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I.  Introduction  

 

Embodied Cognition Theory, as I understand it, says that the fact of mental 

representation, or intentionality, is at least partially determined by facts about the living 

organismic body of the animal that carries out representational/intentional acts, and 

thereby has representational/intentional states.  

In this paper, I argue for two theses. First, human consciousness is essentially 

embodied in the two-part sense that (a) it cannot be disembodied, and (b) it thereby has a 

full-scale neurobiological incarnation of its conscious states in all its vital systems and 

vital organs—including the higher brain, brain stem, limbic system, nervous system, 

endocrine system, immune system, and cardiovascular system, right out to the skin. This 

is the Essential Embodiment Thesis. Second, necessarily whenever a creature with a 

consciousness like ours is in any sort of mental state, then it is also occurrently conscious 

in some definite way, even if only minimally. So occurrent consciousness like ours 

penetrates into every aspect of our mental lives, including so-called “non-conscious” 

information processing. This is the Deep Consciousness Thesis. The Deep Consciousness 

Thesis entails a crucial distinction between (a) self-consciousness or reflective 

consciousness, and (b) non-self-conscious consciousness or pre-reflective consciousness.  

If the Essential Embodiment Thesis and the Deep Consciousness Thesis are both true, 

then cognition, consciousness like ours or first-person mental life, and the 

neurobiological life of the suitably complex human organism mutually determine each 

other and jointly constitute one and the same thing—a rational human agent. So 
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embodied cognitive neuroscience and the theory of rational human agency are one and 

the same enterprise. 

II.  The Essential Embodiment Thesis 

 
What is an animal? The Oxford English Dictionary tells us that the word ‘animal’ 

means “a living organism which feeds on organic matter, usually one with specialized 

sense organs and nervous system, and able to respond rapidly to stimuli.”
1
 In biology on 

the other hand, ‘animal’ has a more technical meaning, in that animals constitute one of 

the five kingdoms of living things: Monera (bacteria), Protists, Fungi, Plants, and 

Animals. The class of animals in this biological sense includes both vertebrates and 

invertebrates.  

My usage of ‘animal’ in this paper, however, is a precisification of the ordinary 

language and scientific terms, intended to coincide with its use in cognitive ethology.
2
 To 

signal this precisification, I have coined the quasi-technical term minded animal. Minded 

animals are animals with consciousness like ours and minds like ours—or for 

terminological convenience from now on, “consciousnesslo” and “mindslo.” 

Michelle Maiese and I have argued in Embodied Minds in Action that necessarily 

every creature with a consciousnesslo is an essentially embodied mind.
3
 Essentially 

embodied minds are the same as mindslo. An essentially embodied mind, or mindlo, in 

turn, is an irreducible consciousnesslo that is also necessarily and completely 

neurobiologically embodied. This is to say that its irreducible consciousnesslo essentially  

cannot be disembodied, and that it thereby has a full-scale neurobiological incarnation of 

its conscious states in all its vital systems and vital organs—including the higher brain, 

brain stem, limbic system, nervous system, endocrine system, immune system, and 
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cardiovascular system, right out to the skin. Furthermore every consciousnesslo, as the 

consciousness of an essentially embodied mind, or mindlo, is fundamentally manifest as 

desire-based emotion, and, in particular, as effective desiring—which is the kind of  

desiring that is also a trying that causes intentional action.
4
 So essentially embodied 

minds, or mindslo, are always poised for trying to do something, and thereby always have 

a capacity for intentional agency.  

The crucial idea of essential embodiment needs to be further elaborated. To say 

that every animal that has a consciousnesslo thereby has a full-scale neurobiological 

incarnation of its irreducibly conscious states in all its vital systems and vital organs—

including the higher brain, brain stem, limbic system, nervous system, endocrine system, 

immune system, and cardiovascular system—right out to the skin, is what I call the 

Essential Embodiment Thesis. It is important to note that the Essential Embodiment 

Thesis has two logically distinct parts:  

(1) the necessary embodiment of conscious mindslo in a living organism (the Necessity 

Thesis),  

 

and  

 

(2) the complete neurobiological embodiment of conscious mindslo in all the vital 

systems, vital organs, and vital processes of our living bodies (the Completeness Thesis). 

 

The Necessity Thesis says that necessarily, conscious mindslo are alive. 

Negatively formulated, it says that conscious mindslo cannot be dead, disembodied, or 

purely mechanical.  

By contrast, the Completeness Thesis says that conscious mindslo are fully spread 

out into our living bodies, necessarily including the brain, but also necessarily not 

restricted to the brain. Please note that I am not saying that our brains, hearts, livers, or 

stomachs are conscious. On the contrary, according to my view it is only whole animals 
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and real persons that are conscious, not their body parts alone, and not even their brains 

alone. So what I am saying by asserting the Completeness Thesis is that the minded 

animal as a whole—e.g., a rational human animal or real human person—is conscious 

with, or in-and-through, its brain, heart, liver, stomach, or whatever, right out to the skin.. 

One could, at least in principle, assert the Necessity Thesis and also reject the 

Completeness Thesis. But I want to assert both of them together. So I hold that the 

supposed consciousness of a causally detached brain—say, a living brain floating 

listlessly in a vat, as in Hilary Putnam’s famous thought-experiment
5
—even though it 

seems both conceivable and logically possible, just would not be a consciousness like 

ours. On my view, a consciousnesslo necessarily involves a brain that is causal-

dynamically coupled with all the other vital systems, organs, and processes of our living 

body. 

 The notion of a “causal-dynamic coupling” is crucial. The Necessity Thesis and 

Completeness Thesis do not jointly entail that consciousnesslo actually is or ever could be 

embodied in any causally necessary condition of our kind of consciousness, which would 

of course include all sorts of entities and facts outside our living bodies. That is what I 

call the Embodiment Fallacy.
6
 Instead the Necessity and Completeness theses jointly 

entail that consciousnesslo is embodied only in a special kind of fully integrated dynamic 

system that is both causally necessary and causally sufficient for consciousnesslo—

namely, one that has all the same causal powers as the vital systems, organs, and 

processes of our living bodies. Any such living body is the natural matrix, or natural 

basis, of a consciousnesslo. 
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And that point in turn raises another extremely important point that is specifically 

about the very idea of a “natural matrix” of a consciousnesslo. A natural matrix of a 

consciousnesslo is not merely a compositional material substrate—a mass of physical 

stuff  and a collection of physical parts—that necessarily accompanies and supports 

consciousnesslo. A natural matrix is instead a system of causal-dynamic relations, 

embedded in some or another compositional material substrate, awaiting specific 

activation or actualization. This means that if you significantly modify the shape of your 

body, or lose a limb or some other body part, without also replacing it with an equivalent 

counterpart that has the same relational causal powers, then you would also 

correspondingly modify or lose your mind. But the specific bodily stuff and the particular 

body parts are not metaphysically important. The mere matter doesn’t really matter.   

In Meditations VI, and while auspiciously wearing his Substance Dualism hat, 

Descartes makes a similar point: 

Although the whole mind seems to be united to the whole body, I recognize that if a foot or arm or 

any other part of the body is cut off, nothing has been thereby taken away from the mind.
 7
 

 

But my reason for making this point is radically different from that of Descartes. In his 

substance dualist guise, Descartes holds that the mind is an absolutely homogeneous and 

simple unity, and thereby indivisible. My point, however, is about the metaphysics of 

living animal bodies like ours, not about the metaphysics of mental substance. Again, 

what I hold is that the natural matrix of consciousnesslo is not just a hunk of specific 

bodily stuff and not just a heap of particular bodily parts. Instead the natural matrix of a 

consciousnesslo is all the vital systems, organs, and processes of our living bodies, as 

individuated by their relational causal powers, that is, by what they can efficaciously do 

in causal community with each other and with the larger surrounding world. That these 
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vital systems, organs, and process are in fact composed of some or another hunk of 

specific bodily stuff and also of some or another heap of particular bodily parts—say, 

specifically human body stuff and particular human body parts—is of course extremely 

practically important for members of the relevant species made out of that stuff and those 

parts, but otherwise it is metaphysically trivial. Thus the Essential Embodiment Thesis is 

a thesis about the operative neurobiological dynamics of creatures with consciousnesslo, 

and not (except trivially) a thesis about our compositional material substrate.  

Assuming, then, that the Completeness Thesis is formulated in terms of the 

relational causal powers of the vital systems, organs, and processes of our living bodies, 

and not (except trivially) in terms of their compositional material substrate, there are at 

least four good reasons for defending the Essential Embodiment Thesis.  

First, it seems obvious that if any of the vital systems, organs, or processes in our 

bodies is destroyed or permanently disabled without a functional replacement that has 

essentially the same relational causal powers—say, an artificial heart, a liver transplant, 

etc.—then our consciousness will cease to exist, precisely because the whole organism 

dies. Therefore the existence of consciousnesslo necessarily depends on its complete 

neurobiological embodiment.
8
  

Second, it seems equally obvious that significant changes made to the relational 

causal powers of any of our vital systems, organs, or processes normally produce 

correspondingly significant changes in the specific character of the conscious mindlo. 

And this is as true of the non-brain systems as it is of the brain systems. A thyroid gland 

malfunction, hormone imbalance, adrenaline surge, or heart attack is apt to cause highly 
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significant changes in consciousnesslo. Therefore the specific character of 

consciousnesslo also necessarily depends on its complete neurobiological embodiment.
9
    

To be sure, a lobotomy or a concussive blow to the head is apt to cause more 

fundamental changes in consciousnesslo than a thyroid malfunction, hormone imbalance, 

and so-on. And again, to be sure, the brain is centrally causally involved in every aspect 

of normal attentive, singly-focused, alert, self-reflective, waking consciousnesslo. So I am 

not in any way denying the necessary and central causal role of the brain in the 

constitution of normal attentive, singly-focused, alert, self-reflective, waking 

consciousnesslo and intentionality. But at the same time, I am also strongly 

recommending that philosophers of mind and cognitive neuroscientists should not 

overemphasize the causal role of the brain,
10

 to the extent that this undermines our 

recognition of the equally necessary role of the relational causal powers of the rest of our 

vital systems, organs, and processes. For example, as everyone knows, even fairly minor 

changes in our digestive processes can produce non-trivial changes in consciousnesslo. 

Think, for example, of the striking phenomenological differences between:  

(a) feeling very hungry and craving a plate of spaghetti,  

(b) feeling as if you ate just the right amount of spaghetti,  

and  

(c) feeling utterly stuffed with spaghetti.  

The brain obviously is centrally causally involved in these normal attentive, singly-

focused, alert, waking phenomenological differences, but it seems also equally obvious 

that the brain does not in and of itself causally control or determine these differences. On 

the contrary, it seems obvious that the “enteric brain”—our guts—is doing much of the 

causally controlling and determinative work here.
11

 And similar points can be made about 
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the other non-brain vital organs, systems, and processes. Each of them can and does play 

a causally controlling and determining role with respect to some differences in normal 

attentive, singly-focused, alert, self-reflective waking consciousnesslo, even if the brain is 

also centrally causally involved.  

Analogously, even if every basic act of a corporation passes directly through its 

Chief Executive Officer, it does not follow that the CEO controls or determines the 

specific character of every such act, or even most of them. In fact, in a great many cases 

the CEO is just the chief executive slave of the controlling determinations of the 

shareholders (if it is a public company), or of the employees (if it is either an employee-

owned company or unionized), or of the actual business operations of the company. So 

too the brain is often just the central causal slave of the rest of the living body.  

 Third, there is neurophysiological empirical evidence that supports Essential 

Embodiment. For example, recent work on the neurochemistry of human emotions 

strongly suggests that the vital systems centrally causally involved with and embodying 

our basic emotions are gut-based, not brain-based.
12

  

But fourth and finally, probably the most compelling empirical evidence for 

Essential Embodiment, precisely because it is the simplest, is the well-known fact that the 

“arc” of reflex action (say, someone’s pulling her hand away from something very hot) 

operates more quickly than the time it takes for the brain to process information sent to it 

via the nervous system about the body parts involved in that reflex action (say, that the 

subject’s hand has been seriously burned). If I am correct, as I’ll argue in section II, then 

this is also a conscious experience, although not of course a self-conscious or self-

reflective experience—in the example of the burned hand, the subject’s hand moves 
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before she self-consciously or self-reflectively feels the searing pain of a burn. But I do 

think that reflex action still has a special phenomenology, in the classical Nagelian senses 

that there is a definite something-it-is-like-to-be, and a particular point of view, for a 

suitably neurobiologically complex living organism like us when, e.g., that organism is 

pulling her hand away from something very hot even though the self-conscious or self-

reflective awareness of the searing pain of the burn has not yet emerged. Reflex action 

necessarily includes a first-order and reflexive pre-reflective consciousnesslo, even if it 

does not necessarily include a higher-order and self-conscious or self-reflective 

consciousnesslo. 

In addition to this point about pre-reflective consciousnesslo, a further reason to 

think that reflex action is indeed reflexively conscious, although in a pre-reflectively 

conscious way, is that it is possible to train oneself, through biofeedback strategies, to 

modulate or even suppress such reflexes.  

So if this point about pre-reflective consciousnesslo is correct, and if we also take 

biofeedback data seriously, then necessarily, in cases of reflex action a pre-reflective 

consciousnesslo occurs with and in-and-through the vital systems that constitute and 

subserve our intentional body movements, even though by hypothesis the brain is not 

centrally causally involved in the production of these pre-reflectively conscious 

intentional actions. Or in other words, there is compelling empirical evidence that there is 

a necessary and complete neurobiological embodiment of consciousnesslo even when the 

brain is only peripherally causally involved.  Moreover, there is a direct metaphysical 

pay-off from this conclusion. As W.T. Rockwell aptly puts it: 

[I]f the brain does not record certain features of a perception that the mind is nevertheless aware 

of, this must mean that the mind is not identical with the brain.
13
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But this is not Dualism. For Rockwell, and also for me, the conscious mindlo is not 

identical to the brain, and thus the conscious mind is not reducible to the brain, not 

because the conscious mind is in any way metaphysically separable either from the brain 

or from the vital systems of the living body more generally, but instead just because the 

embodiment of consciousnesslo goes much further out into the living body than the brain. 

II.  Embodied Cognition and the Deep Consciousness Thesis 

As I mentioned above, Embodied Cognition Theory, as I understand it, says that 

the fact of mental representation, or intentionality, is at least partially determined by facts 

about the living organismic body of the animal that carries out 

representational/intentional acts, and thereby has representational/intentional states.
14

 

Every such intentional act or state is thus an embodied cognition. In my opinion, any 

adequate version of Embodied Cognition Theory must also directly address and also 

effectively connect together the following five jointly constitutive elements of cognitive 

embodiment: 

(EC1) Neurobiological dynamics (i.e., the body as a living organism with a brain), 

 

(EC2) Egocentrically-centered inherently spatiotemporal—a.k.a. “situated”—

representational content (i.e., the body as at least a partial determiner of representational 

content, primarily in relation to the distinction between non-conceptual content and 

conceptual content,
15
 but also secondarily in relation to the distinction between narrow 

content and broad or wide content), 

 

(EC3) Sensorimotor activity and sensorimotor information (i.e., the body as motile, self-

moved, and guided or mediated by representational content), 

 

(EC4) Affect and emotion (i.e., the body as a source of desires and desire-based 

intentions to perform basic intentional actions), 

 

and  

(EC5) Consciousnesslo  in relation to the other four elements (i.e., the body as the 

neurobiological, egocentrically centered, inherently spatiotemporal, content-determining, 

sensorimotor-active, sensorimotor-informative, affective, desiderative locus of subjective 

experience in intentional acts or states). 
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In the first section  of this paper, I argued for the Essential Embodiment Thesis, 

which, as you will remember, says that every consciousnesslo is necessarily and 

completely neurobiologically embodied in all its vital systems and vital organs—

including the higher brain, brain stem, limbic system, nervous system, endocrine system, 

immune system, and cardiovascular system—right out to the skin. In this section, 

assuming the truth of the Essential Embodiment Thesis, I want to make a substantive 

proposal about how EC5 relates to the other four elements of embodied cognition, EC1 

through EC4. The central idea behind this proposal is that basic levels of mental activity 

and representation generally assumed to belong to “the cognitive unconscious”
 16

 are in 

fact  conscious. This is what I call the Deep Consciousness Thesis. More precisely, 

however, the Deep Consciousness Thesis says this: 

Necessarily, whenever a creature with a consciousness like ours is in any sort of mental 

state, then it is also occurrently conscious in some definite way, even if only minimally. 

So occurrent consciousness like ours penetrates into every aspect of our mental lives, 

including so-called “non-conscious” information processing.  

 

If the DCT is true, then it provides the beginnings of a solution to what Ray 

Jackendoff aptly calls the mind-mind problem, which is how it is ever possible for there 

be genuine two-way causal or semantic interaction across the theoretical and normative 

gap between the Conscious Mind (or first-personal information processing) and the 

Computational Mind (or so-called subpersonal information processing)
17

 My solution to 

the mind-mind problem, via with the Deep Consciousness Thesis, is that so-called 

subpersonal mental processing is still in fact first-personal, conscious, proto-rational, 

and normative mental processing even though it is pre-reflective and non-self-

conscious.18  
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This doctrine may seem shockingly unorthodox. But properly understood, it is 

much less shocking than it may seem. One fundamental source of philosophical 

confusion in this area is that the very idea of consciousnesslo, or “the first-personal,” is 

deeply ambiguous as between  

(1) self-consciousnesslo or self-reflection,   

which is the ability of a conscious creature like us to have conscious 

propositional/conceptual meta-representational states, or self-describing conscious 

thoughts about itself, and what Evan Thompson aptly calls  

(2) sensorimotor subjectivity,
19
  

which is the more primitive and pre-reflective ability of conscious suitably 

neurobiologically complex living organisms like us to have what Nagel also aptly calls a 

“single point of view.”
20

 In turn, I hold, this pre-reflective ability of a conscious living 

organism like us to have a single point of view is grounded in egocentrically-centered 

essential embodiment, and a primitive bodily awareness that includes proprioception (the 

sense of the relative positioning of one’s own body parts and limbs, at rest or in 

movement), kinaesthesia (the sense of bodily movement), the senses of orientation and 

balance (as intrinsic aspects of proprioception or kinaesthesia), bodily pleasures and 

pains, tickles and itches, the feeling of pressure, the feeling of temperature, the feelings of 

vitality or lethargy, and so-on.  

The crucial point here is that self-consciousnesslo or self-reflection requires 

sensorimotor subjectivity or pre-reflective consciousnesslo, but sensorimotor subjectivity 

or pre-reflective consciousnesslo does not require self-consciousnesslo or self-reflection. 

For example, at least some non-human animals—e.g., Nagel’s bat—and all normal 

human infants have sensorimotor-subjective or pre-reflectively conscious states that are 
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not also self-conscious or self-reflective. Again, and despite the fact that I am a rational, 

self-conscious and self-reflective animal, when I am skillfully driving my car and 

drinking hot coffee without spilling it, but also thinking intensely about philosophy, the 

conscious acts or states that skillfully control my driving and my coffee-drinking are  

sensorimotor-subjective or pre-reflectively conscious but not in any way self-conscious 

or self-reflective. If they were, then I would most probably spill the hot coffee all over 

myself, and drive off the road into the ditch. Since, presumably, everyone would agree 

that normal human infants and at least some non-human animals are conscious animals 

but not also self-conscious or self-reflective animals, and also that it is possible for 

rational, self-conscious, self-reflective animals like us skillfully to drive a car and at the 

same time drink hot coffee consciously and pre-reflectively but not self-consciously or 

self-reflectively, then at least implicitly everyone already concedes a distinction between 

sensorimotor subjectivity and meta-representational, self-conscious or self-reflective  

subjectivity. Hence it is not so very shocking after all for me to hold that all mental states, 

even tacit computational information processing states, are also occurrently conscious. 

All I am saying is that even tacit computational information processing involves 

sensorimotor subjectivity, or pre-reflective consciousnesslo, but not meta-representational, 

self-conscious or self-reflective subjectivity. 

Sensorimotor subjectivity or pre-reflective consciousnesslo is also an essentially 

non-conceptual consciousnesslo, precisely because all sensorimotor-subjective, pre-

reflectively conscious acts or states contain essentially non-conceptual information that 

guide and mediate them in their directedness to their intentional targets. By contrast, as 

Kant explicitly held in the Transcendental Analytic, self-consciousness or self-reflection 
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is a conceptual/propositional consciousness, precisely because (as I would put it, using 

my terminology) the capacity for self-consciousnesslo or self-reflection is a subject’s 

ability to make reflexive, reflective, meta-representational judgments about one’s own 

mental acts and states, and thereby to possess (even if only in the Highly Refined sense) a 

concept of oneself, by way of those self-directed judgments. 

If we were sufficiently careful about the distinction between sensorimotor 

subjectivity or pre-reflective consciousnesslo on the one hand, and self-consciousnesslo or 

self-reflection on the other, then I think that even the deeply puzzling and much-

discussed phenomenon of blindsight
21

—in which some brain-damaged subjects who 

introspectively report an inability to see are also able to point with some accuracy to 

objects in the self-professedly blind parts of their visual fields—could be explained. For 

we can then say that not only the roughgrained sensorimotor ability manifest in actual 

blindsight, but also the finegrained or hyper-finegrained—respectively, in the thought-

experimental cases of what Ned Block calls superblindsight and 

superduperblindsight
22

—sensorimotor connection between what blindsighters perceive in 

space, and their ability to point to it, discriminate it, or track it, is guided and mediated by 

the information carried by or contained in sensorimotor-subjective or pre-reflectively 

conscious vision, even though they lack self-conscious or self-reflective vision for that 

cognitive and practical task.  

Otherwise put, I am proposing that in blindsight the frontline information-

processing mechanisms of the eyes and related areas of the wider brain-body system are 

undamaged (blindsighters, after all, have their eyes open and are working under well-lit 

conditions) and continue to transmit sensorimotor-subjective or pre-reflectively conscious 
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visual information, even though the corresponding downstream mechanisms for 

processing self-conscious or self-reflective visual information have broken down. 

Blindsighters would then be best characterized as sighted in one sense of conscious 

vision, but blind in another sense of conscious vision. If that is correct, then blindsighters 

subjectively experience self-conscious or self-reflective blindness via the more 

sophisticated downstream processing mechanisms of the brain-body system, but also 

subjectively experience sensorimotor-subjective, pre-reflectively conscious sight via the 

simpler processing mechanisms of the eyes. Blindsighted subjective experience, 

presumably, has its own unique sort of phenomenal character and thus its own unique 

“what-it-is-like-to-be.” The notion of a divided consciousness is already theoretically 

familiar from well-known experiments involving divided attention tasks and the 

dissociated cognitive abilities of neo-commissurotomy patients; so it should not therefore 

be very difficult to extend the same general idea to blindsight.  

This in turn would neatly avoid the obvious paradox that in blindsight a brute, 

non-conscious, non-unified, purposeless mental processing somehow exerts 

roughgrained, finegrained, or hyper-finegrained control over our essentially embodied 

cognitive and practical intentional agency. If this were true, then blindsighters would be 

nothing but deterministic or probabilistic automata in respect of their blindsighting 

activities. But it seems to me more than just implausible to hold that blindsighted people 

are mere naturally mechanized puppets or robots in the blind areas of their self-conscious 

or self-reflective visual fields, but otherwise rational human intentional agents, or 

persons. On the contrary, it seems clear that blindsighted people are genuinely visually 

conscious in those areas, and still choose and act with freedom of the will under the 
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relevant experimental conditions—such that they are ultimate sources of their own 

intentional body movements, which are thereby up-to-them—even though this occurs in a 

way that is in certain respects sharply and intrinsically phenomenologically, semantically, 

and neurobiologically different from the visual consciousnesslo of normal self-

consciously or self-reflectively sighted people. Blindsighters have a sensorimotor-

subjective or pre-reflective visual consciousnesslo that is just like those of normal self-

consciously or self-reflectively sighted people, but they differ sharply from the latter at 

the cognitive and practical level that is inherently guided and mediated by conceptual 

content. 

This explanation of blindsight, correspondingly, suggests a new way of explaining 

the equally puzzling phenomenon of “filling-in.”
23

 Filling-in is the fact that our visual 

field presents itself as rich and continuous even though we have blind spots on our 

retinas. Various possible solutions to the puzzle have been offered. My solution is that 

filling-in is, in effect or even essentially, the cognitive converse of blindsight. In 

blindsight, the cognitive subject has sensorimotor-subjective or pre-reflectively conscious 

vision without self-conscious or self-reflective vision—that is, she has sensorimotor-

subjective or pre-reflectively conscious vision via the simpler processing mechanisms of 

the eyes, together with self-conscious or self-reflective blindness via the more 

sophisticated processing mechanisms of the downstream brain-body system. Conversely, 

in filling-in, cognitive subjects have self-conscious or self-reflective vision without 

sensorimotor-subjective or pre-reflectively conscious vision, that is, they have self-

conscious or self-reflective vision via the more sophisticated processing mechanisms of 

the downstream brain-body system, together with sensorimotor-subjective or pre-
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reflectively conscious blindness via the simpler processing mechanisms of the eyes. If 

this explanation is correct, then it will also smoothly bind together blindsight and filling-

in within a single theoretical framework.  

It will also provide further evidence for my overarching thesis that embodied 

cognitive neuroscience and the theory of rational human agency are one and the same 

thing. 
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