and walking toward the
refrigerator. Secondthe relationshipdepictedon thelevel of consciousexperiences one
of currently selectinghis particular behavioral pattern, as simulated."
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consciousobotthat could retrievea drink from the fridge, andit is also
quite clearthat the initial motivation® our thirst Dis itself reducibleto
non-consciousprocessesthat launch the larger action process.
Consciousnessay keepusinformedaboutwhatis goingonin broadand
generalterms,it canactasa "dormantmonitor” (Jeannero®003:162),
andso allow us to know what we are doing, but it playsno role in the
causalprocesseshatmoveus. We, asconsciousanimals,are seemingly
just along for the ride.
Differencesbetweerreflectiveandperceptuatheoriesaside,what
becomeslearaboutthe way the questiongetsasked(and,as! will argue,
whatis problematicaboutthis discoursenvhenit is appliedto the issueof
freewill), is summarizedicely by Jo‘lle Proust(2003:202). "Standard
philosophicalapproachefto] actiondefineactionin termsof a particular
psychologicalstatecausinga relevantbodily movement." Sheindicates
thatthereis "now widespreadcconvergencen this causalapproach,'even
if thereis somedisagreementaboutthe kind of psychologicalstate
involved. Thefamiliar candidatesat leaston thereflectiveapproachare
desireand belief (Davidson1980; Goldman1970) or intentions(Searle
1983; Mele 1992), providing conceptualreasonsfor acting. The best
argumentdor giving causalefficacy to consciousnesare posedin these
terms, and these terms are precisely the ones rejected by
epiphenomenalism.An epiphenomenalistnight say that thereis no
necessarygonnectionbetweernthe justification of actionandthe causeof
action, sinceanimalsare capableof purposefulactionswithout havinga
worked out conceptualunderstandingpf why they actedthat way (see
Proust2003:203-204). And we know that evenhumanswho may have
well-thoughtout reasondor actingin a particularway, may in fact be
acting in that way due to different and unconscious reasons.
Proust'sexaminationof "minimal” actions (Bach 1978), for
example,posturalshifts, pre-attentivemovementsuchasthe scratching
of anitch or avoidingan objectin the environmen®evencastin termsof
Searle’'q1983)notion of "intentionin action,"which specifiesthe details
of how intentionsareto berealized,andevenif it dropsthe questfor large
or complexpsychologicalstatesin favor of more perceptualmodelsb
retainsthe focus on causalcontrol of relevantbodily movements."An
intentionin actionhasto do with the routine,unplannedwvays of coping
with the environmentE it alsoaccountdor the specificdynamicsof the
bodily movementghroughwhich an actionis beingperformed”(Proust
2003:206). This bringsus backto perceptuabrocessesandas Proust
notes,the difficulty (althoughnot for epiphenomenalistsp that these
minimal actionsmay be fully unconscious.For Proust,"whatis pertinent
is whetheror not the bodily movementstend to be underthe agent's
guidanceE Whateverthe causalantecedentsf a specificgoal-directed
movementmay be, what makesit an actionis the contribution of the
correspondingagentto actively maintainthe orientationof his bodily
effort towardsachievingatargetevent”(p. 207). On this view, ason the
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"standardphilosophicalapproaches,6r on whatl havecalledthecommon
understandingf the question,which includesthe epiphenomenatiew,

the agentperformsits actionby keepingits body undercontrol. It does

this either explicitly for reflective conscious reasons, or in an implicit (pre-
reflective) perceptual way, or unconsciously.

In generakermsl think thata goodunderstandingf motorcontrol
andthe performanceof actioncanbe workedout in termsof perceptual
and non-consciousprocessegqsee Gallagher1995). The problem,
however,is thattheseissueggetcarriedoverinto questionsaboutwhether
actionis free or not, andmoregenerallyinto debatesaboutfree will, and
this is where things start to go wrong.

Libetarian experiments
A goodexampleof how thingscango wrong canbe foundin the debates
thatsurroundthe experimentsonductedy BenjaminLibet (1985;1992;
1996;Libet etal. 1983). As heindicates,"The operationaldefinition of
freewill in theseexperimentsvasin accordwith commonviews" (1999:
47). Libet's experimentshowthat motor actionandthe senseof agency
dependon neurologicakventsthatwe do not consciouslycontrol,andthat
happerbeforeour consciousawarenessf decidingor moving. In oneof
LibetOsxperimentssubjectswith their handson a tabletopare askedto
flick theirwristswhenevettheywantto. Their brainactivity is monitored
with specialattentiongivento the time courseof brainactivity leadingup
to the movementbetween500-1000ms (0.5to 1 sec). Justbeforethe
flick, thereis 50 msof activity in the motornervesdescendingrom motor
cortexto thewrist. But thisis precededy severahundred(up to 800) ms
of brain activity known asthe readinesgotential(RP). Subjectsreport
whentheywerefirst awareof their decision(or urgeor intention)to move
their wrists by referencinga large clock that allows them to report
fractionsof a second.It turnsoutthaton average350msbeforetheyare
consciousof deciding(or of having an urge) to move, their brainsare
alreadyworking on the motor processeshatwill resultin the movement.
Thus, voluntary acts are "initiated by unconsciouscerebralprocesses
beforeconsciousntention appears'(Libet 1985). The brain seemingly
decidesand then enactsits decisionsin a nonconscioudgashion,on a
subpersonalevel, but also inventively tricks us into thinking that we
consciously decide matters and that our actions are personal events.
Theseresultsmotivate a question,which Libet posesin precise
terms: "The initiation of the freely voluntaryactappeardo beginin the
brain unconsciouslywell beforethe personconsciouslyknows he wants
to act. Is there,then,anyrole for consciouswill in the performanceof a
voluntaryact?"(Libet 1999:51). The epiphenomenalishterpretationof
theseresultsis that what we call free will is nothing more than a false
senseor impression,an illusion (e.g., Wegner2002). Libet himself
answersn the positive: consciousnesean havean effect on our action,
and free will is possible,becausethereis still approximatelyl50 ms
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remainingafterwe becomeconsciouof ourintentto move,andbeforewe
move. So, he suggestsye havetime to consciouslyveto the movement
(1985: 2003).

Do theseexperimentsactually addresghe questionof free will?
Only on the suppositionthat the questionis correctly framedin termsof
initiation and control of bodily movementwhich is, as| indicated,the
commonunderstandingf the question. Patrick Haggard,who extends
Libet's experimentsdo demonstratehe importanceof efferentbinding,
clearlyindicatesthis suppositionsuggestinghatthe experimentseframe
the standardphilosophicalviews. "A further consequencef the efferent
binding approachis to reorderthe traditional philosophicalpriorities in
this area. The central philosophicalquestionabout action has been
whetherconscioudree will exits. Thatis, how can'l' controlmy body?"
(Haggard2003:113)° On his view, however,Haggardmaintainsthatthe
guestionof free will becomesunimportant. Haggard,however,is not
attemptingto make a clear distinction betweenthe questionof motor
control and the questionof free will; indeed,for him, apparentlythe
guestionof free will is a questionabout motor control. Rather,his
concernis to dismissreflectivetheoriesof freewill andto focusonamore
specific aspectof motor control, namely,in Searle'serms,intentionin
actionratherthanprior intention. The questionbecomes;' how doesmy
will or intention becomeassociatedvith the actions|i.e., the bodily
movementsihatit causes'(113). Will or intention,in action,is captured,
for Haggard,n the millisecondsof physiologicalsignalsof the lateralized
readinesspotential, which is a more specific part of the RP.
Approximately500 ms prior to the onsetof movementthe bilateral RP
activity beginsto lateralizeto the motor cortex contralaterato the hand
that will move. It is this lateralizedsignal that generatesiot only the
movement,but our awarenes®f initiating the movement. "This view
placesconsciousnessef intentionmuch closerto the detailedpatternof
motor executionthan someotheraccounts. [Awarenesof willing] thus
looks ratherlike intentionin action,and muchlesslike prior intention”
(118). Thus,consciousnessf anactionis "intertwinedwith the internal
models thought to underlie movement control” (119).

The commonunderstandingn the standardeflective, perceptual,
or epiphenomenaheoriesaswell asin therecentdebatesichly informed
by neurosciencads thatfreewill is eitherexplainedor explainedaway,by
whatwe havelearnedaboutmotor control, thatis, abouthow "I" control
my body. | proposehowever thatthesearetwo differentquestionsin the
sameway that"Shall we go for aride?"is differentfrom "How doesthis
carwork?" You shouldthink it strangeif in responsedo your question,
"Shall we go for aride today?"l startto tell youin precisetermshow the
internal combustionenginein my car turns the wheels. Developinga

® Haggardand Libet (2001) frame the questionin the sameway, referringto it asthe
traditional conceptof free will: "how cana mentalstate(my consciousntention)initiate
the neural events in the motor areas of the brain that lead to my body movement?" (p. 47)
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good answerto one of thesequestionss not the sameas answeringthe
other.

Thebestanswersve haveto the questionof motor controlindicate
that mostcontrol processefappenat a sub-personalynconscioudevel.
As we movethroughthe world we do not normally monitor the specifics
of our motoractionin any explicitly consciousvay. As | walk outto the
beach I am not normally conscious of how | am activating my leg muscles.
The object of my awarenesss the beach,the ocean,the anticipated
enjoymentof sitting in the sunandreadingthe latestvolumeon voluntary
action,or perhapsa troubling discussion've just hadwith my friend, etc.
Body schematicprocesseshat involve proprioception,efferencecopy,
forward comparatorsecologicalinformationetc.,keepme movingin the
right direction. Both phenomenologyand neuropsychologysupporta
combinationof perceptualand non-consciousexplanationsof how we
control bodily movementsand they rule out reflective theory in the
normalcase.Thatis, in the normalsituation,we do not requirea second-
order representatiorof the bodily movement;we do not have to be
reflectively consciousof the onsetof the action or the courseof the
movementswe executdt. Rather,in moving,input from our perceptual
experienceof the objects that we target and perceptual-ecological
feedbackaboutour bodily performancecontributeto motor control. In
this context, some of the information required for motor control is
consciouslygeneratedaswhenl decideto reachandgraspthis particular
objectratherthananother,or whenl| havea generalideawhich way the
beachis located. In addition, however,much of the information is
generatechon-consciouslyfor example,the precisevisual information
that guidesthe shapeof my grasp(Jeannerod.997,2003). In regardto
theselatter aspectswhere consciousawarenessddsnothing to motor
control,and may eveninterferewith the timing or smoothnessf action,
the epiphenomenalist view is correct.

We shouldexpectthatanswergo how | controlmy body, or how|
make my body move, will be of this sort. That most of this control
happensnon-consciouslyis for the best. If, as in the case of
deafferentatiorfwhich involveslossof proprioceptivefeedback)we had
to control our movementconsciouslyor reflectively (Gallagherand Cole
1995), or if we were normally requiredto consciouslyrepresentour
movementsin a Cartesianmental spacebefore we effectedthem in
worldly space,we would haveto exertgreatcognitive effort and slow
things down to a significant degre€. Libet's results,then, are of no
surpriseunlesswe think that we control our bodily movementsin a
consciousand primarily reflectiveway. The Libetarianexperimentsare
preciselyaboutthe control of bodily movement,althoughevenin this

" Jeannerod2003:159)notes: "The shift from automaticto [consciouslymonitored]
controlled executioninvolves a changein the kinematicsof the whole [grasping]
movement;movementtime increasesmaximim grip apertureis larger,andthe general
accuracy degrades." Also see Gallagher (2005).
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regardthey arelimited insofarasthey effectan atypicalinvolution of the
guestionof motor control. In the experimentakituationwe are askedto
pay attentionto all of the processethatwe normally do not attendto, and
to move our body in a way that we do not usually moveit (in a rough
sensewe are askedto actin a way thatis similar to the way that the
deafferented subject is required to act).

Theseexperiments,however,and more generally the broader
discussion®f motor control, havenothingto tell usaboutfreewill perse
If they contributeto a justification of perceptualor epiphenomenal
theoriesof how we control our movement,theseare not theoriesthat
addresghe questionof freewill. The questionof free will is a different
guestion.

The question of free will

As in the experiments somethingsimilar happensin standard
philosophicalcontextswhen philosopherdry to find examplesof free
action. Thereis a long tradition of appealingto examplesof bodily
movementsn discussion®f freewill, e.g.,"Look how | canfreely raise
my arm" (see for instance Chisholm1964;Searle1984; Mohrhoff 1999)%
Lowe (1999: 235-36), for example, claims that

[i]n the caseof normalvoluntaryaction,movement®f the
agent'svody haveamongstheir causesntentionalstatesof
that agentwhich are 'about’just such movements. For
instancewhenl try to raisemy arm andsucceedn doing
so, my arm goesup b andamongstthe causesof its going
up aresuchitemsasa desireof minethat myarm shouldgo
up. Theintentionalcausef physicaleventsare always
'directed'uponthe occurrenceof just suchevents,at least
where normal voluntary action is concerned.

Zhu,who characterizefreewill as"a mediatingexecutivementalprocess,
which somehowputsthe bodily partsinto action,"thinks of motor control

as the "prototype" of free action (2003: 64). Such philosophical
reflections,often castin termsof interactionism(mind-bodyor mind-

brain) and specifically framedby the mind-bodyproblem,may be what
sendthe neuroscientist®oking in thewrongplacefor freewill, namelyin

the realm of motor control processeswhich generallyturn out to be
subpersonal processes.

8 Even Avristotle offers an examplelike this: "an agentacts voluntarily becausethe
initiative in moving the partsof the body which act asinstrumentsrestswith the agent
himself" (Nicomachean Ethict110a15).

° I'm remindedhereof thetragic crashof anairliner broughton becausehe entire cockpit
crew hadfocusedtheir attentionon a malfunctioningsignallight in an attemptto fix it,
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The attemptto frame the questionof free will in termsof these
subpersonalnotor controlprocesse®eitherto dismissit or to saveit Dis
misguidedfor atleasttwo reasons.First, freewill cannotbe squeezedhto
timeframesof 150- 350 msecsjfreewill is alonger-termphenomenonis
too slow for normal motor control, and, | will argue,dependson
consciousnessSecondthe notionof freewill doesnotapply primarily to
abstractmotor processe®r evento bodily movementsthat make up
intentionalactions-- ratherit appliesto intentionalactionsthemselves,
describedat the highestpragmaticlevel of description. I've offered a
clarification of thesepointsin other places(Gallagher2005; Gazzaniga
andGallagher1998). Herel will providea summarywith the help of an
example.

First,in regardto timeframe thekinds of processeassociateavith
free actionsare not madeat the spur of the moment-- they are not
momentary and cannot fit within the thin phenomenologyof the
milleseconddetweerRP andmovement. The following examplereflects
the distinction betweenfast movementunder automaticcontrol, and
slowervoluntaryaction. Let me note,however thatautomaticnovement
is not the oppositeof voluntarymovementFastautomaticnovemenimay
be purelyreflex, or it maybevoluntaryin the sensehatit mayfit into and
serve an intentional action.

At time T somethingnovesin thegrassnextto my feet. At T+150
ms the amygdalain my brain is activated,and beforel know why, at
T+200 ms| jump and move severalyardsaway. Here,the entire setof
movementganbe explainedpurely in termsof non-consciougerceptual
processesneuronsfiring and musclescontracting,togetherwith an
evolutionaryaccountof why our systemis designedn this way, etc. My
behavior,of course motivatesmy awarenessf whatis happeningandby
T+1000ms| seethatwhatmovedin thegrasswasasmallharmlesdizard.
My nextmoveis not of the samesort. At T+5000ms, afterobservingthe
kind of lizard it is, | decideto catchit for my lizard collection.At T+5150
ms | take a step back amdluntarily make a quick reach for the lizard.

My choiceto catchthe lizard is quite different from the reflex
behavior.Whatgoesinto this decisioninvolvesawarenessf whathasjust
happenedl would nothavedecidedo catchthelizardif | hadnotbecome
consciougthattherewasa lizard there) plus recognitionof the lizard as
something couldappreciate. At T+5150ms| takea stepbackandreach
for it. Onecould focuson this movementandsay: at T+4650ms without
my awarenessprocessesn my brain were alreadyunderwayto prepare
for my reachingaction, beforel had evendecidedto catchthe snakeb
therefore whatseemedo be my free decisionwasactuallypredetermined
by my brain. But this ignoresthe contextdefinedby the largertimeframe
-- which involvespreviousmovementanda consciougecognitionof the
lizard. Furthermoreijt could easilyhappenthatthingsdon'tgo asfastas

but totally lost track of the fact that the planewas losing altitude. They were clearly
looking in the wrong place and at the wrong problem.
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I've portrayed,and perhaps,waiting for the strategicmoment,| don't
actuallyreachfor thelizard until 10 secondsfter| madethe decisionthat
it would be a good additionto my collection. Now Libet and some
philosophersnight insistthatan extradecisionwould haveto be madeto
initiate my bodily movemenpreciselyatthattime. Butit is clearthatany
suchdecisionaboutmoving is alreadyunderthe influenceof the initial
consciousdecisionto catchthe lizard. Although| do not denythatthe
bodily movements intimately connectedvith my action,my actionis not
well describedn termsof makingbodily movementsbut ratherin terms
of attemptingto catchthelizard for my collection,andthis is spreadout
over a larger timeframe than the experimental framework of milliseconds.

This leadsto the secondpoint, namelyaboutthe properlevel of
descriptionrelevantto free will. As | have beensuggestingand in
contrastto the commonunderstandingthe questionof free will is not
about bodily movements but aboutintentional actions. The kinds of
actions that we freely decide are not the sort of involuted bodily
movementsiescribedby LibetOsxperiments.If | am reachingto catch
thelizard andyou stopandaskwhatI'm doing,| amvery unlikely to say
any of the following: "I am activatingmy neurons.™l am flexing my
muscles.™l ammovingmy arm.""l amreachingandgrasping.” These
aredescriptionsappropriatgfor a discussionof motor control and bodily
movementput not for the actionin which | amengaged. Rather,| would
probablysay"l amtrying to catchthethis lizard for my collection." And
this is a good description of what | freely decided to do.

| suggesthatthe temporalframeworkfor the exerciseof free will
is, ataminimum, thetemporalframeworkthatallowsfor the procesgo be
informed by a consciousreflection of a certaintype. This conscious
reflectionis not the sortdescribedoy thereflectivetheory. Accordingto
this theory my reflective regardwould be focusedon my beliefs and
desiresandhow to movemy bodyin orderto achievea goal. But whenl
amreachingfor thelizard I amnot at all thinking abouteithermy mental
statesor how to move my body P if I'm thinking aboutanything, I'm
thinking aboutcatchingthe lizard. My decisionto catchthe lizard is the
result of a consciousreflection that is embeddedr situatedin the
particular context that is defined by the presentcircumstanceof
encounteringhe lizard, andthe fact that| havea lizard collection. This
embeddear situatedreflectionis neitherintrospectivenor focusedon my
body. As describedby Gallagherand Marcel (1999: 25) it is "a first-
personreflective consciousnesthat is embeddedn a pragmaticallyor
socially contextualizedsituation. It involvesthe type of activity that |
engagdan whensomeonesksme whatl amdoingor whatl planto do."
In suchreflection| do not make consciousnesthe direct introspective
objectof my reflection;l do not reflecton my beliefsanddesiresasstates
within a mentalspacenor do | reflectively considerhow | oughtto move
my armor shapemy grasp.Ratherl startto think mattersthroughin terms
of the objectthat! amattendingto (thelizard), the collectionthat| have,
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andthe possibleactionsthat | cantake (leaveit or catchit). Whenl|
decideto catchthelizard, | makewhat,in contrasto areflex action,must
be describedas a consciousfree choice, and this choice shapesmy
actions™

In consciousdeliberationof the sort found in situatedreflection
certainthingsin the environmenteginto matterto the agent. Meaning
andinterpretationrcomeinto the picture. The consciousieliberationof the
agent,which involves memory and knowledgeaboutlizards and such
things, ratherthan being epiphenomenalhasa real effect on behavior.
Why | reachto catchthe lizard would be inexplicablewithout recourseo
this kind of situatedreflection. Someepiphenomenalistsight objectthat
this relegateghe explanationto a "spaceof reasons'ratherthana "space
of causes,'and at bestexplainsthe motivation, but not the causeof the
action (cf. McDowell 1996). My reflective decisionto catchthe lizard
doesnot causemeto try to do so. But this narrowdefinition of causality
already begsthe questionand limits the notion of causalityto the
determinedmechanicsf motor control. Thatis, asl am suggestingijt
framesthe questionof freewill in preciselythewrongway. If the notion
of causalityat stakein this debates narrowly construedn the traditional
billiard ball modelof determinedmechanismsthenthe questionof free
will is not aboutcausalityatall. Yet, it seemdo me undeniableghatthe
embeddedeflectiondescribedcheredoeshavean effecton my action,and
mustplay arole in the explanatiorof how (andnotjust why) thatactionis
generated.

To theextentthatconsciousnessntersinto the ongoingproduction
of action, and contributesto the productionof further action, evenif
significantaspectof this actionrely on automaticnon-consciousnotor
control, our actionsare voluntary. Voluntary actionsare not about
neuronsmusclespody parts,or evenmovement- all of which play some
partin whatis happeningandfor the mostpart, do so non-consciously.
Rather all suchprocessearecarriedalongby (andareintentionalbecause
of) my consciousdecisionto catchthe lizard -- thatis, by whatis best
describedon a personalevel as my intentionalaction. The exerciseof
free will cannotbe capturedn a descriptionof neuralactivity or muscle
activation or bodily movement.

91 think this view is consistentwith the generalsenseof JosefPerner's(2003) "dual

control" theory of action, settingasidehis requiremenfor a higherorderthought(HOT)

accountof consciousnessEmbeddedeflectiondoesnot needto be at the higherorder

level, and the problem that Pernerattemptsto solve with the HOT theory can be

addressedy the phenomenologicahotion of pre-reflectiveself-consciousnesésee
Gallagherand Zahavi 2005). Perner'stheoryis helpedalong by Searle'swidely cited

distinction betweenprior intention and intention-in-action. The notion of embedded
reflection doesnot haveto be a matterof prior intention, but neitheris it reducibleto

intention-in-actionf thatis understoodn termsof motor control,asin perceptuatheory.

Situatedreflection contributesto the formation of what Pacherie(this volume) calls

"present-directedntention," which initiates and sustainghe action,andis distinct from

either motor intentions and future-directed intentions.
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In contrastto the positionthatl havejust outlined,Daniel Dennett
(2003) suggestghat the processeshat constitutefree will neednot be
consciousand need not dependon consciousdecision. Indeed, he
considergt Cartesiano suggesthat consciousnests necessaryor free
will (Dennett2003:242n3). The notion of a situatedreflection,however,
is not at all Cartesian,nor is it opposedto a properly conceived
epiphenomenalism. The truth of epiphenomenalisnis narrowly
circumscribed. It pertainsto someof the specificsof motor control.
Whenepiphenomenalistlaimsaremadein regardto the questionof free
will, however, it's a different matter, as I've tried to show in this paper.

| am not arguingherefor a disembodiednotion of free will, as
somethinghatoccursin a Cartesiarmind, nor do I meanto imply thatthe
non-consciou$raineventsthatmakeup the elementsof motorcontrolare
simplyirrelevantto freewill. Indeed for two closelyrelatedreasonssuch
non-consciouembodiedprocessesincluding the kind of neurological
eventsdescribedby Libet, are essentiato a free will thatis specifically
human. First, as| have suggestecelsewhere(Gallagher2005), non-
conscious body-schematicmechanismsof motor control support
intentionalactionandare structuredandregulatedoy relevantintentional
goals. Following Anscombe(1957),1 would arguethat theselevels of
operationareintentional,evenif theyarenotintentionalactions.All such
relevantprocessearestructuredandregulatedby my intentionalgoalsas
muchastheyalsolimit andenablemy action. Whenl decideto reachfor
thelizard all of the appropriatephysicalmovementdgall into placewithout
my willing themto do so. Theseembodiedmechanismshusenablethe
exerciseof free will. Second,preciselyto the extentthat we are not
requiredto consciouslydeliberateaboutbodily movementor suchthings
as autonomicprocessesopur deliberationcan be directedat the more
meaningfullevel of intentionalaction. Our possibilitiesfor actionare
diminished to the extent that these supporting mechanismsfail.
Nonethelessproposalsto answerthe questionof free will in terms of
mind-bodyor mind-braininteractionarelooking in thewrongplace. The
relevantinteractionto considers theinteractionbetweena situatedmind-
body systemand its physical-socialenvironment,a level of interaction
foundin the collectingof lizards,the helpingof friends,andin the variety
of deliberate actions that we engage in everyday.

Thus, the exerciseof free will should not be conceivedas
equivalentto those processeghat contributeto motor control, or to
somethinghatis generatedt a purely subpersondkvel, or to something
instantaneousan eventthat takesplacein a knife-edgemomentlocated
betweenbeing undecidedand being decided. Free will involves
temporallyextendedleliberativeconsciousnesthatis bestdescribedasa
situatedreflection. This doesn'tmeantthat freely willed action is
somethinghatoccursin the headbwhetherthatis conceivedfollowing a
long philosophicaltradition, asin a mentalspace,or following a more
recentneuroscientificconceptionasin the brain. Nor is it accomplished
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in amindlessway. Freelywilled actionis somethingaccomplishedn the
world, in situationsthat motivateembeddedeflection,and amongstthe
things that I reach for and the people that | affect.
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