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Summary

This thesis presents an analysis of qualitative feplafia’), based on a Sellarsian
‘space of reasons’ account of the mental. The firgtinroductory chapter, Chapter 2,
argues against an over-strong phenomenal realism (the ¢hat inverted spectra,
zombies, etc., are at least conceptually possible),agathst the modern phenomenal
concept defence of such claims. Nevertheless, it iedgréh the proponents of these
views that we must allow for introspective knowledgeoaf qualia, if we are to take
qualia seriously at all. It is therefore proposed thatalow our search for qualia to be
guided by some independently plausible theory of introgpectin Chapter 3,
Shoemaker’s account of introspection is presented, extieid certain respects, and
defended against some current objections. Chapter 4 is usegui that Shoemaker’s
current account of qualia can only be made compatiblemathccount of introspection
by paying certain very high costs (which Shoemaker is awfrbut seems willing to
pay). However, it is also argued that Shoemaker’'s a¢aufuqualia has some attractive
features, which can be preserved. In Chapter 5 a novilgsanaf qualia is presented, as
non-intrinsic (i.e. relational), introspectible asfsecf mind, fully capturable at the level
of a ‘space of reasons’ analysis of an agent. A lgetainalysis is given, for the cases of
colour qualia and of pains. The aforementioned, attraddatures of Shoemaker’'s
account are adapted, in order to address some of the exatigd of the different ways
in which we can think about such qualitative properties. In Gnajtit is argued that
this account of qualia has the potential to explain jitdyisnany of our problematic
intuitions concerning qualia including: their ineffability; oability to know them
infallibly and incorrigibly; and (though only in weak senséiseir intrinsicness and

privacy.
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Introduction

1. Introduction

1.1 Introductory Remarks

This thesis is centrally concerned with phenomenalitigslorqualia: the properties of
a conscious experience which determine what it is likag\l 1974) to have that
experience.

There is a standard conception of such properties on whadn know them in
introspection. For instance, | can introspect the phrmal redness of my reds (how
red objects look to me) and | can wonder whether or aoh thereby introspecting the
same property which you introspect, when you introspextptienomenal redness of
your reds. This thesis aims to support and naturalisectimteption; but it aims to do so
in a very nuanced way, navigating the treacherous passggedn the Scylla of
eliminativism and the Charybdis of dualism.

Dennett (1988; 1991) has argued that there are no such introgp@ctperties. He
correctly observes that my red might well pick ouglsily different aspects of the world
from your red. Armchair philosophy might indicate to uattbuch differences would be
likely to arise between subjects, purely on the basisusture’ (upbringing, differential
experience). But we can do better than that. For suitdrehces are empirically likely
to be present, between any typical pair of human stshjen the basis of ‘nature’ alone:
there is clear evidence of small, genetically basedatians in peak colour-cone
spectral sensitivity amongst humans with ‘normal’ocolvision (Jacobs, 1996)That's
all well and good. But, Dennett alleges, “that idioswegris the extent of our privacy”
(Dennett, 1988). Dennett is claiming that when you’ve deedrthis kind of difference
between subjects, you have said everything which thecesay in respect of how they
differ in their subjective perceptual response to red.

This thesis aims to naturalise something both more feri@ad more subjective than
that. | will argue that the intuition that there apealia is inseparable from the intuition
that the introspectible, phenomenal properties of expegiemght vary, even between

two subjects who are seeimgactlythe same property of the world (a colour, sag)

! Two subjects who differ in this way (and who are ushair colour cones optimally) will not be able to

make exactly the same colour discriminations as edmdr.ot
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exactly the same property of the world, and who agrea @hared, public language)
thatthey are seeing the same colour as the same colour.

To wish to naturalise something which is introspectible, vahath might vary even
whilst all that is fixed, is to ask for a lot; but itwhat | aim to do. Nevertheless, it is
quite possible to ask for still more; to ask for too mudany (and historically, most)
“qualia freaks” (Jackson, 1982) have supposed that intuitions &si¢the above can
only be naturalised by showing that qualia are, in princgd@arable from behaviour.
That is, it is supposed that we could, at best, laapesteriori(i.e. empirical) reasons
for associating given qualia (which is the plural, theirLéor ‘qualities’; qualeis the
singular) with given behaviours, in a given population. Takenthe same point in the
converse direction, it is assumed that to corrediywafor qualia at all, we have to
allow that there is nothing about their nature such thete is anya priori (analytic,
logical) link between a given phenomenal feel and antycpdar kind of behaviour.

What was surprising, to me, as | researched this theasto realise that the above
view (that there are qualia, but that they can onlyeteteda posteriorito public facts)
has been very common amongst physicalists over thes y@.g. Shoemaker, 1975;
Lewis, 1980; Churchland and Churchland, 1982). Recently, this b@htecome fully
explicit within analytic philosophy, with many philosophéesg. Loar, 1997; Papineau,
2002; Carruthers and Veillet, 2007) attempting to analyse tleigealy a posteriori
relation between qualia and public behaviour, and to shatvrbthing therein need
threaten physicalism.

All of this, | will argue in some detall, is deeply mistakéf the relation between
phenomenal qualities and public facta iposteriorj as so many self-styled physicalists
have alleged, then qualia cannot be situated in the physic&l using anything like
the normal scientific mode of explanation. At beakis would allow us a very ‘thin’
ontological form of physicalism, with none of the exmatory benefits that physicalism
is supposed to bring. At worst (and as | argue) Chalmers (12@6heen right all along:
if qualia essentially have thasposteriorirelation to the public world, then qualia are no
part of the world as physics understands it.

Of course, Chalmers (1996; 2006) concludes from the abovge dinae there are
indeed qualia, qualia are no part of the world as objectiysips understands it. And it
can be very easy to feel that the only options avalapé this conclusion or some
broadly Dennettian eliminativism about qualia. Here, | twynavigate the difficult

waters already mentioned between these two extrenals, di which | believe are
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unacceptable: | develop and present an analysis of quadia,vevist denying what the
vast majority of qualia freaks have claimed — that quatal@gically separable from

behaviour.
1.2 Chapter Overview

1.2.1 Chapter 2 — Background Issues

In Chapter 2, | give the above mentioned arguments teffbet that normal scientific
explanation is entirely incompatible with there being iaiminsic, mental aspect to
qualia which can only be relateal posteriorito public mental facts In addition, |
observe that there is copious disagreement as regardb mtuperties, or even which
kinds of properties, are accessible in introspection.heuntore, this disagreement is at
its worst specifically as regards the introspectibleoagzaniments of, or properties of,
perceptual experience. But, of course, qualia are (amorthst) introspectible
accompaniments of, or properties of, perceptual expexidrniterefore suggest that the
premise that qualia have thasposteriorirelation to public facts amounts to an (at least
implicit) endorsement of d@heoretical commitment about introspection, rather than
being something which we can pre-theoretically know, alibet nature of our
phenomenal qualities.

| suggest that we should instead allow ourselves to bedyuideur search for qualia,
by whatever our best independently plausible theory obspection is. | therefore
propose a minimal definition of qualia, as those imgexsible properties which can vary
as described (i.e. even as between two agents wheeiregyshe same public property
as the same public property, and can agree that theyl aeept that, were there to be
no properties matching this definition, | would be forced ¢oea that there are no
qualia.

To proceed, we will need an independently plausible acaafuntrospection. Much
of the rest of the thesis, including the account obspection to be offered in Chapter
3, is predicated on the notion of mind as physical laxfusction for reasons (Sellars,
1956; McDowell, 1994; Hurley, 2003). Therefore, before | cangmtethe account of

2 n fact, | have to allow that kighly reductive form of ‘explanation’ is still possible. | suggtsit this
would be an extremely undesirable outcome, and also ahgiehte degree of reduction required to
explain qualia, in that case, would be greater than tivatvied in explanation of normal macroscopic

properties such as liquidity and heat.
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introspection defended in Chapter 3, there is a finadegp®f stage-setting work to be
done in Chapter 2, with a brief introduction to, anditi@ation of, this notion of mind
as locus of (at least counterfactual) rational action.

With this done, the stage is set: if mind can be analysesd; if an account of
introspection can be found using this analysis of mind;ifproperties satisfying the
above definition of qualia can be found within the propermrospectible on such an
account, then we would have plausible candidates foliagudnich are (in virtue of
being thus situated) not logically separable from publiclyessible facts, because not

logically separable from their role in (at least caufactual) action.

1.2.2 Chapter 3 — Introspection

In Chapter 3, | present and defend an analysis of péa®n introduced by Sellars
(1956) and defended in detail over the years by Shoemaker (198&)rding to this
analysis, introspection should be understood as a s#tgpe-non-inferential rational
transition, where the concepts employed in introspecaéiee the very same concepts
employed in public mental ascription. An example of sudhaasition would be the
transition from seeing a red ball to the state ofkimig that (or being aware that) one is
seeing a red ball (with ‘seeing’ here understood on a puslideast counterfactual
behavioural basis).

Shoemaker argues in detail (in the case of many spegdin@es) that we can’t be
rational and wrong in self-ascription of such public taticoncepts. This, he further
argues, throws into doubt the claim that we need anythihgrdhan rationality for
introspection. In particular, Shoemaker is keen to catl question any perceptual or
quasi-perceptual model of introspectiohpresent and defend Shoemaker’s arguments
for this.

| try to head off an easy misreading of ShoemakerSfowemaker presents detailed
lines of reasoning designed to show why such transitionsato@al (in many different,
specific, cases). It is easy to suppose that Shoemadpgires of an agent that it be able
to understand such lines of thought (at least in somennafoway) in order to

introspect. But Shoemaker does not require this; he @yires that an agentake

% In this thesis, | will follow the widely adopted convemti of continuing to call this process

introspection, even in the case where one holds thaistletymologically misleading.
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such transitions, when and because they are rationa. i3a subtle point which |
explore in some detail.

If one claims that introspection simply involves ‘catality’, it can look as if one is
entirely ignoring empirical questions about what is regpiin the physical constitution
of an agent, in order for it to introspect. | argue tttas is not so. Staying at the
theoretical level, | claim that what | am doing is siymetting clear on what
introspectionis, as an essential (but separable) part of the procedsyiofj to
understand how it is ‘implemented’ in real agents.

But | also say some things which are a little more $pettian that. | note that there
is aprima faciedisagreement between Shoemaker and Sellars, exactbgais this
issue: they each talk, in similar terms, about the @eisims which might be involved
in noninferential access to internal physical stasesl{ as blood pressure, or whether
one is infected by a particular virus), but they seemsatoexactly opposite things about
such cases. | argue that the disagreement is only appB&tetitermore, | argue that
showing how to resolve the apparent disagreement sheds ligbteon what is
involved, subpersonally, in the case where an agennhtaspect.

Finally, | address some more recent objections to thidetnof introspection. Gertler
(2003/2008) has suggested that it may well be “overly demanding'todeguiring too
much rationality to be plausible as an analysisnabspection in the most basic case.
Kind, in a related vein, argues that even if Shoemale@gaments are correct, and we
can gain self-knowledge in the way he describes, thatsisillinot introspection: Kind
alleges that Shoemaker has mistaken an essentiallypimsbn way of gaining self-
knowledge for essentially first-person self-acquaintance.

| suggest that to respond, particularly, to Kind’'s objettizve have to modify
Shoemaker’s arguments (presentationally rather thiestantively). | further argue that
we canstrengtherShoemaker’s claims, in response to Kind. In particlilargue a) that
Shoemaker has provided a genuine analysis of introspectiirer than merely
argumentsagainstthe quasi-perceptual model (which is all that he expfiathims to
have done), b) that if we take the quasi-perceptual medeblusly enough to compare it
to the rationality model of introspection, we find stgareasons for saying that the latter
is introspection and that the former (even though,serase, possible) is not, and finally
c) that Shoemaker’s arguments concerning to naturdrokjection can be generalised,
to show that any aspect of a space of reasons as stioh iight kind of state to be

introspected in this way.
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1.2.3 Chapter 4 — Shoemaker's New Account of Qualia

If the above is all and only what there is to say al@wspection, then qualia must be
public mental properties, if there are to be qualia atFalf qualia can (at least in some
cases, at least in us who seek to explain them) bespected, and, on the account of
introspection | have just defended, only public mental ptisecan be introspectéd
At this point, | ought to be ready to present my accofiqualia, which operates within
these constraints.

It turns out, though, that | have a rather strikinglybeon to address first. For | am
building on Shoemaker’s account of introspection, and Sbemaker's own latest
account of qualialoes notaccord with the above constraints; it still involvesvate,
intrinsic, non-relational properties which help to deteenwhat it is like’ to have an
experience. Surely Shoemaker can’t be wrong about thkcetions of his own account
of introspection? It looks as if I must have misunderdt(ai least the implications of)
Shoemaker’s account of introspection, or his account diaqua both.

In this chapter, | present Shoemaker’s most recent atadugualia, show why |
object to it, and show how to resolve the above weri@&hoemaker has always believed
that qualia can vary, as between subjects who are séwirgame parts of the wordss
the same parts of the world. He has also alwaysli@ugeincorrectly) assumed that the
only way to properly naturalise this intuition is tooall that qualia are not fully
determined by behaviour and counterfactual behaviour (e.g. Skeenl1975). More
recently (Shoemaker, 1994d), he has recognised that thigopasiin tension with the
account of introspection which he has been developing threeyears. But he has not
abandoned his belief that qualia are only (at begtpsteriorirelatable to behaviour.
Nevertheless, he does now accept that he cannot al@v such qualia are
introspectible.

Shoemaker finds a clever solution to this apparent incabiligt He argues that we
do not, in the first instance, know qualia, rather wevkmdhat he calls the ‘phenomenal
properties’ (roughly, secondary properties) of objects. ptisposal is that we see

colours (say) in and by seeing relational properties cdaibj such as the property of

“ Not public in the sense that | can know what allrymental properties are, just by looking; but public in
the sense that | could, in principle, find out what given mental property of yours is, just by looking,
asking the right questions, etc., without there ever bainged for me to, e.g., extrapolate to your case,

starting from properties which | can only really knowai first-person way, in the first instance.
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tending to cause this or that colour quale in me. On thisgsad, when | see blue (for
instance) | also — at the same time, combined into desexperience — see it as ‘that
which causes this or that qualitative property in me’.

Since | am effectively claiming that Shoemaker’'s n@soant of qualia amounts to
be a rearguard defence of a flawed analysis of qualiaghtreeem implausible (it did,
to me) that | would find much in it to attract me. Intfabere are some aspects of it
which | do find attractive and which | therefore incorperas positive features of the
alternative account which | offer, in the next chapter

As such, | have more than one reason for presentingrdicer’'s account of qualia in
a reasonable level of detall, in this chapter, and lodo s

But | argue that there are significant problems witMie can begin to get a sense of
why this might be so, by noting that the account bremehbroadly Evansian (Evans,
1982) analysis on which, in order to perceive somethingtaiosevay, one should know
(or understand) what it is for something to be that wagteda, Shoemaker himself
comes close to endorsing this formulation in his ovguarents.

This problem is closely related to what | think is the pds¢ problem with
Shoemaker’'s new account of qualia: it is incompatible aitbausal account of our
knowledge of these relational ‘phenomenal properties’, dreat the subpersonal or
the personal level. Very surprisingly, Shoemaker ackndgéds this (in passing, in a
footnote: Shoemaker, 1994d n.7) at least as regards the soplelevel. He would
appear to think that this is a price worth paying, for tlieepof naturalising qualfa But
it is a very high price. Do we really want to rule subpersonal causal explanation?

However, | argue that the best way to show why th& gice which should not be
considered worth paying, even from Shoemaker’'s own pdintesv, is to look at the
problems which come with ruling out a causal account atgérsonal level. For
Shoemaker is trying to defend functionalism, but in tmel ¢he things he says
concerning qualia completely undermine this position. Qunational account, mental
states are supposed to be analysed in terms of thealgaletionship to one another,
but here we have a kind of knowledge whdmnotbe analysed causally; if this is

correct, functionalism would not be the correct astoof the mental. Once again,

® As | note, the priority may be reversed, since Bviardeeply influenced by earlier work by Shoemaker.
® Indeed, one could easily argue (c.f. Chalmers, 2006) that m@ienomenal concept strategists are

making exactly the same move.
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Shoemaker is perhaps aware of this cost, but it isyahigh cost. Do we really want, or
need, to pay it?

Shoemaker has not — as far as | am aware — respondée sedond of the two
charges above. Nevertheless, having seen that Shoemakeare of at least some of
the high costs in making his account of qualia compatiblh kis account of
introspection — and having seen very good reason not mb twgpay those costs — is
hopefully enough to reassure worried readers that | havenisrepresented any aspect
of Shoemaker’s position.

That said, we can move on to the analysis of qualighwthis thesis offers, which
avoids the costs of Shoemaker’'s account by analysingagaslintrospectible, but in

principle public, aspects of a space of reasons as such.

1.2.4 Chapter 5 — A Space of Reasons Analysis of Qualia

A key observation grounding the analysis of qualia give@hapter 5 is that a space of
reasons level description of the actions of an aganbhat be complete without affect.
As philosophers going back at least to Hume (Hume, 1739-1740/200@8sagoted in
Froese, 2009) have observed, no mere collection of ifaatseason tdo anything. One
must simply be moved, in the face of at least someatsons, to do something; this
cannot be reduced to, or replaced by, the appreciatiort ofigee facts.

For this reason, | argue that it is a mistake to thinkhefrhost basic desire-like state
as propositional. To give an example: | see foodhénnhost basic case, by seeingsa
strawberry or a banahasay; but if | am hungry, then | also desire the fothe (
strawberry; the banana). However, this latter &taté desiring the food, is not to be
analysed as a state wherein | thihktthe food is desirable. It just involves mesiring
the food. | suggest that, when | am hungry, my spaceasions becomes modified in

such a way that thi®od itselfbecomes a reason (for me, in that state) for cebasic

" This requires at least practical understanding of \ithiat(c.f. Section 4.3.1, Sections 5.3.5-5.3.6 and
Chapter 6, footnote 153) for something to be a strawbamya banana: the kind of understanding
required for competent, flexible, rational interactionhMhese things, in the context of the creature’s
interests (c.f. Hurley, 2003).

8 A couple of points: firstly, this is necessarily omypartial state of an agent, for of course desiring
something could not be a complete description of a miechrally (and as | also note in Chapter 2,
footnote 19), | use ‘state’ throughout this work in a sefwehich is ubiquitous in the physical sciences)
which does not in any way exclude the possibility of alimentally process-based analysis of the ‘state’

in question.
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actions, such as taking and eating. To put the claim exaa bluntly: hungels such a
modification of a space of reasons.

Hunger, of course, is also a state with introspectiblditgtise feel. So, can the
above behaviourally based analysisdtiethere is to say about hunger? Can the above
bethe introspectible, qualitative feel, as well as a nascription of the actions taken,
when | have that feel? With some caveats and clatifins (but not with any which
substantively affect the conclusion), | argue that this loe, and indeed is, how things
are.

One of the first steps is to note that such candiga#tia are, indeed, introspectible.
For they are properties of a space of reasons as suchtiis property,qua this
property, is fully defined by its role in a space of rea$oand | have already argued
that any property of a space of reasons as such is ghe kind of thing to be
introspected

In order to put more flesh on the bones of this amglysproceed to look in some
detail at the most standard examples of qualitative feel:qualia associated with the
perception of public colour properties, and the quale of pain.

In the case of colour qualia, | argue that we can avaddtawback of Shoemaker’s
account, wherein an agent could see something a certajnuthgut knowing what it
is for something to be that way. On the account Irdifre, in the most basic case an
agent simply sees blussthe fully public (if gerrymanderé) property blue. In such a
case, the ageitasthe quale associated with blue (they are affected ‘blydby) they
need not know that they have that quale, nor think of @teaving that effect. Next,
we come to the case of a more theoretically informgent with the (at least ‘folk’)
concept of ‘the effect which blue has on me’. Such amtagan (or rather, at least in
principle could) introspect the effect in question, ifas the right kind of property to be
introspected. Moreover (and here | incorporate the cive aspects of Shoemaker’s

account mentioned above) such an agent could also noniidéiyehseeblue as having

° Nothing here says that every agent with such a pippart in fact introspect it, just that some agents
with such properties could do so, compatible with thestmmausible account of introspection (c.f.
Chapter 2, footnote 48).

1 That is, a property having an outline which may well depem the interests and constitution of the
type of creature doing the seeing (this is Dennett'gejsa.g. Dennett, 1991).

1 Neither perception nor introspection involve personatll@vierence, in the most basic cases.
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the property of causing that subjective effect; thoughdase of ‘seeing’ is not purely
perception and not purely introspection, it fundamentalplves both.

Although this latter possibility, of seeing colours in tiMay, has been incorporated
into my account from Shoemaker’s current account ofigualy account of what qualia
are differs fundamentally from Shoemaker’s: in Shoemakacsount, even the least
theoretically informed of us somehow, inexplicably (dsve argued), sees colowas
having such properties; in the present account, perceived pedibeirs have such
properties always (they have the effects they haveyspnbut an agent has to know
what it is for something to have such a property (at leasbme practical sense), as a
necessary precondition for seeing@d#having it.

| briefly question whether there is any good reason (dtfen historically misleading
precedent) to call perception on such an account ‘repedgan: for neither the theorist
nor the subject need have any aspect of such a statewnaga representation (in the
mundane sense, in which road signs represent), in é@déhe nature of the state to
have been fully grasped.

Next | address the issue jdin (the feeling) and opains(which are, on the analysis
to be rejected: intrinsically awful objects of direstternal, mental awareness). The
gualitative feel of pain is, on this account, the intratpée modification of a space of
reasons associated with (and corresponding to motivatiodo something about) at
least seeming damage to an at least seeming bod$; part

However, in a move which may well not be strategicaltivisable, but which |
believe is worth making, in order to show how this artocan correctly analyse pre-
theoretic intuitions, | argue that there can stillgaens. Of course, | have absolutely no
wish to reinstate private mental objects, and no imendf doing so. Nevertheless,
from a pre-theoretic point of view, it reduces the phbilisy of an account of pain to
say that there are no pains,any sense. Equally, it seems to me that there is no measo
to say so, if pains are properly analysed.

Pains | suggest, are (at least seeming) body parts, sensddlpai(Pain, rather than
the painor a pain is still the associated introspectible feeling.) Thasnuch the same
way that the food itself is a reason for action in ¢thse of hunger, so the body part

itself becomes a reason for action (the kind of actudich would typically reduce or

12 0ne can, of course, act (or at least be motivatedtyas ifone has damage to a body part, when there

is no damage and even when there is no body part (Rantxahaand Blakeslee, 1998).
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mitigate bodily damage). A body part in such a casessggesta pain (this is one of
what are no doubt many meanings mixed up in the English wom)this analysis,
pains cannot exist unperceived, but this need not be metaglysicarying. For ra
body part sensed painfullycannot exist unsensed; but, of coursepbody part sensed
painfully can still perfectly well exist unsensed.

| suggest that it need not worry me unduly if there aspects of the English word
‘pain’ under which some bodily damage is sometimes ctyrealled a pain, even
when unsensed, or when sensed but not sensed pdihftdiythere is certainly only
unsensed pain in such a case to the extent that thepbodin question would be felt
painfully, if only certain counterfactuals obtained.

Churchland and Churchland (1982) use the observation that pafeedaifferent, in
different cases (sharp pains, searing pains, dull achedbihg pains, and so on) to
support the assertion that the feel of pain does indetdrothe correct ‘functional’ (i.e.
behavioural) characterisation of it: pains are all pagsabse thegharea behavioural
profile, they say, and yet they have maliyerentfeels.

| reject this objection, pointing out that there is gvexason to believe that sharp
pains and searing pains, and so on, hdifferent characteristic behavioural profiles
(while, of course, sharing the broadly aversive profilarabteristic of all pain). A sharp
pain, for instance, is a response (at least as iBotoething sharp entering the body
surface; a searing pain is a response (at least asdfifise surface damage caused by
heat. Therefore, on the present account, we can’p shese feels. If we did, an agent
with a searing pain would suddenly be motivated to removBusoiy sharp thing, and
an agent with a sharp pain would be motivated to mitigatprevent illusory diffuse
surface damage.

Some readers will have noticed that | am using fortrrla reminiscent of
traditional adverbialism in describing my account of qualiaindlude a section
clarifying that there are several reasons why the amsabffered here is not traditional
adverbialism: my position rejects aspects of the sdase-theory which adverbialism
still accepted; it goes beyond traditional adverbialisreaying considerably more about
what ‘sensing redly’ (say) involves; and finally, itaadls that there really are qualia and
that we really do introspect them (where these areerti@n just linguistic formulations

requiring translation to an adverbial format beforarttrath can be evaluated).

13 Which empirically can occur, under the influence ofisty opiates for instance (Aydede, 2005/2008).
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| close by observing that this account in many ways corilgleteverses the
traditional explanatory role for qualia. On the tradiabaccount, we are most directly
acquainted with the properties of our sensations (evargthmf course, naive subjects
do not take things to be thus). This acquaintance is tissd wo explain our
acquaintance with the world. On the present account, w lall and only the world.
Qualia are a public part of the public world (that is, anprinciple behaviourally
detectable part); any explanation of how we know our gwalia is, on this account,

certainlyno more fundamental thaan explanation of how we know the world.

1.2.5 Chapter 6 — Reclaiming Qualia

In the scene setting of Chapter 2, | suggested that we Wwautl enough material for it
to count as a plausible naturalisation of qualia, if onky could find introspectible
properties which can vary even as between agents veheeaing the same aspects of
the worldasthe same aspects of the world, and who can agree tyaréheloing so.

In this chapter | will claim that over the course bé tthesis we have accumulated
enough material to naturalise plausibly several odllegedly non-naturalisable aspects
of the traditional conception of qualia (in particuland at least in limited senses, their
being knowablanfallibly andincorrigibly, and theirprivacy andintrinsicnes$. | also
present one new line of argument which in context shtvas a certain form of
ineffability can be naturalised, too.

| should clarify that | very much agree with Dennet®&8) that the majority of
attempts to formalise the above intuitions have engeds definitions of properties
which nothing real could have (and which, therefore, qualiaatchave). But | do not
agree with Dennett that there are no qualia, or thatiagaa¢ only autobiographical
fictions (Dennett, 1991). In this chapter | argue thatuahbetter job can be done, than
Dennett claims can be done, of naturalising the intustiwhich led to these definitions;
| argue that we do not need to “get a new kite string” (D&nbh@91 p.369).

As regardsnfallibility andincorrigibility, | draw heavily on Shoemaker’s defence of
a “limited Cartesianism” (Shoemaker, 1988; Shoemaker, 1990¢iftepély, on the fact
that one cannot betional and wrongn self-ascription of any mental states which can
be fully defined in terms of their role in a space @dsons. Since any such states are
definedby their role in rationality, and since we cannot béreatl and wrong in self-
ascription of them, | argue that there is a very goodes@nwhich it isof the natureof

such states to be known infallibly (we know when weehdnem, at least if we turn our
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mind to it) and incorrigibly (if we think we have therheth we do), for all that these are
only ideals which will certainly not always be met inlragents (which are bound to
have flawed and incomplete rationality).

Next, | move taneffability. This is the only problematic property of qualia for which
| introduce a fundamentally new argument in this chaptéo. so by way of responding
to Dennett, once again, but in this case responding to ts& recent take on the
knowledge argumetit

Most physicalists, it seems, have agreed that ther® ithmeat to physicalism in
Mary’s learning something isomesense — perhaps gaining an ability (Nemirow, 1980;
Lewis, 1983); or learning an old fact, but in a new guiseu(Ctland, 1985) — on her
release. This consensus has recently expanded to inclaksodahimself (Jackson,
1998b); Jackson still thinks that Mary will learn somethjilgsome sense), but he no
longer thinks that this is a threat to physicalism.

Nevertheless, Dennett still believes that thera threat to physicalism in accepting
that Mary learns something, and he has recently (Der2@@5b) tried to explain in
more detail why.

It might be thought that Denndtasto claim that Mary learns nothing. For Dennett is
the chief proponent olfieterophenomenologfDennett, 1991), and one of the main
tenets of heterophenomenology is that the only valid tatanswering questions about
what it feels like (both in one’s own case, and iae tase of others) consists in data
about what one will say, and how one will react.

As Dennett puts it, at one point in his paper:

“[It is often supposed that there is] a distinction ... betwkeowing“what one would say

and how one would reactind knowing “what it is like”. If there is such a distinctidrhas

not yet been articulated and defended, by [anyone] ... , so fakmsn” (Dennett, 2005b

footnote 3).

It might be thought that no such distincticould be defended, consistent with

heterophenomenology. That much is certainly what Di¢ramgues. | argue that Dennett

% This is Frank Jackson’s knowledge argument (Jackson, 1882sah, 1986), wherein Mary is a super-
intelligent neuroscientist, who knows and understandsythierg which science can write down about
colour vision, but who has been raised, herself, inagkbland white environment. At issue is this
guestion: will Mary learn something, about what it kelto see in colour, on her eventual exposure to the

world of colours?
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is wrong: that there is such a distinction, even on rigtlgt functionalist, strictly
heterophenomenological account.

The work of Dennett’'s to which | respond introduces a radment, RoboMary.
Dennett aims to show how it is that RoboMary wouldaaisvbe able to use her great
knowledge to put herself into the state where she da®s tarhat it is like. He discusses
many variants of, and objections to, his argument, tryinghtmv that some route to
knowing what it is like is always going to be availableRmmboMary (and hence — | do
not wish to question the force of the hence — to Mary).

| argue that a mistake has been made here. | agree ¢natishnothing unphysical
about what any of Dennett’'s various RoboMary models dd. vidwat should be in
guestion, | argue, is whether a robot which knows as nascMarymustbe able to
come to know what it is like, simply in virtue of knawi as much as Mary (and of
having the potential to come to know what it is likeJeatst on exposure to colour).
That is, are the premises of the knowledge arguraéte sufficient to ensure that
Mary must be able to do the kind of thing which Dennett’sdRédry does?

To answer this question, | introduce RoboDennett: a relbat knows as much as
Mary and RoboMary, but who is defined to be cheating, ther purposes of the
argument, if he uses any ability which is not granted no $imply by the premises of
the knowledge argument. | present arguments to the dffattsuch a robatdoes not
have a route to coming to know what it is like, evérit idoesknow exactly what
knowing what it is like consists.in

Crucially, as | must if | am to take Dennett's hetempimenology seriously, |
explain why there will always be behavioural differenbesveen a robot which knows
what it is like, and one which only knows what knowing tMhas like consists in. This
conclusion is entailed by the account of knowing what like given herein; but | show
that it is entailed by weaker, highly plausible, engimegrconsiderations about what
any state characterisable as knowing what it is like otagimvolve.

Having presented these arguments concerning RoboDennettydtoan to the main
theme of this chapter. For if the above arguments aned, then there is indeed a
certainineffability to qualia, a certain sense in which they cannot be putwotds. For,
it turns out, you really do have to experience thems@mnething logically equivalent,
for the purposes of the knowledge argument) in order towkmdat it is like.

Conversely, you cannot put into words what it is like ifeast this sense: no mere
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description, however well phrased, and however well egpsntly understood, will be
sufficientto make the recipient know what it is like.

Finally, I briefly considerintrinsicnessand privacy. | note, first, that it would
certainly go against everything | have argued for, throughmeuttiesis, to allow either
of these in an over-strong sense. Nevertheless, wtalitieg here about whether it is
possible to naturalise underlying intuitions. As such, | dedtention to what | have
been claiming (at least implicitly) throughout, thate tlintrinsicness claim was
introduced in the first place, in order to formalise ititeition that qualia can vary in the
way described in the inverted spectrum. We have alreadyatiaed that intuition, or so
| have argued, and here | argue that by the same measuhawsenaturalised the
intrinsicness claim about qualia.

In the same vein, | certainly do not want private quatisany sense which would
mean that they cannot by known in others, even in prieciqnl that they can only be
known in others, by comparison with fundamentally fpetson knowledge from one’s
own case; or that they can only be referred to in s&ind of private language
Despite all of that, I think we can get a technicallgak’ (but important) naturalisation
of privacy.

| show what | mean here by arguing that the presentuatcdespite its reliance on
publicly accessible behaviour, can avoid succumbing to theckatbn classical
behaviourism summed up in the anti-behaviourist joke withpilnechline: “it was
wonderful for you, darling, but how was it for me?”.

Firstly, | observe that one can indeed know all of ghaperties which | have talked
about through introspection. But this is not quite enough.né&d the further point
which | have already argued for in my Chapter 3 responiénth that introspection on
the account given here is very munbt the same thing as the using third person
evidence about oneself. As such, the introspectiblesstdititne account | have endorsed
(including qualia) are much more personal, more privam they would be according
to this anti-behaviourist joke. | can know my own mergtatesjust by turning my
attention to them. This need involve no overt sign thaave done so. You, however,

can only know my mental states by questioning me, be probyngnding out what |

5 To quote Wittgenstein’s terminology for the formubatiof this problematic conception which he
argued against (Wittgenstein, 1953/2001).
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will say and do. To put it at its most basic, theyraganental states not yours, because
| can introspect them and you caf't’.

In sum, | have argued that we can naturalisfllibility, incorrigibility and
ineffability relatively strongly, andntrinsicnessand privacy quite well enough to see
why people might ever have said such things. This, | suggestnough to have

reclaimed qualia from Dennett’s repeated attempts to ghera.t

1.2.6 Appendix — Noé on Experience

In an appendix, | review Noé’s recent causal analysigseoéeptual experience (No&,
2003). I include this material since it relates to theishe®oper in several ways. Firstly,
| mention this analysis in the main thesis, by way of leasfzing what Shoemaker has
lost, if he rules out a causal account of our self-actj@ace with our qualia. Secondly,
| defer to this account of Noé’s, once or twice inttesis, as the correct account of ‘the
right way’ for a public object or property to enter an r{gespace of reasons, in order
for it to count as &ona fidecase of perception. Finally, this discussion in the Append
plays one further role, for it allows me to say jastittle about issues to do with the
conceptual and (on some accounts) nonconceptual coofgmsception. These issues
have certainly become important to me during the coaifrsleis research (I do mention
the debate briefly at a few points during the thesiw, lahave produced an amount of
written work on this topic, though not yet any which hasnbpablished nor (for
reasons of focus and space) included in the thesis. Aslsemd issues would otherwise
remain purely in ‘Future Work’.

Briefly, then: | review Noé&’'s recent causal account perception. | offer a
formalisation of Noé’s account, of a type which Noé gethgives for the old account
which he argues against, but never gives for his own prdpegacement. In passing,

| note that a worry which Noé himself offers, as toethier the terminology of his

16 Of course, states can be a creature’s mental states if it cannot introspect them: states are the
mental states of an agent if they are the states chasing that creature’s occupation of (a part of) the
space of reasons (Hurley, 2003). On the account of intriigpeoffered here, introspectibility is a
derivative (or, at least, a no more fundamental) cdteri

" None of this should be read as denying the truth ofctan that many kinds of mental states
(happiness, for instance) are fully and noninferentiljble, right there in the behaviour, in their most
paradigm cases (McDowell, 1982). Indeed, at least someahstates, at least some of the tinmeistbe
manifest in behaviour, in this way, in order for thenrealuctive, public-behavioural account of the

mental which | endorse here to get off the ground.
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account is correct for the case of touch, can beg flikmissed. Finally, although |
believe that Noé’s account is a major step forwaatglue that it suffers from a notable
flaw, in its own terms. Noé presupposes that thereuisigocal sense in which we are
related to what he calfactual contenaind to what he callserspectival content argue

that there are analytic reasons for believing thatréfevant relationships in the two
cases cannot be the same. | argue that Noé’s accauitee some small amount of
sympathetic modification to allow for this issue, amdpresent the relevant
modifications. | argue that the account gains something lases nothing in the

modification.

1.3 Original Contributions

1.3.1 Chapter 2

In Chapter 2, a novel framework is proposed, under which \egv alurselves to be
guided in our search for qualia by our best independently iplausheory of
introspection. | also propose a novel definition of qudla perhaps a better
phraseology would be: a novel analysis of one ceaspéct of the term ‘qualia’): this
definition requires that qualia are introspectible, but othan that, it is as neutral as it
is possible to be about which property qualia are, comsistéh naturalising key
aspects of the inverted spectrum intuition. Howevetis ¢hapter, | also arguegainst
the possibility of naturalising even the logical posgipilof full, behaviourally
undetectable, inverted spectra. In this latter contegffdr a novel line of argument
against the modern ‘phenomenal concept strategy’ (Htierl argument is closely
related to arguments already given by Chalmers: | preséotm of argument directly
in terms of explicability which Chalmers mentions gsoasibility, but does not develop
in the same way, in his own paper on this topic). Finalbffer suggestive arguments to
the effect that many current and historical approachesaturalising conscious
perceptionmay have smuggled in (non-naturalisable) theoretical comenits about

the nature ointrospection

1.3.2 Chapter 3

In Chapter 3, | present the rationality model of inp@dion, arguing that it is an
account shared by Shoemaker and Sellars (although Shoedassenot, so far as | am
aware, anywhere credit his detailed endorsement of thdgehto Sellars’ original,

though much less detailed, work on the topic). | preaembvel resolution of what at
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first appears to be an explicit disagreement betwdwme®@aker and Sellars about the
nature of introspection. The resolution of this only-appardisagreement helps to
clarify what this model of introspection says (and, egualhat it does not try to say)
about the physical instantiation of introspective absitin any given agent. | then
present a novel defence of the rationality model,gasnat recent counter-arguments by
Kind. In this context, | present a novel line of argutrterthe effect that the rationality
model has aetter claim to count asona fideintrospection than does the quasi-
perceptual model against which it is normally (and in Kindise} pitted. | also present
the novel claim that Shoemaker’'s arguments in favouthef rationality model of
introspection can be generalised, to show éingtaspect of a space of reasons as such is
introspectible (that is, is the right kind of thingle introspected, on such a model, by

some possible agent).

1.3.3 Chapter 4

In Chapter 4 | present Shoemaker’s most recent accouptadir. | then present novel
criticisms of this account, arguing that it is not conigatiwith low-level causal
explanation (Shoemaker accepts this, though he mentionyy briefly in a footnote),
and most importantly, that it is not compatible withgoeral-level causal explanation. |
emphasize quite how high a cost this latter is foreBfeker, since it calls into question
the very analytic-functional understanding of mind witinich his account of qualia is

supposed to be framed.

1.3.4 Chapter5

In Chapter 5, | present the central novel analysighef thesis. | identify certain
properties of a space of reasons as such which, | daemualia: | make this claim in
virtue of these properties being introspectible (on an adaofuimtrospection which, |
have argued in Chapter 3, has strong independent plaugibititiybeing ‘subjective’ (in
the minimal sense identified as being sufficient to radige qualia in Chapter 2). |
locate these properties as lying within the domains afcaffi.e. motivation) and of
learnt and innate association. Both of these featu@gue, are ineliminable elements
of a space of reasons as such. These are elementswaidonot need to specify, if we
only wish to specify enough to show that some agensba®e mental relation to (or as
if to) some public state of affairs. However, cruciathyese are elements which meist
specify, if we wish to move from merely specifyimghat a subject is sensitive to, to

specifying what that subject is goingdo about it. That is, these elements are required
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in order to explicitly specify a space of reasonsdaiion In this context, | also briefly
present the novel claim that the most basic desirestikie (affect) is not a propositional
attitude state, even though the most basic belief-liate perception) is. | relate this
claim to recent work in animal ethology. | presentoaeal analysis of the various ways
which we have of thinking about qualia, and about the effdduth public properties
(such as objective colours) have, of producing qualia inTiss latter analysis is
inspired by elements of Shoemaker’'s current model of quadigertheless it has the
difference, and the advantage, of explaining presemtatf a property to a subject in
terms of the subject’s practical understanding of tmapgrty, rather than in terms of
some yet-to-be-analysed (and, at least in Shoemakass, for reasons given in
Chapters 2 and 4, non-naturalisable) representation-melatextend the novel analysis
of qualitative feel to the case of pain. The centtalms are 1) thapains (as things
perceived; although ngiain, the feeling), should be identified with (at leastrsieg)
body parts presented painfully (I clarify what this neanbehavioural terms), and 2)
that the different feels of pain (searing, dull, shatp,) can be accounted for in terms of
differences in what damage seems to be present andediféess in what the subject is
motivated to do about it. Both these claims about peast elsewhere in the literature,
though of course they occur here in the context of alnawalysis of qualia more
generally. 1 show that the present account is not farmeilation of traditional
adverbialism, and is not subject to the (strong) argumegisnst traditional
adverbialism. In showing this, | claim that the accosng iform of direct realism. |
briefly try to say enough to show why this should notbasidered ‘threatening’: direct
realism is a thesis about whenental explanation stops, not a thesis about the
possibility, or otherwise, of further scientific expéion. | argue that the account of
qgualia which | offer is also novel within a direct riealcontext, and explain why this

should be so.

1.3.5 Chapter 6

In Chapter 6, | argue that the combination of the presealysis of qualia with
Shoemaker’s analysis of introspection is sufficiemtnaturalise our intuitions to the
effect that qualia are knowabiefallibly and incorrigibly: it is of their nature to be
known thus, just as it is of the nature of belief andirdeto participate in rational
transitions (and as in this latter case, flaws of amitdtions to rationality remain

inevitable). This claim is novel as regards qualia (sfibeemaker does not analyse
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qgualia as fully rational states). | then present novgliments against Dennett's most
recent position paper on the knowledge argument. Dennéévé®e (despite there
having historically been a strong physicalist consensusstghis) that there remains a
threat to physicalism in accepting that Mary learns shimgton her release (iany
sense of ‘know’ or ‘learn’). | adapt Dennett’s robotddsstyle of argumentation in
order to show that he is wrong about this, even froengbint of view of his own
strictly heterophenomenological, functionalist accourfurther argue that this result
clarifies a certain sense in which qualia imeffable no formulation in words (however
well expressed, and then however well understood) casubfecient to make the
understander ‘know what it is like’ in the sense atesm the knowledge argument (and
this remains so, even on a strictly physicalist acqouséxt, | argue that qualia are
(weakly) intrinsic to the extent that they can (as | have argued througheuthesis)
explain the intuitions which lead to the (over-strofgghaviourally undetectable)
inverted spectrum claims and to the formalisation of sl&ime in the standard (over-
strong) intrinsicness claim about qualia. This is a nbrelof argument which has been
developed over the course of the thesis. Finally, | drava point made in more detail
in Chapter 3 to argue that the qualia which | have idedtéiee indeed (weakly, but
importantly) private as are all our mental states on the rationalitydehoof
introspection. This claim relies on the point (whichSisoemaker’s originally, but for
which | have provided a novel line of defence in Chapteth8) introspection on the
rationality model is dundamentally first-persomvay of accessing my mental states.
Mental states on this account can certainly remavertand (weakly) private: for, in
introspection] do not need to access my behaviour in order to accessemgistates;
whereasyoualways do need to access my behaviour, in order to acgestental states

— including my qualia.

1.3.6 Appendix

The Appendix (whilst not required for the main line of argmmin the thesis) also
presents a novel contribution, in the form of a n@yghpathetic modification to Noé&'’s
recent causal analysis of perception. This modificadiaws on (and clarifies some of
the issues within) the ongoing debate in philosophy of maorterning the conceptual

and (allegedly) nonconceptual contents of experience.

20



Background Issues
2. Background Issues

2.1 Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is scene-setting. In Se2t®nl present and motivate the
approach which I will take in the rest of the thesisysihg an independently plausible
theory of introspection to guide the naturalisation of iquah Section 2.3 | present the
Sellarsian notion of mind as physical locus of actamreasons, on which many aspects

of the thesis are founded.
2.2 Qualia and Introspection*®

2.2.1 Abstract for this Section

The claim that behaviourally undetectable inverted speatea possible has been
endorsed by many physicalists. | explain why this startingtpales out standard
forms of scientific explanation for qualia. The modgrhenomenal concept strategy’ is
an updated way of defending problematic intuitions like thiese| show that it cannot
help to recover standard scientific explanation. | athae Chalmers is right: we should
accept the falsity of physicalism if we accept this peofdtic starting point. | further
argue that accepting this starting point amounts to at iegicitly endorsing certain
theoretical claims about the nature of introspectlotierefore suggest that we allow
ourselves to be guided, in our quest to understand qualia, ateven independently
plausible theories of introspection we have. | propbse we adopt a more moderate
definition of qualia, as those introspectible propertidsctv cannot be fully specified
simply by specifying the non-controversially introspe&ibpropositional attitude’
mental staté$ (including seeing, experiencing, and so on, wheneis a specification

of a potentially public state of affairs). Qualia thudirded may well fit plausible,

18 Section 2.1Qualia and Introspectianis forthcoming as a paper in tdeurnal of Consciousness
StudiegBeaton, in press) with only very minor differeneeade to the version given here, as required to
link the work to the rest of the thesis.

¥ Throughout this thesis, ‘state’ will be used to meaatésor process’. This usage of ‘state’ is ubiquitous
in the physical sciences, where a physical ‘state’ezsily be characterised in such a way that a pilysic
system in that instantaneous statastbe in different instantaneous states at different tifhes by

characterising the state as an instant in a time+vgugrocess).
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naturalisable accounts of introspection. If so, suclo@us have the potential to
explain, rather than explain away, the problematic fiois discussed earlier; an
approach that should allow integration of our understandingualia with the rest of

science.

2.2.2 Overview

In this section | will be concerned, in a certain senwith the definition of
consciousness; that is, | will be discussing the natfitbetargetof explanation in our
scientific or philosophical study of consciousness. As naautigors have observed (e.g.
Rosenthal, 2002; Vimal, in press), there are multiplevsiabout how to pin this target
down. Ought we to be trying to explain consciousness cegtedf as a cognitive
property? As a phenomenal property? As somehow rela@gddoeness and attention?

This thesis is concerned with the phenomenal aspeatrstmusness: witqualia;
with the ‘something it is like’ to have an experiefic&his is not to completely ignore
the many other aspects present within the broader cormfeftonsciousness’, as
covered by Vimal and others. Indeed, it is my hope tratynor most of these aspects
will prove to be intimately related to each otherthivi the right theoretical framework.
Nevertheless, there is a certain mystery to the phenal aspect of consciousness in
particular. It seems especially hard to find a plagetiiat aspect within our growing
understanding of the natural world (Chalmers, 1995; Levine, 1983).

The aim here will be to critique a particular approsziphenomenal consciousness
which ‘defines in’, from the start, certain problemdgatures of qualia. Specifically, |
will critique that class of approaches which entail tbhat knowledge of phenomenal
facts isa posterioriwith respect to our knowledge the physical facts.

There is quite a lot to be unpacked here, about whabguiihers mean when they
talk like this. To get the discussion started, | neeidttoduce two assumptions which |
share with the position | am critiquing. The first issthivhen | introspect and come to
think that it is ‘like this’ for me to see red (for expl®), then my thought refers to some
fact: a fact about ‘what it is like’ (or, equivalentighout what the phenomenal feel is).
We can call such factshenomenal factsand knowledge of such facphenomenal

knowledge The second shared starting point is this: it is posdibleliscover the

%0 Qualia are the characteristic properties of phenomenakciousness: something is a state of

phenomenal consciousness if and only if it has such preperti
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existence of regular co-occurrence between physical fastd introspectible
phenomenal facts. If so, we would be able to discovénthan certain physical facts
about a creature (‘neural correlates of consciousness’)perhaps better, about a
creature in its world (physical correlates of extendwithd), are true, then certain
phenomenal facts are always true.

Given these shared starting points, gheosterioriapproach which | am critiquing
goes on to claim that the existence of this regulaoaa#rence between public
physical facts and introspectible phenomenal facts coatichave been worked out in
advance, purely by conceptual analysis, however well werstrashel what we mean,
when we say that we ‘know what it is like’ and howewell we understand the public
physical facts which co-occur with the phenomenal facts.

David Chalmers has called this kind of approgtienomenal realisnfChalmers,
2003a). As Chalmers rightly states (2003a), and as | wilvshelow, certain very
common presuppositions about phenomenal facts (spegifiether or both of the
inverted spectrufif or zombié? claims about qualia) directly entail that there is this
kind of a posteriorirelation between physical and phenomenal facts. Chalaso
states that it is not possible to “take consciousnessusly” (Chalmers, 1996 p.xii),
without adopting starting points which lead directlystech a view. For the purposes of
the present work, | will use the lak&long phenomenal realisfor such views, since
my main aim will be to claim that there are other waytake qualia seriously.

The biggest problem with su@h posterioriapproaches is that they rule out (on the
basis of presuppositions built into their definition of dgaiad certain extremely standard
form of scientific explanation. In Section 2.2.3, llvaiutline the model of explanation
in question. Then, in Section 2.2.4, | will present onéohally popular (and still
influential) approach to naturalising qualia which | wileuas an example, to make
clear why these starting points rule out this type oflagtion. In Section 2.2.5, 1 will
outline the modern phenomenal concept strategy, whamslthat physicalism can be

preserved, even if we adopt suahposterioriclaims about qualia. | will then present

% The claim that there can be creatures which arsighljy (or functionally) identical to each other, but
which have different phenomenal mental lives.
%2 The claim that there can be creatures which agsighlly (or functionally) just like us, but with no

phenomenal mental lives at all.
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reasons to agree with Chalmers, when he claims higaphenomenal concept strategy
cannot work.

The final parts of Section 2.2 question whether theoretdly are entitled to such
problematic starting assumptions. In Section 2.2.6, lavgue that such starting points
amount to implicitheoreticalclaims about the nature of introspection: claims whitch,
true, are themselves justified by introspection. | wilinpbaut that there is widespread
disagreement about the nature of introspection, andlllswggest that there is a
widespread tendency to build presuppositions about it intotlmeories of sensory
experience. As such, | will argue that the theorisasnl critiquing are not justified in
endorsing such problematic starting points.

Finally, in Section 2.2.7, | argue that it is possible tesprve a moderate form of
phenomenal realism (there really are qualia, we reldlknow them in introspection),
without these problematic starting points. To do thigrépose a more moderate
definition of qualia, which allows our theorising aboutrtht® be guided by whatever
independently plausible theory of introspection we hawall argue that this moderate
definition still looks to have the ability to explai@ther than completely explain away,

many intuitions about qualia, including some of the problgstarting points above.

2.2.3 Normal Scientific Explanation

In this section | will briefly present an account overy standard form of scientific

explanation. My claim is that this form of explaatiis so ubiquitous, that for any
property which science recognises, the existence of thaepy is either a) believed to
be explicable in terms of more fundamental propertighisyway, or b) is treated as a
fundamental fact about our universe.

A paradigm example is the explanation of the propediesater (the way it freezes
and boils, its transparency, its viscosity, and soiorterms of the properties of, and
interactions between, A molecules (the shape of the molecule, the formind a
breaking of hydrogen bonds between molecules, and so on).

Philosophers often like to emphasize the fact thatdlaion between water and.@
molecules can only be knowanposteriori that the existence of such a relation could
not have been worked out in advance of the relevaptreal discovery, even with the
most careful reasoning. But this is a misdescription,t deast an over-simplification.
As Loar (1997 p.608) and Chalmers (2006), amongst others, have tieexljs ara
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priori entailment between the low level properties gOHand the high-level properties
of water.

It is possible to be too prescriptive about exactly whath ana priori entailment
involves (see note 23), so | will try to put it as nelgras possible: having mastered the
concepts involved in describing the low and high levelsyauld not be rational to
believe that certain high level facts dot apply (e.g. that there is stuff which behaves
like water round here) when certain low level facts ptiat there is a large number of
H,O molecules with a certain energy distribution, ,eacound here). This is anpriori
conceptual entailment, in that the existence of thenalk link in question follows
purely from an understanding the concepts involved, witfurtber empirical research
necessary.

Note, also, that it is ane wayconceptual entailment: the fattabout HO molecules
entail that a mass of them behaves the way wateviesh but the facts about the way
water behaves do not entail that it is made of a m&ss0O molecules. | would agree
that it is not rational for someone informed by modsrience to claim that waternst
(mainly) made of KHO. But the logic in this direction is fundamentadlyposteriorj
based on induction from thdiscoverythat what has been found to explain wateriness
round here always has beepOHThis relationship between concepts, which riori
in one direction bu#& posterioriin the other, can be contrasted wiitfo waycases such
as the relationship between ‘bachelor’ and ‘unmarriedeméa priori in both

directions), or that between ‘son of Barack Obamajideand ‘44" president of the

% |n fact, this is not a@ priori entailment in the strict philosophical sense: a stepiringno empirical
knowledge whatsoever. This is because the kind of practiaatery of the concepts required to see the
connection between the high and low levetseesrequire empirical knowledge and experience. The
account I'm giving therefore claims that we use comreense, at the point where the more traditional
‘deductive nomological’ account of scientific explanatiedliction would claim that we use ‘bridge
laws’; but | don’t think anything in the main line afgament hinges on this difference from the perhaps
more familiar account. For these and various otheroregghe account | am giving is not quite that of
Chalmers and Jackson (2001).

24 A note on how | individuate facts in this thesidrdat the fact that ‘sD molecules are present’ as a
different fact from the fact that ‘water is presergvén when they refer to one and the same state of
affairs), because of the (one-way) conceptual independmieeen the levels of description involved,;
conversely, | would treat the fact that ‘a bachelopiissent’ and the fact that ‘an unmarried male is
present’ (when they refer to the same state of slfais the same fact, because there is no conceptual

independence between the two descriptions involved.
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United States of America’a( posterioriin both directions). | am claiming that the
special, one way kind of relationship is essential fdersific explanatiof”. It is
important to be clear that the high level propertiesxdbsomehow disappear once we
have such an explanation: it is only in talking at tifggh level that we can express what
needed to be explained in the first place. In factctreepts of the high level need not
even be applicable at the low level.

This pattern is not specific to water and(H it is widely repeated, in scientific
explanation. The same pattern holds between the rfacte-of modern genetic theory
(transmission of DNA, gene-expression during embryonic dgweént, etc.) and the
macro-facts of inheritance with variation required Brarwinian evolutiof®, or between
the micro-facts of statistical mechanics and the ovacts of thermodynamics, and so
on and so on.

Unfortunately, many views which take qualia seriously, incigdmany which see
themselves as varieties of physicalism, build elemenits their definition of qualia

which rule out any chance of providing explanations of gpe.t

2.2.4 The Nature of Functionalism

There is a historically popular brand of functionalistieh tries to argue that inverted
spectra are perfectly possible, and are compatible witial science. The view was
advocated (with subtle differences, on which see metew) by Lewis (1980), the
Churchlands (1982) and Shoemaker (1975), amongst others. Lewis say

“As philosophers, we would like to characterize paijoriari. ... As materialists, we want to

characterize pain as a physical phenomenon.” (Lewis, 1980 p.123)

An a priori characterisation of pain would be one which makeg thed certain facts
(e.g. wincing, groaning, withdrawing from noxious stifi{jlietc.) are two way
conceptually identical to facts about pain. Suchaapriori characterisation of pain

would presumably be just a small part of ampriori characterisation of the entire

% See Section 2.2.4.1 for a brief discussion of an oppesing

% As in many such cases, we have enough of the dettiiasthe relation between the levels no longer
seems ‘in principle’ mysterious — even though many dete@main to be discovered, and our
understanding of both levels may no doubt be refinedaipthcess.

27 Or, at least, a tendency towards such behaviours, whichtra masked by other factors but which

could be revealed by suitable experimentation.

26



Background Issues

mental level (including belief, desire, perception andrgoapplicable to any agent with
a mental life.

It is a general characteristic of functionalism (pat of the particular variant being
discussed here) that it supposes that there exists swmkedf characterisation of a
creature which is ‘the mental level', and that theme @ther facts about that creature
which can vary, independently of the mental level. Beisms to me to be the right kind
of approach (with caveats about exactly how this apprelehld be understood, which
| will explain below). In the case of the type of @ionalism I am discussing here,
however, this strategy isiot followed through to what might seem its logical
conclusion. For tha priori characterisation of the mental level is supposed, bsethe
authors,not to capture everything mental which there is to say abbetsubject.
Specifically, it does not capture what it is like totbe subject; it is supposed that there
could be two subjects who are the same, in terms ofptiidicly observable mental
level of behaviour, but where it nevertheless feels wag to be one subject, and
another way to be the other.

In making this point, the Churchlands mention the classierted spectrum case, in
which we are asked:

“to imagine someone ... [who has] a sensation of red imradl only those circumstances

where you have a sensation of green, and so forth.” (Clamdhand Churchland, 1982
p.122)

The Churchlands explicitly claim that:

“These cases are indeed imaginable, and the connection hetyuede and functional

syndrome is indeed a contingent one.” (Churchland and Churchland, 1222 p.
In a similar vein, Lewis asks us to:

“Suppose that the state that plays the role of pain fglays instead the role of thirst for a

small subpopulation of mankind, and vice versa.” (Lewis, 19828).
Lewis argues that in such a case:

“there is no determinate fact of the matter about whethervictim of the interchange
undergoes pain or thirst.” (Lewis, 1980 p.128)

This claim would be false if the phenomenal feel werly determined by the

functional role: if so, a groaning, writhiffjagent would be unequivocally in pain,

28 On any plausible priori account of the mental, it must be supposed that the gipanid writhing is

suitably integrated with other aspects of the agentwteur, quite possibly including their rationality.

27



Background Issues

whatever was the case about the physical states ctingtithe agent. But the authors
guoted here think that there are two meanings of pairg greri meaning, where pain
simply refers to that state where a creature displaytends to display) pain behaviour,
and thea posteriori meaning, which refers to whatever physical state sciense ha
determined to fill this functional role (in a populatiéh)

| will describe such views dsgybrid functionalisn{c.f. Lewis, 1980 p.124), since they
combine elements of the earlier identity theory (fbhgsical stuff determines the feel’)
with what would otherwise be ‘pure’ functionalism (tHaim that the mental facts are
fully captured at the in principle publicly observable na¢lavel).

Why, though, believe that a difference in “physicaliraéion” has any “bearing on”
the introspectible facts about “how that state fee(¥t®e quotes are from Lewis, 1980
p.130.) The Churchlands flesh out this part of the viemane detail:

“the spiking frequency of the impulses in a certain neurddwsy need not prompt the non-

inferential belief, “My pain has a searing qualitygut withal, the property you opaquely

distinguish as “searingness” may be precisely the propértyaving 60 Hz as a spiking

frequency.” (Churchland and Churchland, 1982 p.128)

The claim is that the physical state of 60 Hz neuraidifjor whatever physical state
it really turns out to be)s what we introspect, when we introspect a searing pain.
Equally, in some other agent, the same functional ragghtnbe filled by a different
physical state, such as inflation in hydraulic cavitiethanfeet (Lewis’ semi-humorous
suggestion as to the state which might play the role iof ipaMartians). A difference
like this is supposed to be the right kind of differenceatoount for a difference in
introspectible feel, of the kind involved in the inverted speo (see also Shoemaker,
1975, e.g. p.310).

There is a problem with such views, though, if we wanlotwk for a scientific
explanation of qualitative feel, of the form alreadytlimed in Section 2.2.3. It is not
that there are no low level differences with whicheixplain the alleged difference in
feel; as we have just seen, there are. The probl¢natishere would seem to be no high

level difference at all, in the central case of habarally undetectable inverted spectra.

This is a point which both the Churchlands (1982 p.128) aneérfséker (1990 p.71) make. See also
Section 5.4.3 for further comments on the relevandkisfpoint to the present work.

2 There are issues here, to do with whether, and in sérae, sub-system states could possibly be role
fillers for mental level states such as pain (sep,%hoemaker, 1990 p.67). | won't say much about this at

this point, although | will say much more in Chapterd 8nd 5 (see also footnote 46 in this chapter).
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For two such creatures will do and say exactly the daimgs. Each will say “it feels
like this”. If you ask thenhowit feels, they will say all the same things as eatieiot
(e.g., “it feels searing”). And so on, and so on. Thwva model of scientific
explanation can only work if we have differences &t thw and the high levels (e.qg.
certain stable hydrogen bonds are formed; water free¥ésh no difference at the
publicly observable mental level, we are left lookingdareason to suppose that there is
any mental level difference at all. It is at this pdimat the various authors mentioned
differ.

2.2.4.1 Explanation and Reduction

We only have a problem, as regards giving an explanatiomeoftyipe outlined in
Section 2.2.3, if there are indeed two different levelsetate: a level of mental facts
(which do not entail any lower level, non-mental faces)d some non-mental facts
(whose existence is not entailed by the mental fdetswhich might — if a standard
explanation can be given — entail those facts). Ahiawee seen, this is no more nor less
than is the case with water versugCH or with heat and temperature versus statistical
distribution of energy across microstates. Howewerthe case of the mental, the
existence of such a conceptually separate higher levdlecdenied.

To see what would be involved in this denial, we need to ntteethere are two
different ways of understanding the proposal that weulshdook for ana priori
analysis of the mental, only one of which | would endoremdorse the claim that there
is ana priori relation between the public notion of pain, and a tenglemeards certain
behaviours such as wincing, groaning, withdrawing from paistioiuli, etc. But | am
endorsing this as a relation amongst faatsthe same levelThus pain, wincing,
groaning, etc. are all (in the first instancegntallevel facts’, just as the properties of
macroscopic water (boiling, melting, etc., etc.) arévaditer level’ facts.

There is an entirely different reading of the sananeclwhich | wouldnot endorse.
On this reading, wincing, groaning, withdrawing, etc. are ¢ordad as entirely non-
mental facts, and the claim being made, in that casthatsthe mental level is not
conceptually independent of such entirely non-mental .féfcitsis right that the mental

is identical (on careful reflection) to some non-tatirevel of description, then it could

30 At least, wincing and groaning are mental facts, éoektent that they occur with the right connections

to the rest of the mental — see note 28.
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be coherently claimed that introspecting the fegbaih is conceptually the same thing
as subpersonal detection of a subpersonal state suchHws réural firing (when this
occurs within the right, surrounding subpersonal context)

If this fully ‘operationalized’a priori analysis of the mental can be carried out, then
we don’t need to look for an explanatory relation ke two levels of description (as
outlined in Section 2.2.3), because there is really only level of understanding in
play.

Endorsement of this latter kind & priori analysis is a very strong form of
reductionism about the mental (which is sometimes rexdrigl enough distinguished
from the process aéxplanationoutlined in Section 2.2.3). In many ways, this strongly
reductive approach looks like a denial of the reality of ntental level', especially
when it is made clear that no such conceptual reduigtimvolved in the explanation of
many much less contentious properfieés such, in the rest of Section 2.1, and the rest
of the thesis, | will discuss what follows if we asge that theres a conceptually
separate mental level, and that what we are lookingsfanexplanatoryrelationship
between non-mental facts and mental facts (oreadt] an understanding of why we
cannot have such an explanatory relationship). On thisaat, | agree with Chalmers,
with the authors working on the phenomenal conceptestyg Section 2.2.5) and with a

least one of the authors who historically argued for layfarnctionalism.

2.2.4.2 Phenomenal Knowledge

The above strongly reductive analysis would indeed gs/@ weason to believe in a
mental difference between some functionally identiggnas: if the analysis is correct,
a physical difference of the right type a mental difference. However, if we don't

accept the reductive analysis, then we still have nd-fi@rson reason to believe that

31 One might call such an approaetiminative reductionbut it isnot the same thing as the outright
eliminativismwhich the Churchlands argued for elsewhere, concernindpehief-desire framework of
folk psychology (see, for instance, the sections lonimativism in Churchland and Churchland, 1998);
one cannot hope to show that ‘introspecting phenomeral i&® conceptually identical to some
reasonably well-defined set of subpersonal processemeéfalso wishes to show that ‘introspecting
phenomenal feel’ is part of a bad conceptual scheme wlboiet not refer very well to anything at all.

32 |n fairess to the Churchlands’ position, | should melkar that they did not accept the analysis of
scientific explanation which | have given. Instead theseded that the pattern of conceptual analysis of
role, coupled witha posterioridiscovery about role filler, is normal elsewherediesce (Churchland and
Churchland, 1990, e.g. p.78).
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there is a mental difference between the supposed inférs this is so follows in two
steps. Firstly, there is no reason at the public mdatal to suppose that there is a
difference, for such agents atee sameat that level. Secondly, the publicly accessible
difference whichdoesexist between alleged inverts (on the hybrid-functiobadisw;
e.g. 60Hz neural firing vs. inflation of hydraulic cavitiesa physical difference: it lies
at a level of description which is not (without furtregument) mental. Without the
reductive claim, and considerirgurely the third-person facts, there is no reason to
believe that that public difference is (or causes, ornan®to) a mental difference.

Nevertheless, not all of the authors who have arguedtife compatibility of
functionalism and the inverted spectrum intuition endoasetrongly reductionist
analysis. Shoemaker, for instance, was not and isanmetuctionist about the mental,
but he took and takes the inverted spectrum intuition sdyi@ssa starting point for
theorising about qualia (Shoemaker, 1975; Shoemaker, 1994cm8ker 1994d). It
should be emphasized, then, that it follows logic#figt, if one endorses the strong
phenomenal realist view, but rejects reductionism, mosttake oneself to havefast-
personreason to believe that the inverted spectrum is pos3itiiés worth emphasising
clearly what this means. Without reductionism, there lsamo reasonto believe in
inverted spectrat all, unless it is a reason which fundamentally involvest-firerson
knowledge. If such views are right, weustbe able to come to know by introspectibn
that ‘what it feels like’ is the kind of thing which caudliffer, even as between two
agents who act in all the same w&ys

Now we can see the connection between the strongopteral realist starting points
(specifically, the zombie or inverted spectrum claimeutdh we are mainly considering

the inverted spectrum claim, since this is the one poputarmany physicalists) aral

3| am ignoring the complications which might follow fiéy instance, someone claimed that the inverted
spectrum intuition was grounded in fundamentally second-pe(Stiompson, 2001; De Jaegher,
forthcoming) knowledge.

341 will treat ‘introspection’ as identical to ‘the diby to gain knowledge in a fundamentally first-person
way’; even if the relevant knowledge is not gairegtdirely through introspection (in this sense), it must
be gained in a way whidgmssentiallyinvolves introspection.

% Informal conversation indicates to me that a langenber of (though not all) thoughtful non-
philosophers do indeed take themselves to know exactly lieig;take themselves to know, presumably
on the basis of introspection, that the inverted-spectcenario is ‘obviously’ possible. So this starting

intuition, if wrong, is widely (though not universally)afed, at least in this culture.
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posteriori knowledge. For the knowledge which one is supposed to hawveuch
accounts, is knowledge which cannot be entailed by (jbst}hird-person facts, since
none of those facts (taken apart from introspectivewiiedge) give us any reason to
believe that there is a mental difference, as we lsae®. Equally, if we are not being
reductionist about the mental level, then there is asae to suppose that the mental
facts on their own (including any facts known by introsjoe} entail any lower level,
non-mental facts. So here, we have a pure (i.e. tey) & posterioridiscovery — there
are certain phenomenal facts which | know, when bKloinwards (i.e. introspect)
which I could not have known by looking outwaftls

It turns out, then, that the same starting points wieintailed that there was no
publicly accessible high level to explain (in certain legses) must also entail that
phenomenal knowledge is entiredy posteriori with respect to (neither entailing nor
entailed by) our knowledge of publicly observable fictdNote that this kind of
knowledge is strange in that (if it really exists) iigseence isa posterioriwith respect
to (i.e. it could not have been deduced from) all knowledgehe third-person facts,
however clear thinking and detailed.

Even with the need for this unusual kind of knowledge, perlitapsght still be
argued that these views are not so implausible afteFadlwhilst this is a very special
kind of knowledge (c.f. Chalmers, 1996 p.193), it is also kadge of a special kind of

state. Perhaps we showgpectourselves to have non-standard and intimate knowledge

% The disconnect between this alleged knowledge and kdlgel of publicly accessible facts is much
stronger than the ‘disconnect’ between public knowledge and indexkceowledge (first-person
knowledge such as “l am in Sussex”, “It is Sunday”, efichjs is because the fact that | can only have
indexical knowledge when | am a certain statéollows from the publicly observable facts, plus an
understanding of the concept of indexical knowledge (see @hslamd Jackson, 2001; related points are
made in Beaton, 2005 and Section 6.4). Whereas the peeabknowledge which (allegedly) grounds
our belief in the possibility of the inverted spectrbas to be of a quite different type: it might well be
possible tdearn (a posterior) that when | am in a certain physical state, | dlin a certain phenomenal
state, but there can be no communicable understandthg ofture of this phenomenal state which could
let someoneavork out(a priori) that when an agent is in the physical state, the agestbe in the related
phenomenal state.

37 Actually, these starting points only strictly rule @ut entailment from physical facts to mental facts.
There could still be (just) the reverse entailment.sThiould make (at least some) mental facts more
fundamental than any physical facts. This is a forndeélism, and certainly not a rebuttal of the claim

that strong phenomenal realism rules out physicakgmich is what | am trying to establish.
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of those states which partly constitute us? Indeedpme sense of this suggestion, |
would agree with it. But perhaps it is the case that suamate knowledgeoughtto
have these strangeposteriorifeatures? Considerably more would need to be said here,
to defend this suggestion. As far as | am aware, thedfionictionalists whose position
was outlined above never saitfjtbut more recent work in the philosophy of mind has

stepped in to fill the gap.

2.2.5 The Phenomenal Concept Strategy
Loar (1997), and the other proponents of ‘the phenomemalegd strategy’, embrace

the point which | have just made, that what we know tijaalia from the first-person
is two-way conceptually independent of any facts whiclkerea might access. Thus
Loar says:
“Phenomenal concepts are conceptually irreducible in thisesehey neither a priori imply,
nor are implied by, physical-functional concepts. Althought tis denied by analytical
functionalist§® ... , many other physicalists, including me, find it irugty appealing.”
(Loar, 1997 p.597)

But Loar also argues that this need not be a problem faigaiism:

“It is my view that we can have it both ways. We maketthe phenomenological intuition at

face value, accepting introspective concepts and theirepturel irreducibility, and at the

same time take phenomenal qualities to be identicalptyisical-functional properties of the

sort envisaged by contemporary brain science.” (Loar, p=98)

How could such a view work? The general strategy (sharedlday and others
who've published variants of this view) is to concenti@tethe special way which we
have of introspectively thinking about our own phenometaeés. The claim is that the

phenomenal concefifsnvolved in such thoughtsttiis feeling’; ‘like this) are special,

38 Of course, for the reasons outlined, the Churchlanddetero such account. For suggestions from
Shoemaker along these lines in more recent work, seengtker (1994c Section 1V) (a relevant passage
is quoted in Section 4.1 of this thesis).

39 Loar is referring to the thoroughgoing variety of funotibsm which takegverythingmental to be
analysable in terms of its (at least counterfactued§tion to publicly accessible behaviour (i.e. heds n
referring to the hybrid variety of functionalism Nejust been discussing).

0 Concepts, in the sense used here, do not require langusher, rthey are the recombinable
components of rational thought. In the same vein,ality itself, as used here, should be understood in

a sense whereby a rational agent is one whichredeerational decisions, not necessarily one which can
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in that they are “conceptually isolated” (Carruthers ®edlet, 2007) from the third-
person concepts which we use when we think about publichgsibde facts. The claim
that phenomenal concepts are conceptually isolated ddesiean that they cannot
occur in the same thoughts as publicly applicable concBptsit does mean that no
amount ofreasoningcan lead from facts expressed using phenomenal concepts (e.
‘my experience is likehis now’) to facts expressed using publicly applicable concepts
(e.g. ‘my physical-functional state is this, nhow’) vice versa

Apart from this general point about conceptual isolatitwe, views vary as regards
the specific nature of phenomenal concepts which is suggosexplain the isolation.
Loar (1997) and others have equated phenomenal concepts avite ®rm of
recognitional concept; Perry (2001) has equated phenomeradptsrwith some form
of indexical concept; Papineau (2002) has suggested that phemhosoenapts are
‘guotational’ (“my red is like this: ", where the blankfilked in by the experience
itself). As such, all these views are trying to givenare detailed account of the first-
personacquaintancavhich we have with our own quafia— i.e. an account of exactly
what seemed to be missing, in the variant of functismabutlined above.

Can such a view successfully preserve physicalism? Adstbeen written about the
phenomenal concept strategy, and | don’t wish to dismhisstiof hand. Nevertheless,
there is a very general argument against the possitlitypphenomenal concepts
preserving physicalisff, if physicalism is understood as requiring an explanaifche
presence of consciousness in the manner outlined ilB8&cP.3.

First of all, it is worth noting that the posteriori claim about the nature of

phenomenal knowledge (which is so central to the phenamconcept strategist’s

make rational decisions by thinking them through, step by steépe manner of the most complex human
thought (c.f. Section 3.3.3.2).

*1 More accurately (c.f. Chalmers, 2003a), an accounhefknowledge which such acquaintance can
grant us. In the sense in which Chalmers uses the teeracquaintancdtself comes in simply having
the quale; but this acquaintance is the fundamental groutatéoifirst-person, conceptual knowledge of
the quale. It should be noted that a moderate phenomeadsstrtype-A (c.f. Chalmers, 1996) materialist
(i.e. the position which | am trying to defend, or aseopen a space for, in the present work) can, |
think, feel very sympathetic to much of what Chalm@&@0Ba) says about the nature of acquaintance;
that is, can feel that very much of it ought to be raisable (for more on this, see Section 5.6).

2 The quick argument given below is very closely relatechto dentral argument towards the same
conclusion presented in Chalmers (2006). The main differentleat | proceed directly in terms of

explicability, rather than via conceivability.
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position) is not merely entailed by the inverted spectrtantisg point (as | have
already shown, in Section 2.2.4.2), it also entail$at.see why this is so, note that the
denial of the inverted spectrum starting point amounts tcléhm that theres always a
behaviourally detectable difference, for every diffeeeic qualia. The notion that there
exists speciah posterioriknowledge of the phenomenal is not compatible with this
denial of the inverted spectrum. That is, the phenomeoiatept strategist cannot
accept an analysis of phenomenal concepts which shats ftn every difference
known that way, there must be an observable differenclbehaviour at the public
mental level. If there were such an analysis, a difference in jsbysufficient to
explain these publicly observable differences would b#icent to explain the
difference in quali& (on the model of the explanation of the propertiesvater). The
connection between the physics and the phenomendlvedd not bea posteriorj
after all.

It might be thought that the phenomenal concept strategisid still claim that,
whilst there can be no conceptually necessary differeamdeehaviour corresponding
simply to a difference in qualia, there still mightdgeonceptually necessary difference
in behaviour corresponding to an agknbwingone thing as opposed to another about
their own qualia. But actually, they cannot accept tilieee Even if qualia are ‘covert’
when not known about, and only become ‘overt’ when kmawout, the normal model
of explanation can get a grip. Any physical descriptidmciv shows why there are these
behaviourally observable differences (in the cases wiherelifferences are overt) and
why there are no behavioural differences (in the cade=enthe differences are not
overt) will once again explain the physical nature of gu&bn the model of the
explanation of water). Once again, the connection éetwthe physics and the
phenomenal level would not laeposteriori after all.

| don’'t think any of this pushes the phenomenal conceptegisés to a position
which they would be unwilling to accept. It seems vepselto (and perhaps actually)

explicit in the approach that certain phenomenal difiegen(and, equally, certain

*3 They could perhaps accept the bizarre position that whiése is no reason (which we could ever
understand) for there to be such a difference in evesg, Gganevertheless turns out that there is such a
difference in every case.

* It is important to the argument that | specified thatefeerydifference known, there is a (an at least

counterfactual) difference in behaviour — this is whatpthenomenal concept strategist cannot accept.

35



Background Issues

differences in phenomenal knowledge) will not resnliany behaviourally detectable
difference.

The trouble with all this is that it makes quite clelaattthe phenomenal concept
strategy is entirely incompatible with an explanatiorthe status of qualia along the
lines outlined in Section 2.2.3. Not only are qualia themsaho¢ aturalisable along
these lines, but the special phenomenal knowledge wilsclsupposed to save
physicalism is (and must remain) inexplicable for the wame reasons. We seem to be
back to square offe with no third-person reason to believe that knowledgdisftype
exists. Even if we do have a first-person reason beugethis (and Sections 2.2.6 and
2.2.7 argue against that claim), we are left with an wsfgatg, purely ‘ontological’
physicalism in which we can have no explanation of whyagethings are part of the
physical world, merely an acceptance that they are.

In fact, | wonder whether things are not worse than thisthe phenomenal concept
strategists. Their claim is that the existence of tifge of phenomenal knowledge is
itself not entailed by anything which physics can teach owéker well we understand
the physics, and the concept of phenomenal knowledg#)islis correct, then surely
Chalmers (1996) has been right all along? Surely all theigddyfacts might have been
exactly the same, and the phenomenal facts might baea different, or absent
altogether? At least, if this is not so, physics caxplainwhy it is not. As such, it
looks to me as if Chalmers has been the most hbeest all alonglf you start from the
assumption that there is a pure (i.e. in both diresjiarposteriorirelation between the
phenomenal and the physical, ibryou start from the assumption that behaviourally
undetectable inverted spectra are possihknyou should end up where Chalmers ends
up: youshouldaccept that phenomenal properties, and any principles bgidgem to
normal physical properties, are fundamental facts atoutiniverse.

In the remaining sections of this discussion (2.2.6 and 212want to ask two
guestions. First, what justifications are there forirtgkthe problematic strong

phenomenal realist starting point? Second, if the agle\ustifications are found

5 Actually, as Chalmers notes (2006 Section 4), the pherainsencept strategy has at least made the
genuine contribution of clarifying that strong phenonterealism entails the existence of this type of
knowledge. | would argue (and again, | think most phenomenakpbstrategists would be quite happy
to agree with me) that the main aim of such accounts theefore be to convince us that we are wrong
to want an explanation of the type | have describedhercase of qualia or of phenomenal knowledge:

that physicalism does not require this.
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wanting, what could we use as a replacement starting, glowe still want to naturalise

qualia?

2.2.6 The Properties of Sensory Experience

Qualia are properties of sensory experience broadly metsto include states such as
seeing, hallucination, sensory memory, sensory imagimaénd so on. Furthermore, as
we have seen above, if there is any reason to bealetequalia are problematic in the
way in which the strong phenomenal realist claims thes; this reason must be
introspective.

But there is very little agreement about what sens@pgerience consists in, and even
less agreement as to what the introspectible propestisensory experience are (c.f.
Crane, 2005/2008; Gertler, 2003/2008). | know that | am seeing amcéane desk in
front of me (it is cold round here, right now!); buthceknow that | am seeing this in
virtue of some more direct kind of acquaintance with sefeta? Sense data theorists
certainly thought so, but this view is now widely agreedddfalse. Can | know that |
am seeing the scarf in virtue of, or at least accompanigduafia which can vary free
of the physical facts? Chalmers and many others have theagbut many others again
don’t share this certainty. On a related note, the reducti@gptoach taken by the
Churchlands entails that what we know in introspeciioh pain states, of colour
experience, and so on) includes opaque knowledge optipsical nature of certain
subpersonal states which underpin these sensory expesiethis, too, is impossible
according to many other theories of introspeéfion

Note that all of the above mentioned claims alpmiteption(that it involves sense-
data; that it entails the possibility of introspectikmowledge of the physical states
underlying it; that it is accompanied by behaviourally undatdetqualia) constrain our
eventual theory ofntrospection which has to be such as to allow for introspective
knowledge of the problematic states in question. Moreevenrguably in all cases, and

certainly in the case of the view which is being critdjugere (strong phenomenal

% Indeed, this is impossible on any theory in which thets introspected are all at a conceptually
independent mental level, e.g. Sellars (1956), Shoema®@6) Ifor much more detail on these theories,
see Chapter 3). This conclusion follows as long as theeptual independence of the mental level from
the physical is at least as strong as (but it need Istranger than) the conceptual independence of the

water-level from the KD level.
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realism) — whatever plausibility these starting poiritave itself derives from
introspection of such perceptual and experiential states.

Sense-data theorists certainly did take themselves ®iharospective knowledge of
sense-data. It strikes me as highly plausible thata$ssimption was an input to the
sense-data theory, not an output from it; that therthemade explicit what already
seemed introspectively obvious. But, it is widely agreesl thleory was false — we have
no such knowledge for there are no sense-data.

Equally, as we have seen, at least some physicalist @ggoaf the inverted spectrum
have taken themselves to have opaque introspective knowdétlgephysicalnature of
certain of their internal states. Again, is this inpubatput? With certain implicit, but
theoretical, assumptions about introspection undersopelt, it can seem more or less
obvious that we do have introspective knowledge of theigdlystates which constitute
us. But actually, the claim that introspection is lik@stis a major theoretical
assumption. It cannot be justified as a starting poingssnivealready(i.e. entirely pre-
theoretically) have introspectively based knowleddeictv entails that it is true. Do we
have such knowledge? It seems to me very hard to ®sewle can decide the case
either way, simply by introspecting ‘harder’ or ‘morarefully’, and very easy to
become misled by one’s theoretical commitments.

The same points certainly apply to strong phenomemdisrme. As we have seen, the
starting point of the view is this: there is something which wewrby introspection,
which is a valid basis for the claim that phenomeiaats cannot be deduced from
publicly observable fact§ Viewed with some perhaps healthy scepticism, this looks
very like an implicit, not necessarily justifiedtheoretical claim about introspection,
which has managed to work itself into the framework bstbng phenomenal realist
theories.

With such a wide range of intuitions about introspettiand with an apparent
tendency to interpret what we find, when we look indgarin the light of our (perhaps
implicit) theoretical assumptions, it is far froneal whether we are on safe ground, if
we makeany proclamations about what it is that we know when we spect the

features of our sensory states, including qualia.

*” And, as we have seen, the view also builds in thenqaich again must be introspectively based, if
true) that this non-deducibility is so in a significansiifronger sense than the agreed, but far less

surprising, sense in which it is so for indexical faocisté 36).
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On the other hand, if we make no proclamations herd, ahen we have no way of
specifying our target of explanation as we try to understantiagua there a middle
ground? Is there a way to sagything whilst remaining neutral as between competing

theories of introspection? In the final section, Ihafgue that there is.

2.2.7 Some Moderate Subjective Properties

For my part, | am much more certain that thersoisethingsubjective about my mental
life, and that | know this ‘something’ by introspectiohan | am that what | know in
this way transcends all physical and functional truilerefore, | am proposing that we
allow ourselves to be guided, in our quest for qualia, by f@pkor an independently
plausible account of introspection; specifically, wewdtidook for qualia amongst the
properties which are introspectible on such an indeperydelatlisible accoufit

| have just said that qualia are ‘subjective’ propertiest of course anything
introspectible is subjective in a certain sense, fwospection consists in the ability of a
subject to come to know properties of itself in a fundatialéy first-person way (c.f.
Section 3.6).

However, | am prepared to concede that some ‘subjeqgtiggderties, in this sense,
are the wrong type of thing to be qualia. Imagine, fotaimse, a subject seeing a red
ball as a red ball (where red, in this case, should be thooiglas a public, if
gerrymanderell, property). Essentially any account of introspectiontrallew that the
right kind of subject can introspectively kndhat she is seeing a red ball when she is.
This is a specific example of a general type of ingezsion, whereby a subject becomes
aware that they have some ‘propositional attitudeétylationship (believingx,
desiring X, seeingx, rememberingx, imagining X, etc.) to some (perhaps only
counterfactually existentpublic object(s) or state of affairs. 1 will be at least this
much of a phenomenal realist: if independently plaughderies of introspectioanly

allow that we have introspective knowledge of this typen such theories do not have

8 This does not amount to the requirement that qualialéraways be introspectible. Whether or not
non-introspectible qualia exist will hinge on the detaflour theory of introspection, and on the details
of any plausible candidate-properties for qualia within sactheory. For instance, on Shoemaker's
account of introspection, mental states whose natute be introspectible can nevertheless exist in
creatures which lack the resources to introspect théime{Baker, 1988 Section 3).

9 This is Dennett's usage, it means that the outlines haitvis and isn’t red may depend on the

constitution and interests of creatures like us, ratieer on anything more fundamental about the world.
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the materials to naturalise qualia. If things wereutm out thus, | should (and I think
would!) accept that therare no qualia, and that | am as much in need of Dennettian
therapy (Dennett, 1988) as are all those who maintaingnalia have non-naturalisable
properties in the ways discussed in the earlier p&ig&ction 2.1.

But there seems a very natural next step to take, whitd weonder whether there
might not be introspectible properties which are subjedtive slightly stronger sense:
to wit, introspectible properties which cannot be fulbesified, simply by specifying
any number of the non-controversially introspectiblepgrties just mentioned.

So now, imagine two subjects each seeing a rechballred ball. Imagine, also, that
both have agreed on a common language for referring tacppitaperties (red, ball,
etc.) and to the ‘propositional attitude’ type statesl(iting seeing, etc.). Evidently
things could be thus, even whilst there are facts abalt sabject’s relation to the
world which differ on a perfectly naturalistic accounty fexample, affective or
motivational facts, and facts about the learnt daasoos between properties (e.g. red
reminds one agent of blood and pain, and the otherlebregion and good fortune).
Now, these facts are subjective in yet a third seissy. &re partly constitutive of the
subject’s relationship to the world. But what is not yetacl(at least, until we have an
independently motivated account of introspection) is wéredimy such further facts can
be known (perhaps, opaquely) in introspection. If theylo® then they are subjective
facts in all three senses: subjectiyga partially constitutive of the subject; subjective
gua introspectible; and subjective in the sense just definedpmig beyond the most
non-controversially introspectible facts.

In stating that the above is possible, | have not msdbbehaviourally undetectable
inverted spectra: for the differences | have mentionedilav all be behaviourally
detectable. Even so, the situation described is notfgntinlike the standard inverted
spectrum starting point. There could indeed be two subjectssed@ red ball as a red
ball (who even agree, in a shared language, that itad &all, and that each is seeing it)
whilst there ardoona fideintrospectible facts about their experience which diffes
such, this seems to me a moderate approach with the ipbtenexplain, rather than
completely explain away, the widely held belief that @uate invertible.

The suggestion that we concentrate on ‘motivationalb@ative and affective’ facts
is just one proposal, intended to be compatible with diea iof being guided by an
independently plausible theory of introspection. But thee general problem with any

proposal of this type, directly related to the two waf/sinderstanding priori analysis
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noted earlier (Section 2.2.4.1). It could be taken to implyttproperties in question
have been thoroughly “operationalized”: that is, exprsaefully non-mental terms
(setting aside the issue of whether or not this is fpolssible). | have already suggested
that that approach ta priori analysis leads to an overly strong reductionism which
should be resisted. Indeed, if qualia are truly mentadtléacts, then there is no reason
to expect that anything which we know introspectively altbein need entail any fully
non-mental factsgven if qualia can be explained on the normal scientific model
(remember that the water facts do not entail th® Kacts). So the “operationalized”
proposal is not the kind of proposal | am making.

Instead, the associative, motivational and affectagtsf (or whichever facts turn out
to best fill the required role) should be read as propedti¢he independent mental level
of description. The question at issue, when the propesadad this way, is whether
there is a conceptual independence between one type ddlrdestription (a thinking,
introspecting agent in a certain motivational staég) @nd another (an agent having
introspectible qualia, say). My suggestion is that we wely be able to find a two-way
conceptual interrelation between qualia and the rightfsebt-so-obviously-qualitative
mentalconcepts. If there is, then we would have a cohexetunt of the entire mental
level, including introspectible qualia; and this whole accamight yet map ontsomé®
appropriate description of the physical in the normal.way

Of course, a standard response here is to claim tlgfitite conceivable that our
gualia are independent of any such (motivational, assejatiffective, etc.) facts.
Perhaps so, but I am not sure how (or indeed whetlk@Qw that. | have suggested that
the prior ‘knowledge’ of this ‘fact’, which many presume rtiselves to have, may be
grounded in (implicit) endorsement of perhaps mistakeorid® of introspection.

The strategy proposed here may also offer the posgibiliexplaining, rather than
explaining away, other intuitions about the nature ofligud am thinking here,
particularly, of Shoemaker’s defence of a “moderata&s@nism” (Shoemaker, 1988),
which looks to be an entirely naturalisable account ofather direct type of
acquaintance we shoudkpectto have withany introspectible property, on at least one

independently plausible, apparently naturalisable, accountroEpection.

0 Lest | be misunderstood, | explicitly want to leave ropee possibility that the currently popular
information processing and representational descriptiansmot be best suited for the low-level role in

such an explanation.
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Of course | need, for consistency’s sake, to allow tnpaown presuppositions can be
overruled. For any given prior intuition about the natofgualia, if there are no facts
which explain why this intuition was broadly (or evemgbly) correct, then qualia do
not have the intuited property. And, as | have alreamhceded, if none of our intuitions
about qualia could be naturalised (not even the intuiti@n thereare introspectible
subjective properties, in the above sense), then thenlbe no qualia. But there does
not yet seem to be any good reason to rule out the suggélsat we may find such
properties, within some independently plausible accourteohtental level in general,

and of introspection in particular.

2.2.8 Summary

| have argued that what Chalmers caglleenomenal realisnfChalmers, 2003a) (and
what | have calledstrong phenomenal realigmautomatically rules out a certain
standard form of scientific explanation. | have agre@t Whalmers that the modern
phenomenal concept strategy cannot prevent this concluBenefore, if Chalmers is
right that the only way to “take consciousness sendu&halmers, 1996) is to be a
strong phenomenal realist, then a physicalist accouobmgciousness cannot succeed.
This is certainly the case if physicalism is conceivéda® a quest for this type of
explanation of the nature of qualia, as | think it sho@dBut | have also briefly given
reason to agree with Chalmers that physicalism canmnctesd onany reasonable
interpretation, given these starting points.

| have then tried to throw doubt on the strong phenainemalist starting point which
leads to these objectionable conclusions. | have argaéavtiatever we know about the
problematic aspects of qualia, which is supposed to lead utaiag sphenomenal
realism, must be known through introspection. | havedctiat there is much evidence
that we are entirely unclear about what we carosgect. | have also suggested that,
historically, many theories operception have built into themselves unjustified
theoretical commitments as to the natureindfospection | have argued that strong
phenomenal realism (an account of the nature of consgerception) may well be
guilty of this same sin.

| have therefore proposed that we take a different appraad have suggested that,
as theorists, we should look for qualia amongst the ptiepeintrospectible on some
independently plausible theory of introspection. | hawvted that on essentially any

theory of introspection, we can introspect certairofasitional attitude’-style states,
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including “seeingx’” and “experiencingk’, where x is some (at least counterfactually)
public state of affairs. | have therefore defined ‘sulbyect properties, as those
introspectible properties (if any) which can still vanyithin or between agents),
however many of the basic, uncontroversially introsipkr propositional attitude style
properties have been fixed. It follows directly fromstdiefinition that if therare such
properties, they arg@so factothe right kind of thing to explain, rather than explai
away, the inverted spectrum intuition. Not, that is,et@lain the classic inverted
spectrum, which remains incompatible with physicalism, bugxplain how something
which sounds very much like it is physically quite possibleave also noted that such
properties may be able to explain, rather than explawaya other apparently
problematic intuitions about our epistemic relationship tdigua

If we can find introspectible properties which are subjectivthe above, moderate,
sense, then we would have achieved some kind of phenoneatiam: there would be
introspectible facts which at least come free of tlddird propositional attitude facts
about an agent. For the reasons given, it strikeshatesuch properties, if they exist,
are plausible and adequate naturalizers of qualia. This islgleat phenomenal realism
as Chalmers defines it, but it does seem reasonablaltahe present approach
moderate phenomenal realism.

In sum, my proposal is that it is plausible and workabldefinequalia as subjective,
introspectible properties in the above moderate sensetiddathis proposal allows us
to be guided, in our attempt to understand qualia, by whatesttependently plausible
accounts of introspection we hate

However, at this stage we are certainly still entitiechsk whether or not there are

any properties introspectible on Shoemaker’s (or any pthedel of introspection, and

®1 Might there be some yet more theoretically neutiefinition of qualia? For instance, an analysis on
which ‘gqualia’ are whatever properties caused us tosatyte had qualia in the first place (Sloman and
Chrisley, 2003; Chrisley, 2008; Chrisley, 2009). | would claim tiiate found anything which matches
some such more neutral definition, whilst not matchirgy dtrtonger definition here, we would still say
that there are no qualia (an example of an account éntéhniitory is Dennett's broadly fictionalist
analysis of consciousness: Dennett, 1991). Certainlyink tith is fair to say that the present definition
capturesan interesting aspect of the elusive concept ‘qualia’; that ia ishilosophically interesting
guestion as tahether or not there is anything which matches the definition dffeees since if there is,

it would naturalise central intuitions about qualia (imaderate sense), and if there isn't, it would seem

that such intuitions cannot be naturalised in any sahak
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subjective in the sense outlined above. Even if there e such properties really
explain our intuitions about qualia? All of this will léscussed over the course of the
rest of the thesis. | will address specific claimghm effect that Shoemaker’s account of
introspection is independenthpt plausible in Section 3.6. Finally, | should like to note
that the approach to naturalising qualia which | have jusiined here, and which |
develop in more detail in Chapters 5 and 6, remains fundathewifferent from
Shoemaker’s present approach. In Chapter 4 | will exgdioemaker's own model,

and explain why I think it cannot work.
2.3 Mind as Space of Reasons

2.3.1 Brief Introduction to the Notion

This thesis will concentrate on the notion of mind asspd®f locus of action for reasons
(Sellars, 1956; McDowell, 1994; Hurley, 2003). A physical agest & mind, in this
sense, to the extent that the agent can be said &oting (or, at least, able to act) for
reasons. Throughout, the notion of action in questtoan ‘at least counterfactual’
notion. That is, the actions in question are actionsgemtaeither does take, or would
take if only certain counterfactual conditions (not detamg which actions are in
question), obtained

The discussion will start by using a fairly broad, int@tnotion of what it is to act
for reasons, but this will be fleshed out in more deta@hapters 3, 4 and 5.

The central concern of the thesis will be to defdredlaim that mind, understood as
action in a space of reasdfsis all there is to mind: both as we know it when we
observe others, and as we introspect it in ourselvesi€fend this as it relates &bl
aspects of mind (affect, free will, qualia, ‘mental reygmtation’, original intentionality,

etc., etc.) would be far too ambitious a project. The ifpeam here will be to defend

*2 This at-least-counterfactual formulation means thatattion-based notion of mind can be applied to
locked-in patients (Bauby, 1997; Laureys, 2005), for instance.

*3 In talking ofa space of reasons, | do not mean to call into quest®mirifiary notion of The Space of
Reasons’ (c.f. McDowell, 1994). How not? Briefly, | do betieve that any of us, actingtine space of
reasons, can have any reason to desetiiptheragent as acting for reasons, except to the extent that w
can situate its actions in the very same space obmean which we act. Because of this, | would argue
that the notion of fully non-overlapping ‘spaces of reas@s not coherent (c.f. Davidson, 1974). Thus,
when | talk ofa space of reasons, | am indicating that subpatie$pace of reasons to which an agent is

sensitive. My thanks to Tom Beament for forcing meléoify my usage of ‘space of reasons’ here.
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the claim that this notion of mind alone is sufficiemmnaturalise qualitative, subjective,
phenomenal feel.

As such, the claim that mind is to be understood asrautithin a space of reasons
will be treated as a premise of this work, rather theua conclusion to be defended. If a
naturalisation of qualia based on this characterisatianind (such as that attempted in
this thesis) is doomed to fail, then either phenomé&ls must be eliminated, or we
must accept that this notion of mind is far from exhaestivits ability to match our
(reasonable) pre-theoretic understanding of the mind. @ dther hand, if the
arguments in this thesis succeed, this can be taken as #&nitirdpfence of this

characterisation of mind.

2.3.2 Some Initial Objections to this Characterisation of Mird

Certainly some central cases of mental states aititdtively related to rationality, in a
way which would have to be so if this notion of mind &vekhaustive. Belief and desire
are paradigmatically understood to be defined by theirtimtawithin a realm of
rational behaviour (Dennett, 1987). However, there would apjpebe severaprima
facie plausible reasons for claiming that ‘mind as locus oftrakrationality’ is in no

way an exhaustive characterisation of the mental.

2.3.2.1 Rationality and Affect

For instance, in contrast to ‘desire’ understood in thevep perhaps somewhat
technical, sense (as a state which is part ofdhenalisationof certain actions), it is
much less clear whether affect, more generally, camurmerstood as an aspect of
rationality. Affect, or emotion, is a part of our eygay mental lives, and yet emotional
behaviour is often paradigmatically contrasted witforetl behaviour.

However, | believe that this is a mistake. Nothing candeatified as a space of
reasond’, unless it is a space of reasonsdotion This, | will argue later (Section 5.2),
means that no ‘space of reasons’ account of mind caorbplete without ineliminable
mention of affect. Indeed, such claims will be essétbidhe analysis of qualia to be

presented in Chapter 5.

** Here (and frequently throughout), | use ‘space of reasorgngmously, to mean ‘physical locus of

rational action within some sub-part of the space afoas’ (see also footnote 53).
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2.3.2.2 Imperfect Rationality

It might be thought that rationality is a poor modehohd, because so many aspects of
real minds are clearly irrational. Very briefly, mgsponse to this objection is that it is
parallel to the flawed objection that the nature ofidbeind desire cannot be
characterised in terms of their role in rationap@sse, because so many real agents act
irrationally given their beliefs and desires. In thase of this latter objection, the
standard move is to argue that irrationality can onlydeeatified as such, given a broad
(and often underestimated) surrounding ‘field’ of rasitry (Davidson, 1974; Dennett,
1987). This is widely, and | believe correctly, considereddfuse this objection.

It will be the burden of later chapters to argue that catalé feel can be successfully
analysed within a space of reasons account of the mé&atiathis no more implies that
a creature with qualitative feels is perfectly ratiorthlan the standard analysis of
propositional attitudes implies that a creature withief® and desires is perfectly
rational.

| do accept that | am nevertheless emphasizing rditipitalbeit practical, embodied
rationality) at precisely that point where it is et considered least relevant to our

mental lives, as | will now point out.

2.3.2.3 Extra-Rational Sensation

It is widely thought that there is some viable notionntdre phenomenal sensation
(conceived of as having no particular objective import nd af itself), which is far
from being entirely characterisable in terms of iteral an agent’s rationality (c.f.
Smith, 2002). However, the notion of mind as locus of aktationality cannot make
space for such ‘mere sensations’. The best this thesi®ffar is a naturalisation of
gualia as essential aspects of states whose natuepregent the world as being (or
seeming to be) certain ways. For reasons outlined o8et.2.6, and taken up again at
stages throughout, it is to be hoped that any felt needidw for something yet more
internal, subjective, and unrelated to the exterr@ldwvill be seen to amount to an at

least implicit endorsement of unjustifitteoreticalclaims about introspection.

2.3.2.4 Further Objections

If there are further objections to the claim that $hace of reasons characterisation of
mind is exhaustive, perhaps originating in other competingracterisations of the
mental (free will, original intentionality, etc.hese will not be addressed here. | should

perhaps clarify, in passing, that | suspect that quite theary is the case, and that a
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space of reasons analysis of the mental is very suékkd as a means of integrating the
various apparently disparate ways which we have of clarsiog mind. However,

space and time preclude any attempt to say more, here.

2.3.3 Experience as an Aspect of Practical Rationality

This thesis is centrally concerned with perceptual egpea, and yet it may be
considered unclear whether perceptual experience itselahpsspecific relation to
rationality. It might be thought that | can ‘have aperience’, insomemportant sense,
necessarily applicable when | consciously see somethitigout what is going on, in
that sense, being a constitutively rational Statedeed, the most obvious version of
such an objection would involve making the claim thalwags have qualia, or mere
sensations, when seeing, in combination with the conttam (Section 2.3.2.3) that
gualia or mere sensations cannot be fully defined by thieiimaationality.

In response to this objection, it should be noted thatetis a conception of
perceptual experience available, purely within the notiomiod as locus of practical
rationality. According to this notion of perceptual epace, experience occurs when
and only when public, worldly objects are present to thegmng subject as at least
potential reasons for actith For instance, | am perceiving a tree, in this sensenwhe
and only when an actual, worldly tree is present to sneneat least potential reason for
action. It is this notion of perceptual experience whielill be treating as the central
case.

This is obviously a notion o¥eridical experience: it can only apply when | am
actually experiencing a publicly accessible object. H@aweit is often claimed, there is
a perfectly validsuccess-neutrahotion of experience: experience understood as that
which is in common between perceiving something, and omynisgy to perceive the

same thing. This claim can be accepted, consistent withpgpmach developed in the

® The issues addressed in this subsection relate to a misgr debate about direct realism,

disjunctivism and the nature of perception which is diseds little further in Section 5.5.

* The object also has to be present in a certain Wdlyich way? The way characterised as
characteristically visual by O’Regan and Noé (2001). Howdber mere presence of ‘mastery’ of these
sensorimotor contingencies is not enough — the ‘madtars to be an integrated, partially constitutive
part of a space of practical rationality before we haygresentation’ of the object to a mind, as suee S

the Appendix for related discussion.

47



Background Issues

present thesis, as long as the claim is read in aisesay’. As long as one sticks to
thinking of mind as physical locus of action in a spacesa$ons (i.e. restricts oneself
to only actual and counterfactual ratiofmehaviouy, it is quite possible to come up
with a workable notion of success-neutral experiencewk, a creature is having a
success-neutral experience, whenever its actghsra) are veridically sensitive to an
object in the world, in the way just sketchedp) areas ifthe creature were veridically
sensitive to such an object, when there is, in famnhesmismatch between any actual
objects present and the creature’s actions

The above is, at least, usablenotion of success-neutral experience. Consider the
case from the outside, looking at an experiencing subjéetcould coherently choose
to use the above definition to decide whether or not atwre were ‘having an
experience’ (in the relevant, success-neutral, senseywoliid be having such an
experience whenever it was responding to things in thédwas for reasons, when and
because the things it responded to were present in thieweay. But it would also be
having such an experience whenever it was acisgf actual, objective, publicly
present properties and things were thus present to itaaene for action, when they
were not”.

There is nothing internally inconsistent with applying thistion: with defining
success-neutral experience thus. But there would certagntiitose who would say that
some essential aspect of experience has been lefinate choice to work only with

these twdbehaviourallydefined notions of it (the veridical and the successrafut

" In a way which doesn't, in fact, give such ‘highesinoton factor’ objectors what they want, see
Section 5.5 for further discussion.

8 What is in common is the same pattern of actiotdth cases. Buwhich pattern of action this is
cannot be defined in any way whichnre fundamental thatine definition of the pattern of behaviour
involved in veridical experience. Hence, allowing thatdéhe a perfectly valid success-neutral usage of
experiencein this sense is fully compatible with Hinton’s disjunctivism irftbn, 1973). Many
disjunctivists have felt the need to claim that thereawvalid success-neutral notion of experience — |
believe that this is a mistake.

9 This claim assumes that there is a certain way oftifgigrg behaviour which is ‘as if things were
visually present’, even when they are not (or, more generplyceptually present). | suggest that the
Noé/O’Regan sensorimotor contingencies (note 56) déhl this: something is visually present when
these contingencies are satisfied, or when the sulbjes it that they are’ (which is to say, actsfas i

they are, or at least counterfactually would act #zeif§ were).
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Whether or not anything has really been left out will bdenrdiscussion. This section
has aimed only to indicate which notion of perceptual epee one is limited to, if

one limits oneself to treating mind as action withirpace of reasons.
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3. The Nature of Introspection

3.1 Introduction

The aim of this chapter is to present an analysi©@fmature of introspection, and to
argue that we do not introspect by means of coming to karmowintrinsic properties of
our minds. Equally (a slightly different claim) it wilbe argued that, having
introspected, we cannot use the knowledge thereby gainedne ¢to know any
intrinsic properties of our minds.

More detail on what intrinsic properties are (in theantext) will be given below
(Section 3.2). But, briefly, acquiring intrinsic knowledgeuld involve acquiring
knowledge which determines how things are, more specifiddthn would ‘mere’
knowledge of the mental relations between the intrasgesubject and his or her own
world. For instance, knowledge which determines (howepagoely or indirectly) that
the introspecting subject is one particular internalsifa state rather than anotffeis
intrinsic knowledge.

This is contrary to a fairly common view on which ogpection involves a process
something like inner directed perception (again, more det&ln)e On such a view,
introspection is achieved precisely by coming to know itlefacts about one’s state,
which determine how things are with one more specificdian any mental-level
relational characterisation can.

The denial of such views will be important for the subsataéscussion of qualia
(Chapter 5). For if qualia can be introspected, and speoted properties cannot be
intrinsic, then qualia cannot be intrinsic properties.

In order to argue for these results, an account of #tara of introspection, as a
transition within a space of reasons, will be preseftb®. account has been argued for,
relatively tersely, by Sellars (1956 Sections XII-XVIhdain much more detail by
Shoemaker (see the papers collected in Shoemaker, 1996hisCaccount, the basic

introspective transition, from having a mental stat&kmowing that one has it, is a

€0 As clarified below (Section 3.2), the mere fact thaubject is in a given, relational, mental state puts
someconstraints on the physical constitution of the subjint;claim here is that no knowledgere

specific than thigan be gained in or by introspection.
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transition which certain agents simply can make: thasuch agents do not make the
transition by doing something else (for instance, rMmt becoming aware of some

intrinsic state). As will be clarified below, such account is fundamentally

inconsistent with the claim that introspection eithewimgs, or consists in, any quasi-
perceptual act.

Having presented Shoemaker’s (Section 3.3) and Sellardig6&c4) versions of the
account, | will present @rima facie disagreement between Sellars and Shoemaker
(Section 3.5), concerning what otherwise looks like aezhaccount. | will argue that
there exists a resolution of this apparent disagreembatviBg how to resolve it helps
to clarify that, although this account of introspectiequires that the most basic acts of
introspection be simple (that is, not further analyspbt the mental level, it certainly
does not require that the physical mechanisms which enadieagts in a given agent
need be simple (in the same, or any other, sense).

It will be noted that Shoemaker presents his work orospection as a series of
argumentsagainst the view that introspection is quasi-perceptual, rathanths a
positive account of some alternative view of introsppectMoreover, Shoemaker does
not so much argue that quasi-perceptual introspectiommmssible as that it is
unnecessarygiven mere rationality in the self-ascription of mted concepts. This
allows for responses such as those by Kind (2003) and G@M@3/2008), who argue
that, although the form of introspection which Shoemalkssugses is possible, it is an
over-intellectual form of introspection, and not theib&ind which occurs in us.

In Section 3.6, it will be argued that Shoemaker’s pasisibould be strengthened in
response to these objections. | will argue that theecbionclusion which should be
drawn from Shoemaker's (and Sellars’) accounts is thaasi-perceptual self-
knowledge, even if possiblés not introspection| will also argue that the objection
which states that the Shoemaker-Sellars account afsppction over-intellectualizes
the process can be read in two ways, one of which ogsts misunderstanding of the
account, and the other of which can be shown to be.fals

In arguing against quasi-perceptual introspection, Shoenpagsents many separate
arguments against the possibility of self-blindness: ag#mespossibility, that is, of an
agent who is rational in the self-ascription of mentaiaepts, but unable to come to
know what an alleged quasi-perceptual mechanism of intragpe supposed to
enable us to know. As a final step in the presentafidihisochapter (Section 3.7), it will

be noted that all these arguments share a similan. ftr will be argued that this

51



The Nature of Introspection

similarity of form is no coincidence, and that thesasts a generalised argument which
leads to the conclusion thahy non-intrinsic aspect of a space of reasons as sudig is t
right type of property to be introspectéd

This chapter includes fairly extensive presentations of egigting work on
introspection, but also several novel contributiortse presentation of existing work is
considered necessary, because the claim that intraspégin no way perceptual is one
which may well be counterintuitive to many readers waweehnot already been exposed
to it. As such it may be useful to present the argunfent$is claim in enough detail to
be convincing.

Nevertheless, the latter sections of this chapteud®keveral novel contributions, as
follows: a novel resolution of an apparent tension betw8hoemaker and Sellars
(which assists in clarification of what is needed ifarospection at the subpersonal
level, on this account); novel responses to recent agtsmagainst Shoemaker, by
Kind and Gertler; the claim, which Shoemaker never bleaakes, that his arguments
amount to a positive account of the nature of introspecand not merely a denial of
the quasi-perceptual model; a strong argument to the effctitis positive account has
much more claim to be considered as introspection tt@as the quasi-perceptual
account against which it is pitted; finally, an additipmavel extension of Shoemaker’s
account, to the effect that this analysis of introgpaatntails the introspectibility — by

at least some possible agent -any property of a space of reasons as such.

3.2 Intrinsic Properties

This brief section clarifies what is meant by ‘intimgroperty’, within the context of
the present thesis.

The present work uses a view on which mind is seen aasit dounterfactual action
in a space of reasons (Section 2.3). On such a view, a@ltainstates are relational
states. Belief, desire, perception, even emotiongdstare all described in terms of the

(at least counterfactual) behavioural relation of thexageaspects of its wofid

1 As will become clear, the sense of ‘being of the rigype to be introspected’ being developed here
does noentail that every creature which has states of thishggehe ability to introspect them.

%2t should be emphasized again that, on the versidnistiew being defended here, such ‘behaviours’
cannot be fully ‘operationalized’: cannot be fully re-exgzedd in equivalent, non-mental terms (c.f.
Sections 2.2.4.1 and 2.2.7).
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However, if we describe the behaviour of a physical agémthe action-for-reasons
level, then there is still much weven'tsaid about the agent. For instance, we haven't
said how much the agent weighs, or what colour it is,nmte generally, what it is
made of. Of course, in saying that an agent perceive=eartifront of it (say), we have
said somethingabout the agent’s physical structure, assuming a physiceédia of
reality. For example, homogeneous matter (pure crydiamond, say, or an
unstructured gas) simply couldn’t form an agent which behasefor reasons, towards
objects in its world, assuming anything vaguely like the lafisphysics as we
understand them. The point being made here is that, dléofast number of physical
structures of an agent which physicattyuld explain a given pattern of behaviour in the
world, merely ascribing some mental behaviour to the tageasn’t saywhich such
structure is involved.

‘Intrinsic’ properties, as the term is used here,sangply those properties of an agent
which are more specific than the relational mentapprboes. As such, the claim being
defended in this chapter is that, when we introspectpmhg discover such mental,
relational properties. That, firstly, we do not disepbwur introspectible, relational
mental stateby discovering anything more specific about how we are constiuéind
that secondly, having introspected, the knowledge we haweedjgisince only of
relational mental properties) is not sufficient toeatetine anything intrinsic about our

physical make-up.

3.2.1 Some Clarifications

There are a couple pfima facieobjections to the validity of the usage of ‘intrinsia’s(
opposed to relational) just outlined, which should be dewlft swiftly before moving
on to the discussion of the Shoemaker-Sellars modetrospection.

Firstly, if ‘microfunctionalism’ (Clark, 2001 p.36) were cect, if no detail about our
physical-level properties truly cut below the mental lexeen there would be no
intrinsic properties, in the sense just defined. Howetlas, is not a problem for the
present thesis, which aims to arqgainstthe view that such intrinsic properties play a
role in characterising the mental life of an agerd. (against Churchland-Lewis type
accounts of qualia as characterised in Section 2.2.4, amdye will see, against
Shoemaker’s own current position on qualia as chaisetein Chapter 4).

Secondly, many (including modern physicists) observe thadenm physics treats

everythingas relational (Strawson, 1997 p.427; Smolin, 2000 pp.52/3). Nothirg her
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should be taken as contradicting that view. The ‘inicinsroperties discussed here are
simply relational properties (to include properties sustbaing made of neurons’, on a
view on which this anall properties are relational) which are underspecified by the

higher-level relational analysis which is the currentaagidiscussion.
3.3 Shoemaker's Arguments

3.3.1 Two Models of Perception

3.3.1.1 The Object Perceptual Model

Shoemaker’s aim is to demonstrate that introspectiotidike perception. In order to
do this, he first needs to characterise perceptioroffées two different (though related)
characterisations: thebject perceptualmodel and thebroad perceptualmodel
(Shoemaker, 1994a; Shoemaker, 1994b).

On the object perceptual model, one perceives facts by ipagenon-factual
objects. For instance, one perceives the fact thatupes on the table by perceiving the
cup, and the table. To my own mind, this model of perceptsetf seems wrong, or at
least very incomplete. How could perceiving the cup, andepeng the table, explain
the ability to perceive the fact that the cup is ontdide? The ability to perceive the
‘on’ relation between the two certainly looks verelian additional ability, still entirely
unexplained.

However it should be clarified that, on the object pptaal model of perception as
Shoemaker presents it, the crucial point is that thetyalbd perceive such relations
fundamentallydepends orthe ability to perceive the things thus related (Shoemaker
1994a p.205). And perhaps this is quite a plausible charactenisdtnormal, everyday
perception: we can only perceive tbe-nessof the cup with respect to the table, by
perceiving the cup and the table. That is to say, it isgpariplausible (though still
incomplete) to say that in normal everyday percepts@eing then-nessequires the
seeing of the cup and the table, indeed is partially catestiitoy the seeing of the cup
and the tabf&.

83 Shoemaker recognizes that, for any given model of péocejthere will be those who find that model
of perception implausible. He proposes finessing this js$uequired, by treating his arguments as
arguments against the claim that introspection confdomsertain commorstereotype®of perception

(Shoemaker, 1994a pp.203-204). Such arguments, he proposes ofagtbrest even if perception itself

does not in fact conform to those stereotypes.

54



The Nature of Introspection

Shoemaker presents several arguments to the effecthieentities accessible in
introspection are not accessible as objects, in thee s®nse in which cups and tables
are. He elucidates various aspects of the relation winiehha¥', to the public objects
of perception, and then presents a series of argunentbe effect that we have no
access to selves as objects in the same way (Shoem&@gla Section IIl), nor to
beliefs and desires (Shoemaker, 1994a Section V), norefisasons or sense
experiences (Shoemaker, 1994a Section VI).

The details of these arguments will not be presentes] partly because the present
author has reservations as to whether the object pteiedemodel is a good model of
perceptiofi®, but mainly because they are not needed, in ordechiee the required
results in this chapter. The results in question caadbgeved simply by arguing that
introspection does not conform to what Shoemaker daddtoad perceptuaimodel
(which will be presented next). This is so for two ores

Firstly, as Shoemaker himself lays out the positidnatrospection is not perceptual
on the broad perceptual model, then it cannot be perceptutie object perceptual
model. This is because the object perceptual model inadefs the broad perceptual
model plus additional conditions (Shoemaker, 1994a pp.205-202&3p.Arguments
against the broad perceptual model are already argumentstae object perceptual
model — as Shoemaker defines them both.

The second, and more important, reason for concamgrai Shoemaker’s arguments
against the broad perceptual model is that it is in thegements that the basis of a

positive analysis of introspection can be found.

3.3.1.2 The Broad Perceptual Model
On what Shoemaker calls the broad perceptual model (Shoem&@b), when one
perceives, one comes to know something which has an moesiadependent of the

existence of the means (‘mechanism’) whereby one camésow it. As such, this

8 Or is typically taken to have, see previous footnote.

% Nevertheless, the arguments Shoemaker presents semmsting and important. Even if one has
reservations as to whether perception of objects istigxas Shoemaker characterises it, one can still fe
that his lines of argumentould still tell against the claim the selves (beliefssides, sensations) are

knowable as objects, on whatever is the correct asabfsknowledge of public objects. Of course,
formalising this intuition would involve developing this ‘neocorrect’ analysis of object knowledge, and

showing how Shoemaker’s arguments can be preserveaditithi
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broad perceptual model captures the standard intuitionth&atups, trees, zebras, tigers
and books of the perceptible world do not depend, for tixéstence, on the existence
of the act of perceiving theéth

Clearly, there are those who would think that this, toocansincorrect model of
perception. But in this instance it can be said (perhapsnadtie certainty than it can of
the object perceptual model) that there is somethingt rigére, about this
characterization of perception. Within theundaneframework within which there are
cups and trees, and perceivers of them, we doowbally say that a given cup has no
existence independent of the means whereby | perceizgah a metaphysical idealist
need not take their idealism to falsify these clamhandependent existencehere
these are only meant in the mundane selishoemaker’s arguments against the broad
perceptual model are correct, then the targets of imci®ri’ do not have an
independent existence in any sense, not even in the mundageisavhich (even an
idealist should concede) normal, public objects do.

In arguing against the applicability of the broad perceptuadahto introspection,
Shoemaker develops several arguments concerning the possbiotherwise, of what
he calls ‘self-blindness’. It is these arguments whidhbe presented in some detail in
the remainder of Section 3.3, since they can be retate directly to Sellars’ position
(Sections 3.4 and 3.5), and then used to develop a posi@hgsisnof the nature of

introspection (Sections 3.6 and 3.7).

3.3.2 Introduction to Self-Blindness

In arguing against the quasi-perceptual nature of introspettiShoemaker asks us to
consider the hypothetical case of an agent who is t&enah as the rest of us in
understanding the kinds of things which we come to know viaspgction, but who is
nevertheless incapable of introspecting.

Shoemaker calls such agents “self-blind”, and he presemsad arguments aimed at

showing the impossibility of self-blindness. All his argents have a similar structure:

% In fact, Shoemaker additionally characterizes thecpmaceptual model in terms of the existenca of

causal mechanism which normally produces beliefs which are ahait those things separate from it
(Shoemaker, 1994a pp. 206 & 223). Once again, Shoemaker's dondieny that there is such a
mechanism. Discussion of this part of the charact@sisavill be postponed until Section 3.5.

" That is to say, the thoughts, beliefs, experiencesyich become known in introspection.

% From here on, we will present arguments againsbitbad perceptuainodel, as just characterised.
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they are designed to show that simply being rationalthe appreciation of the
knowledge which the quasi-perceptual mechanism of introspecsiosupposed to
deliver, is itself enough to introspect, with no quasi-ppteal mechanism required.
This, Shoemaker suggests, “calls into question” (ShoemaR8B p.41) the supposition
that the self-blind lack something which the rest of us Essshat is, it calls into
guestion the notion that there is any quasi-perceptudtaném of introspection in us.

The force of Shoemaker's arguments follows from taotors. Firstly, the states
introspected (in all the cases which Shoemaker corsgides fully specified in terms of
their role in an agent’s rationality (i.e. they arenstitutively rational states such as
belief and desire). Secondly, to the extent that Sh&ens arguments go through, such
states can be introspected purely by the exercise ohé&ltip As such, the states
introspected are not independent of the means of inttbsgehem, in the way required
by the broad perceptual model of introspection: no separathanism of introspection
is required.

In Section 3.6, we will see that Kind (2003) has objectatl $bhch arguments only
show that weneednot introspect via a quasi-perceptual mechanism, and notvéad
not. In a not-unrelated vein, Gertler (2003/2008) has also tebjgbat Shoemaker’'s
arguments presuppose “an excessively high degree of rétnalthe introspecting
agent.

The response to Kind offered below will be that Shoemakaguments do not so
much ‘call into doubt’ the existence of quasi-perceptuathmaisms in us (though they
do), but rather that they should be taken to showdhasi-perceptual self-knowledge,
even if possibleis not introspection

The picture of introspection being presented (and arguedirfatf)iis chapter will
rightly seem implausible to many readers, as long sseims as if quasi-perceptual self-
knowledge would be mechanistically easier and cheapesvimlution to produce than
the (allegedly) over-rational, ‘replacement’ seliekviedge which the self-blind must
use.

As such, in the presentation of a sample of Shoemakegements in this area,
below (Sections 3.3.3 to 3.3.5), some emphasis will deegl on clarifying exactly how
much rationality is required of an agent, in order thabave no need of a quasi-
perceptual mechanism for self-knowledge. We will theturreto the issue of the
implications of the view for the physical mechanismantfospection in Sections 3.5
and 3.6.
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It might also be objected that Shoemaker’'s argumemtsatebe extended to purely
sensory or perceptual states since (it is often claisedjh states cannot be (fully)
defined by their role in a creature’s rationality. Thigportant issue is mentioned in
Sections 3.3.6 and 3.4.2.4, then returned to in more det@iapters 4 and 5.

3.3.3 Co-Operation With Another Agent

3.3.3.1 The Argument

Shoemaker asks us to consider a self-blind agent who wams-operate with other
agents on some task (Shoemaker, 1988 p.40; Shoemaker, 1994b p.238).the kind
of reasoning involved in Shoemaker’s arguments, imaginghbaagent believes thBt

is true, wherdP is relevant to the task. Imagine, also, that the agentdason to believe
that one of the agents with which it is co-operatingsdoet believe thaP. Now,
“ceteris paribus, one is most likely to achieve onetdsahone acts on assumptions that
are true” (Shoemaker, 1988 p.40). Since our agent’s ends adhgr agent’s ends are
the same, with respect to the task, then it will beunagent’s interest to let the other
agent know thaP; to say P” for instance.

So far so good. But this is not enough to argue that ant algis rational cannot be
self-blind. What we need to worry about is when, if eitewjll be rational for our agent
to say, or think, “l believe th&k".

So now we come to Shoemaker’s version of the scenari@hich the agent in fact
thinks thatP (without any presupposition that it knows that it doesasw) believes that
the other agent also thinks tHatbut has reason to believe that the other agentrdies
think that it (the first agent) believes thiat(lt should be clarified that our agenustbe
able toentertainthe thought that it believes th& or it is not, as the hypothesis
requires, as rational as we are; the agent is just segpdor the purposes cdductio
ad absurdumnot to be able to come to know, in a first-persog,waat it believes that
P.) Now, Shoemaker suggests, our agent:

“could reason as follows.P'is true.” [This expresses his belief, but it of course doasty

that he has it.] It is therefore to anyone’s advantage nbylage, to act on the assumption

that P is true, for, ceteris paribus, one is most likely to achiene’s ends if one acts on
assumptions that are true. Since this applies to anyone igéafppime — ceteris paribus it is to
my advantage to act on this assumption. But that meamgy a&diif | believe that it is true.”

(Shoemaker, 1988 p.40, with Shoemaker’'s own parenthetical insartibie version of his
paper referenced here)
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This last sentence is the key move. Part ofethdnypothesset up, concerning self-
blind agents, is that they know what words such as ‘b&liewvean, in application to
themselves. If self-blindness were a coherent possibtlitgn such an agent could
understand the import of thoughts (and statements) camgasoich concepts applied to
itself, but would nevertheless be at a loss as to whethet such thoughts were true.

But here, Shoemaker aims to show that merely undeistatide relevant thoughts,
in application to itself, gives the agent premises cugifit to conclude, fror®, that it is
rational to act as P (the first case), and as if it believes tRgthe second case). This is
enough to enable the agent to say “l believe Bidb the other agent, to use “I believe

thatP” in its own thoughts, etc., as and when this is true.

3.3.3.2 How Much Rationality is Required?

Shoemaker claims that the availability of such a liheeasoning throws into doubt the
claim that we, in our own introspection, use some aidit, quasi-perceptual,
mechanism, above and beyond mere rationality, in cimdmnow of our own beliefs.
Now, it would be very easy to misunderstand Shoemakethassby equating
introspection withactually taking such a line of reasoninijevertheless, this isot
what Shoemaker means to require, of an introspectpas&age from another paper on
the same topic makes this explicit:

“The reason for pointing out that such reasoning is availabiet to suggest that it regularly

goes on in us — obviously it doesn't — but rather to point outitharder to explain the

behaviour we take as showing that people have certain higter beliefs, beliefs about
their first order beliefs, we do not need to attributénhent anything beyond what is needed in
order to give them first-order beliefs plus normal intelligenmationality and conceptual
capacity. What the availability of the reasoning showsas ttie first-order states rationalize
the behavior. And in supposing that a creature is ratiovtzt one is supposing is that it is
such that its being in certain states tends to resulf@atef behavior or other internal states,
that are rationalized by those states.” (Shoemaker, 1923B)p.

That is, just making the transition whichragionalized bythe detailed line of thought
is rationality enough. Still, we might wonder whethdélo8maker means to say that the
explicit line of reasoning has to be at leastilableto (i.e. thinkable by) an agent
which can introspect, just that it is not usually takergveryday introspection.

However, the quote above, especially in combination wather aspects of
Shoemaker’s writing, particularly on the applicability lois ideas to animal minds

(Shoemaker, 1988 Section Ill) strongly supports a readingtoch (for some creature,
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of middling complexity) this explicit line of reasoning neext be thinkable at all, even
whilst the creature can introspect. The creature needsore (nor less) than the ability
to simply maké&® the introspective transitions (from thought to métasight) which are

rationalizedby the relevant states.
3.3.4 Self-Knowledge and Desire

3.3.4.1 The Argument

Shoemaker also extends his arguments against the pogsddiliself-blindness to
motivational states such as desire. Shoemaker sugbasisdn agent (in this case, his
self-blind man, ‘George’ — introduced for the sakeenfuctio:

“... is capable of using language at all, he should be capall&io linguistic expression to

his desires, e.g., by making requests and other speechiamd at the attainment of things

he wants. And if he is capable of doing this, he should be capéldarning to do it by

saying things of the form “| warX” or “I would like X.” (Shoemaker, 1988 p.46)

This argument works as follows: a creatureasrectto say, of itself, “I wantX”,
when it does wanX. Equally, where expressing a desire (e.g. making thesdlisvant
X" when appropriate) helps to attain the object of the ddgsis it often will), then the
creature is more likely to attain its desire if it daarn to make this public expression of
desire, when applicable. As such, sufficient ratiopadibne is enough for an agent to
be able to learn to make these ‘noises’, as and wienapply. But if these noises are
being made correctly, as and when they apply, then @neynot being used as mere

noises, they are being used as words.

3.3.4.2 How Much Rationality is Required?

Once again, there is a line of reasoning which ratiogslike transition, from wantirig
to asserting that it wants, but the creature need not take it. The creature eadyr
rational in its assertions of “I wat’ if these assertions are ones which track its states

of wantingX.

%9 Or simply learn to make — see Section 3.5 below.
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3.3.5 Self-Knowledge and Moore’s Paradox

3.3.5.1 The Argument

Closely related to Shoemaker’'s self-blindness argumemts, h&s many lines of
argument linking Moore’s paradox to self-knowledge (Shoemak®88; Shoemaker,
1995). Moore’s paradox concerns utterances such as “Itnimgaibut | do not believe
that it is raining”. There is nothing directly selfftoadictory in such an utterance, for a
speaker could utter it, and it could be true (as, foramst, if the first part of the
conjunct is something which the speaker utters, but dobshéve). Nevertheless, as
Shoemaker says, in uttering such as sentence asserts@me sort of logical
impropriety has been committed” (Shoemaker, 1988 p.34), “onkl aot hope to get
one’s audience to accept both conjuncts on one’ssagrgl could have little hope of
getting them to accept either” (Shoemaker, 1988 p.35). Thdenbal then, is to
explain what the logical impropriety is in such statetsggiven that it is not outright
self-contradiction.

Shoemaker points out that “it has been widely assumeddih the paradox and its
resolution have to do with the linguistic expressiorbelief” (Shoemaker, 1995 p.74).
He questions this:

“What seems to me too little noticed is that theredmething paradoxical or logically

peculiar about the idea of someondislieving the propositional content of a Moore-

paradoxical sentence, whether or not the person gives liingaigression to this belief.”

(Shoemaker, 1995 pp.75-76)

Shoemaker presents several lines of attack, aimed atirghavhat is wrong with
merely believing that which is expressed by a Moore paradouiterance. Rather than
reconstruct these arguments in detail here, it wilipty be noted that the basic line of
argument is of the same form as that used in the pretwousections: there is always a
line of reasoning which leads from believing something teetbiely that one does;
therefore believing somethingationalizes(in the sense discussed in Section 3.3.3.2)
believing that one believes it. As such, it is notyfuitional both to believe something,
and to believe that one does not believe it. Thus Shketagoint follows: the logical
impropriety is present merely in entertaining the thoughtctvlthe Moore paradoxical

utterance expresses.
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3.3.5.2 How Much Rationality is Required?

Nevertheless, Shoemaker emphasises, the beliehsydta real subject need not to be
fully rational, fully self-consistent (Shoemaker, 1995 p’&5This need not undermine
the argument above. For beliefs and desires are nelestidefinedby their role in a
space of reasons. As has been often argued (e.g. Davids6h, Dennett, 1987) error
and failures of rationality can only be made sense rottlee basis that beliefs are
typically true, and the transitions between thigmically rational. The line of argument
above is not meant to demonstrate that real agentstchanrrational — merely to show

that believing the thought expressed by the Moore paradatteaancds irrational.

3.3.6 Self-Knowledge and Pain

3.3.6.1 Self-Blindness and Rational Response to Pain

Shoemaker does not say as much about the self-ascrgdtipain and other sensory
states as he does about the self-ascription of mdre\sdently rational states such as
belief and desire. He concedes that he finds it ‘tdsgous” (Shoemaker, 1990 p.71)
how there could be a constitutive connection betweeonality and introspective
access to sensory states (especially sensations su@@i@), as compared to the
stereotypically rational propositional attitude stateshsas belief and desire, with
which most of his arguments are concerned.

However, since later sections of this thesis (espgc@hapter 5) will be centrally
concerned with the relation between qualitative #eed rationality, it will be worth
guoting what Shoemaker does say.

Shoemaker runs his self-blindness argument, for the é¢gmero He asks us to:

“try to imagine creatures who have intellectual, concepttal, capacities comparable with

ours, and who also have pain, but who are introspectivaig bb their pains. Their only

access to their pains is a third-person access —bsenadng their own behavior, or their own

inner physiology”. (Shoemaker, 1994b p.227)

He emphasises a point here which is important for utalesg his picture of

introspection, and his arguments against the inner-perogpitsture:

0 As Shoemaker makes clear in a footnote, the passagéssizipg this have been added to the revised

version of the paper referred to here.
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“It must not be supposed that these creatures déerbtheir pains. Pain is a feeling, and

what they are self-blind to are, precisely, their feainfpain.” (Shoemaker, 1994b p.227)

In discussing whether self-blindness to pain is possiBlgmemaker is discussing
whether or not it is possible to feel pain, understdmeddoncept of pain, have normal
rationality, and be incapable of knowing (directly, noferentially) that one feels it.

Shoemaker asks us to consider whether the above suppasiteally coherent. Can
we make sense of pain being unpleasant, in such ai@@as Shoemaker points out, a
normal consequence of such unpleasantness, is thatrélature dislikes what is
unpleasant, and wishes it would end. And this typicafds to behaviours (going to
the medicine cabinet, phoning the doctor, etc.) (ShoemaRédb p.227yationalized
by this wish for the pain to end. But if the creature takese typical actions, and is to
remain self-blind to its pain, it appears it must remaifild@id to the reasons for its
actions. In such a case, it would seem to the creatgdf “someone else had taken
possession of its body” (Shoemaker, 1994b p.227). Once agatan observe that it is
perfectly possible for a real creature to be irrationdhat would appear to be
impossible is for a creature to be rational, and yétdied to its pain.

Elsewhere, Shoemaker says a little more about thdéhkeen pain and rationality:

“Normally the behavioural effects of pain are partlyuadtion of the subject’s beliefs and

desires. In leaping from the frying pan one tries to avoid heppito the fire. The bodily

protection system of which pain is a part exploits the ratignof the creature. Pain does not
simply cause bodily movements apt to be advantageous toedtere [such as withdrawing
one’s hand reflexively from the fire]; it gives the creatareasonfor acting in certain ways

... . Itis, | suggest, the fact that the explanatory rolpaih is of this sort, i.e., that it is a

reason giving role, that qualifies pain as a mental.sfate | suggest that its playing this role

requires that we have a special first-person access$ (8hoemaker, 1990 p.71)

We might wish that Shoemaker had expanded on this thenee (what he does say
appears to relate closely to arguments given in Sebtin but these comments occur
within the context of the above-quoted admission thairtus fit “less [than] obvious”
how to fully extend his arguments to cover the casengay states. For this reason he

says, “I shall limit myself to just one brief remaakout this” (Shoemaker, 1990 p.71).

" 1sn't Shoemaker begging the question, here? Can paifetbgithout being perceived? It depends
what you mean by pains (c.f. Section 5.4.4), but ifabeount of Chapter 5 is correct, paqsafeelings
can indeed bbad (felt; experienced painfully) without being perceived.
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The brief remark consists in a single paragraph, abdtibhevhich has been quoted in
the above.
The present thesis will later attempt to say conskdgranore, on the connection

between felt, experienced pain and rationality.

3.3.6.2 Self-Blindness and the Unpleasantness of Pain

Shoemaker has argued that a state to which one isbigalf-to cannot lead to any of
the normal behaviours rationalized by the presence of Bainperhaps (he suggests,
again for the sake @éductig such a state could still be unpleasant. Could st#ha

“an intrinsic phenomenal character that constitutebdtag unpleasant, and so makes it such

that anyone who was introspectively aware of it woird ft unpleasant” (Shoemaker, 1994b

p.228)

But if this were possible, it would imply the further pbdgy that “all of what we
take to be innocent pastimes produce in us states thaktaesnely unpleasant, but of
which we are totally unaware” (Shoemaker, 1994b p.228), and gdhe@lpossibility of
a subject whose “pains hurt, but they don’t hbmn” (Shoemaker, 1994b p.228).
Shoemaker conclusion is that any such proposal is toofar the normal meaning of
these words to be made sense of (Shoemaker, 1994b p.228).

Of course — as Shoemaker also rightly concedes — tlestaindy could be states
which playpart of the role of pain, and to which we are self-blind, fastance:

“[states] caused by ... bodily damage of various sorts ... andusirg behaviors, such as

winces, grimaces, and moans, that can be involuntardamet have to be seen as motivated

or “rationalized” by beliefs and desires” (Shoemaker, 1994b pgp228

But such a state, stripped of its link to any of the volynbeehaviour motivated by
pain, “would not be pain. Indeed, it would not be a mesti@e at all” (Shoemaker,
1994b p.229). Or so Shoemaker suggests. This is a substaaitial tl can be partly
supported by the arguments of Chapter 2, to the effecpbigaomenal feels, of the type
which we wish to explain when we talk about qualia, mushtvespectible. It can be
considerably further supported by the analysis of qualia whidh be offered in

Chapter 5. But I will briefly say a little more onshnow, in the next subsection.

3.3.6.3 Are Pains Really Rational States?

It may well be felt that such comments are very mincanger of over-rationalising

mere felt, phenomenal pain. If so, the present discusditime nature of introspection
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can be treatedpro tem as a discussion of the nature of introspection forenszIf-
evidently rational states (beliefs, desires). Whethemat such an account can be
extended to pains, and to phenomenal feels more genewdllyhen remain an open
guestion until Chapter 5. | believe that the account @hnpmenal feel given in that
chapter justifies Shoemaker’s brief remarks on pairgueged above. But the account
given there is not Shoemaker’'s account. Indeed, it wilatgpied in Chapter 4 that
Shoemaker’s account of qualia is in unacceptable tensitm his own account of
introspection (which may perhaps explain why Shoemakes faak to offer only the

limited comments quoted above).

3.3.7 Summary of Shoemaker’'s View

Shoemaker never really says that he is offering aipesiccount of introspection. His
aim is to show that introspection is not quasi-perceptidaldoes this by showing that
someone who is merely rational in the self-ascriptbthe mental concepts required to
entertain introspective thoughts can already introspect.

The rational transitions which are sufficient fotrospection, on this account, are not
guasi-perceptual on the object perceptual model, becausedthayt involve the
subject’s accessing anything other than the mental stagechs in order to access the
mental state (one does not introspgegtloing, or seeing, or accessing, something else).
Equally, these rational transitions are not quasi-peveépin the broad perceptual
model, because what is accessed (to wit, aspectsmraf, monstrued as the realm of
transitions in a space of reasons) is not indepenufetfite mode of access (to wit, the
exercise of mind, construed as the realm of transitioasspace of reasons).

However, if Shoemaker’'s arguments work, thenhlas offered a positive model:
introspection consists in making such rational transioOr, at leastpne form of
introspection consists in making such transitions. Wereturn below (Section 3.6) to
the question of whether our introspection (or, indeddntabspection, truly said) is of

this form.

3.3.8 Implications of This View for Knowledge of Intrinsic Properties

This account of introspection entails certain resattscerning knowledge of intrinsic
properties (Section 3.2). For what becomes known iospiction (on this model) are
relational mental propertieas such We come to know properties like believixg
perceivingx, desiringx, etc., but we do not do day coming to know (nor by being

guasi-perceptually acquainted with) something else. As shete ts no room here for
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any account on which we come to know about our menrgédtional propertiedy
coming to know about some other, intrinsic propertiesvatld be an example of the
quasi-perceptual account which has been argued against.

Equally, since what is known in introspection (on Shoemsiaccount) is purely
relational, there is nothing about this knowledge wlaohables one to deduéem it
the existence or nature of any more intrinsic propedieme’s makeup.

As such, if this account of introspection is correchitl will be further defended in
the remainder of this chapter, especially Section 3.6), tmencannot discover any
intrinsic properties of one’s makeup in or by introspectibtore specifically, one
cannot discover anything about the specific physical propeatieone’s makeup, nor
can one discover any non-relational mental propertiash(@s qualiapn the most
common account of th@mThis issue, and it's implications for an accountoofr

phenomenal mental lives, is taken up in Chapters 4 and 5.
3.4 Sellars’ Position

3.4.1 The Connections Between Shoemaker and Sellars

As we have just seen, Shoemaker has presented an estdagence of the idea that
introspection is unlike perception, and is instead a cerkind of noninferential
transition within and about a space of reasons. The &ihe@resent section is to argue
that the classic exposition of this very same vietoibe found in the final sections of
Sellars’Empiricism and the Philosophy of Mif8ellars, 1956) (hereinafter ‘EPM’).

It might be doubted whether Shoemaker and Sellars &saetly the same view on
this, since the form of words they each chose, to disausntral aspect of the view,
makes it sound as if they directly disagree with eatttferoabout that aspect. This
disagreement will be presented below (Section 3.5), amdlli be argued that the
disagreement is only apparent. The explanation as to wilhyhelp to clarify the
relation between the personal and subpersonal levei)inwthis analysis of
introspection.

As well as the value gained in addressing this apparentatoitfivill also be helpful
to present (if only in overview, rather than in exhawestietail) another set of arguments
for the perhaps rather counter-intuitive notion ofagpection on which the rest of this

thesis relies.
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3.4.2 The Myth of Jones

3.4.2.1 Jones' Theory of Thought

Sellars’ account is to be found in the later sectioh&£PM (Part Xll, Section 48

onwards). In this extended passage, Sellars’ hero, J&#d 860) undertakes what
Sellars elsewhere describes as a “momentous experinf€asstafieda and Sellars,
1961-1962/2006). In this “piece of science fiction” (EPM 848) Selianagines a

fictional time in the past, the time of “Our Rylean A&stors” (the title of EPM Section
XIl, where this presentation begins). They are namegled&’ in somewhat ironic

homage to Gilbert Ryle’s philosophical behaviourism:

“the philosophical situation it [the thought experimestHesigned to clarify is one in which

we are not puzzled by how people acquire a language foringfao public properties of

public objects, but are very puzzled indeed about how we leapetk of inner episodes and

immediate experiences” (EPM §48)

These “talking animals” (EPM 849) are supposed to be inta stavhich they have
mastered essentially all of normal language, exceptdmcepts for mental stafés
Thus, for them, there are no mental states — thalmr@f understanding does not yet
include such things.

But these Rylean ancestors can already speak to each lottesd, they possess the
concept of speech — thus one might say to anothstr Weednesday, | said to you that |
was going to meet you this Tuesday”. Further, these Ryleadsrstand the normal
connections between speech and action: that, for restarhen someone says they will
meet someone else next Tuesday then, all other thingg bgual, they will meet that
person next Tuesday. The Ryleans explicitly know aB:tfor instance, they would
explicitly aver this if asked. As Sellars says:

“Let it be granted, then, that these mythical ancestbrours are able to characterize each

other’s verbal behavior in semantical terms; that, reotvords, they not only can talk about

each other's predictions as causes and effects, anddastars (with greater or less
reliability) of other verbal and nonverbal states of affdinst can also say of these verbal

productions that they mean thus and so, that they sagubhtand such, that they are true,
false, etc.” (EPM 8§49)

2 Sellars supposes a very tight connection between conaaptsanguage, a connection which can

arguably be loosened, although | only say a little mooeitathis (see the Appendix, note 162).
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What the Ryleans don’t have, at this stage, is the yhditthink that they think
anything. They only have the ability to think that they aag do things. That is, they
have concepts of ‘say’ and ‘do’ (and ‘me&h*speak’, ‘true’, ‘false’, etc., as above),
but they don’t yet have concepts such as ‘thought’, ‘egpee’, ‘sensation’.

In Sellars’ story, what happens is that the inspiredegdaoifPM 853) develops a
theoretical model to account for all this doing and sayihg Jones’ model, doings and
sayings are the culmination of inner processes — in patiaiflthe process which we
would call (and which Jones chooses to call) thought. Timesights are theoretical
entities which Jones can use to help him explain stihehaviour; in particular to help
him explain their “intelligent nonhabitual behaviour” (EP8566), i.e. to help him
explain the things they do which are not just reactimnstimuli — to explain those
actions which we (and Jones) describe as involving ‘thinking’.

At this point in his account, Sellars insists that Jameterstands such ‘thoughts’ by
analogy with speech. Thus, that Jones is thinkinghofights as ‘inner speech’. But
then, at first sight confusingly, Sellars says:

“It is essential to bear in mind that what Jones radan“inner speech” is not to be confused

with verbal imagery. As a matter of fact, Jones, likefdli®ws, does not as yet even have the

concept of an image.” (EPM 856)

The point being made here is that at this stage in b@réhical development, Jones
does not have a notion of experienced inner states, aisdhth is not thinking about
(could not be thinking about) mental states in this waythis stage, the ‘thoughts’ in
Jones’ theory are strictly theoretical entities. Wla@e modelled on speech, they are
inner (in as much as covert), but they ac “inner speech’in that sensavhere this
phrase means verbal imagery.

The analogy with speech in Jones’ theory has alrbadght him a lot, however, for
it “carries over to these inner episodes the applicability of semamtatatories (EPM
857, original emphasis). Thus thoughts caganthis or that; can baboutthis or that;

the content of given thoughts canthee or false

3.4.2.2 Jones and the Introspection of Thought

In section 59, Sellars begins his account of introspeesosuch:

3 At this stage, for a sentence rather than for a subjec
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“[O]nce our fictitious ancestor, Jones, has developedhhery that overt verbal behavior is
the expression of thoughts, and taught his compatriots tke mae of the theory in
interpreting each other’'s behavior, it is but a shom $tethe use of this language in self-
description. Thus, when Tom, watching Dick, has behaviewalence which warrants the
use of the sentence (in the language of the theory) ‘Dittkriking “p™ (or ‘Dick is thinking
that p’), Dick, using the same behavioral evidence, cgnisdhe language of the theory, ‘|
am thinking “p™ (or ‘| am thinking that p.’) And it now turnaub— need it have? — that Dick
can be trained to give reasonably reliable self-descriptiosing the language of the theory,
without having to observe his overt behavior. Jones brings thig,aleoighly by applauding
utterances by Dick of ‘Il am thinking that p’ when the bebeali evidence strongly supports
the theoretical statement ‘Dick is thinking that p’; dndfrowning on utterances of ‘1 am
thinking that p’, when the evidence does not support this thesrstatement. Our ancestors
begin to speak of the privileged access each of us has tavh thoughtsWhat began as a
language with a purely theoretical use has gained a reporting”r@PM 859, original
emphasis)

This is a very compressed section, and exactly weHarS intends here is made
considerably clearer in Sellars’ correspondence witbtéteCastafieda about this paper
(Castafieda and Sellars, 1961-1962/2006). It turns out that a lots himg&ellars’
cryptic “need it have?”, in the above. This will be dissed below (Section 3.5).

For now, though, note that Sellars assumes that Diekdmg in for any agent who
can learn to introspect) is trainable such that heicdeed learn to self-ascribe the
terms of Jones’ theory, as and when they apply to mod Qecessarily always and
perfectly, but in the main, with a fair wind, etc.). lecBon 3.5, we will return to a
discussion of exactly what is required for such trainafitiespective self-ascription to

occur.

3.4.2.3 Jones and the Introspection of Looking and Seeing

We have just seen that Sellars proposes that ‘thogghtbe understood on the model
of covert speech. For instance, the stattnioking that Paris is the capital of Franie
the state introduced as a theoretical entity to emations including (but not limited
to) saying that Paris is the capital of France.

Our Rylean ancestors are equally supposed able to undershéehents involving
publicly verifiable relations between subjects and objsath as Seeing that the table
is brown, hearing that the piano is out of tuet;.” (EPM 860, original emphasis). This

is why Sellars feels able to say, with very little athonong the inner episodes which
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belong to the framework of thoughts will be perceptionsPNE860): Jones’ theory
extends very naturally to postulate sometimes coveatés of the subject, which could
be labelled “seeing that the table is brown” introducedxplain the behaviour which
these Ryleans already know about, which occurs wisebgct (with eyes open, etc.) is
confronted with a brown table. Such states will alsonb®spectible on the Sellarsian
model of the introspection of thoughts as just outlined.

It should be noted that this entire extension of Jotiesiry, to the case of being able
to say, on an introspective basis, “lI see that thkets brown”, is covered in the first
short paragraph of the final main section (XVI, whichr880-863) of EPM (which is
entitled: “The Logic of Private Episodes: Impressions”)

Moreover, Sellars leaves it almost entirely implieis to what is involved in
understanding (and introspecting) “looks” statements ¢tiké to me as if the table is
brown”), although he certainly does (by the start of 86&Retit as demonstrated that
such statements are introspectible, on the same modgiersthought$, when he talks
of “such introspectible inner episodesitsslooking to one as though there were a red
and triangular physical object over théréEPM 862, original emphasis). However, |
think we may infer from what Sellars does say, that meesapposed to understand the
theoretical internal state defined as somethihgiking a certain way, to be modelled
on the publicly observable relation wherein a subjeattse@n appropriate wayss if
they were seeing a brown table (say), but where thiscpkat ascription (‘looks’) is

neutral as to whether the subject is in fact seein@warbtable or not.

3.4.2.4 Jones and the Introspection of Sense Impressions

The above extension of Jones’ account (to the casgro$pective ascription cfeeing
looking as if and so on) is all that will be required to discuss itlteospection of
perceptual states, on the theory being developed in thenpriégsis. As such, it might
seem more than a little confusing that Sellars’ coadéirhis so briefly, within what is a
considerably more extended part of his paper (i.e. XVI, §86@é@oted to discussing
the logic of (and eventually the introspection of)ssag experience.

In turns out that the main work of the final part of EMo allow Jones to develop a

different (though related) theory from that so far discussed &ltheory of thought

"1t is right to say ‘other thoughts’, here: | have ojuist quoted Sellars stating that “perceptions” belong
to “the framework of thoughts”. See the next sub-sediorfurther clarification of what is going on at
this point in EPM.

70



The Nature of Introspection

(conceived such as toclude states such aseeing thatand it’s looking thaj, but a
theory of “sense perception”. Sellars emphasizes tfferehce in subject matter
between these two theories:
“It cannot be emphasized too much that although thieseretical discursive episodes or
thoughtsare introduced aisiner episodes — which is merely to repeat that they are untext
astheoreticalepisodes — they ar®t introduced asmmediate experienceket me remind

the reader that Jones, like his Neo-Rylean contempardoes not as yet have this concept.”
(EMP XV, 858 point 5).

He emphasizes the same point in a different way tatgetalking of:

“the assimilation of impressions to thoughts, and thoughtmpoessions which, as | have
already pointed out, is responsible for many of the confasithe classical account of both
thoughts and impressions”, (EPM 8§61 point 1).

As such, what we have in EPM XVI is the process of Jodeveloping aurther
theory of ‘immediate experience’ as such. On this mjyesense perception is seen as
consisting in:

“[sense] impressions, ... which are the end results of thengement of physical objects and

processes on various parts of the body” (EPM 8§60).

Now we may certainly suppose that Sellars is merely ukamgs to talk about what
Sellars himself thinks is required to understand the ladjcfirstly, thoughts, and
secondly, sense impressions. Indeed, Sellars says ds statng that Jones’ theory is

intended to:
“throw light on the logic of our ordinary language about ieaiate experiences” (EPM §60).

However, it should be made clear that, from the pofntiew of the present thesis,
Jones (and hence, Sellatgds gone wrongn postulating something further — to wit,
sense impressions — where these are to be taken athsmgnunderstandable and
introspectible on adifferent model from that involved in understanding and
introspecting states of seeing, looking, etc. Space ar@pmeclude proper elaboration
of this claim, as it applies specifically to Sellavgyrk. Nevertheless, it is hoped that it
will become clear over the course of the thesis wimpject to this analysis of sense
impressions. Equally, it is hoped that the above is entmgin down Sellars to having
said something which | do indeed disagree with (see alsodtmo?5).

None of this weakens my claim that Sellars and Shoengtkae an account of

introspection since, from my own point of view, Shoemakienself also goes wrong
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when it comes to accounting for the characteristicattnsory aspect of perceptual
experience (as discussed in Chaptét. 4)

In any event, what | mean to endorse from both autldteeir shared account of the
introspection ofrationally characterised states; anmdt their approaches to building
upon this to account for introspection sénsorystates. | will argue that no such

additional material is needed.

3.4.3 Methodological Behaviourism and Introspection

Whatever Sellars thought abaénse impressions believe that what he said in regard
to those mental states which he characterises astasf¢houghtas such should be
taken to apply to all mental states:

“that the fact that overt behavia evidence for these episodasbuilt into the very logic of

these concept¢EPM 8§59).

The claim that this applies &l mental states will be further defended below, in the
context of the analysis of qualitative feel to be #tehere (Chapter 5).

To end this presentation of Sellars’ account of introgpe, one final quote from
Sellars will be given. This is for two reasons. Fysit is further evidence of great
commonality between Sellars and Shoemaker on intraspe&ut secondly, it helps to
clarify what is and isn’t entailed by this oft-rejecteatian, that our mental concepts are
fully public:

“If we permit ourselves to speak of this privileged ascés our states of mind as

"introspection," avoiding the implication that there iSnaeans" whereby we "see" what is

going on "inside," as we see external circumstances by ybethen we can say that

Behaviorism, as | shall use the term, does not deny that th such a thing as introspection,

nor that it is, on some topics, at least, quite reliable essential point about ‘introspection’

from the standpoint of [methodological] Behaviorism is tha introspect in terms of

common sense mentalistic concepSPM 853).

To this might be added what is certainly at least intpicthe above: such common

sense concepts are fully definable in terms of at lE@mstterfactual behavioffr

5 Sellars further states that ‘sense impressions*iatensic” (EPM §61, points 2 and 3) and, it would

seem, representational (EPM 861, point 3); these poirashalr comparison with Shoemaker’s current
account of qualia.

® The behaviour in question may not be reducible to nonahbehaviour (c.f. note 62). Sellars clearly
sees the need for non-reductive definition of the tefdenes’ theory, see EPM 861 point 3 and 855.
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Simply stating this will not do, of course. Subsequeniptérs will defend it, both by
fleshing out such an account, and by an attempt to shovquladi (mental properties
which have often been supposed to outrun such analyse#) ¢act be captured by
such an analysis, and thus introspected on the abovd afadgospection as it applies
to states of a space of reas@sssuch(i.e. without mention of any further, intrinsic

properties).
3.5 Shoemaker vs. Sellars?

3.5.1 Introduction

There certainly seems to be a lot on which ShoemaieiSzllars agree: that the facts
about oneself which become known by introspection arg@aeived; neither are they
discoveredby perceiving some other facts or states of affairs; thaxbspection is a
basic personal level transition, which certain subjéjctst can’ make — not by doing
anything else, as far as the personal level goes.

But if we read Sellars’ clarification of his terse &tkit have?” (in the passage quoted
in 3.4.2.2 above), in Sellars’ correspondence with Castaeaistafieda and Sellars,
1961-1962/2006) — and if we also look at certain things Shoemaksaitgsn defence
of his own position — we can find a pair of passages whick 1o be in direct conflict,
as regards what is involved, at a subpersonal level, ikingathis personal-level

transition.

3.5.2 Castafieda’s Colony of Viruses

As outlined above, in the central portion of Selldvigth of Jones, Jones trains one of
his fellow humans, Dick, in the self-ascriptive usehaf theoretical terms of Jones’ new
theory. Sellars supposes that “Dick can be trained to ggasonably reliable self-
descriptions, using the language of the theory, without hatongbserve his overt
behavior” (EPM 859). In correspondence with Sellars, &#sta objects to this
account. His problem is that Sellars, far from givingaacount of introspection as a
noninferential transition, appears to be relying on Dicklility to make rational

inferencedrom his behaviour to his own mental states:
“Compare the following case which is on all fours like ytheoretical inner episodes: ...

“Dick shows all the signs (criteria, symptoms, what you camatl them) of a person with a

colony of certain filterable viruses lodged in his left kidnde. is taught the theory of viruses
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so that he can infer from his signs that he has a colorheofituses in question. He is able,

then, to make ththeoreticalstatement “I have a colony of viruses...".

“Now, if that is what happens in the case of [thougivd, would have to say that Dick is

conditioned to utter "I am thinking that-p" or "I have just hatthought that-p" on inspection

of his behavior and circumstances. But this is justtwia do not want.” (Castafieda to

Sellars, April 13, 1961)

In the same passage Castafieda accepts that theseniseain whichpncethe person
is trained, they no longer make the explicit inferentlke problem which Castafieda
highlights is that the type of training just described caly occur when and because
the subject is able to explicitly notice the public signs.

It is important to realize that Sellars’ agrees tha isnot the kind of ‘introspection’
which we want. The process Castafieda describes, whicghdamentallyinferential is
often supposed to be all that is available, in the wamwbspection’, on a behaviourist
theory (c.f. Kind’s objection to Shoemaker below, 3.68)t it isnotthe process which
Sellars’ meant to endorse, in his myth of Dick and Jones

Sellars responds to Castafieda by questioning Castafesiarsp®n, that it is only
possible to train a subject to report on some statdfairs ¢ if the subject can already
observe adequate signsgof

“It turns out that for some states(but by no means for all) we can bring about a connection

between being in state and saying “I am in state”™ [even though the subject can]

“[neither] observe that he is in stage.. [nor] observe that he is in a state which is a sign of
statep.” (Sellars to Castafieda, November 14, 1961).

Sellars continues:

“Roughly the difference between the cases where it can beatwhthe cases where it can't

is that in the favorable cases, being in stgteauses neural impulses which feed into the
central nervous system in such a way that they can be hookedhuth& neural processes
which culminate in the utterance of "I am in statei.e. (on my view) with the thought **|

am in statep**. ... The neural impulses ... need not be accompanied by sensation or
feeling.” (Ibid.)

And further:

“If we modify your example ... by supposing that virus colonies lageilbetween growing
rapidly and decreasing rapidly in number ... then my poirthas Dick, by analogy with my
myth, is trained to say "l have a rapidly growing colonyiafises"when such rapid growth

occurs and notwhen he notices observable signs of such groithid.)
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| think we can therefore see that at lot of thought kaged into the short phrase
“need it have?”, in Sellars’ original paper. Sellargitmrequires that Dick is ‘wired up’
such that heanbe trained to respond with the meta-thought (which ntgh¢xpressed
in words as) ‘I am thinking T' when the thought T occurgdeked, it is precisely
because Dick does not make this transition by observing igng, shat we call the
process introspection. Although Dick has been traimedse a theoretical vocabulary
which is intrinsically third-person (outwardly directetle has been trained to use it in
anintrinsically first-person way

The problem with Sellars’ response, for present purpasethat in clarifying his
position, Sellars has made it clear that Dick mustausggecial (trainable) form of access
which heneed not have ha@f not, he would not have been able to introspect)s Thi
appears to make Sellars’ account match badly with Shkexteafor Shoemaker wanted
to argue for the impossibility of self-blindness: of some being rational in their self-
ascription of mental concepts, and yet lacking this speatcess required for
introspection.

Sellars more than once explicitly denies that themfaf access in question is
“perceptual or quasi-perceptual” (EPM 847) (the same pointatenn the quote from
EPM 853 in Section 3.4.3 above). To that degree, he ma&im=maker exactly. But
still this access looks like something which might beeabsn an otherwise rational

agent; it looks as if self-blindness is a logical posisfbon Sellars’ account.

3.5.3 Shoemaker’s Blood Pressure

Shoemaker cannot allow any mechanism which might hase &lesent in an otherwise
rational agent. This would run directly counter to higuanents against the possibility
of self-blindness. Shoemaker is well aware that he caalfew any such mechanism.
Worse than this, from the point of view of the presatteémpt to argue that Shoemaker
and Sellars have the same view on the nature of pgobien, Shoemaker discusses this
very issue in terms which sound like a direct repudiatbrSellars’ points abové

Shoemaker says:

" No explicit reference to Sellars is given by Shoemaikethe paper from which the following quote
comes. Indeed, neither EPM as such, nor Sellars’ Mfthones, is referenced ey of the papers
collected in Shoemaker (Shoemaker, 198&ience, Perception and Real{gellars, 1963) (in which
EPM was reprinted) is referenced twice, but only as sg8ellars’ distinction between the “scientific

image” and the “manifest image”.
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“[lt seems perfectly conceivable that there shouldcheatures ... who have a “special

access” to physical states of themselves which is not ediated by sensations and

background beliefs. We can imagine, for example, that thedabressure of these creatures
varies from one moment to the next, but that if you ask one of thigat his blood pressure
is he is always able (after some preliminary trainimgpamswer correctly, and is unable to
give any account of how he is able to do this, except by sthéngnce the question is put to
him he “just knows” ... . The anti-Cartesian, as | am conceiviimg, sees no important
difference between the special access we in fact lmagertown mental states and the access
these creatures would have to their blood pressure ... . As@it his view just a contingent
fact that we have one sort of access and not the otherallggipeaking, it could just as well
have been the other way around.” (Shoemaker, 1988 pp.26-27)

This sounds like a direct repudiation of Sellars’ positilor Shoemaker certainly
means to oppose the ‘anti-Cartesian’ of this pas8aged the language Shoemaker
uses, to describe the access which the anti-Cartesiansagpp@ have to our mental
states, is pretty much exactly the language Sellars tsetescribe the access which

Sellars thinks we actually do have.

3.5.4 Resolution

How, then, should we resolve this apparent conflict betwShoemaker and Sellars? Is
Shoemaker right to say that introspection is nothingtli&g@able, noninferential access
to inner states? Or is Sellars right to say that thexactly what introspection is like?

In fact, it will be argued here, both claims are righmid they need not be read as
contradicting each other. For learning to introspedike learning to noninferentially
detect an internal bodily state, in the respect whella& means to emphasize. But it is
also cruciallyunlike noninferentially detecting an internal bodily state the respect
which Shoemaker means to emphasize. The separate wimtsach author is making
can stand together, for they are not contradictory.

To see how this can be so, take, first, the follovwgogte from Shoemaker:

8 His aim is to defend a limited form of Cartesianishattis, to claim that it is of the nature of mental
states that they be knowable by introspection. Theleoisome more on what this limited Cartesianism
comes to, in the defence of the claim that we havpeaia access to qualia (though no more or less

special than the access we have to our other mentalrflespén Section 6.2.
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“here”® the utility of self-knowledge depends crucially on its beinguired by self-

acquaintance; if | had to figure out from my behaviour whgitbeliefs, goals, intentions, etc.

are, then in most cases it would be more efficienbfbers to figure this out for themselves

than to wait for me to figure it out and then tell thebout it.” (Shoemaker, 1988 p.28)

This passage demonstrates that Shoemaker, like Sedlaat claiming that sufficient
(and sufficiently fast) rationality based on third-gersobservation is equivalent to
normal self-acquaintance (i.e. introspection). Ratheris claiming that introspection is
something else: a first person way of correctly applyimbgat are equally) third-person
concepts.

What, though, is involved in making such an introspectiransition? All of
Shoemaker’s arguments tend to the conclusion that teptaimake such a transition is
no more nor lesgshan learning to be appropriately rational in self-asiiptof the
relevant, publicly applicable, concepts.

As such, Shoemaker is quite right to emphasize theg than “important difference”
between noninferential access to blood pressure (wer®Wwave it) and noninferential
access to thought. The difference is not that onelvegoan internal mechanism, and
the other does not; nor is it that one involves trgrand the other does not. Instead, the
difference is the following. The first case involvesrgag knowledge of states logically
independent of thought itself (there can be blood pressuhewtithought; and thought
— of some possible agent — without blood pressure). Whdreasetond case involves
gaining knowledge of thought itself. it involves thought abthdught, where the
transition (from thought to meta-thought) is not mestiaby thought about something
else.

It is only this latter point(that the transition is not mediated by thought about
something else) which Sellars meant to emphasize atmgtthat noninferential self-
knowledge of a virus colony as a good analogy for selft@dge of the mental. On the
other hand, Shoemaker sees disanalogy where Sellass as®logyonly because
Shoemaker is concentrating on something :elde (logical) independence, or

otherwise, of what becomes known, from the means @iy it.

" The specific quote given concerns the utility of selfkiedge in the context of co-operative
endeavour, but | think we can fairly take it that the comme generally applicable on Shoemaker’'s

view.
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Thus, Shoemaker and Sellars can (and | believe woulth bgree that self-
knowledgeis like the virus/blood pressure example in the sense inhwbalars meant
the comparison (trainable, non-inferential self-knowledygt based on third-person
observation),and that it is not like this example, in the sense whidioe&naker
emphasizes (self-knowledge of thought is essentialiernmiimate than self-knowledge

of a non-mental state).

3.5.5 A Mechanism for Introspection?

The above discussion demonstrates that this shared vibatlmfuthors, on the nature
of introspection, is entirely compatible with therangecertain physical facts about a
creature which explain its ability to introspect. Indeledm sure that both Shoemaker
and Sellars would accept that physicalism entails tltaetmustbe such physical facts,
and would both endorse physicalism (as would the presémbr.

Note, however, that the present discussion of intragpebas not been about such
mechanisms, it has been about getting clear as toimthaspection is, at its own level
of description: i.e. at the personal level.

Perhaps such explicit personal-level analysis is mqoeeondition for looking for the
subpersonal mechanisms which enable introspection. Omttiex hand, it is to be
hoped that such analysis is far from irrelevaceteris paribus one’s chances of
identifying and understanding the mechanisms underlyirage greater, the greater
one’s understanding of the naturexof

For a little more on the implications of this view famechanistic understanding of

introspection, see also Section 3.6.4.3 below.

3.6  Why Shoemaker’s Claim Should Be Strengthened

3.6.1 Introduction

The above amounts to an account of introspection stgr&hoemaker and Sellars. To
be clear, this account is also endorsed (though withrékervations mentioned in
3.4.2.4) by the present author. It is fair to say thatatcount is only tersely presented
by Sellars. Much more extensive arguments for this accatengiven by Shoemaker,
and we will concentrate, for the rest of this chapterShoemaker’s presentation.

There are, though, dialectical rather than substaminablems with Shoemaker’s
approach: it is not that there is anything incorrect in inglerlying position on

introspection, but there are (I will argue) two ‘weakmsssn Shoemaker’s presentation
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of his position. These are weaknesses only in as mutitatshey are liable to lead to
misunderstanding (and have indeed lead to it, as we se#)). No fundamental
falsehood or incorrectness is involved.

The first problem is an over-emphasis on the lineghotight which rationalize the
introspective transitions which Shoemaker talks about, eduplth an under-emphasis
on the fact that an agent need not be ablflitow such lines of thought in order to
simply make the rational transitions in question. Asady emphasized above, 3.3.3.2,
Shoemaker does make this point, but he makes it unemphatical infrequently
enough that it looks to have been a common cause ohdasstanding of the account.

The second, perhaps more serious, weakness in the tateserof his position, is
Shoemaker’s way of arguing as if pura@lgainstquasi-perceptual introspection, rather
thanfor some more positive model.

Below, we will look at objections to Shoemaker's acdobp Gertler and Kind.
Gertler's objection has two readings. On the firstdiag, it amounts to no more than a
misunderstanding of the account related to the fimtegsmentioned above. On the
second reading, it raises the same points as Kind’s tabjedind’s objection (and
Gertler's on the second reading of it) throws up a genweakness in Shoemaker’s
presentation, and require that Shoemaker’'s argumenstréegthened, to emphasize
and defend the claim that he has given a positive modetro§pection, not just a set of

arguments against a quasi-perceptual model.

3.6.2 Gertler's Objection

3.6.2.1 The Reading Which Amounts to a Misunderstanding

In reviewing the rationality model of introspection (8hwaker's model is one of two
examples she gives), Gertler worries that:
“proponents of the Rationality model ... [may find themselvégng on] ... an excessively
high degree of rationality [which] threatens to trivialithe model. For the more rational
subjects are, the less surprising it is that they alfeasvare.” (Gertler, 2003/2008 Section
2.4)
The suggestion is that it need not be surprising thaitianal enoughsubject can
introspect, in the way in which, according to Shoemakesulgect with no quasi-
perceptual self-knowledge can introspect. What is allegerkrnain in doubt, is the

proposal that normal introspecting subjects have the dednationality required.
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This objection may seem plausible if one concentrateth® aspects of Shoemaker’s
presentation where he lays out the lines of reasoninghwhtonalize the transitions
which self-blind subjects can make. But as has been empthadinee (3.3.3.2, 3.3.4.2
and 3.3.5.2), the transitions themselvds not involvefollowing these lines of
reasoning. They just involve making the relevant transitin one step; and not even by
thinking aboutthat step, the step is just a rational step whiclairekinds of subject can
takée®.

So, we can say with little further ado that it would bem&sunderstanding of
Shoemaker’'s model to think that it requires an excessagree of rationalityif this
thought is based on the idea that the amount of rditpmaquired is that involved in
following the complex lines of thought, as opposed td thaolved in making the
single-step transitions.

In Gertler's review of such models of introspectione stould look to be at least
straying close to this misreading, since it would seebetonly the more complex level
of rationality which would render Shoemaker’s accountial’, in Gertler's sense:
where it becomes essentially obvious that a creature eam run though ‘all that’

reasoning can work out what it is thinking.

3.6.2.2 The More Pointed Reading

Perhaps, though, the above comments misread Gertlgestion. For there is a much
more pointed objection in the same area. Assuming Saloars account is indeed read
as it should be, there is a rather different sensehioch the accountightbe alleged to
be ‘trivially’ true, in as much as that the level ofioatlity required (to make the
relevant introspective steps) is effectivelgfinedas the level of rationality required to
introspect.

If this is the line of Gertler’'s objection, however, my responsmild be that it is
hardly fair to characterise the point as trivial. Stnaker’'s arguments make us realise
what is surelynot obvious to most: that for any introspective transftipthat transition
can be made as a single rational step. This point senfiom trivial. And it is only
once this non-trivial point is understood, that the ferrttrivial’ point comes into view:

that if a creature hakis much rationality (and no more), it can introspect.

80 See esp. (Shoemaker, 1988 Section IV) on this theme.

81 Or, at least, for all the transitions Shoemakerdissussed; but see Section 3.7 below.
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Nevertheless, this rather non-trivial observation,oub the relation between
rationality and introspectiondoes still leave open the possibility that this type of
introspection is over-rational, in a more subtle seR&haps it might be the case that
the level of rationality required to make such singlgstas still more than the level
required simply to introspect.

Is thereany level of rationality requireda priori, simply to introspect? There is. At
least, there is on the view of mind as action in aespdgeasons (Section 2.3). For we
tell, from the third-person, that a creature has imected when it shows signs of
having its own mental states as reasons for its actiBosthe minimal level of
rationality required to introspect (in this public, behaval sense) is the level required
to understant the deliverances of one’s introspective ‘mechanism’.

As such, the remaining ‘over-rational’ objection, is tfgection that even these basic
rational transitions involve more rationality than wie be required simply to
understand the deliverances of introspection, were ivetell in some other (for
instance, quasi-perceptual) way.

How should an advocate of the rationality model resgorttis objection? It is hard
to do so within the framework of Shoemaker’s argumentsthe two reasons we have
just mentioned (in Section 3.6.1). Firstly, Shoemaker do¢€mphasize that he has a
positive model of introspection. Secondly, he repeatstdies that his aim is to show
that the quasi-perceptual model of self-knowledge is ofaisbhtoherence. Therefore, if
we work entirely within Shoemaker’'s framework of pres¢ioh, any response to the
above objection must involve comparing a model which tsemen presented as such,
with another model which is presented as being only dulyimasierent!

In order to move this discussion forwards, we will taext to another objection to
Shoemaker’'s account, due to Kind (2003), which really pushdkese aspects of
Shoemaker’s presentation. It will be argued that, ipoese to Kind, Shoemaker should
accept that quasi-perceptual self-knowledge is a coherssibgiy. Equally, it will be
argued, Shoemaker’s position should be strengthened, empba#hat is anyway
true, that he has presented a positive model of intrtispeciot just arguments against

the quasi-perceptual model.

82 This doesn’t mean ‘understand’ in any theory-involviegse, but it does mean ‘show a basic level of

rationality towards’.
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Once we are clear that there are two different, caittetgpes of self-knowledge in
guestion, here, we can compare the two. On doing sofindestrong reasons for
thinking that the rationality-model describes genuinst-fperson self-acquaintance, and
that the quasi-perceptual model does not (even though botkoaerent ways of
gaining self-knowledge). Equally, we find compelling reasonsthinking that the

rationality model isnot over-rational.

3.6.3 Kind’s Objection

Kind (2003) offers a novel objection to Shoemaker's argusha@g@inst the quasi-
perceptual model of introspection. Remember, Shoemakersatijaeself-blindness is
possible only if introspection is quasi-perceptual, and heealgues that self-blindness
is not possible.

Kind is prepared to accept most of the steps of Shoemakgsnent. Importantly,
she agrees that, if introspection is quasi-perceptual, d6kblindness is a possibility.
(Remember, self-blindness is the situation of being @sneadtas a normal person, but
lacking introspection.) Therefore, slaeceptsthat, were there a successful argument
against the possibility self-blindness, we would have a sstdeargument against the
claim that introspection is quasi-perceptual.

Further, she acceftsthat most of Shoemaker's line of argument against the
possibility of self-blindness is successful. She accyatishis reasoning goes through,
up to and including the conclusion that:

“George is aware of his own beliefs and desires to three stent as a normal person would

be” (Kind, 2003 p.44)

That is, Kind agrees that Shoemaker has shown that sem&xking self-
acquaintancebut who is as rational as “a normal person” (p.47), a#ain exactly the
same degree dfelf-knowledgeas someone with self-acquaintance. | should clarify the
italicised terms here. Kind’'s usage follows Shoemakers] | will follow the same
usage in this discussio8elf-acquaintances used synonymously with introspection in
its most general sense: an ability to gsatf-knowledgen a distinctively first-person
way (but where this distinctive way is not presupposebletaquasi-perceptual) (Kind,

2003 p.40) Self-knowledgeon the other hand, isot used in its most general sense. It

8 At least for the purposes of the specific counter-argnirake presents, though some reservations are
expressed (Kind, 2003 p.48).
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refers to (the ability to gain) that knowledge typicagined through introspection (i.e.
as Kind puts it “knowledge of one’s mental states”, p.4dyf without any
presupposition one way or the other afidavsuch knowledge was gained. Under these
definitions, self-acquaintance grants all and only setfvidedge, but not all self-
knowledge need be gained by means of self-acquaintance.

As such, Kind’s objection to Shoemaker is that his argusnenblve “a conflation
between of the notions of self-acquaintance and selfvledge” (p.42). Kind believes
that Shoemaker has shown that anyone as rationahasal person can gamll the
same self-knowledge as the rest of us. But she doebatieve that Shoemaker has
shown that this “surprising” (p.47) ability amounts to ssl§uaintance. Instead, all
Kind believes Shoemaker has shown is that:

“any person who is self-blind must acquivg third-person meanthe full extent of self-

knowledge that those of us who are not self-blind acquireirettderson means” (p.47,

emphasis added)

It is my contention that this objection misses theedoof Shoemaker’s arguments.
However, | will claim, this misunderstanding is ndtat surprising, given that
Shoemaker continually emphasizes that his aim is tovdihat the quasi-perceptual
model of introspection is not truly coherent, and tmatdoes very little to emphasize
that his arguments amount, not just to argumeagtsEnstthe quasi-perceptual model,
but also to argumentsr a different, superior model of introspection.

What is my basis for the claim that Kind has misurtded Shoemaker, rather than
that she has simply presented an argument against Himoh(wither succeeds or fails,
without involving misunderstanding)? The key issue is Kirddam that Shoemaker
has shown that George (the self-blind man) has attdirseedelf-knowledgeby third-
person meangsee the quote immediately above). Kind elaboratehisipoint:

“the very discussion of Moore's paradox and rationalitynoio exactly the sort of third-

person evidence to which the self-blind person might becomneeakt We are supposing that

George will answer ‘Yes' to the question ‘Do you belig® whenever he would answer

‘Yes’ to the question ‘I true?’. But this means that George might very well reaban

whenever there is strong (or unambiguous) evidence for saima gl he should form the

judgement that he believpsHe can use the third-person evidencefitself as evidence for

his belief thap.” (p.46)

This is a critical misunderstanding of the force of &naker’s arguments, because it

misses that point that the ability of a subject to theethird-person evidence fpras
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evidence that the subject belieyes anessentially first-person abilityTo see why this
must be so, note that if | want to judge whether or ymat believe thatp (or even
whether or not yoknowthat p), then evidence fop is simply not enough. | also have
to havethird-personevidence about your relation to state of affair8ut in the case of
myself, | do not need any third-person evidence about nayigaltop. | might even
have forgotten everything about how | came to know (oebe)ithafp. Neverthelessf

| turn my mind to the question of whethers the case, and find myself in a state where
I am willing to speak and act on the basis thahen | cannot remain rational unless |
also conclude that | believe that

As emphasized earlier in the chapter (3.3.5), | am rtatna in self-application of
the concept of belief, unless | can make this additietegd correctly. Furthermore, and
crucially, no third-person evidence about mysslfinvolved, here. When | talk about
‘finding myself in a state where | am willing to speak antl@n the basis that is the
case’, this is quite different from the case of ‘fimgfi another agent in that statel am
rational in the self-application of the concept belibén | do not neednythird-person
evidence (e.g. observation of current or prior behavioubservationof current or
prior relation to worldly states of affairs), in order conclude that | believe that
Putting things in more Shoemakerian terms, failing to be abkeach this conclusion
(without further evidence) is a failure of rationality. Wherebhglways do need such
additional evidence, in order to decide whether orseoteone eldeelieves thap.

There is nothing in Kind’s paper to show that she makesfitst kind of mistake
which, | have suggested, it is easy to make, concerningadti@nality model of
introspection. Kind does not think that the model invol¥ks subject reasoning
through, step by step, using the line of argument which Shkempresents merely to
showwhythe single-step is rational. I'm accusing her of makimfifi@erent mistake: of

not realising that the single-step of rationality in sfien isfundamentally first-person

3.6.4 On the Coherence of Quasi-Perceptual Self-Knowledge

3.6.4.1 Why Take Quasi-Perceptual Self-Knowledge Seriously?
| have just suggested that Kind (like Castafieda before herSeeton 3.5.2) has
misread the rationality model of introspection, and supgdbat it describes a third-
person type of knowledge, when it really does not.

But even if Kind were t@cceptmy arguments here, she migdtill think that “those

of us who are not self-blind” (p.47) acquire our first-persalftlsnowledge by different
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means to that forced on the self-blind. She might adbapta certain kind of rationality
allows us to make this step; she might even accepthisastep is fundamentally first-
person in nature (and, hence, a form of self-acquaietalirst-person knowledge of
mental states acquired in a fundamentally first-persag)wout still she might think
that it is not the sort of self-acquaintance whichdglby occurs, in us.

As far as | can see, the best way to address thig issto take the possibility of
quasi-perceptual self-knowledge seriously for long enougshttw that, even to the
extent that it is coherent, it is a mualorsecandidate for self-acquaintance than is the
first-person rationality of the Shoemaker-Sellars nhodlkis involves showing that, as
soon as you have the rationality requireduttderstandthe deliverances of a quasi-

perceptual self-knowledge mechanism, then you have no fisedloa mechanism.

3.6.4.2 What Would Quasi-Perceptual Self-Knowledge Be?

It is tempting to say that quasi-perceptual self-knowledgeelsknowledge mediated
by knowledge of states only contingently related to #usfknown. In fact, for subtle
reasons, this is a caricature. To show why, and tevshkbat it really at issue, | will
firstly spell out this caricature explicitly.

If introspection involveknowledgenf such contingent facts, then the situation would
be such that if one became aware of, say, (a mentaje of) a red light, one might
realize that this means that one believes that Batise capital of France; whereas a
green light might indicate belief that Reims is tagpital of France. For such a view to
work, then when the contingent facts which mediate’self-knowledge vary (or
seem to), one’s ‘introspective’ judgement must vary tothe@vise, access to these
contingent facts iaot mediating self-knowledge in the way supposed.

Even on the ‘mental image’ reading, this view is a edue of the most appealing
quasi-perceptual view. At issue is whether or not the subjest haveknowledgeof
the ‘internal’ (contingent) facts. We arrive at aijpos where we are taking such views
seriously, if we change the caricature only in this respehat the subject needs is
acquaintancgin the sense discussed in Chapter 2, footnote 41 ancttioi$8.6) with
the contingent facts, néhowledgeof them.

Thus, when | introspect that | believe that Parifiésdapital of France (or, as it might
be, that | am now seeing a blue square) it should ngupposed (even on the quasi-
perceptual model) that | do this kgowingsome contingent (only contingently related

to what | eventually introspect) mental facts. Neveldhs, the quasi-perceptual model
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does suppose that | come to know mental facts in virts®mkkind of acquaintance
with facts which are only contingently related to whawventually know. This is what
makes the model quasi-perceptual: | come to know mentaldhout myselby coming

to know (or, at leastby being somehow acquainted with) some more specific facts
which are only contingently related to the public merdatd.

The trouble with such views, according to all of Shoemakguments, is that once
| am in a position to understand the deliverances of suglasi-perceptual mechanism,
then | no longer need.iThe rationality required simply to understand the dedimees
of quasi-perceptual introspection is already enough to be tablmtrospect in a
different, but perfectly first-person, way.

To see why this is so, take the Moore-paradoxical examREmember that
Shoemaker’s arguments run as follows: if one is prep@reshdorse (even in thought)
Moore-type sentences (or thoughts) then one has not too@nshat it meanso
believe something, at least as far as the concelief lapplies to oneself. On the other
hand, if one is rational in self-application of thencept of belief, then one no longer
needsa quasi-perceptual mechanism, mere rationality is enougtritee at the same
knowledge (this is something which Kind has already conceded).

Now, let’s look at how this line of argument works agaitie caricatured quasi-
perceptual model. Shoemaker's arguments show that, ox@es on a position to truly
understand what the ‘coloured lights’ (or mental imagethem) indicate, then one is
already in a position to know whether or not they adécating correctly. That is, one is
already in a position not teeedaccess to these indicators, merely by being in a positio
to make use of them.

Indeed, the position is worse than this, for the setividedge attained by ‘mere’
rationality ismore authoritativethan any self-knowledge gained on the basis of these
‘internal lights’. For it follows from the fact thane doesn’t need these indicators, that
one is also in a position tmow when they go wroffy merely by being in a position to
understand them.

The problem for any quasi-perceptual account of introspedithat the same points
follow through for the non-caricatured position: for thaasi-perceptual account to

make sense at all, it has to be supposed that wheonhiegent facts with which one is

8 :Going wrong’ either by green lighting up when red shooldby the detector detecting green when it

should detect red.
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acquainted vary (or ‘seem’ to, if one is mistaken) ttienquasi-perceptual judgements
will vary. But in the same way as on the caricatur@svyias soon as one is in a position
to truly understandone’s quasi-perceptually based judgements, one is already in
position to know whether they are right or noigrelyby exercise of one’s rationality.
One know longer needs any quasi-perceptual mechanism.

As far as | can make out, the above lines of arguraenientirely Shoemakerian in
spirit. The difference from Shoemaker, in detaithiat | have allowed that there can be
qguasi-perceptual self-knowledge, in order to show why ihds needed. That is, |
believe we can be clearer than Shoemaker is, abouirtiidem with quasi-perceptual
self-knowledge. It isot incoherent merely to suppose that we have such a means of
access to our mental states. We could literally have swckss. There could, in
principle, be lights (even external, physical lights)ed up such that they go green for
one belief, and red for another. The lights could eberfairly reliable, and | could
understand what they indicate when they are working. \lghaat coherent, if the above
arguments are right, is the claim that | might beéhim position ohavingto use such a
mechanism (on either thenowledgeor the acquaintancemodel of quasi-perceptual

introspection) in order to introspect.

3.6.4.3 What Mechanism Needs To Evolve, For Introspection?

It is interesting to note that the above argumenteviolhrough even to the mechanistic
level. A creature with a physical organisation suffitieo enable it to act in the manner
required for it to be said (from the outside) to show awideof introspection is already
a creature which has no need for sofugher, quasi-perceptual mechanism. For it
cannot be cohererioth to suppose that the creature earderstandits introspective
thoughts (i.e. have them at all, on the model of mindgmted in 2.3andto suppose
that it gains this knowledge in a way which can go wrong esuld if the creature were
relying on some further mechanisalhove and beyond what is required merely for it to
be said to have such understanding

Returning to a point made above (Section 3.3.2), aboutpthesibility of the
rationality model of introspection, | think it is oftesupposed (by objectors to the
model) that the quasi-perceptual account requéessof a physical system, not more.
This is false. There would always tmre not less, which would need to be evolved, in
order for a creature to have quasi-perceptual ‘introsp@ctias opposed to direct,

rational introspection). There would have to be the wstdading, and then some
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additional ‘detection’” mechanism which could go wrong, ew&éen this understanding
was working perfectly. This ‘more’, this extra mechaniswuld therefore always be
entirely redundant: for a physical system which instéegiathe minimal possible
rational understanding required to make use of a quasi-paatapechanism already
has no need of such a mechanism.

| believe it cannot be successfully countered that theigueaceptual mechanism is a
part of the rationality in question. For something is not a gpasceptual mechanism at
all, unless there is a possibility of its failing (nmesecting the relevant inner states)
whilst the creature can still fully (i.e. as well &sfore) understand the erroneous
deliverances. Shoemaker’s arguments show that anythindn waicfail in this wayvill

always be surplus to requirements

3.6.4.4 Is Quasi-Perceptual Self-Knowledge Really Introspection?

There is a final, related, point to make. Kind quite ectly characterises introspection
(self-acquaintance) as follows:

“What makes self-acquaintance special consists irffattethat no one but | can acquire

knowledge via this sort of access to my mental stateisit(K003 p.40)

But, | will now argue, by this very criterion, quasi-pereeptself-knowledge has less
claim to be counted as self-acquaintance than does thée-step, rational self-
knowledge which Shoemaker describes.

Once again, | will firstly make the point using the cature of quasi-perceptual self-
knowledge. We can see straightforwardly that it isegpibssible that | could be aware
of ‘lights’ or ‘indicators’ which make me aware sbmeone else’'mental states. As
such,there is nothing about this way of coming to acquire knowledge of meatted st
which makes it intrinsically first-person

As before, the very same point applies to the noicatared model of quasi-
perceptual introspection. Fowhateverthe acquaintance is, which | have with states
which are only contingent indicators of my public memstaktes, it is perfectly possibly
that | could haveicquaintance of the same type, with states which are still myatter
states but where the states in question have now (due to slewiant causal chain)
been modified such that they indicatameone elseimental states.

There some could be some non-standard ‘wiring’, anddl®@+@nabled link between
subjects, such that the quasi-perceptual mechanism in meadd be changed, at the

flick of a scientist’s switch, to give me informatiabout (or, acquaintance with states
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which give me information abougomeone else’s mental stat€d course this would
be confusing at first, but a subject could perfectly weline to master this situation,
and to be aware of someone else’s mental siateésis way Indeed, if the quasi-
perceptual model is coherent then even the subject imitfee state of confusion would
in fact be gaining awareness of someone else’s mental staggsjuist would not yet
understand that this was so.

As such, quasi-perceptual self-knowledgaasa fundamentally first-person mode of
gaining knowledgeof mental stateseven though, in its most plausible formdaes
involve fundamentally first person knowledge of (acquaicéawith) the ‘internal’
states which indicate those mental states. Sometsee can, in principle, acquire
knowledge ofmy mental states by acquaintance whkir internal indicators, andice
versa

However, someone else caaveracquire knowledge of my mental states in virtue of
making a one-step rational transition in my mind. Thistrsugely follow on almost any
reasonable model of mind: how can someone else mak#&oaatatransitionin my
mind? It certainly follows if we adopt the space of reasmaslel of mind outlined in
Section 2.3. On that model, if there were two physicaélparate agents (or, rather,
physical bodies) which were so closely linked that thegresd one and the same space
of rationality, then they would share a mind, on tpacg of reasons definition. In a
sense, there would only be one agent, with an uncombuwdily form. That
(uncommon) agent would be introspecting, but it would®@t & case of one agent
knowing another agent’s mind.

All of this emphasizes what Shoemaker has not empgisiow good a claim he has
to have presented a differeftetter model of introspection than the quasi-perceptual
model. For introspection on Shoemaker’'s model is aldemdamentally reflexive act
by a subject — exactly as it should be. Isigctly true, on the rationality model of
introspection, that (as Kind requires) “no one butrl aaquire knowledge via this sort
of access to my mental states” (Kind, 2003 p.40). Howemerthe quasi-perceptual
model,even ifit is strictly true that no one but | can have firstqma acquaintance with
the ‘internal’ ‘features’ which contingently indicateental states, it isot true that the

mental states which those features indicate have nhaoirbe
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For this reason, | would argue, not only is quasi-percepitabspection never

required in order to introspect, it is not even truly introsiime®.

3.7 Why Shoemaker’'s Account Generalises

In this penultimate section, | wish to briefly argueatthShoemaker’'s account
generalizes. That for any property defined by its role space of reasons, that property
can be introspected by a sufficiently rational creatwéhout the need for any
additional, quasi-perceptual mechanism for detecting intetates.

Recall Shoemaker's arguments concerning the introspedtiobelief and desire.
These arguments work because belief and desirdedireedby their role in a space of
reasons.

Recall the case of third-person ascription of such &.statan never be rational to
believe that some other subject is behaving in the wagtitotive of believingx (say)
(and under that description) and yet not to believe tleastibject believes. One has
not fully understood the concept, if one refuses to nblaiketransition.

Now recall the case of first-person ascription of suekes. Because these states are
defined by their role in rationality, it must always tbee that the ability to self-ascribe
such a state in a single step is no more nor less @anaexercise of rationality.
Conversely, the failure to self-ascribe such a siata §ingle-step) must amount to the
failure of rationality as regards self-ascription ot timental concept in question.
(Nothing guarantees that a creature must have such ratypwdicourse.)

That is always the structure of Shoemaker’'s argumdittis. is why he struggles to
extend the arguments to pain (Section 3.3.6), for heinsned the opinion that pain
cannot be fully characterised by its role in ratiotyalChapter 4).

But that as it may, for now we can note that thevatergument form will always be
available, for any property whiatanbe fully defined by its role in rationality.

This is not to say that any such property will be introspkecin a creature which has
it. What Shoemaker's arguments do (and perhaps do bet@ymbination with the
observations above in 3.6.4 about quasi-perceptual self-kdge) is to showvhat it

would beto be able to introspect such a property. There can Ipgioolegislation as to

8 Despite the deeply misleading use of the word ‘introspéctionthat case. However there is
widespread agreement, in work on this issue, that althdwgletm ‘introspection’ etymologically begs
the central question, it can be used (for the purposesuaf discussion) in a non-question begging,

general sense (with the same meaning as self-acquairtsudedined above, in Section 3.6.3).
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how much rationality a creature has; in particulanp&naker explicitly allows (as
would 1) that a creature can be rational enough that soemal concept applies to it,
without possessing the additional level of rationalitguieed to introspect and know

that the concept applies to it (Shoemaker, 1988 Sectipn Il

3.8 Introspection of Intrinsic Properties

If this account of introspection is correct (and ittaglly seems physically possible, and
compelling, once one realizes that the possibility exidtsh one could not find out
anything intrinsic about one’s being in introspection, b@hysical (‘60 Hz neural
firing’) or mental (the strong phenomenal realists’ eaalMore precisely, what one
comes to know, in introspection, would legitimate naghimore specific than a
conclusion such as: ‘I am a physical agent structuresbime way (I know not which)
which is compatible with my behaviour (and counterfactualabelir) having the
structure | have just introspected’ (for instance: combpatvith the fact that ‘I am now
perceivingx, or compatible with the fact that ‘I believe thatriBais the capital of
France’).

However, it is still widely supposed that such an accofimthat we come to know,
by introspection, is false. Specifically, it is verydely supposed that, in coming to
know the phenomenal or qualitative aspects of our mestéaés, we are coming to
know something whicks more specific, in a way contrary to what | have judtioed.

Indeed, this is exactly the point of thee posteriori accounts of phenomenal
knowledge canvassed in Chapter 2. For if (say) inverted spactrpossible, thendo
have more specific knowledge of this problematic type&knbw that | havethis
phenomenal feel, rather thaimat one. The phenomenal feel is not fully specified, by
specifying the public mental state.

Surprisingly, in the next chapter, we will see that &haker’'s own current account
of qualia has not fully escaped the notion that we camecto have such posteriori
knowledge when we introspect our own qualitative stateswanwill present reason to

think that Shoemaker must be wrong about this — even bymdights.
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4. Shoemaker's New Account of Qualia

4.1 Introduction

If the model of introspection described in the previougptdrais correct (as | believe it
is), then introspection gives us access only to propeatieghat Lewis describes as the
a priori mental level (see Section 2.2.4). This is entirely inoettavith the line of
argument developed in Chapter 2, in which it was argued tmatother kind of
introspective knowledge would threaten the possibilityalfeventual naturalisation of
the mental.

On the rationality model, in introspection we do nomeoto know any ‘more
specific’ fact about our mental states than the putkntal facts such as ‘I am now
seeing a red rose’. This stricture on what we can knowtiaspection has two aspects.
Firstly, we cannot come to know anything more specifit @ections 3.3.8 and 3.8)
about whatphysicalstate we are in. Secondly, we cannot come to knowhaagytmore
specific about whichmentalstate we are in, in this very particular sense: we @ann
come to know any (allegedly) mental fact which is noinpd down, by pinning down
thea priori mental level.

| argued in Chapter 2 that the preservation of physicatisguired this result. In
Chapter 3, | have just presented an independently plausibdelnod introspection
which itself entails this same result.

However, there is a problem. The main proponent of g mnodel of introspection,
Shoemaker, is himself unwilling to accept this resulhisnmore recent work on qualia,
Shoemaker continues to endorse the claim that ourioriaiabout qualia can only be
resolved by allowing a certamposterioriaspect to what we know, when we introspect:

“l think that the best response to these worrieskdair's Knowledge Argument and the

apparent possibility of inverted spectra] is to show tihat existence of these apparent

disparities between manifest and scientific image isvitnsit an acceptable physicalist theory
should lead us to expect. What | shall argue is thabadty functionalist view, combined
with physicalism, predicts that we will be presented xpesiences with a phenomenal

character that is in a certain sense irreducible téuitstional and physical underpinnings.”
(Shoemaker, 1994c¢ Section IV, p.261).
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Indeed, as the above quote suggests, the main aim of Steré&smaost recent work
on qualia is to continue to argue that the intuitiomihé the inverted spectrum is
correct, in precisely the phenomenal concept strategiense: that the public mental
facts are not enough to pin down the qualitative mentas.f&towever, as Shoemaker
himself says:

“there is a prima facie strain between my oppositionh® object-perception model of

introspection and my being what Frank Jackson calipialia freak.” ” (Shoemaker, 1994d

p.21)

Nevertheless, Shoemaker believes that he can reslohte(at leastprima facig
tension. Because of this, | might well seem to be lcbog the horns of a dilemma.
Either | have misdescribed Shoemaker’'s model of intrdgpeor, if | have described it
correctly, | have misdescribed its consequences foikselviedge. Neither of these, of
course, would be good news for the approach being developids ithesis. In fact,
there is not a dilemma here, but a trlemma. The tlaindl prima facieless plausible,
option is that Shoemaker himself has not fully embrabedimplications of his own
model of introspection for self-knowledge of qualitativeental states. It will be the
burden of this chapter to argue for this third outcome.

It turns out, though, that this chapter is importantadnother reason, too. | find that
although | disagree with the most fundamental detailStafemaker’'s new model of
qgualia, I am nevertheless strongly persuaded that mantheofonly slightly less
fundamental details are correct. As such, in readiegotRsentation below, it should be
borne in mind that the aspect of Shoemaker’'s accouqualia which | reject is its
inclusion of properties (Shoemaker’s new qualia) whosetende and/or nature
remainsa posteriori with respect to the public mental level. That is whatject.
Shoemaker also says much about the relation of quall@etonormal, public properties
which we perceive; and | am now convinced that much of vkeastays abouthis
should be preserv&l | therefore find myself persuaded to inclutteseaspects of

Shoemaker’s model of qualia in the account which | wilspre in the next chapter.

8 This is perhaps doubly strange, since what Shoemakeirs#lyis regarcappearsto have been forced
on him as a kind of rearguard defenceagiosterioriqualia. A detailed analysis of exactly why he (and
now |, influenced by him) find these shared features cdimgeldespite such apparently fundamental

differences in approach, is unfortunately beyond thpesod the present thesis.
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Bearing in mind that | find myself in the strange positdarguing against the single
most fundamental aspect of Shoemaker’s account of gumalizarguing for many only
slightly less fundamental aspects, | can proceed ¢ésepting, and then (at least as

regards the posterioriaspect) arguing against, Shoemaker’s new model of qualia.
4.2 Why Shoemaker Needs a New Account

4.2.1 Introspection of Perceptual Contents

| have argued that it follows, from Shoemaker’s accodinhtoospection, that we can
only introspect our own public mental relations to (asteseeming) public properties.
In his recent work on qualia, Shoemaker himself seermp8cély sympathetic to this.
He says:

“if asked to focus on “what it is like” to have thistbiat sort of experience, there seems to be

nothing for one’s attention to focus on except the contenhefekperience” (Shoemaker,

1994c p.257)

The statement might sound tentative, but in fact Sh&endoes mean to endorse this
claim, or something very like it, as we will see belddowever, if there really is
nothing else for us to focus on except the content pémance, this would seem to
leave no room for introspectible qualia. If this claintdsrect then, when introspecting
the content of our perception, we camly discover what there is (or seems to be). It
would seem that we cannot introspect any aspekbbwiwhat there is (or seems to be)
is presented.

We should note, firstly, that the above claim abobatwe can “focus on” is not
quite correct, even on Shoemaker’s account of introgpedn introspection, we can
indeed know what we perceive, or seefff,tbut we caralsocome to know the mental
relation which we have, to what there seems to doeirfftance, that we aseeingstate
of affairs x). Presumably Shoemaker sees these mental relatidnsh we can also
come to know in introspection, as irrelevant to gsie of naturalising qualia. This will
be questioned in the next chapter. Why should Shoemakdr these properties
irrelevant? Because, for him, qualia (or, at least, phemal properties — see below)

must be properties whidppearto us in the contents of perception. As he says:

8 What Evans’ means, when he talks of a subject who &jageinat the world (Evans, 1982, original
emphasis). In many ways, Evans’ brief discussion obapiection is very reminiscent of the Shoemaker-

Sellars position (see also footnote 90).
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“what seemed to pose the problem was the experiencedotdraof redness, sweetness, the
sound of a flute, and the smell of a skunk. Ahdseare not experienced as features of
sensations or sense-experiences; they are experiencecdanges of things in our
environment.” (Shoemaker, 1994d p.25)

The problem, for Shoemaker, is that there would seefpe nothing in the public
contents of perception which matches the supposed subjgctivdtich features. In this
chapter, we will look at Shoemaker’s attempt to findatienal) properties in the
contents of perception which can naturalise the subjedsmect of such public
features. First, though, an important clarification ragards what exactly we are

supposed to be looking at, when we are looking at ‘theeotsof perception’.

4.2.2 Content or Contents?

| have just quoted Shoemaker’s claim that, in introspective can only “focus on ...
the content of the experience”. But what, exactly,sd8hoemaker mean by content?
This is pertinent because there are two different usigtse literature, and it is often
only via context that one can tell which is in play.

One is what we might call the ‘Oxford’ usage. In lalogflit thus, | am thinking of
authors such as Peacocke, McDowell, and Evans — though, braadly, this usage is
common to most of those authors involved in the nonquneécontent debate, on both
sides of the Atlantic (for a little more on this defasee the Appendix). To a good first
approximation, when used thus, content is identified widg€&an sense. It is the mode
of presentation of some referent. In that case, toalware of the content of an
experience would be, to be aware (presumably, under sfumiber mode of
presentation) of a mode of presentation.

The other usage is what one might, more broadly,tlealtAmerican’ usage. On this
usage, the ‘contents of perception’ refers, in the finstance, towhat is perceived,
rather thanhow Certainly, on this American usage, Fregean sense (oetbong
playing a similar theoretical role) is still relevafir content understood thus is always
present to a subject under some mode of presentationrthNetess, in this usage,
content doesn'meanmode of presentation; instead, it means that which iepted, or
seems to be, in having the experience.

This is the meaning which Siegel endorses as being mostniemdal, with her
introductory remarks to thé&tanford Encyclopedia of Philosoplarticle on The

Contents of Perceptian
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“In contemporary philosophy, the phrase ‘the contents afgption’ means, roughly, what is
conveyed to the subject by her perceptual experience. For exampimse you are looking
into a piano at the array of hammers and strings. Thidirbeva way these things look to you
when you see them: they will look to have a certain shegler, texture, and arrangement
relative to one another, among other things. Your visual experieonveys to you that the
piano has these features. If your experience is illusoppme respect then the piano won't
really have all those features; but even then, there tililbe something conveyed to you by

your experience.” (Siegel, 2005/2008)

This is typical of what | am calling the ‘American’ usagiee clear emphasis, in the
above, is onwhat is presented (despite the at least implicit importaotdow).
‘Contents’ in the above are the (at least intentjppljects and properties which one
sees (or seems to), not (as in the ‘Oxford’ usage)wéhe in which such (at least
seeming) properties are presefited

One might at first think that content, on what | haadled the American usage,
means the same as Fregean referent. But of coursenA@aga an illusion as of a ripe
tomato, just as we can have a veridical experience rggeatomato. There is only a
Fregean referent in the latter case, though theretrsggm to the subject to be, in the
former. However, the intentional content in botkesais ‘the ripe tomato’, the (perhaps
merely intentional) object of the experience.

It is this latter usage which Shoemaker is adopting. He Igeeadopts the venerable
example of the ripe tomato, in saying:

“it doesn’t matter, to the “what it is like” questionhether the tomato one sees is really there

or is merely an intentional object. If one is asked tou$oon the experience without

focussing on its intentional object, or its representaticontent, one simply has no idea of
what to do.” (Shoemaker, 1994d pp.30-31)

This latter quote also helps to support my claim thate8taker is more than merely
tentative, in his endorsement of the substantive clhahwemustfocus on the content

of experience (in the ‘American’ sense), at leashafirst instance.

8 It turns out that one can gedmeclue as to which usage is in play, simply by looking at tvrean
author tends to use ‘contentyfically the ‘Oxford’ usage), or ‘contentstypically the ‘American’
usage), however this singular/plural difference is bynmgans a definitive guide (as is indeed exemplified

by the quote from Shoemaker which introduces 4.2.1).
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4.2.3 Shoemaker’s Dilemma

Shoemaker has argued against an object-perceptual modebgpmttion. It is because
of this, that he (quite correctly) makes statements asadhose quoted above, as regards
whatwe can focus on, in introspection. However, as quotetilinand as Shoemaker
now explicitly acknowledges, there is an at lepsta facie tension between his
endorsement of this model of introspection, and his beifgualia freak”. What, in
more detalil, is that nature of this tension? Shoemakessnbat no particular tension
would arise, if we were only able to introspect “suchntitmal states as beliefs and
desires” (Shoemaker, 1994d p.21):

“[these states] include few if any of the “intrinsic” prodes which, on the object-perceptual

model, objects of perception ought to be perceived asfgd\iShoemaker, 1994d p.21)

But, Shoemaker suggests, things seem very differentenctise of “sensations,
feelings, and perceptual experiences” (Shoemaker, 1994d p.21):

“While a few philosophers have recently maintained thatonly introspectively accessible

properties of these [states] are intentional ones, | thiakthe majority view is that that these

have a “phenomenal”’ or “qualitative” character that is cayptured simply by saying what
their representational content, if any, is.” (Shoemaked4d p.22)

He continues:

“It is commonly held, and has been held by me, that thespéctible features of these
mental states or events include non-intentional propertesjetimes called “qualia™
(Shoemaker, 1994d p.22)

We can start to see the problem. Shoemaker is hapmckoowledge that his
arguments against the object-perceptual model rule ountifwespection of “intrinsic”
properties. All the same, he himself previously claimeat tualia are exactly such
properties. The former work Shoemaker refers to (“remnbheld by me” in the above
guote) includes papers such as his (1975) and (1982). His aim,notesrecent work
on the nature of qualia (1994c; 1994d) is to modify his formew,vénd to hold that
when we introspect, we do not discover any intrinsiqppries of experience (as we
cannot, if his arguments against the object-perceptual modeahtrospection are
correct).

Nevertheless (and perhaps surprisingly), Shoemakewsdties to hold that theare
intrinsic properties of experience, qualia, which determimatwt is like to have the

experience. How can this be? How, for instance, carevee come to know that we
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have these qualia, if we cannot ever know them in spieotion? As will be explained
in more detail below, Shoemaker squares this circle byiraggtnat whilst intrinsic
gualia are not directly introspectible, we can neverdselaow of their existence, given
a certain theoretically informed understanding, based bat we can introspett |
believe that this move, too, can and must be rejettadyued in the previous chapter
(Sections 3.3.8 and 3.8) that it follows from Shoemakactount of introspection that
intrinsic properties can neither be known directly itmaspectionnor inferred fromthe
properties known in introspection. Since Shoemak#tlisitnks that the latter, at least, is
possible, | need to be very clear about why | think hereng. | present the central
problem in Section 4.6.1, below.

For now, though, we might ask why Shoemaker feels tkd @ make this move at
all. Would it not be simpler for him to revise his vieand to accept that intrinsic
mental properties (i.e. those properties which cannot beireapin a publicly verifiable
description of our at least counterfactual behaviour) areart of our mental life?

Shoemaker feels he cannot take that step, for theviolipreason.

4.2.4 Do We Still Need Intrinsic Qualia?
Shoemaker finds it evident that:

“reflection on the disparity between the manifest and thesfiieimages makes inescapable
the conclusion that, to put it vaguely at first, the phesmah character we are confronted
with in color experience is due not simply to what thisre our environment but also, in
part, to our nature, namely the nature of our sensory apparatus anstitatan.”
(Shoemaker, 1994d p.24)

For my part, | also find this intuition very compellingivially, as Shoemaker points

out:

“At the very least, the way things appear to us is determimgdrt by limitations on the

powers of resolution of our sensory organs.” (Shoemaker, 1994y p.

8 N.B. This is jumping ahead, however | should clarify thdiilst Shoemaker's new model indeed
requires a certain theoretical understanding in ordea fubject to knowualia (as explained in Section
4.6.4), it doesiotrequire any kind of understanding, of thieenomenal propertieghich he introduces
(of which more below), in order for a subject to searth# is this latter issue which will prove to be a
key problem with Shoemaker’s account (see Sectionah@;c.f. the replacement account offered in
Sections 5.3.4-5.3.6).
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That much is surely not in doubt. But, like Shoemaker (aritke Dennett, 1988; or
Dennett, 2005b, for instance), | feel that there is sbhimgtmore to be accounted for
here, in one way or another: there does seem tadgnass to my reds, which need not
be the redness of your reds, even if we both agreelgx@t which things are red.
Shoemaker puts it thus:

“The intuition that this is so finds expression in the inverfgetgum hypothesis — it seems

intelligible to suppose that there are creatures who makihealtolor discriminations we

make, and are capable of using color language just as vieitdaho, in any given objective
situation, are confronted with a very different phenomenataitter than we would be in that
same situation, and it is not credible that such creatwould be misperceiving the world.”

(Shoemaker, 1994d p.24)

| am no fan of the classical (behaviourally undetectabiggrted spectrum. In
Chapter 2, | argued that it cannot be made compatible withigaligm (at least, not in
a way which does justice to the existence of a seffdatg mental level). Nevertheless,
it is the full-blown, behaviourally undetectable invertpdarum which Shoemaker still
means to invoke. More accurately, he means to invokeldima that there is nothing in
the concepts involved in describing the inverted spectrum socemhbich rules it outa
priori; even though he would accept, | think, that we mighnlsamething empirically
(i.e. a posterior) which makes us doubt its possibility. The quote from Slaiem
given in the introductory section of this chapter hdlpsonfirm that this is still his
view, as do all the details of his revised account of qualia

All of this, however, makes the specific wording Shakar which has chosen, to
describe what “seems intelligible” about ‘the invertggerum hypothesis’, rather
interesting, precisely because dh@esn’tin fact pin down a behaviourally undetectable
case: two creatures who use language exactly as wendaliscriminate just what we
do, need nobehave the same as each other (or as us). AlImostlyivaiae agent might
love the colour blue, and one might loathe it; onehinlge reminded, by red, of blood
and pain, the other of celebration and good luck. Theserelif€tes would certainly
amount to (at least counterfactual) behavioural diffeesr(as discussed in Section 2.2.7
and Chapter 5).

To recap, | have argued that the intuitions of strongnpmenal realism cannot be
made compatible with a normal scientific explanatiboualia (Chapter 2). Moreover,
one upshot of Chapter 3 would seem to be that such iamsitcannot be made

compatible with Shoemaker’'s own model of introspectiohictv | have endorsed. Yet
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Shoemaker still holds these problematic intuitions.rét®gnises @arima facietension,
here. But he believes he can square this circle. Nowvilvdook in detail at how he

proposes to do this.
4.3 Shoemaker's New Account

4.3.1 Projectivism

Our problem is the apparent possibility of qualitative défee, between subjects who
are sensing the same objective property. One approabls foroblem is to identify that
which differs as something which is, and seems to be, inménner because it is
physically internal to the subjecteemdo be inner because, in one sense or another,
one turns something very like a ‘glance’ inwafgdén order to discern it. As Shoemaker
now realises, this is not compatible with his own actofimtrospection.

There already exists, in the philosophy of perceptiadiffarent approach — which is
to suggest that although that which diffessnner, it at leasseemdo be outer. This
approach is projectivism, and it has many of the featofeShoemaker's present
solution to the problem of qualia. Indeed, Shoemaker intradiisesolution by way of
first introducing this theory, and | will do the sameéner

Projectivism proposes that, as between two spectral gvethat actually differs
between them is internal to each of them, but veeamgo differ, from their points of
view, are the properties of things in the world. To onerdlrseems to be phenomenal
blue out there; to the other, in the same place iwihwd, there seems to be what the
first would identify as phenomenal green. This is seneough both are picking out,
say, the same surface reflectance property, and can@yeeshared word for it.

Shoemaker identifies two varieties of traditional pobivism, literal and figurative
(Shoemaker, 1994c pp.250-251; Shoemaker, 1994d pp.25-26), neither of whih he
prepared to accept, in their existing forms.

Literal projectivism proposes that, although quadiee intrinsic features of our
experience, thegeento be features of the objects of the world: the grekichvli seem
to see, on the leaves of the tree in front of manifact some intrinsic property of my
current mental state — projected, as it were, ontdetheées. Shoemaker (rightly, | think)

doubts whether it is possible for a property of an egper, as such, to so much as

| take this wording from Evans, another author whodrgsied that “we continue to have no need for
the idea of the inward glance” (1982 p.226).
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seemto be a property of the surfaces of things. There appedss a type-mismatch
here. As Shoemaker puts it, “an experience is an expengg’ (Shoemaker, 1994d
p.25), something which happens to a subject. How can sometyropthat seem to be
an extended property of external objects in physical §pace

Figurative projectivism, on the other hand:

“concedes that qualia, understood as properties of experiemeasptgproperties that could

even seem to us to be instantiated in the world in theinvaich colours, for example, are

perceived as being” (Shoemaker, 1994d p.25).
Instead figurative projectivism proposes that:

“associated with each quale is a property that camde us to be instantiated in the world in

this way — and that when an experience instantiates a,dhel subject perceives something

in the world as instantiating, not that quale itself, thet associated property.” (Shoemaker,

1994d p.25)

Note that the view is stifprojectivism inasmuch as that the property which seems to
be in the world before us isn’t in fact in the world doef us, but is (metaphorically)
projected from our experience. But in this case, the appareperties before us turn
out to be properties whichothingever actually has (neither experiences, nor worldly
objects) — they are merely intentional, properties wisome things seem to have
(Shoemaker, 1994d p.26).

Again, I'm sympathetic to Shoemaker’s response to thig.uite accepts that wean
imagine properties being represented in our experience, vanichever instantiated in
anything; the property of being a ghost, for instance. Bdbteo, we have to hageme
idea of what it would be for this property to be insiged. Thus, as Shoemaker puts it
“we at least have some idea of what woetddintas someone veridically perceiving an
instantiation of the property of being a ghost” (Shoemak894d p.26). However, in
the case of those properties which figurative projectivistys seem to be instantiated,
nothing does instantiate them, and we can have no idedatf could even count as
something’sactually instantiating them (rather then just seeming to). Thiswikrdoubt
on the idea that we can truly make sense of such prepestien seeming to be
instantiated and, hence, of figurative projectivism itself.

Moreover figurative projectivism, like literal projectsm, is an ‘error theory —
claiming that we are permanently and fundamentally whisie our perception of the

world; that we always see things that aren’t, and coulo®’ there. Such theories are
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often (I think rightly) taken to be unattractive for thery reason (Levine, 2003 p.73;
c.f. Shoemaker, 1994d p.25, p.27).

Despite all this, Shoemaker sees many attractive piegpert projectivism. Perhaps
most specifically, that it allows that “we focus the phenomenal character by focusing
on what the experience ©f’" (Shoemaker, 1994d p.26) (that is, on the intentional
content of the experience, in Shoemaker’s terminologlgerefore, as Shoemaker puts
the point, in passing, in a different paper, “I am in theomfortable position of
funding the view [projectivism] both plausible and uninggtile” (Shoemaker, 1991
p.139, n.4)!

4.3.2 Shoemaker’'s Proposal

Shoemaker’'s new view is not projectivism. In his new view, do not ‘project’ out,
from our experience, onto the world, properties which’ai@rd couldn’t be there. But
neither do we look inwards and find qualia. Instead Shoenmakpres that he has
identified abona fide relational, property of coloured things, which variesequired,
as between spectral inverts, and which bears much the salation to the intrinsic
gualities of our experience as the ‘impossible’, only-apply-external properties
which projectivism proposes.

Shoemaker sees it as a strength of projectivism, Hatwhich varies, as between
spectral inverts, is in the intentionabntentsof experience (i.e., in the ‘American’
usage of ‘contents’; in that which there seems toTedt is, irrespective of arguments
from introspection, he now sees this as a strengtér, amd above views such as his
earlier view, which attempt to locate that which seémsliffer in some ‘internal’ or
intrinsic property of the subject. Why should it be mappealing to locate that which
varies in the properties which we see before us? As Sdiaanputs it (repeating a
guote already given in 4.2.1):

“what seemed to pose the problem was the experiencedotdraof redness, sweetness, the

sound of a flute, and the smell of a skunk. Ahdseare not experienced as features of

sensations or sense-experiences; they are experiencedanse$ of things in our

environment.” (Shoemaker, 1994d p.25)

So now, in order to resolve the tensions in his accdainieast, as he believes)
Shoemaker proposes that qualia aogrintrospectible, but still intrinsic, properties of
experience. He further proposes that if the quale assolcwith the public property red

in some subject iR, then what that subject perceives, what varies betvepectral
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inverts, is what he calls thehenomenal propertyR*: the property of producing (or
being disposed to produce) experiences with glale

To see how this works, Shoemaker asks us to imagineatisn in whichQ1 is the
guale associated with redness in Jack, @&ds the quale associated with redness in
Jill. Then red has the property of producing, or being disddo produce, Q1 in Jack;
and it also has the property of producing, or being dispasgdoduce, Q2 in Jill. As
Shoemaker says, the public property red indeed has bothriddasonal properties, and
neither of these properties is the property of being redé®aker, 1994d p.27).

Here is Shoemaker’s proposal as to how all this retatgsalitative character:

“In all of these cases [of experience with phenomenakbcher] the phenomenal character of

the experiences consists in a certain aspect of its mpeg®nal character, i.e., in its

representing a certain sort of property of objects, elgrfphenomenal properties” that are

constitutively defined by relations to our experience.” (Sfeer, 1994d p.31)

That is to say, the phenomenal character of my exmeriehred consists in the fact
that my experience represents (has as intentionaltpibfecrelational propertiR* (the
property of producing or being disposed to produce a certaie,djan me).

Some clarifications are certainly in order. Firstlyeomight worry that neither Jack
nor Jill actually see the tomato as red, if each geesQ1* andQ2*, respectively. But
note thatQ1l and Q2 are, indeed, relational properties of red. Shoemakerpgsal is
that “experience represents coldmy representing the phenomenal property”
(Shoemaker, 1994d p.35), and also that “these two propergesamflated in the
content of the experience” (Shoemaker, 1994d p.35). lagison “the view that there
is this two-fold character to the representationaitent of experiences is prima facie
counterintuitive. But the alternatives are much worg&hoemaker, 1994d p.35).
Reading on, the ‘worse’ alternatives include the vasiawit projectivism mentioned
earlier (I agree that this worse), but they also include those views which have “no
explanation to give of the seeming discrepancy betweewdhie as we experience it
and the world as science says it is” (Shoemaker, 1994d [©88purse, it is precisely
Shoemaker’s certainty that thesesuch a seeming discrepancy which requires him to
allow intrinsic qualia (properties not capturable at thelipumental level).

To my mind, Shoemaker's new account does get something Aghtto the extent
that there is qualitative, subjective character to experience lateaen if, as | will
claim, that character can be analysedi-intrinsically), then the things we see clearly

do haverelational properties of something like the sort Shoemdkscribes — whether
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or not weperceivethem to have such properties. That is, if there issemge to be made
of the claim that my experience of red has a cegaalitative character which might be
different from that of your experience of red, themattainly follows that red has the
property of producing, or tending to produce, this qualitativeracter in me and that
gualitative character in you. Equallgiven the concept of qualitative charactdris
perhaps also not implausible to propose that we camoségrn to see, things having
these relational properties (see Section 5.3.6).

But this is not all that Shoemaker is claiming. He lgingsing that the least
theoretically informed of us sees every colour which wee, sin and by having
experiences which represent (have as intentional ot)tsuch relational properties.
Can this be right? There are various objections to suchiew. Some of these,
Shoemaker handles perfectly well. 1 will mention a fefsthese responses in Section
4.4 as they help to clarify Shoemaker’s view — and, perhapghow whysomeaspects
of it are appealing. But there are other problems which d¢abaoso successfully
handled, or so | will argue in Sections 4.5 and 4.6 (wherewll see that Shoemaker
has been honest enough to acknowledge, if not to elahgrate some of the key areas

of tension in his view).
4.4 Some Resolvable Issues

4.4.1 Can ‘Phenomenal Red’ be Relational?

One line of objection builds on the observation thatha®ee no intuitive sense, in our
experience of colour, that we are experiencing a oglati property. Hence, this
objection goes, Shoemaker’s analysis is phenomenalbgimapt. This objection, at
least, | think Shoemaker addresses perfectly well. He aske consider the property
“to the right of (Shoemaker, 1994d p.28). He suggests (and this seems correet t
though it is purely an intuition) that pre-theoreticallye experience ‘to the right of' as
a dyadic relationA is to the right oB. But, as Shoemaker rightly points out, reflection
reveals that to the right ofis, at least, triadic” (Shoemaker, 1994d p.Z8)nay be to
the right ofB from my point of view, but might be to the left frorawrs. (Shoemaker is
also right to say “at least” triadic; we don’t just deeepoint of view, we need a point of
a view and a defined up-down axis, before we can start tatigpsalize a relation with
something like the properties of ‘to the right of'.)

Shoemaker also considers heaviness (Shoemaker, 1994d p.28)sd#s hehat feels

heavy to a child may not to an adult. Again, | share ihigition, that we pre-
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theoretically experience heaviness as a non-reldtjgnagoerty of objects, and not as
what it is, a property defined in relation to our build atreéngth.

Given these mundane cases, it seems right to acbeptthe mere fact that
Shoemaker’s account requires us to experience, as taiional, a property which is in
fact a relation to an aspect of ourselves, is ndselfia valid objection to the view.

Which is not to say there may not be valid objectiont to

4.4.2 Why Does the Account NeedR*?

My own strongest reaction to Shoemaker's account nplsi this: why can’t our
experiencesimplyrepresent objects as being red? Why does it have to,do and by
representing them as beiRj?

It is here, I think, that we find the most evident rentaasf that approach to colour
gualia which Shoemaker formerly shared (in large measui) te Churchlands,
Lewis and others (Section 2.2.4). For the functional mfecolour experience is
supposed to include the fact that it leads me to say éeldthisway to me”, and when
| say this, this is supposed to have some genuine referent. This madedpt, and
wish to naturalise, myself (Chapter 5). What is furtBepposed (andhis, | will
guestion later) is that the only way to naturalize thibjective feel is to allow intrinsic
(non-relational, non-functionally characterisablspects of experience (i.e. the ‘qualia’
of such earlier views) some mental role, in our account

How can Shoemaker continue to allow such non-introggecproperties their
(alleged) role in our mental lives? Shoemaker believas iy allowing experience to
represent relational properties of public objects, sudk*abe can:

* Avoid requiring that intrinsic properties of experience antrospectible
(which, he now accepts, they are not, on his own at¢afuntrospection)

* Avoid having an error theory of perception (as with proyastn, which is in
other respects rather similar to his new account)

» Still allow for the possibility of mentally relevanhtrinsic qualia varying as
between subjects who can make the same discriminatmosagree on a
common language

That's why Shoemaker’'s account ned&ts— a property of the objects we observe,
and one which varies in the way Shoemaker needs, vakitstling (or so he thinks) the

problems which would arise from direct introspectionndfinsic qualia.
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4.4.3 Why Does the Account Need Qualia?

Since qualia are no longer introspectible, on Shoemalat®unt, one might also
wonder whether his account actually ne#alsm Shoemaker’'s own response to this
guestion is very brief; the bulk of the explanatioarss to lie in this text:

“This account needs qualia because it needs a way afgtypiperiences which not does

consist in typing them by their representational contdhtiseeds this because only so can

there be properties whose identity conditions are giveraing that things share a certain
property of this type just in case they produce, or arécaptoduce under certain conditions,

experiences of a certain type.” (Shoemaker, 1994d p.29)

As | understand it, the reasoning in the above goes samgdike this. Shoemaker’s
new account involves phenomenal properties, where threseelational properties of
public objects: the property of producing an experience odrgain type. As such, if
experiences themselves could only be ‘typed’ by theintidaal contents, the account
could not work: we would have no means to differentiaiek’d Q1* from Jill's Q2*.
Shoemaker needs Jack and Jill's experience to represeriffarent, but equally true,
facts about red objects. If we stick to typing experienoss by their intentional
contents, and try to produce something like Shoemaker’'suatcawve end up with
circular proposals, such as the suggestion that my experiepcesents red things as
having R, whereR' is the property of causing experiences which represent tlisgs
havingR'. It is in order to break out of such circles — in ortdlehave a way of saying
whichexperienceR* tends to produce — that Shoemaker’s account still needs.qual

| think Shoemaker is right that he can avoid this paerccircularity, in this way. But
the resulting account is not without unresolved terssidmoth as regardsihat is
represented (Section 4.5), and as regavlat it is for something to be represented
(Section 4.6).

4.5 The Less Serious Acknowledged Problem

4.5.1 Which Relational Property is R*?

Shoemaker'R* is the property of producing, or being disposed to produce, ¢ale
But, as Shoemaker himself notes, this is only a roughitief. In more detail, several
properties seem to qualify as candidates, with various gndscons. For instancB*
might be the property of occurrently causiRgn a specific perceiver. Or of tending to
causeR, in that perceiver. Or it might be the property of tegdo causd in a specific

population of perceivers. Or, finall)R* might be the property of occurrently producing
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R in a subject related to it (i.e. to that propeRy) in an appropriate way (Shoemaker,
1994d p.27).

If red (say) produces quat@l in Jack, andQ2 in Jill, then red has bot@Q1* andQ2*,
on all of the above definitions. Initially, it might seem tte approach is spoilt for
choice. But Shoemaker returns to the issue of decidinghntii the above is the best
candidate later in his paper (Shoemaker, 1994d pp.33-35), and ¢hadenlits thahone
of these candidates is ideal. Shoemaker considers desiderata for phenomenal
properties (i.e. properties such as RS the relational property which colours are
perceived as having, and the representing of which, in experigives experience its
phenomenal quality, if Shoemaker’s account is right):

1. That these properties should belong to external objects.

2. That these properties should be such that two subjedts experiences
phenomenally the same should be seeing the same suchtyr@pel two
subjects with experiences phenomenally different shbaldeeing a different
such property.

3. Shoemaker also suggests that, ideally, such propertiesltshe ones that one
can perceive somethingptto have by perceiving it to have an incompatible
property of the same sort, in the way one can percsawgething not to be red
by perceiving it to be green” (p.34).

4. They should be properties which things can have when notiged.

As Shoemaker notes, all of his candidates meet 1.pdhdinis has been his aim,
throughout. Unfortunately, as he himself acknowledgespenof his proposed
candidates meet all the remaining desiderata.

Properties defined with respect specific subjects are not comparable between
subjects, as 2. requires (i.e. they do not allow anyesenbe made of the claim that my
red looks like your red, say). Because of this, we wdode track of any sense of
inverted spectra — it would not be possible to claim thatenyis like your green, and
your green is like my red. Properties definable in terinslassesof subjects still have
this problem, for two creatures who are spectrally inekreuld necessarily have
different sensory constitutions. A creature with @o@stitution cannot perceive red to
have to property of typically causing G in creatures waittlifferent constitution. In
Shoemaker’s opinion, this rules out both the two candigetperties just outlined in
this paragraph, since neither can be made compatible atkelcond desideratum, and

since, as he puts it:
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“The first two desiderata seem to me not negotiab&hibemaker, 1994d p.34)

This leads Shoemaker to prefer a property of the fyg putlined at the start of this
section; as he now puts it, the property of:

“currently producing an R-experience in someone relatedimcaitcertain way”. (Shoemaker,

1994d p.34)

Indeed, he is happy to be somewhat more specific abbat relation someone
should have to the property, stating that his preferredidate forR* is:

“is producing an R-experience in a vieWdiShoemaker, 1994d p.34, original
emphasis)

Unfortunately, as he himself admits, this property, wharks like his best bet for
sustaining the inverted spectrum intuition (2.), fails his termaining desiderata (3. and
4.). Shoemaker notes that we could have achieved 3. bygalkout the property of
producingR experiences in me, but that would fail to satisfy 2.; a@dooks at various
other possibilities, but as he eventually says “unless/é loverlooked something, there
is no ideal candidate” (Shoemaker, 1994d p.34).

Shoemaker’s explanation for this lack of an ideal canditsato propose that whilst
R* is what we have just said (the property of producing axperience in a viewer),
visual experience actually conflates two properties: gtugerty of beingR*, and the
property of being (plain, public, gerrymandered) red. Hidamation for the lack of an
ideal candidate is that some of the above desideratg spghenomenal properties
(specifically, 1 and 2) and some to public colours (1, 3 and 4).

Of course, normal experience doesgento have a two-fold character — we just see
something as red. Therefore, as was noted above (4.3ddn@ker considers this two-
fold character of experience to be a ‘cost’ of acegptis view. As he points out, it
requires us “to say that our experiences represeraréift properties that they do not
distinguish” (Shoemaker, 1994d p.36). Shoemaker’s defence pbsiison at this point
(Shoemaker, 1994d p.36) consists, a) in noting that all piplosal positions have
costs, and b) in suggesting that accepting this particalsir is not so different from
accepting that experience actually represents relatjgnoglerties, but doesn’'t seem to,
even in some uncontroversial cases (which | have aggebd case: 4.4.1).

| suggest that these lines of defence somewhat migsoithe How should we judge
whether this is a significant cost, or not? Presumdiiyyghould hinge at least partly on

what it is for an experience to represent one thingnother, in the first place. And it is

108



Shoemaker’'s New Account of Qualia

here, | think, that we come upon the most fundamergaéisvith Shoemaker’s present

view of qualia.
4.6 The Fundamental Problem

4.6.1 In Virtue of What Does Experience RepresenR*?

Shoemaker himself identifies — if only in a footnote — tvbeems to me to be the
fundamental of tension in his account (he credits thes ¢f objection to David Robb).
Shoemaker asks:

“In virtue of what does an experience having a quale represe object as having a

particular property, if phenomenal properties are whatyltkay are?” (Shoemaker, 1994d
p.37,n.7)

The key point, here, comes in Shoemaker’s own imnedesponse to this question:

“It cannot do so in virtue of a causal relation betwewsm éxperience and the property it

represents — one cannot say that the causing of A by B isrthé& ¢ause of A” (Shoemaker,

1994d p.37, n.7)

Shoemaker doesn’'t say any more on the logic behind thist@je but it is worth
looking at it more closely. Many fundamental issues €anto play here. Are there
representationalfeatures of experience at all? If so, in what sense? iAthere are

representational features, are they whole-systerasstat sub-system states?

4.6.2 The Subsystem Story

Firstly we will look at the above issue, of causality Shoemaker’'s account, with
respect to a relatively standard account of representatiexperience, in which certain
subsystem states are reliably caused by certain extdealres, in normal
circumstances. (Remember that, additionally, such stdasy features must play a
certain role in the eventual behaviour of the agentelse they are not the relevant
representations — but this issue will not come into platyt the next section.)

On such an account, std®gstanding for physical representation, siftes already
in use for something else), is reliably caused by, saythiags in the world. We expect
there to be a detailed physical story about this, leafdimg the presence of items with a
certain surface reflectivity or whatever (i.e. whiale aed), within a reasonably broad
range of conditions, to instantiations of an internatlesbf this type.

But now consider Shoemaker’s internal st&ewhich is supposed to represent the

occurrence of the properfy*. RememberR* is the property of ‘tending to caugé If
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we want to give an account of the above form, we shoultbdlang for a detailed
causal story of how some state arises, which reliablgprmal circumstances, indicates
the property of ‘tending to caud®. To achieve this, we cannot just instantiate a
detector for red (even though red do@shypothesitend to cause R in me), because we
need the detector to be the kind of detector which woattten the difference, if red
started causin@ in me, instead. That is to say, we need a detectocémusesR in me’

as such, not just for something which in fact cal®@&s me. So far, no fundamental
problem. | think we can imagine a system which locks emrternal properties (such as
red), and to internal stategsuch asR), and which can be adjusted to fire reliably, to
those external states which tend to carse me. Now we reach the problem, faris
supposed to be the output of this system, as well asfatgeinputs.

To give the normal kind of causal story, such a mechanisaidweeed to detect red,
andto detecR, and then (i.ebecauseof that) tend to produck. That isR (or, at least,
the causing oR), would need to caud®. Now, there are many different accounts of
causality, but | think Shoemaker is right to concede tifiags don’'t cause themselves,
in any reasonable sense, and nor does the causing ahsmgrEause that thing.

The issue perhaps comes more clearly into focus whetrywe imagine what the
internal causal story is supposed to be, for a systemasutiat just discussed, which is
meant to produc® partly because it is producing. No such story is available: of
course something can produRewhenit is producingR (everything which producelR
does so); but ndiecause- there isn’t the independence of characterisation udecas.
effect needed to make out a causal story, on any plaasibtaunt.

By the way, | am certainly not claiming that it would diéficult to come up with a
physical system which more or less reliably produces gtatden it encounters states
which tend to produce statein it. If that was all we were trying to engineer, thsng
would be too easy, for every physical system more & feBably produces state
when it encounters states which tend to produce stateit. The problem is that a
causalstory as to why (how?) states represent what theyoddd cnever justify the
claim that such a state, represents ‘tends to cause

Perhaps we should just accept the limitation Shoemaleatifies, on the kind of
account which we can possibly give, of representatidhede ‘phenomenal properties’.
As Shoemaker’s own brief comments correctly implysa accounts are not the only
accounts on offer in the literature, of the represéntat status of internal states. So

perhaps (if his theory is right) we should just acceps #8 a constraint on future
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theorizing about the nature of representation in the mpeseral case. However, there
still seems to be something problematical here. Cagaltyrbe right that wean't givea
causal story of how some state comes and goes, whiclsegpsR*? Once again, we
seem to have a rather strong threat to physical eplity. Depending on one’s
intuitions, this may or may not seem worrying. At whichnpoit might seem hard to
know what to say next.

| think part of the problem with pinning down what is fundataéy at issue, is that
we are currently considering accounts featusnpsystemepresentational states. | am
no longer convinced that such accounts can work as adekrasid Shoemaker, too,
has said that he isot committed to the presence of such separable subsystemm state
(Shoemaker, 1990 p.67). Considered in the context of Shoemakessnt position on
gualia, as just outlined, this might sound strange. But médree, Shoemaker'R is just
someintrinsic (and representing) property of the agent. Argyaiblgould be a whole
system property. All that ihasto be, for Shoemaker’s account to work, is an intcnsi
property (i.e.somethingabout the agent which is not capturable by a purely fumekio
description of the agent’s mental states).

Perhaps, then, we’'ve missed the point? Perhaps congidenole system states will
relieve some of the apparent tension in the account?tunttdely, the situation is quite
the opposite. Remember that Shoemaker (just like a#iradlathors whose positions
were critiqued in Chapter 2) is arguing for a continued raientrinsic properties in the
characterisation of experience, precisely because dieves such properties are
required, tocompletethe naturalisation of mental states considered in thenlic, a
priori, functional role. Certainly the one thing Shoemaker dbegant is an account
incompatiblewith mental states, considered thus. Unfortunately, Il &gue, this is

what he has.

4.6.3 The Whole System Story

The problem for Shoemaker is that functional accountbefpersonal levedre causal
accounts. For instance, a typical causal, functionay tom perception to action might
go as follows: certain physical states of affairs (boved with certain physical and
mental states of the subject: eyes open, attendingeazertain mental states of affairs
(perceiving), which interact with other mental statesifdirs (believing, desiring) to
produce eventual action. This is how functional accowdsk. Shoemaker has not

offered, or intended to offer, anything different.
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An experienc# of red, on a perfectly normal, functional accounthist state which
is normally caused by red things, and which normally caresesppropriate behaviour
(in interaction with other mental states, includingtivational states). For more detalil
on the nature of the specific causal relationships kvhmast be in play for there to be
bona fide perceptual experience, see the Appendix, where | revie&'sNhighly
plausible recent treatment (Noé&, 2003) of this topic. Ssush account (say Noé’s, if it
is the right one) is tha priori nature of the experience of red (in a relevant sense, no
doubt narrower than common usage). There has soipesuch analysis, according to
any functional account; and it is a functional account whiewis, the Churchlands,
and Shoemaker all mean to endorse.

Now, in the previous section | discussed the point whiahe8taker certainly meant
to acknowledge (though it already looks worrying): that dmalysis of the relation
betweerR andR* precludes a causal analysis of hBwepresent®* — if Ris treated as
a sub-system property. The problem is that the sameolineeasoning applies to
experience understood as a whole-agent state, Rvitinderstood as some intrinsic
feature of that state (but where one now remains neagred whetheR is a subsystem
or whole system intrinsic property).

Consider Shoemaker’s account of the relation betiRandR* once again, but now
at the whole system level. The whole system stat@xperience oR*, is meant to
(normally) occur wherR* occurs. RemembeR is one of the experiencelefining
features (see Section 4.4.3): ittt type of experience — the type which HRsas a
feature — which is meant to typically come and go asumtss oR* in the environment
come and go, if Shoemaker’s account is right.

Now, once again, a physical account of the coming amiygufisuch a state, which is
supposed to be sensitive B3 as such (i.e. not merely to something which is in fact a
instance oR* — see the previous section), must include physical satsto R. In any
detailed causal account of such a process, we’'d be tryingderstanchowa certain
physical state arises, in response to another state. &yaan, it is not possible to give a
causal account of how an experience with intrinsicuf@aR, representingR*, arises

(partly) in response to its own existence.

1 Where ‘experience’ is to be read success-neutrallységing or seeming to see (c.f. Sections 2.3.3 and
5.5).
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As before (in the argument at the subpersonal levethefprevious section), of
course an experienagan arise, when it exists: everything ‘arises’ when it cortes
exist. The problem is that it can’t be said to arisetljgabecausat exists.

The issue, then, is not just what Shoemaker acknowladgedootnote, that he has
ruled out the possibility of subpersonal explanatioa @ery standard type — though he
has, and that might be issue enough. Worse yet ishbatature of the relation between
R andR* also rules out a causal relation between the expermmitavhat it represents,
purely at the personal levehn experience with intrinsic featuiRecan’t be said to exist
partly because it has intrinsic featiReif the ‘because’ is supposed to have the force of
‘in response to the presence of'.

It is especially important to note that Shoemaker'soant of introspection of
intentionally definedstates, which | have endorsathesadmit of a causal analysis in
the sense at issue here. The state of believing e b red ball can (and does) arise
because | see a red ball (and because | turn my atteatthis relation, between myself
and the world, and so on). The force of the causdysisahere is not the deterministic,
objective kind of physical cause which is felt by somdeofundamentdd, but rather
something more like the manipulability notion of cause (Wward, 2001/2008),
wherein it would be rational to attempt to affect €prder to affect E. Something like
this causal analysis can certainly be applied to percepxpalrience (on Noé’s account
of it, say), and to introspection of rationally defingtdtes. But it is ruled out when we
try to understand what it is for ShoemakdrRsto be present to a subject even (if he is
right) in the most basic case of experiencing colour.

As such, Shoemaker’s account of qualia doesn't just reqairee clever footwork, as
regards the relation between intrinsic states and it represent. Instead, it throws
into doubt the entire causal account of the nature efrtlental which it means to
complete. Suddenly there are experiences wherein beingpanience ofx does not
inhere in any form of the causa, priori functional relation between the state of
experience and the experienced state which this accountati was supposed to be

trying to support and complete.

2 Though felt by others (including the present authmb)e chimerical (Price and Corry, 2007).
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This is all clearly very much related to the problems tified in Chapter 2, where it
was argued that neither phenomenal coné&ptsr knowledge possessed by exercising
them, could ever be naturalised on any normal scier@daount either. The difference
in the present case — and perhaps it makes the problermewenstark — is that the
property of which we have ‘inexplicable’ knowledge, on Shaleen's account, is not
simply a property of the subject (as it was in theecas the problematic kind of
phenomenal knowledge discussed in Chapter 2) but is insteahig@ss being laona
fide relational property of public objects. Even so, knowledf¢hese phenomenal
propertie§* cannot be explained in the normal way, arahnot be accounted for

functionally

4.6.4 Knowing Qualia

If Shoemaker’s new account of the nature of qualiagistyithen in introspection wean
still attain exactly the kind of ‘more specific’ knosdge of what is going on is us, via
introspection, which | discussed at the start of thigptdra This is knowledge which is
more specific than simply ‘some physical state compatibih the functional state | am
in, but I know not which’; and it is knowledge which, omog@maker’'s own account, we
cannot gairdirectly via introspection. Instead, as Shoemaker himself @atifon his
present account we would gain the knowledge of which imtrifggialitative) state we
are in via introspection, supplemented by an understgrafirthe general theoretical
concept ‘quale’:

“Introspective awareness is awareness that. One igspwctively aware that one has an

experience with a certain representational content,vdtidthe phenomenal character this

involves. And if one reflects on the mattand has the concept of a quathis brings with it

the awareness that one’s experience has the qualia ngcesbastow that content and that

character.” (Shoemaker, 1994d p.28, emphasis added)

Perhaps this sounds a little mysterious — what, exastisypposed to be involved in
this process whereby one introspects and “reflects emtatter” (Shoemaker, 1994d
p.28)? How do we thereby come to know which intrinsic (henneShoemaker’'s own

account, non-introspectible) property is instantiated thianghe end, though, | think we

% 0On the phenomenal concept strategists’ analysis @ tthough not necessarily on some more
moderate analysis).

 On Shoemaker’s analysis of them (but again, perhaps reainoe more moderate analysis of them; see
Section 5.3.4).
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should accept that Shoemaker has successfully pushedegiroblems to where he
thinks he has pushed thethwe can once be persuaded that experiaheady (even

in the non-theoretically informed) represeRts then the next steps (the introspecting,
the ‘reflecting on the matter’) can probably be allovte go through.

It is by the use oR* that Shoemaker has managed to lever intrinsic propeiiels b
into experience (of course they never left, from his pofrview). He believes he must
keep a place for intrinsic properties, in order to actdanthe inverted spectrum; and
indeed he must, if we are to have behaviourally undeteciadeted spectra. But the
price of all this seems much too high. The central issu®t to do with the two-fold
(4.3.2, 4.4.3, 4.5) or relational (4.4.1) character of th&eards of experience. Instead,
we have two inter-related, fundamental problems, boiing from an issue which
Shoemaker explicitly (if very briefly) accepts, wheesenting his account.

Firstly, his analysis entirely rules out a very staddkind of causal account, as
regards how subpersonal level physical events instantiatenental, and such as we
might otherwise reasonably hope to see, in some formamather, in a viable naturalistic
account (4.6.2). This already seems like too high a poiqey, to me, but it evidently
doesn’t seem so, to Shoemaker. So be it.

The second of the two inter-related issues comesviate when we look at how this
same restriction on the nature of the ‘representaticgiation’ applies at the personal
level. In this case, there looks to be a problem evithin the terms of reference of
Shoemaker’'s own approach. For Shoemaker's account ienpees as a way of
naturalising our functional understanding of the mind, tyetakes certain fundamental
mental levelrelations (never mind any subpersonal relations which matantiate
them) non-causal, hence non-functional. The upshahisfis that thea priori (in
Lewis’ sense) nature of mentadlationsis not fully functional, on this account, even
though the account was presented defenceof such an analysis. In all honesty (and
though this it is, at best, quite deeply implicit in hisrlg) it may be most accurate to
say that Shoemaker has always been aware of thistoostand willing to pay it (c.f.
Shoemaker, 1975 Section 6). But these costs are very ba@hve really need to pay
them?

Shoemaker’'s own account of introspectmppearedto be telling us that you just
can’'t gain knowledge of intrinsic properties, by introspectinot directly, not
indirectly). As far as | can make out, it still doe8 tes that, as long as we accept that

thea priori nature of the mental is causal; for then what we sealy what there is (it
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cannot include relations to intrinsic properties), andatvblse we can discover, in
introspection, is ‘only’ our (at least in principle, pulbjioserifiable) relation to what
there is.

So, what happens if we're not prepared to pay the costhv@hoemaker is prepared
to pay? What happens if we keep a fully causal accouteafnental level, and accept
what Shoemaker’'s account of introspection then tellsthigt you just can’t gain
knowledge of intrinsic properties by introspection. Ig¢heny hope of retaining qualia?
In the next chapter, | will argue that there is.
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5. A Space of Reasons Analysis of

Qualia

5.1 Introduction

| have argued in Chapter 3 that it is in the nature of spection to give us access only
to properties of a space of reasons as such; that ignatytically public mental
properties (such as states of belief, desire, percepiar), and not to any intrinsic
properties of these states. That is to say, we do nat &xecess to physical role fillers,
nor do we have access to intrinsically mental rdler§ (pure phenomenal properties);
nor yet do we have access to physical role fillers underesfundamentally private
mental mode of presentation (as the phenomenal codeégtce of physicalism would
have it — see Section 2.2.5).

| have also argued, in Chapter 2, that qualia must bespeatible, at least on
occasion, at least in us, who seek to explain thesmhihing these two arguments rules
out many analyses of qualia, including many which brand tekes as physicalist
(various such accounts were presented and critiqued in Cl&pte

| argued in the previous chapter that these considesatio@n rule out Shoemaker’s
own present account of qualia, albeit that it is Shoensmkecount of introspection on
which | am drawing.

Perhaps the most ‘natural’ approach to such difficulse adopt Dennett’s claim,
that there simphare no qualia, in anything like the sense we naively suppose (Qennet
1988; Dennett, 1991). Indeed, | have already clarified thatly &gree with Dennett
that the ‘qualia’ of the ‘strong phenomenal realist’ apgtes canvassed in Chapter 2
cannot exist. Nevertheless, | tried to leave open ih thapter the possibility of a
moderate phenomenal realism, in which we seek for gaatiangst the properties
introspectible on some independently plausible accountrafspection.

Using the account of introspection argued for in Chapténi8,means that qualia (if
we are to find them at all) must exist within the properté a space of reasons, as
such. In this chapter, | will present an analysis of quah&h identifies them as just
such properties. | examine two of the most standard desngd qualitative feels —

colour qualia, and pains — and argue that it is possible doafiplace for these in the
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structure of a space of reasons as such (i.e. withoutnamtion of how such a
structured locus of action is physically instantiated haalgh of course it mudbe
physically instantiated; and equally, without any mentibmamy intrinsic, contingent,
non-publicly accessible mental properties). If true, thakes qualia both necessarily
mental (not merely contingent role fillers), andradpectible, which seem to me highly
desirable features of the account.

To set the scene for the analysis of qualia to be afdravill first of all add to the
characterisation of the space of reasons account ahémtal already given in Section
2.3, by making some observations about the ineliminable rblaffect in the

characterisation of action for reasons.

5.2 Affect as Modification of a Space of Reasons

My emphasis on rationality, and on the conceptualulshnot be taken to imply that |
am dealing with some kind of cold rationality, divorcednfi an engaged stance in the
world (an idea which is anyway, as McDowell says, ontdwbiously intelligible kind
of thing”: McDowell, 1994 p.117). However, | have already iatkd (Section 2.3.2.1,
Section 2.2.7, etc.), that affect and motivation wowlthe to play a central role in the
analysis of qualia offered in this thesis. What we neatbte now, is that as long as we
think of rationality in ‘ability’ terms (c.f. Evans, 1982181) (i.e. as inhering in at-least-
counterfactual behaviour of the appropriate type), theravmot conceive of an agent
as having a space of reasons for actisithout at least implicit acknowledgement of
affect

For no mere collection of facts (including indexical asheimonstrative facts) is
sufficient to lead to any rational act, whatsoevaintd makes the same point in saying
that “Reason is, and ought only to be the slave op#ssions, and can never pretend to
any other office than to serve and obey them” (Hubt®89-1740/2000 82.3.3.4; as
quoted in Froese, 2009). To put the point crudely: | am abdog ushed; infants are
about to be killed; without some affect, somewherewkat?Perhapsit may be that
there are ethical or other normative facts which carutly expressed as conceptually
articulated premises (“killing is bad”; “peace is good”utht is certainly not the case

that most people, even when acting rationally, acttlen basis of such explicitly
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formulated premises. Instead, an agest loves its offspring, or loves freedom, or the
search for knowledge — or, more prosaicalljui hungry, tired, ett.

It seems that the right way to put affect into a spEoeasons is instead to say that
food just is desirable, for instance (at least, wheagent is hungry). Indeed, it might
be better to turn things about and say that a certaynofvacting is what hunger (again,
as an example) is. Hunger is not some internaltoulee followed; hunger is not even a
reason (thougfoodmight well be); hunger is a certain structure of@ttior reasons.

Now, most would surely agree that however hunger wotkdpeés not involve an
agent bein@ware ofa rule. The point | am making is not just this platitude.point is
that it would miscapture the space of reasons of an dagesay that being hungry
involves the agerfollowing a rule, inany sense. To see why, let’s first briefly discuss
what it is to follow a rule, in the most basic case.

We get caught in vicious circles if we say that, fomgent to follow a rule, they have
to beaware thatthey are following a rule (c.f. footnote 95). What Inthiwe must say,
for a rational agent to be said to be non-metaphoyicahd qua rational agent,
following a rule is that the agent is at least awafethe ruleas something-to-be-
followed. Such an agent can be said to be ‘acting inrdacce withthat, because the
agent knows what it is (in a practical sense) to itaetccordance’ with something, and
is aware of that as something being acted-in-accordance-with (again, pmaatical
sense).

This is simpler (more basic, less demanding of an agjea)the rule-following case
we might most naturally think of, in which an agentwsaee of a ruleas a rule This
simpler case is, | think, the most basic case in whichn be correct to characterise an
agent’s space of reasons by saying that the agent is fofoavrule. But even this is
more high-blown than much of our practical rationalitynfecof our actions for reasons
are like that — they involve following rules in that w&ut not all.

Indeed, to return to the example at hand, we canndysanthe basic case of being
hungry like that: we won't find something which an agentaisting in accordance
with’, in the above sense, when an agent does wisatational to do when hungry.

My own proposal is that instead we should think of hur{ger initial example) in

terms of what might best be called a ‘modificatidracspace of reasoné’ At certain

% Indeed, | am far from the first to point out that whatewées we might follow, itannot behat all our
acts are rationalized by explicit rules (Carroll, 1895ttgéinstein, 1953/2001).
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times in an agent’s life it will simply be desirabtegeek out food. That is, food on its
own becomes a reason for action; there is no furéessan; the food itself is ‘presented
desirably’.

Why am | describing seeking food as a modification sppace of reasof’sWhat has
rationality got to do with this at all? My proposatiat hungerduamental state, rather
than qua state only metaphorically ascribed to some very singgient, c.f. Section
5.4.3) exists exactly when a physical locus of action &asons (that is, a mind)
undergoes such a modification. For there to be a mirall,alve need there to be an
appropriate complex rational structure. There need tiotiseof rational categories. The
categories (or rather, aspects of the world as undeeticategories) need to be co-
relevant (relevant at the same time) to the agents ichoice of action. There need to be
lots of rational transitions present, between stateieh are defined in terms of these
co-relevant categoriés

Then, for there to be hunger (as | am here analysjrwe need to see this space of
rational action modified in such a way that food (public ofgiewhich are food objects
for that agent) itself becomes, for that agent, agedor certain actions.

It may be alleged that there is a kind of circularitythis proposal, but | do not
believe that it is viciously circular. It is true thgbu cannot identify the rational
categories which a creature is thinking in terms of, euthidentifying the creature’s
motivational structure; and that you cannot identify thotivational structure without
identifying the rational categories. However, such isagshere are here are (pretty
clearly) direct descendents of the issues involved intiilgerg the beliefs and desires
of an agent. And such issues as there are, are solughies( 1970): it is a non-vacuous
claim, subject to empirical verification, that an agéas a given belief-desire (or
perhaps one should say category-affect) struttuféo make such claims is to say

verifiable things about the at-least-counterfactgion structure of the creature.

% In a manner which intentionally echoes the adverbiatitibn of ‘modification of a subject’ (for more
on the relation between this account and adverbialismSection 5.5).

97 All of this is meant to suggest a conceptual accounting, and the applicability of Evan€enerality
Constraint(Evans, 1982) to these concepts. For a little mordiesetissues, see the Appendix.

% | am attempting to identify states which are of thme general type as belief and desire, but more
basic than them; to wit, perception and affect (witlecfconstrued as just described). It turns out that
this parallels a current move in animal ethology, alihélaims that entry-level mind-reading abilities in

other animals require only that the animal is respentistates of the other at the level gfesiception-
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So, we cannot get a space of reasonadbion until we have motivational structure
(for all that this is often left implicit). This meanisat an observer can have no reason
whatsoeveto say that an agengalocus of practical action for reasons) sees red, or
green, or a dog, or a house, unless the observer identibt just some categorial
structure but, at least implicitly, enough of the ageaffective structure to make it the
case that the categorially structured states are stdiere the agent has reason to do

something, rather than nothing at'&ll
5.3 Colour Qualia

5.3.1 Necessarily Mental Qualia

How does all this relate to qualia? It would be slighttp simple to say that I'm
equating qualia with these affective states, although ildvbbe close. Here is the
proposal:

The quale associated with a given perceptual cat€asyidentical to the sum total of the

subjective effects of the related objective property on a giubject, at the space of reasons

level of description.

In order to clarify what | mean by subjective, herayill briefly recall some points
from Chapter 2; for | am not going back on my claint thar notion of the mental is co-
extensive with our notion of the publicly observable, laast counterfactually
behavioural, mental level; | certainly don’t mean taséate private mental objects, in
any of the senses which Wittgenstein, for instance, arggeihst (Wittgenstein,
1953/2001).

A crucial observation, in order to clarify what | do me#s to reiterate that you have

not fully specified a state, as a state of a sppdceasons, when all you've specified is

goal psychology, rather than a full-blowmelief-desirepsychology (Tomasello, Call and Hare, 2003a;
Tomasello, Call and Hare, 2003b; Call and Tomasello8200

% In allowing for such a thing aserception-goalpsychology, Call and Tomasello’s recent work (see
preceding footnote) can at least arguably be read assimgldhe claim that it's not just mingading
which comes in at the perception-goal level, itimd There need not be the full-blown structure of
explicit belief-as-such behaviour, in order for there &adttion in the space of reasons (c.f. Hurley,
2003).

190 For instance, the perceptual category which picks ouptiidic surface property red (where red is
construed as a gerrymandered public property, rmotdas the property of causing a certain quale in a

observer).
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the categorial structure of that state and the pdaticpropositional attitude’ relation
(seeing, remembering, imagining, etc.) which the agent hésrtas if to) the world
under those categories. Thus, to say that an agent msceived flower on a green
field, is so far to say nothing at all about which attibe agent will take. But a space of
reasons for action can only have been fully charactergeen you can say what is
reason for what — when you can link perceptioadton

Therefore, it seems clear enough that two agents couék &xactly on what there
was, and could even agree exactly on the language fortidratwas, and yet coudatt
entirely differently, when faced with the same ditora (Section 2.2.7). This is because
you can specify everything about the categorial structuktbinvwhich an agent
perceives, and everything about the words which an agest tosdabel what it
perceives, without having said anything about what it willwlben it perceives some
given thing. That is still left to specify, by specifyingetrelevant affective structure;
therefore we can coherently propose two agents wha diffly in this structure.

Moreover (and this is the reason why it would be toopknto say that I'm
identifying qualia with affective states), it seems tifgtre is at least one further way in
which the two agents above could differ. Nothing about vamatgent perceives, or
about what words the agent uses to describe what thedetisrmines the agent’s
associationsbetween perceived categories of things, either. Thus, geet anay be
reminded by red of blood and death, the other of celebratidrsuccess (or, if they are
Kant, of “heavy cinnabar” — Kant, 1996 (1781/1787) A101).

All of this — the associations, the affect — is freevéoy, as between two agents who
agree exactly on which things are red. And all of tHasts are indeed subjective facts
in the sense of Section 2.2.7. They are povate states (describable only in a
‘language’ not communicable to another), but they aresfattich go beyonavhatis
perceived, and which go beyond the bare essentialssaegas order to specify that a
subject has a mental relation (perceiving) to what isgpeed. We move from merely
specifyingwhat the subject sees arhlat they see %, to specifying aspects of what

they are going (at leaseteris paribuyto do about it.

191 That is, we move beyond the basics required to estabiita subject has a perceptual relation to
something (which is already enough, on this account,tablésh that some subjective facts obtain, but

not yet to say which ones).
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It is my contention, then, that this — the subjectiffect that red has on me, in the
above sense — is what | mean, when | refer to thesting phenomenal quality of my

experience of the shared, public property red.

5.3.2 Introspectible Qualia

It is crucial to note that, on the account of introsieecargued for in Chapter 3, these
gualia are introspectible. To see why, we can introdueedncept ‘[the way red affects
me when | am having a perceptual experience as of'fe@Rffects me’ here means
specifically, affects my mindjua locus of practical rationality). Then, once again, we
can run Shoemaker’s style of argument (Section 3.Meifunning of my rational mind
is indeed being thus affected, and if | turn to attentmmiether or not it is, and if |
conclude wrongly, then this is a failure of rationality

Once again, this is not to say that any given agargtbe able to take this rational
step — but it is to say it would be no more than ‘meagbnality, to be able to do so. All
of this follows given two elements which have been argtéed already: that
Shoemaker’s typical line of argument can be adapteantioproperty of a space of
reasons as such (argued for in Section 3.7), and thabthes propertys a property of

a space of reasons as such (just argued for, in Sécfipn

5.3.3 What Mechanism?

It might be thought that it remains unclear what | atyuakan, in saying that this step
can be achieved by ‘mere rationality’. Specifically, whaxactly is supposed to be
physically involved in instantiating such rationality in @agent? This thesis does not try
to answer this question in any detail, so | raise thistpmiy in order to recall what |

have already tried to establish (Sections 3.5.5 and 3.6.4h3}): this kind of

introspection is, at least, fuljompatiblewith physical implementation, in a real agent.
The present analysis of qualia is compatible with what3hoemaker-Sellars theory of

introspectionallows that there need be nothing magical about a creaturehwbuld

192 Just as an agent need not have sother notion of ‘giraffe’, say, in order to possess the @pic

‘giraffe’, so the agent need not have the concepts whitive used in order to describe what is picked
out here, in order to be sensitive to it. This is Wwhyave used the square bracket notation. They do,
though, need to be sensitive to what | have picked owuets, when it occurs (at least on favourable

occasions, etc.).
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make such a transition; such a transitonld occur in a physically explicable way (c.f.
Section 3.5).

It is of note that this positive result does not hold &oemaker's own current
account of qualia. Features of his account of qualia mieanitt cannot inherit this
attractive feature of his account of introspection ngererally (and, indeed, that is my

central objection to his current account of qualia, Secdti6).

5.3.4 R* Again

Nevertheless, | said that aspects of Shoemaker’s aceautd remain recognisable in
my present account, and here I'll explain why. Exercisth® above proposed concept
‘[the way red affects me when | am having a perceptya¢mance at least as of red]’,
requires that the subject be sensitive to something wmbh accurs when they are
having an experience at least as of red.

It should be emphasized that simply having an experiefdgublic) red is less
demanding than this; it do@est require exercise of the above mentioned theoretaral (
at least folk theoretical) concept. Having an expegeasfared is no more or less than the
bringing of (public) red into a space of reasons (ort asay be in the case of illusion
etc.,actingas if red were within a space of reasons, when it is not

This simpler state, the state of experiencing red, @taialy exist in a creature
without the conceptual sophistication required to enterthe more complex state
(though the converse is not true). For this reasoneawre camavequalia,in the very
same sense in which we mean it of ourseleeen if that creature canntttink thatit
has qualia.

What, then, of Shoemaker®* (or what is certainly a recognisable descendent of it):
the relational property which red has, of affecting hea tvay? Red certainlyassuch a
property. Not only that, | can certainly at leader that it does, given that | am already
aware of red, and (introspectively) aware of red’'s @ffeg(from now on, call red’s
effects on meq,, for ‘quale of red’, for short). In that cas®* (or this account’s
descendent of it) is the property red has, of caugimg me. Given that I'm sensitive to
red and sensitive tg, then, it seems, | can become sensitive to red’s havimgepy
R*.

However, becoming perceptually aware of red is a noninfaletransition (it is a
basic mental act — there is no furtheental explanation to be had). Equally, my

becoming aware of the property (the property of a space of reasons which I'm
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proposing be identified as the quale of red, in m@)ge a noninferential transition, on
the account of introspection I'm endorsing. Again it'snething | just can d§>.

The further point of this section is to observe theré seems no logical bar to my
learning (c.f. Section 3.5) the ability to becon@ninferentiallyaware of recas having
the property of affecting me in the way in which it dddsat is to say, if | attend to
something red, and then attend to the question of whethast it hasR* (the property
of affecting mé® in the way in which red affects me), then it will befaglure of
rationality if | conclude other than that it does.

This process, of becoming noninferentially aware of rethaasng the propertjR*,
seems to me neither fully perception, nor fully inpestion; it essentially involves
both. But there seems no bar to my (or some posagadat’s) learning to do it.

| realise there is a possibility of misunderstandingeheo | should say that | am
emphatically not claiming that we see red in and by seeing it as hafhg(as
Shoemaker claimed). My account doedinherit that feature. First and foremost, in the
most basic case, we see red — we are sensitive to rgg.thims, surely, undeniable that
reddoeshave a certain (direct or indirect; major or subsiebjective effect on us — as it
must if we are to have any reasons dation But we need neither beware ofthis

effect, nor of red as having it, in order to act.

5.3.5 Awareness ofg;

What, then, is involved in being aware of the effect fitGed. of g;; we will return to
awarenesf R* shortly)? As far as | can make out, there is nessdn be made of
being aware ofg. (thus, of qualia, in general), except in a subject what least
somewhat theoretically informedtho has an idea of what it is for some public property
to have some subjective (not intrinsically private, suljective) effect on them.

However, as clarified at the end of the precedingi@®ca subject does not have to
be aware oftheir qualia in order tdhavethem, and have them in the same sense in
which we mean it of ourselves, on those occasions whearevaware of the fact that
we have them.

Having said that a subject needs to be somewhat thedlseiitformed, to be aware

of their qualia, | should clarify that | do not thinketsubject’s theory has to be exactly

193 Or, it might be better to say, there is no physizal to my, or some agent’s, being able to just do this
(with physical, but no furthementa) explanation in the offing).

1041Me’ quarational subject.
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correct. They might, for instance think of the effedhich red has on them as a
fundamentally intrinsic property, rather than as the ipuldt-least-counterfactual-
behavioural property which | am claiming it is. But theyd&o havesomeidea of ‘the

effect red has on me’.

5.3.6 Awareness ofR*

The requirements for awarenessRf follow similarly: if one has a theoretical notion
somethindike secondary quality (i.e. the property of having a dersabjective effect
on oneself) then, | am proposing, one can hardly eséaoeving, directly and
noninferentially, that colours have such a propertyand when one turns one’s
attention to the matter. dan (and, in the most basic case, do) think of blue as ‘that
property’, out there (i.e. public, gerrymandered blue). Bigrladditionallythink of the
effect blue has on mey). And therefore, | caalsothink of blue as the property which
has that effectR*).

It is quite possible that in the experienafethe theoretically informedll of these
properties are available, and perhaps even conflated, $iegeall co-occur. Indeed, |
suspect that acknowledging this complex situation may bemic@l step in helping to

resolve our perplexity over qualia.
5.3.7 Some Clarifications

5.3.7.1 These Qualia Do Not Represent

Note what these qualia are not. I've already (5.3.4) $@tion the present account we
don’'t see red by seeirf@*, nor by being aware @f.

Of course, all this means is that and g, are not representations in a very trivial
sense: they are not in view as representing propeities)e subject. But, as far as | can
see, there is very little about the qualia of this aatowhich makes them
representational properties at all.

This is because the qualia of this account are not sibtesto thought at all,
independent of a thinker's having a grasp on external, public propeftlere are no
inner states of which we can be more certain than weoédahe world (c.f. Martin,
2006). Similarly, these qualia most emphatically aoe the highest common factor
which the direct realist is keen to deny (see Section 5I6).the extent that

‘representation’ survives in this account at all, we hare experience which
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‘represents’ red, when and only when wiher have public red in our space of
reason¥” or are responding as if we did, when we don't.

Therefore, it is unclear whether there is any reingingood motivation to call
perceptual states on this account representations exeghaps, for highly misleading
historical precedent. For nothing which represents in thadame sense need be in
view, for either the subject or the theorist, in orfigrsuch a state to be fully in view as
what it is: an introspectible state of a space ofaeasThe fact that this point applies
equally from the theorist’'s and the subject’s point awishould not be surprising
since, on Sellars’ account, each uses the same mentapts with the same conditions

of application.

5.3.7.2 These Qualia Do Not Require Introspection

| have emphasized in 5.3.4 (and elsewhere) that these gaalihe possessed, in the
sense which we mean it of ourselves, even by creatune$ wannot introspect.

It is also worth mentioning that, by the same tokenptiesent account is not a HOT
account (e.g. Rosenthal, 1986; Dienes, 2004). For examdeinitno way my wish to
claim that creatures with no concept of their own guaimost’ have conscious minds,
but not quite, for lack of even the potential for thbiggher-order thoughts which are
required to render the lower order thoughts conscious &st len the most standard
form of HOT account).

Nevertheless, the present account is consistentthétmtuition behind at least some
versions of HOT: that it is of the nature of phenomgnabnscious states to be
available to introspection (this is further argued foection 6.2). This follows directly
from features already present in Shoemaker’s accoumtrafspection, as it applies to
properties of a space of reasons as such, when combittednwiadditional claim that

gualia are, indeed, such properties and are no kind of gemntimole filler.

5.3.7.3 These Qualia Do Not Involve Confabulation

| should also emphasize that these qualianateonfabulatory. Put another way, when

we introspect our own qualia successfully (as we candatt]) then what we take to

195 This should be strengthened to ‘have (public) red in catespf reasons in the right way’; the account
of ‘the right way’ which | would endorse is Noé’s acco(2103), reviewed in the Appendix.
198 As we wouldalwaysdo, when we set our minds toiftwe were ideally rational (which, of course, we

are not and no real agent can be).
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‘be there’ is really there, and is as we take it tothere really is a subjective way red
affects me, and | really can form a noninferentialiaspective-demonstrative concept
of which way that is. This is at least a part of whatdan when | say that this account
amounts to a moderate phenomenal realism (Chapter 2).

This too is a feature inherited from the Shoemaker-&eflacount of introspection,
for properties of a space of reasons as such, when cainbitte my claim that qualia
are such properties. For introspection on this accosntnaet an intrinsically
confabulatory exercise; certainly, no more nor lesanttperception is. Just as
perception, when successful, carves up the world int@eaés which allow a rational
way to live around here (this is my terminology, nob&maker’s or Sellars’), so too
introspection carves up the rational mind itself intoysvavhich are rational ways to
respond to rational minds around here. And in both cases;amendorse McDowell's
direct realist manifesto: “when one is not misled, dakes in how things are”
(McDowell, 1994 p.9Y".

Of course, | am not saying thaveryintrospective act hits its mark. | am not even
saying that there am@ny introspective acts, wherein we can be certain ttatt very act
hits its mark. But | am suggesting that, for introspectsnfor perception, it is not
coherent to suppose that we are subjects who are inisteraje situation such that no
such acts hit their mark (c.f. Martin, 2006 for more oa threct realist response to

various forms of scepticism).

5.3.8 A Plausible Candidate?

If I'm right, then these qualia are introspectible; ahdy are ‘the subjective effect
which red (say) has on me’ (in the sense of Section 2.R.ifave already argued
(Section 2.2) that if such properties could be found, theyld be suitable candidates
for identification as ‘qualia’, in virtue of providing a plable naturalisation of the
inverted spectrum intuition. The additional contributidrntlds chapter, of course, has

been to argue that such properties can indeed be found, by ai¢hesabove analysis.

197 However, | am well aware that there is strong evidethat we ofterdo confabulate, when self-
attributing mental states (Nisbett and Wilson, 1977atdl] 1998). Briefly, | would argue that this shows
that our rationality in introspection is much less thideal, and/or that much of what weke to be
introspection is not really introspection at all, miinference from third-person evidence. | don'’t think
any of this is sufficient to rule out the claim tHaina fideintrospection should be analysed on the

Shoemaker-Sellars model, although of course much more ceddit here, on both sides of the debate.
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| also suggested, in Chapter 2, that such properties m@ttdut the hope of a
plausible naturalisation of various other problematituittons about the nature of
qualia. I will return to that issue in Chapter 6.

Before doing so, however, | will argue that the accqust presented for colour

gualia can be extended to the problematic case of pain.
5.4 Pain

5.4.1 Pain on Shoemaker's Account

Shoemaker does argue that his new account of qualia (CHgm&tends to pains. As
in the case of Shoemaker's comments about pain, maithe icontext of his extended
analysis of introspection (see Section 3.3.6), the camtsnon pain made in the context
of his most recent analysis of qualia are all too brief.

Just as a colour experience, on Shoemaker’s presentraaebqualia, represents a
coloured surface as having a certain, relational “phenamgroperty”, such aR*, so
also, he suggests, pain experience represents a body‘gsarhaving a certain
phenomenal property, namely hurting” (Shoemaker, 1994d p.34}. i$hhe suggests
that the account extends, and that, in the case of waimhappen to have an ordinary
language word for the property which body parts are reptedeas having, in pain
experiences.

He also proposes the same kind of account as for cqlmalia, of our theoretically
informed access to the quale of a particular pain:

“Going with this perceptual awareness of the foot hurtinigtrespective awareness that one

is having an experience of one's foot hurting. And this showt be thought of as an

inspection by inner sense of the quale which gives the experithis introspective character.

There is no such inspection. The kinds of awareness #rerdnere are, first, perceptual

awareness of the foot, second, introspective awarenessh(ishawareness that) to the effect

that one is having an experience which if veridical consststich a perceptual awareness,
and, third, the theoretically informed awareness thagekperience has qualia which enable it
to have the representational content it has.” (Shoema8edd pp.31-32)

Again, | outline this account not in order to fully endottsdut in order to comment

on it, and to contrast it with the account which | witler.
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5.4.2 Problems With Shoemaker’'s Account

Once again, we see that Shoemaker’'s qualia are (onelisancount)not directly
introspectible, as they cannot be, if they are intripsaperties (role fillers, rather than
essentially mental roles). Equally, once again, oegjgerience in Shoemaker’'s most
basic case, represents one’s foot as having a propéréye one need have no idea of
what it is, to have this propertin order to have such an experience.

However, if the ‘space of reasons’ account of percéptejpresentation’ (though, |
have suggested, it is now misleading to call it that,Sssstion 5.3.7.1) is correct, then
there is no sense in which experience can represergtisimgn as having a property
when the subject has no idea what it is for somethindpavee that property. The
suggestion is a contradiction in terms. The fact tHabeBaker's account requires
exactly this is closely related to the problem which&haker admits he has, whereby
he needs to rule out a very standard form of explanafitime representation relation, in
order for his account to work (see the discussionectitn 4.6).

In the above account of colour qualia, we avoid any suchlgm. In basic — non-
theoretically informed — experience, we are just avadirpublic colours. Even in such
basic experience, weavecolour qualia, buhavingthem does not involvieeing aware
that we have them. Instead it involves whatever is neédlddl out the ‘space of
reasons’ story for the subject, so that the theoastgo from just being able to sdnat
the subject is responding to red, say, to being able tbh®ayit is only in theoretically
informed experience that the subject becoaare thatred is affecting them this way
(some way, whichever way it is), and further, that rad theproperty ofaffecting them
that way.

As such, unlike Shoemaker’s account, the present acajunalia is compatible
with (indeed, is premised upon) the claim that experieaceonly represent what the
subject understands there to be; i.e. that what therasse® be, in the having of an

experience, is fully capturable in the categories oftifgect’s understanding.

1% Once again, the brief claim here represents an sadh@nt of the conceptualist viewpoint (e.g.
McDowell, 1994), as against nonconceptualism (e.g. Evans, Pe2pcke, 2001). However, space and
time preclude further discussion, in this thesis, ofwgy subtle issues involved in this debate, though

some related points are made in the Appendix.
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5.4.3 Pain Qualia

Could we extend such an account to pain? In giving the ammaunt of colour qualia,
I've typed qualia by what causes them. In other wordg $aid that we araffected
redly*®®. But red has two properties which let this account vibekway it does. Firstly,

it exists unperceived. Secondly, itnet such as to necessarily cause the effect itdpas,
for perhaps the effects red has on me (in terms odssyciations between red and other
things, and in terms of affect) are the effects whiclegreas on you (if so, we would
have a case diehaviourally detectablmverted spectrum).

| think we would go very wrong if we try to find qualibge painswith either of these
two properties, but all the same | think we can propasacaount in which to be in pain
(to have an experience with the quality of pain) is tafbected painfullyby something

In the case of colour, I've suggested that the quale afisethe (behaviourally
detectable) effect which red has on me — whichever effettis. This seems entirely
wrong for pains. We class things as pains (at least in kdwis calls thea priori sense
— Section 2.2.4; in what | would suggest is timly sense), in terms of the effect they
have. Something is not a pain experience, in dhgiori sense, if a subject responds
with every sign of pleasure and satisfaction; and & [gin experience, if the subject
responds by trying to stop it, or mitigate it, in whatevaywossible.

In trying to identify pain (pleasure, thirst, etc.) witlhch behavioural profiles, | might
seem to be in danger of identifying pain with something mtao simple — with
patterns of behaviour which mamxtremelysimple artefacts can show (Braitenberg,
1984). But note that Shoemaker (c.f. Section 3.3.6) foun@ tleebe some connection
between our having conscious, experienced pain, and they atdlithave to bring our
rationality to bear, in avoiding pain. The Churchlands are lessiatx@bout any
specific connection between pain and rationality (see c@ifamd and Churchland, 1982
p.126) but they do require that a central part of the funatimle of qualitative states in
general (the example they use being the feeling of warmheres in their link to
conceptually structured states:

“such as the belief that | have a sensation-of-warththese sorts of causal relations are not

a part of a given state’s functional identity, theraitsfto be a sensation-of-warmth on purely
functional grounds. " (Churchland and Churchland, 1982 p.128).

199 For more on the relation between the present wietlclassical adverbialism, see Section 5.5.
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This link between pain and rationality is, | will argueyaal. It is essential to ask
how we can account for (or analyse) teasonwhich pain gives us, to act. According
to any of the strong phenomenal realist accounts cardras§thapter 2, the reason why
we call some particular (intrinsic) feeling pain, ihase we are (contingently: it need
not have been thus, on such accounts) motivated to regpcoedain functional ways,
when in states with this particular ‘intrinsic qualityfhis involves an extra level of
indirectness which | believe is not needed, in the comecbunt of pain: we should
identify the quality of pain withthe motivation to respond thusather than with
anything which is responded to, thus. But the ‘motivation’ instjaa is not just about
involuntary responses; rather, it is the kind lmdna fide ‘space of reasons’-level
motivation which enables angquiresus to bring our rationality to bear, in avoiding
pain.

Thus, my proposal regarding the qualitative feel of paihasfollowing:

The quality of pain is the affective modification of a spateeasons, which is such that the

subject is motivated to respond aversively, (at lea#) &sdamage, or incipient damage, to a

body part.

Therefore, this account is not as the Churchlands’ atcasould be: one doesn't seek
to jump out of the frying pan because one’s experiensaleertain quality, which one
is motivated to respond aversively to. Nor is it aseédhaker’'s account is: one does not
seek to jump out of the frying pan because one hasxp@rience which represents
things as ‘hurting’, and where one is motivated to resgbod, to experiences which
represent things thus. Instead, one’s pain simply is thsopal-level motivation to
respond (at least as if) to damage, or incipient damagme’s body parts. As such, the
guale of pain, the feeling, ot the subject’s reason for action on the account affere
here; rather, the damaged body part (or at least segndaghaged, at least seeming
body part, in the case of illusion etc.) is the sutgemost immediate reason for action,
in such a state.

Again, as | emphasized for colour qualia, there has tacben in a space of reasons
for there to be a mind at all. Then, for there to be,phat pattern of action in a space

of reasons has to be modified thus (i.e. in this paaicway, which wecall pain*)

110 | "am not saying that our motivational structure ftsels to fall into patterns which are all and only
either pains or not pains. | am saying that splittingivational structures into states which are pains and

states which aren’t is a rational way to respond ¢ontiotivational structures which we find, around here.
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such that the creature simply is motivated to makeethasions whichwould be
rational,werethe creature to be explicitly (i.e. thinking of$ such seeking to mitigate
damage to a body part. The conditionals in the preced&mdawever, very important —
the creature in paidoes notneed to have any concept @dmageto abody part as
such, nor anything similar. Instead, its motivationaudire simply needs to be
changed such th#theseactions (the ones which aiig,fact the kind of actions which it
would be rational to do, if explicitly trying to mitigatktamage to a body part) are what

the creature finds itself with reason to do, wherhat state.

5.4.4 Are There Still Pains?

It has been widely supposed that, on any broadly advesttéaicourtt!, one simply has
to deny the existence of paingua objects of perception. Certainly, traditional
adverbialism was fighting against the view wherein pains f@ieate, intrinsic,
essentially mental ‘objects’ of awareness, whosaraas to be responded to painfully,
and | have no wish to reinstatesepains.

But all the same, it seems to me to reduce the platgibflany analysis of pain, if it
has to say that there literally areaty pains,qua objects of perception, iany sense.
And equally, it seems to me to be quite possible to lozgtlace for paingjuaobjects
of perception, in the present account.

My proposal is that on this account, we should sayttie@pain — the thing in view
for the subject, as a reason for action — is thee@adtlintentional) body part, which is
sensed painfully. To clarify, | should point out thatréhes also a different meaning of
the wordpain, whereby pain (rather thehe or a pain), is the painful state of the whole
subject. | am not suggesting that normal language is ntiean here. Just that there
are at least these two senses of the vpaid. At that on one of them — the former —
pains are indeedona fideobjects of perception: they are body parts sensed painfully
And this enables them (pains; body parts sensed painfallyg reasons in view for the
subject (just as food is a reason for me to act, when hangry). Again, this is not to
reinstate private sense data. The things | am talkingtado@eunormal, public, body
parts, sensed painfully. I am, though, claiming that themgood reason to call these

normal, public, things painsyhen they are sensed in this way

It is useful; it works; there are states which are paamd there are states which aren’t, and there are, of
course, grey areas.

11 which this account is, very broadly, see Section 5.5.
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5.4.5 Where Are Pains?

We also want to be able to ask (and answer) the questiwre is my pain? Is it in my
foot? In my tooth? Given the above analysis, then paB) is indeed in the relevant
body part (in the relevant veridical case) in a @ty valid sense: the pain (in the
above sense of ‘pain’) is the veridically sensed parhpffoot, with veridically sensed
damage or incipient damage (although the subject need nee d$be damage as
‘damage’, but must sense it as ‘[something to be prevetasdjthe pain immy min®
Only in the same sense in which a perceived tree is in img: rtihe pain (the body part,
sensed painfully) is active as a reason, in my spaceasbns. Equally, of course, pain
(qua ‘being affected painfully’), is now an introspectible prageof my mind. Is the
pain in my brair? No. Or rather, hopefully not: not unless | have, falipleasant
damage to my brain, or it seems to me as iffddone of which, of course, is to deny
that a lot of interesting low-level explanation abbotv | behave, when in pain, may
refer to the detailed subpersonal states of my brawth® other hand, a lot about how |
behave, when in the fully veridical case of p&iiis made true by the state of my foot

(say), and by the state of the nociceptors'i.it

5.4.6 Can Pains Exist Unperceived?

So,thesepains are normal, public things (body parts), when sensedtain way. Can

they exist unperceived? Yes and no. Body parts can eystregived; that's the ‘yes’.

112 Apparently brains don’t have pain receptors — i.e. dartagiee brain cannot actually be felt in this
way. Certainly, though, headaches can be intentipaalif ‘that which is to be mitigated and prevented’
is inside one’s head. Perhaps that's the closestver get to a pain in our brain; in which case, we don’t
ever get all the way there. However, there does nohsee me, to be any convincing, ‘in principle’
reason why some agent couldn’t be thus; why bramgdn’t have pain receptors, although there are
occasional arguments in the literature attempting to explay things couldn’t be thus.

113 That is, when sensing damage to a body part (in thigypaiay) when and because the damage is
there.

4 ncluding the actual, neurological c-fibres, whicke ar my extremities and not in my brain, contrary
to common philosophical misconception (see Puccetti,)1®PFésumably, this misconception arose due
to the fact that identification of pains with c-fibfeeings was first made at a time when it was
philosophically more popular than it is now to locate pavhgre they seem to be (and where c-fibres
are), in the body parts sensed painfully; again presymahk identification remained, as the
philosophical trend moved towards locating pains (and therefmistakenly, c-fibres) in brains.
Unfortunately, this is currently no more than a jussgwry, which could (and should) be confirmed or

disconfirmed with an appropriate review of the relevastorical literature.
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But body parts sensed painfully (i.e. pains as such) camisitumperceived; that’s the
‘no’. Nothing here brings back pains of the kind to beided: private mental objects
which cannot exist unperceived. For clarity — to make ittatydear that | am not trying
to reintroduce that idea — perhaps | should go down theitnaali adverbialist route,
and say that there simply aren’t pains. And, indeed, thiemply aren’t,in the sense in
which the adverbialist meant: itthere simply aren’tthose pains (those private,
intrinsically awful, mental objects).

But the pains | am allowing are not those pains. Ancetbden’t seem to be any costs
of allowing them, except for the possibility of misurgtanding. They are, | believe, a
positive feature of the account; they are the reasomdtion, when in pain, from the
subject’s point of view.

| should note that | do not believe that | need to womduly if there are aspects of
the English word ‘pain’ under which some bodily damage ometimes correctly
described as pain even when it is unsensed, or sensed batsed painfully (and this
empirically can occur, under the influence of strong t@sidor instance) (for references,
see Aydede, 2005/2008 Section 5.1). For there is certainly osgnged pain in such a
case to the extent that the body part in questiounld be felt painfully, if only certain
counterfactuals obtained.

As such, | should make clear that | am not here tryangccurately capture the exact
sense of the English language word ‘pain’; although | amaiody, trying to capture

accurately and consistently certain specific, cemtspkects othe meaning of that word.

5.4.7 The Different Feels of Pain

| have tried to avoid, in the above, talking abthé&quale of pain. Clearly, we can talk
about the quale of a particular pain. There is, thoughpuatstanding issue to be
addressed here, for my account. On accounts in which ¢heffpain is determined by
the role filler rather than the role, then the veame set of responses — pain — might
feel one way in me, and another way in a silicon-baggaht, say. That is to say, it is
non-problematic for pain (the priori, aversive state) to have more than one qualitative
feel, on such accounts. The problem for my account as thmight seem hard or
impossible for me to account for different feels ofrpait all. However, paiclearly
doesfeel more than one way, even within a single subjesth& Churchlands’ say:

“Consider the wide variety of qualia wilfully lumped toget in common practice under the

heading of pain. Compare the qualitative character of aealectric shock with that of a
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sharp blow to the kneecap; compare the character of handsadhilyg from making too

many snowballs with the piercing sensation of a jet enginedhatrvery close range;

compare the character of a frontal headache with the timms# a scalding pot grasped
firmly. ... [W]hat unites sensations of such diverse characke the similarity in their
functional roles ... [including causing] involuntary withdrawal[and] immediate dislike, ...

[being] indicators of physical trauma ... . Plainly, thesHlected causal features are what

unite the class of painful sensations, not some uniformeguavariant across cases.”

(Churchland and Churchland, 1982 pp.125-126).

If the Churchlands are right, here, then my projectoismed: we cannot identify the
feel of pain with the motivational structure when inrpdecause (it would seem) there
is only onea priori functional notion of pain here, involving only ora priori
motivational structure, and yet there are many feelghvare pains, in each of us.

| believe my account can cope with this. Commonly usexinples of pain qualia
span the whole range from sharp pains, searing pains, anhrdibing pains through
to itches and tickles. Is it really true that thedtimnal role of all of these is the same?
In fact, it seems quite clear that this is not theecat least when we move as far from
standard pains as to get to itches and tickles. Thatesdty definition do indeed have
their owna priori functional role: a Martian only has an itch, in theriori sense, if
that Martian has the urge to scratch it.

But is it really possible to make the same kind of mawesharp pains vs. searing
pains, and vs. dull throbbing pains, and so on? | belieige For | think we would do
well to look more closely than philosophers often ddyaatvthese pains are classified in
the first place. Asharp pain is the aversive reaction you get (as) to something shar
entering your skin. Adull pain is the opposite of sharp, the damage feels (atiteast
alia) less precisely located than with a sharp painsearing pain is the aversive
response you have (as) to your skin being seared (damadgaehbyver an extended
area). Athrobbingpain throbs, the feeling comes and goes (or anyway megilat

Thus, | do not think that the feel of a sharp pain, incoe)d be the feel of a searing
pain, in you. At least not unless one of us was motivaberemove the sharp thing
(which sharp thing?) when the surface of our skin was besaged, and the other was
motivated to mitigate or prevent the extended surface darfvaligich extended surface
damage?) when something sharp entered our skin. The mospagierasesponse of a

creature to something sharp entering it's skimasthe same as the most appropriate
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response to more diffuse heat damage, say. And stmioather types of damage and
for other feels of pain.

So, whilst different paingre all (at least intentional, or ‘as if’) effects ohet body
which are to be responded to aversively, it seems tquite possible that the different
feels of different types of pain can indeed be capturedmwdhihe differences in what,
more precisely, seems to be the case, as regardatine of the damage, when one is
in one pain state rather than another, and b) thereliftes in what one is motivated to

do about it, in the various cases.

5.5 Connections to Adverbialism and Direct Realism

Some readers will have seen my use of formulations schaffected redly’ and
‘affected painfully’ (both used of thinking subjects) andn'sed painfully’ (used of
body parts, sensed by thinking subjects), and will have athat these are more than
just reminiscent of traditional adverbialism. The tvesated worries would be: i) this
account might simplye adverbialism, and/or ii) this account might be subjecth®
same objections which were responsible for the neanirtat decline of adverbialism.

Other readers may be worried to see that | have iteticaat points, that | see this
thesis as an endorsement of direct realism. Foctdmealism is often supposed to be
(wilfully) anti-scientific.

Time and space preclude a fully detailed discussiorh@fmtany issues here, but |
think | can say enough to explain briefly why | believe thgadous worries are
misplaced.

Firstly, it is of interest to note that there sedm&e some confusion in the literature
as to whether traditional adverbialism was or wasanditect realist account.

For instance, Aydede says:

“Direct realists ...typically insist that such cases [as hallucination] &haot be analyzed in

terms of a perceiver standing in a certain perceptuatioel to a private mental object or

quality. Rather the analysis involves only one particularptreeiver herself, and her being

in certain sorts of (perceptual, experiential) statesonditions that are typically brought

about under certain circumstances in which one genuinely pescedenething.
This sort of analysis of experiences is sometimes knawvadwerbialism in the literature

because in perceiving a red object one is said to be $tate of perceiving something
“red-ly.” (Aydede, 2005/2008 Section 3.5)
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On the other hand, Crane says:

“The common kind assumption says that perceptions and hatiocisare states of the same

fundamental kind, and hence it follows that this kind ofestatnnot be a relation to mind-

independent objects [i.e. it follows that direct realisrfaise]. This inference is accepted, in
one way or another, by the sense-data, adverbial and oneligi theories.” (Crane,

2005/2008 Section 3.4.1).

Having reviewed several early and more recent adverbialsstigoos (Ducasse, 1942;
Chisholm, 1957; Sellars, 1975; Tye, 1984), | believe thatcthesct analysis here is
that, whilst the core claims of adverbialism are imbdeempatible with direct realism,
adverbialism as it lived and breathed never was a dmedist thesis. Historically,
adverbialists did not see themselves as questioning the @okind assumption, which
is deeply entrenched in the sense-data theory which rijegted. Rather, they saw
themselves as attempting to tame the common kind: goayivon-problematic analysis
of it. However, the account of qualia given here (arel abcount of introspectiot,
and of the mental level in general), does indeed réfectcommon kind assumption:
there is no common factor between perception andahu®r hallucinatio™®) which is
common to bothand which is explanatorily more fundamental than eiffleis is one
of the most central points made by the originator of modhsjunctivism: Hinton,
1973).

| have already said something similar in Section 2.3.3,| bubuld like to briefly
make explicit, here, that | do not think that anything in thiter claim requires us to
avoid ‘success-neutral’ variants of words such as ‘seééxperience’ (as some direct
realists have claimed). There is a perfectly valid sesfséexperience’ in which |
experience redoth when | see red thingand when | only seem to. Of course, on a
direct-realist account, this success-neutral semeansno more nor less than: |
successfully see redy it is relevantly (in my behaviour, and for me) as if dasloften
complained that direct realists can gaything about the success-negative cases (the
‘bad disjuncts’), other then that they are subjectily the success-positive cases (the

‘good disjuncts’) (c.f. Martin, 2006). But on the accourfedd here, as | will clarify

15 |In interpreting their account of introspection in thiay, | would seem that | may differ from both
Shoemaker (Chapter 4) and Sellars (Section 3.4.2.4).

1% There is considerable disagreement as to whetheidgh or hallucination is the correct case to
contrast with perception, in expressing the central K&jve commitment of direct realism (Byrne and

Logue, 2009). | will not discuss these issues here.
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shortly below, it really is possible to sapmethingabout the bad disjuncts, without
introducing the fatal ‘common kind'.

As well as there being a ‘success-neutral’ sense fpeigence’, such a sense is also
available (in ordinary English) for the word ‘see’ ifs@s brief consideration of the
situations in which ‘seeing red’ can be used indicatesgvieryday usage, we slip
between success-neutral and success-only variants axtcoatjuires, without even
noticing.

What is being claimed here, however, is that theraoiting explanatorily more
fundamentalthan either seeing (in the success-only sense) or Hilladucination
(which are success-negative, partially and wholly, respyg) lurking within what is
captured by the various success-neutral senses.

All of this cashes itself out in the (effectively, elit realist) claim of Sections 5.3.5
and 5.3.6 (and see also 5.6 below) that weobgects in the first instancg’, and that
we only come to know (be awan® our qualia afterwards, as a more sophisticated act.

It should be noted that a frequently raised objection terdiism was its alleged
inability to correctly analyse the sensing of a red tl@agda green square at the same
time (the “many-property” objection, see, e.g. Jackson, p959). In analysing such a
case, the adverbialist can claim that an agent isregrexdly andgreenlyandsquarely
andtriangularly, but it was never clear that adverbialism could accéamthe correct
pairings. Jackson (1977 Ch.3) pushed this line of objection aed i@lated points very
forcefully. Authors such as Tye (1984) responded on beffaddverbialism; but if
anything, the artificiality of the moves required to toyrepair the account looked to
count against adverbialism. The problem for Tye seemat@ come down to the
problem of trying express all the right perceivingghin experiencewith experience
conceived of as something definable separately from thielwas of.

But the present account needs no such moves. When saasig red-triangularly,
at a certain place, this can be equivalently re-exprasgesying that one is behaving,

or at least counterfactually would behave, in a cemaigr'®, towards a certain public

7 Though sometimes (i.e. in the case of illusion ancubiaition), we find our minds running — and
ourselves acting — as if we see objects, even whetowet.

118 Which way? ‘Redly’ and ‘triangularly’. There are sombjective parts to each of these. For the
analysis of the subjective parts of redly, see above.riaogtes, these aspects include: tike them? Do

| like ‘pointy’ objects, or do | prefer smooth, rounded onEsfially, there are some objective parts to

each. This is a relatively trivial observation, foritriangle (mastery of what it is for something to be a
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object. Now, if one is having an illusion or hallucimatias of a red triangle, this is
becausehe behavioural profile is relevantly the sanieit either the objett’ is not
there, or some aspect of one’s relation to the olgeadt as it would be in the veridical
case. As such, one doesn’t need to create notatioerismng greenly at a certain point
in the ‘visual field’ as Tye (1984, e.g. p.222) found himseitda to do, because one
can instead just talk about acting (at least as if) towargieen objedhere(i.e. in the
world).

It should be noted that the present analysis is alssi@erably more specific than
traditional adverbialism. For traditional adverbialisnveetried to spell out what it was
to ‘sense redly’. | am not here making an objection Wwradverbialism itself would
have wished to reject: for the aim of adverbialism teasame sense data by showing
that theycould be replaced without loss by a formulation in termsnofdifications of
the subject. As such, and as Jackson (1977 p.68) observes, alibrarbias always no
more than a placeholder for a more complete thebrgensory feels, even in its own
terms: whilst adverbialism showed (or aimed to showe) right form of an eventual
theory, it didn’t actually give a theory of that form.

To the best of my knowledge, direct realism has néeen any more explicit than
adverbialism as regards what feels are, and has ofeanlbss so (with the temptation
being to deny that there are any such things to be knownytthaathere is just the
world of public reds and blues and stars and chairs, andubgctive qualitative feels
are either no part of it, or can only be individuatedenms of non-relational public
properties®).

| should also point out that it remains unclear towhether (and if so, in what sense)
direct realists have in fact endorsed the ‘sensing/réolimulation (as Aydede claims,
in the quote given earlier in this section). The two papstad by Aydede as examples
of “early direct realists” are papers by Ducasse (1942) Saithrs (1975). The latter
paper is clearly (both from its title and content) adasement of adverbialism, and

indeed each of these authors is more commonly listech aslzerbialist (e.g. Siegel,

triangle has non-optional behavioural aspects); but equalyre not behaving as towardsd at all,
unless you do certain things. See Peacocke (1992) for ongsiarafl what things these are, and c.f. the
Appendix herein, for my own analysis of how these poinBaacocke should be best understood.

19 Which object? ‘The’ intentional one which the subjecidsng as if towards

120 pitcher (1970) is quoted by Aydede (2005/2008) as an examplmebse making such a move.
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2005/2008; Crane, 2005/2008; Lycan, 2000/2008). It is not clear that Agdpaste
does much to establish that direct realists, in thedsta modern sense of the term,
have endorsed this formulation.

More importantly, | am certainly not aware of any atpemithin direct realism to say
what ‘sensing redly’ actually comes to, any more thathimw historical adverbialism.
Indeed it might look as if, were a direct realist t@@se this formulation, and to say
what sensing redly comes to, that they would therebgllb&ving the common kind
back in, by giving an analysis of it.

On the present account, however, we can say what geresty (in the success-
neutral sense) comes to, within a direct realist fraomk, without any such problems.
Sensing redly isbehavind® in a certain way: the way in which one does, in,fact
behave when one encounters red objects (which has bbjacgve and objective
aspects; c.f. footnote 118). What has tiehaviourgot to do with the phenomenal feel
of red? | have argued that such at least counterfaceiavibural facts are both
introspectible (Section 5.3.2) and include elements whielsabjective’ in the relevant
sense (Section 2.2.7, and Section 5.3.1 abtive)

This analysis of ‘sensing redly’ can, in a way, be seea ‘common factor’ between
seeing and hallucination. But it is not the problematimmon factor which the direct
realist has to deny, for it is not that type of mowedamental common state which
could be used to help explain (in the sense of Section)2tieature of those states
which it is in common between: one cannot use ‘behavinghasdoes when one sees
red objects’ to help explain what ‘seeing red objects’ ist& 1.

Crucially, though, this is not to say that the projectpalysis engaged in here is

worthless: such analysis, if successful, helps us to gat ak to what we actualiyean

121 At least counterfactually behaving.

22T address one further worry: direct realism shméderhave been taken to be incompatible with the
claim that there are subpersonal causal chains linkingubgct to the world. Nor is direct realism
incompatible with causal accounts at the personal,lewgh as Noé’'s account which | endorse in the
Appendix. Of course, Snowdon (1980-81) is widely quoted ainbashown that direct realism is
incompatible with a causal account of mind (which, | woagree, would certainly count against direct
realism). In fact, if read very carefully, it can been that Snowdon’s paper does not touch causal
accounts of the type Noé offers (nor does it clain{@lild, 1992 has already made this point).
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by mental term€® before (or, at least, in some sense, logically redghya from) the
process of explaining how such non-reductively charaetrgroperties come to be

instantiated in the physical world.

5.6 A Note on Order of Explanation

On a rather standard view, our awareness of the wottdbe explained in terms of our
more immediate acquaintance with broadly ‘represemati states such as qualia. This
is a classic ‘Cartesian’ view. In any relatively sopbated version of such a view, it is
not supposed that we are aware of (acquainted with) goaliee same sense which
we are aware of (acquainted with) the world. This wouwddtdio evidently question
begging. Rather, in a classic Cartesian account, wewgyposed to benore directly
acquainted with our qualia than we are with the world. Rugposed that we can be
logically more certain of these ‘inner’ features of ooental lives than we can of any
external features with which we are presented. Thus (ega&, on the well known,
classic, form of the view), it is supposed that an evil@eiiDescartes, 1641) might be
causing these internal states in us, such that we atensytically deluded about
everything which is (apparently) public. All the same, the bf thought goes, we could
not be deluded about the inner states themselves.

Nothing like this classic view survives here. | have alreamygssted (Section 4.3.1,
Sections 5.3.5-5.3.6) that no real sense can be made sdighestion that an agent is
aware of state of affairg, except to the extent that the agent can be showre to
rationally responsive t&%%. As such, the most basic case of awareness isaess of
the world. Awareness of qualia comes afterwards. Qaadaintrospected in the same
way in which beliefs and desires are introspected: wecoare to know them (be aware
of them) only as and when we come to know ourselves as thinker

Nevertheless, we are indeed ‘acquainted’ with our quakadtly as with our beliefs
and desires), in a certain sense (c.f. Chapter 2, fao¢it for they are states of ugia

rational subjects as such. Therefore, they are gxdwtlright kind of states to be known

123 By giving us a rich account of the inter-relation betw such terms; McDowell (1994) can and should
be read, at leasgtter alia, as being engaged in such a project (and he analyses langaty successfully,

in my own opinion — many other aspects of the mental loichwl have touched barely, or not at all,
herein).

124 The agent must also be responsivextander that description (whichever description it is); and

responsive ta at least within an identifiable fragment of the space a$oas (c.f. Hurley, 2003).
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by noninferential, single-step rational introspection gftler 3). This is indeed
something likehe supposed acquaintance with Cartesian qualia: for quedia,an the
present view, (and any other states of ourselges rational minds as such) are
inevitably ‘ready to hand’, ready to be known in thisdamentally first-person way.

All the same, there is something like a reversal ofdhssical order of explanation,
here. In the classical (and still, | believe, prevaj)i view, our acquaintance with our
innermost properties is supposed to be primary. It is suppesed, were, that we
already know how to explain our first-personal acquaioe with the worldin terms of
our acquaintance with our innermost properties. The diffiproblem — perhaps even
the hard problem (Chalmers, 1996) — is that of explaininghétare of, and nature of
our acquaintance with, our innermost properties.

The account presented here argues that this gets thingdyelackwards. This
chapter has accounted for our phenomenal properties (ankhowedge of them)in
terms ofour acquaintance with the world. Access to (i.e., thétwho think about)
gualia comes from two things: first, an understandinghefworld (which any agent
must have); second, at least some practical understandithe subjective effect the
world has on us, as rational agents (which is an uratetstg which only a more
sophisticated agent can have). Crucially, though, if thenaegts given herein are
correct, this latter kind of understanding is also urtdeding of something which is as
much a part of the publicly observable world as are the wlov®usly objective, public
properties which we perceive. That is to say, our quakgoublic, even if they are not
aseasy to tease out — not as manifest on the surfabéngbt— as, say, thmublic colour
red.

This can leave a sense of vertigo. For how are weptaim our acquaintance with
the world, if not in terms of a more direct kind ofgaaintance with inner states? The
first step is tocharacterisethe nature of our acquaintance with the world (c.f. fotgn
123). If the arguments herein are correct, our acquaietasiit the world (which is to
say, our possession of a mind) must be characterisedms of our action (and at least
counterfactual action) within*& space of reasons. Having orst&racterisednind, we
can then seek texplainhow real agents come to have it.

Therefore, we come to see that our qualia (partiatyistitute us, in the same way in

which our beliefs and desires do: not at the subperseval| but at the personal level.

125 afragment of ‘the’... (c.f. Chapter 2, footnote 53)
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To put it another way, belief, desire, affect, quate, are the kind of terms which we
must (or, at least, can) use,rexexpressingvithout loss what it is to be a person, whilst
remaining at the mental levéf.

Our rational responsivenes$s the worldtherefore becomes primary, in giving an
account of our innermost mental life. | take this asreebe not a cost, of this view. For
if things are so, mind suddenly starts to look much more naturalisalilavé tried to
show how things can be so, consistent with our havirtgoag and perfectly reliable,
sense of there being something inner and subjective abomental lives: inner and
subjective in that these properties exist, are introdgectis such and cannot be
defined simply by sayingvhata creature sees, nor by addthgt it sees it, nor even by

adding a specification of the shared, pull@rdsit possesses, to describe what it sees.

5.7 Summary

The fact that there can be no truly private qualia ¥edlp rather directly, from the
analysis of introspection | have endorsed, on whichirunspective conception of the
mental is the very same conception as the public, thirsbpeconception (Section
3.4.3), combined with the claim that qualia are, indeed, sp&ctible (at least in us,
who seek to explain them) (Section 2.2).

If these claims are correct, then we must either deatydualia exist (Dennett, 1988;
Dennett, 1991), or we have to find some place for qualia nvitiie public,
behaviourally detectable mental level. | have triedldahis, by suggesting that qualia
are ‘the state of being affected that way’, rather thiaat which affects us that way’. |
have argued that the only thimdnich affects us ‘that way’ is the public property (green,
say).

| have tried to flesh out many of the details of tluscaunt. In particular, by adapting
certain aspects of Shoemaker’s account of qualia, ¢ haed to make sense of the
various different ways in which we can think, firstly, miblic properties; secondly, of
the phenomenal effects public properties have on us; iaatlyf of the (relational)
property, which normal public properties have,hafvingsuch phenomenal effects on

us.

126 As such the relation between qualia, belief, desiffecta perception, etc., anaiind is seen to be
parallel to the relation between freezing, boilinigcosity, etc., anwvater (or ‘wateriness’: ‘water’ in that
sense which remains neutral as regards whateverllsgchapopens to instantiate this set of properties
round here). C.f. Section 2.2.3.
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In order to make plausible this identificationldingaffected in a certain way with
gualia, | have argued that the way red affects me (inglegant sensejuaproperty of
a space of reasons, as such), is indeed introspectibkheoaccount of introspection
which | have endorsed in Chapter 3. On the other handyd hegued, no intrinsic
property is thus introspectible. Indeed, Shoemaker noepascthis. Therefore, | would
argue that the non-intrinsic properties which | have psedohave, on this basis, a
better claim to be qualia than the intrinsic properidsch have been so popular,
historically, in analyses of qualia.

| have already argued that the proposed candidates foraqgeeh successfully
naturalise some traditional intuitions concerning quali@.frther make it plausible
that these properties are indeed qualia, | will argue imthe chapter that they do a
good job (a much better job than Dennett, for instance, argaesbe done) of
accounting for various other intuitions which have leadofeeto suppose that there are

intrinsic, or otherwise non-naturalisable, qualia.
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6. Reclaiming Qualia

6.1 Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is to argue that the accoumjualia just given can
naturalise the intuitions lying behind claims that qualiaiaeffable, intrinsic, private
and infallibly or incorrigibly knowable. To the extetfiat this succeeds, it will bolster
the argument that the features of a space of reason$ Whave identifiecare qualia:
those introspectible aspects of mental states which tnagi#¢ionally been supposed to
have these properties.

| phrase the above claims carefully (talking about uraltsing intuitions’) for |
certainly agree with Dennett (1988; 1991 Ch.12) alsomteof his claims to the effect
that nothing could have the above problematic propertiespineof the senses he
discusses. It should be clarified, though, that my accofifualia isnot Dennett’s
account. As will be seen, | don't go along with Dennetalinof his denials, and |
certainly don’t think that the whole theoretical frantelv surrounding qualia is so
tangled that we must “get a new kite string” (Denn&®91 p.369). Instead, | think we
can, with plausibility, identify features of our mentalidis which would naturalise
claims of ineffability, intrinsicness, etc.

| also disagree with Dennett in a perhaps more fundeahevay. Dennett argues that
his heterophenomenological account can show why “tbegeto be qualia” (Dennett,
1991 p.372, emphasis added). But that is all; he thinks thatisheoereferent for these
seeming properties; that they are a fiction, a part efoay we tell about ourselves.
Qualia on my account aren't like that. They al®oaa fideproperty of a subject’s space
of reasons — they armot fictions. They exist when not introspected. They can b
known, in introspection. In a well-known turn of phragkich | quoted in the previous
chapter, McDowell summarises the direct realist vidwaormal perception thus: “when
one is not misled, one takes in how things are” (McBigw994 p.9). So also with the
introspection of qualia, on this account.

In order to discuss these various problematic propertiewilll firstly look at
Shoemaker’s approach to defending a limited Cartebisid as regards self-knowledge
of mental states. Though Shoemaker, rightly, shies ain@y saying that he has
defended infallibility and incorrigibility as such, | thinkis right to say that what he has
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defended is sufficient to locate the source of our tiois about infallibility and
incorrigibility. It should be noted that Shoemaker hirh¢es argued for this limited
Cartesianism only as regards the more obviously inteatimental states such as belief
and desire, and not qualia (indeed, it is unclear whetherasuapproach can be applied
to qualia, on Shoemaker’s own current analysis of them).

Next, | will address ineffability by means of a responseDennett’s most recent
position paper on the knowledge argument. Dennett propises if we wish to
preserve a scientific account of phenomenal statesnust accept that full descriptive
knowledge of such statesssifficientfor an intelligent enough agent to come to know
what it is like to be in such a state. | argue that [@#na wrong about this, by his own
functionalist, heterophenomenological lights. Thigusnent has already been published
elsewhere (Beaton, 2005). Here, | add the claim that Dehae thereby mistakenly
argued against a certalvona fidesense of ineffability, which can and should be
preserved (and which, therefofe]lows froma scientific account of qualitative states,
rather than threatening any such account, as Dennett sgjppose

Finally, I return to the remaining properties of a qualiaich Dennett (1988) has
tried to ‘quine*?”: intrinsicness and privacy. | argue that, whilst Denrsetight that we
can find nothing intrinsic or private in any over-strong senge can naturalise various

of the intuitions which have lead peopleseythat qualia are intrinsic and private.
6.2 Infallibility and Incorrigibility

6.2.1 Introductory Remarks

Infallibility and incorrigibility are two related issues the area self-knowledge.
Etymologically, one’s knowledge of a mental statenfallible if it cannot fail (that is,

what the subject says cannot be wrong) and is incomigfiil cannot be corrected (that
is, what the subject says is authoritative and finale ™o notions are closely related.

If there is a clear distinction between tHéfit is to do with direction of explanation.

127 Dennett uses the humorous verb “to quine”, from his Bhitosophical Lexicon‘quine, v. To deny
resolutely the existence or importance of somethingaresignificant” (as quoted in Dennett, 1988). But,
of course, as Dennett himself says, he is “not kiddinigé -does indeed mean to deny that anything at all
could have the properties which philosophers have tradityoaacribed to qualia (I would agree) and
hence, that there are no qualia (for the reasons giee) | would disagree).

128 Shoemaker makes no strong distinction between infayliland incorrigibility, tending to use either

infallibility alone, or phrases like “infallible omicorrigible” (Shoemaker, 1990 p.51; Shoemaker, 1988
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When one thinks of infallibility, one thinks of a menstdte (perception, sensation) and
of a mechanism or process (in the most general senseh wifédlibly leads to correct
knowledge of that state. When one thinks of incorrigiilthe idea is that belief that
one is in pain (say) entails that asen pain: if one thinks one is, then one is.

The idea that our knowledge of our own mental state¥adlible and incorrigible is
widely perceived as “Cartesian”. a working out of thert€sian doctrine of
transparency, that nothing can occur in a mind, of whiahrfind is not consciolfS.

Now as Evans puts it, whilst discussing related issules$,cd philosophers have felt:

“extremely suspicious of the idea of a judgement which isuabomething distinct from

itself, yet which cannot be wrong” (Evans, 1982 p.£%9)

And indeed, Shoemaker’s aim is neither to defend suchva, vier to defend an
account in which an agenainnot be wrongabout anything. All the same, Shoemaker
does see himself as presenting a “limited ... defense ake€ianism” (Shoemaker,
1990 p.52). In particular, in (Shoemaker, 1988) and (Shoemaker, 1380¢maker
defends:

“the Cartesian conception of the mind’s epistemic acttediself — as a first approximation,

the view that each of us has a logically “privileged accessis or her own mental states,

and that it is of the essence of mind that this shbaldo.” (Shoemaker, 1990 p.50)

| think Shoemaker succeeds. | think he does show thatfitige nature of our mental
states that we should know them, and know them dbyréawill explain (or at least,
recapitulate, from Chapter 3) why this is. And | will argilmat this is sufficient to
naturalise the intuitionsvhich lead philosophers to describe mental states aHitahf
or incorrigible knowable. It is not that we cannot Wweong, nevertheless theis
something special about self-knowledge; something diffef®m our knowledge of

non-mental facts, and of mental facts about others.

p.25) which indicate that he sees no important distinctiateed, in the index of his collected papers on
self-knowledge (Shoemaker, 1996), “incorrigibility” is inddXsee infallibility”.

129 Cartesian transparency is quite different from thepprty which Moore ascribes to experience of its
being “diaphanous” (Moore, 1903 p.450) (but also “transparentp.446). According to this very
different, Moorean, version of transparency, mentates themselves cannot (or cannot easily) be
grasped; rather, we ‘see through’ them to what they reptes

130 Although | cannot fully endorse the nonconceptualisbarse to these worries which Evans puts

forward on the same page\édrieties of Reference
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6.2.2 Self-Knowledge and Rationality

We have already examined Shoemaker’s views on self-laag®lin detail, so we need
only summarise them here. Shoemaker’'s essential ¢tatimt, if one has mastered a
concept which picks out a property of a space of reaaersuch, then it is impossible to
be both rational, and wrong in its self-applicationshould remind the reader that
Shoemaker in fact develops multiple separate linesrgdiments for several separate,
specific properties of a space of reasons as such @igfsbdesires); he himself never
says that his arguments generalisang property of a space of reasons as such, though
| have argued that they do (Section 3.7).

Even though one cannot Ibational and wrong in self-ascription of one’s mental
states, one can be wrong. For every actual physicait agest be less than perfectly
rational. But the upshot of all Shoemaker’'s argumentkat failure to noninferentially
make the correct transitions (the ones thatld legitimate claims of infallibility and
incorrigibility if one alwaysmade themjs a failure of rationality.

Since all mental states are aspects of a space sfmeas such (or so | have argued)
it follows that it is indeeaf their natureto be known infallibly and incorrigibly. This is
an ideal. But it is far from an irrelevant ideal.dtwidely accepted that belief and desire
are inherently rational states, even though creatuittsheliefs and desires can be far
from rational. My aim here — whether | succeed or nas toimake that same move
equally as plausible for mind as a whole, including perceptgensation and
phenomenal feel: these am# aspects of a space of reasons as such (just aslee be

and desire), for all that real instances of mind fallstaort of perfect rationality.

6.2.3 Self-Knowledge of Qualia

As I've already indicated, Shoemaker mainly discusses tbonnection between
special access to mental states and rationality” irctimeext of “intentional states like
belief and desire”, and he himself find it “less obviduswv there can be such a
connection in the case of our access to sensoryssate especially, to sensations such
as pain” (Shoemaker, 1990 p.71). This is because (on Shoesakeduntput not on
ming, there remains an aspect of sensory states, taheit, qualia, whichs knowable

(if indirectly) through introspection, but which is nat aspect of a space of reasons as
such. | have argued that Shoemaker has to pay a verycbgihfor this, ruling out
standard forms of scientific explanation, and possilaling into question the very

functionalist account which he claims to be endorsingt{@e4.6).
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In the previous chapter, | have presented an alternaibe®unt which (perhaps
surprisingly) retains recognisable descendents of somesdEettures of Shoemaker’'s
most recent account of qualia but which — most importantiydentifies qualia
themselves apure properties of a space of reasons as such. As suclhjsoaccount,
gualia (sensations, pains) quite naturally have exactly sdo@e ‘special access’
properties as any other aspect of a space of reasosgchs(including beliefs and
desires).

Therefore, we can see what strikes me as a plausiiation for claims that qualia
(along with other aspects of a space of reasonshé&alibly or incorrigibly knowable
by their possessor: to acknowledge that theynatenfallibly or incorrigibly knowable
(as we must) is to acknowledge that they (and we) ffattsof the standards which,

nevertheless, define them (and us, as agents).

6.3 Introduction to Ineffability

Something is ineffable if it is impossible to put it inb@rds; the notion is usually
associated with some sense of mystery, of the fundathemexplicable. Why are
gualia supposed to be ineffable? Broadly, because we cam\khat it is like to have
them, but, it is supposed, cannot capture what it is likeards. | believe this latter
claim can be naturalised, in a way not threatening to péiysnc.

| do not wish to naturalise the claim that qualia areldmentallyinexplicable There
is, though, a type ahexpressibilityabout the nature of qualia which | believe we can
and must allow. The best way to introduce this typeakpressibility will be to present
recent work of Dennett’s, in which he explicitly argubat allowing just this form of
inexpressibility amounts to rejecting physicalism. Inevpously published work
(Beaton, 2005) | have attempted to rebut Dennett’'s arguneenthis issue. Here, |
present the central portions of that paperThe thrust of these arguments is that this
type of inexpressibility, far from being a threat to phgsgm, is entailed even by the
strong functionalist form of physicalism which Dennettdorses. In the presentation
here, | add the claim that this ineliminable inexpressfbdan be plausibly seen as a

naturalisation of a central aspect of the intuitibattqualia are ineffable.

131 As compared to the published version, | omit here: @&wewof previous responses to the knowledge
argument; a brief analysis of phenomenal qualities, wisititoadly compatible with, but superseded by,
the account herein; and most of the concluding remarkshwdre omitted in favour of the discussion of
Section 6.5.
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6.4 What RoboDennett Still Doesn’t Know

6.4.1 Introduction

Mary, the colour-deprived neuroscientist, embodies perttapbest known form of the
knowledge argument against physicalism (Jackson, 1982; Jack886). She is a
better-than-world-clad®’ neuroscientist. Living in an entirely black-and-white
environment, she has learnt all the physical t&t&bout human colour vision. She is
supposed to be enough like us to be capable of having the speriences that we
would have on exposure to colour, but to be clever enoughde and understand the
physical facts about her own colour vision, and to be &bleork out all the relevant
consequences of the facts which she knows.

The key premise of this form of the knowledge argumetitas when Mary is finally
released from her black and white captivity and shown cadbabgects, she will learn
something: namely, what it is actually like to seeafour. Indeed, in Frank Jackson’s
original paper, he takes it to be “just obvious” that Warll “learn something about the
world and our visual experience of it” (Jackson, 1982 p.130) orelease.

The following, then, is a simple version of Jacksaoriginal knowledge argument,

(all premises refer to Mary's pre-release epistenatus):
1) Mary knows all the physical facts about colour vision
2) Mary will learn something about what it is like to seecolour on her release

Presumed corollary

Mary does not know all the facts about colour vision

3) Physicalism requires that if Mary knows all the physiaats then she knows all the facts

132 Though perhaps not perfect, of which more later.

133 | will use phrases such as ‘physical facts’, ‘proposil facts’, ‘propositional knowledge’ etc. more or
less interchangeably to refer to the objective knowledgielwMary gains from black and white books,
videos and so forth. Jackson states (or perhaps, cléiatafter such an education a clever enough Mary
could know “everything ircompletedohysics, chemistry, and neurophysiology, and all thete know
about the causal and relational facts consequent upon sll(flsickson, 1986 p.291). In this context,
Alter has talked of the “discursively learnable” facMtér, 1998 p.50 and passim) and Churchland talks
of those facts which are “adequately expressible in anidbngéntence” (Churchland, 1989 p.144). | am
happy to accept the standard set-up of the knowledge argumenmhidch such knowledge exists, is
learnable by a clever enough student via the route dedcrénd is, further, contrastable with knowledge
such as “red is likéhis’ which Mary does not gain (at least not directly) froer black and white book

learning.
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Conclusion
Physicalism is false

Premise 2) both implies and is implied by what | willl&e Mary intuition’. This is
the intuition that Mary, in the circumstances desmibwill still learn something on first
seeing a coloured object (equivalently, that there isesoing that Mary, in the
circumstances described, does not yet know, namely wihstlike to see in colour).
Paul Churchland has argued persuasively (Churchland, 1985; Churchland, 1989;
Churchland, 1998) that every possible form of Jackson’s argumegjuires some
equivalent of premise 3) above which only appears to gougiir because of
equivocation on two different senses of the word “kriowfshe is right, the argument
does not go through, and ‘the Mary intuitioncismpatiblewith physicalism.

This is one of two possible physicalist responses ¢oktiowledge argument. The
other major approach is to argue for the falsity of psenit): to argue that the Mary
intuition is incompatible with physicalism, and is fal§eich a response amounts to a
defence of the validity (though not the soundness) of thewledge argument: it
implies the claim that there is indeed some validaeiag which shows that Mary’s
learning something new is incompatible with physicalismgctyas Jackson originally
claimed.

Jackson has now retracted his own knowledge argument ¢dackd98a; Jackson,
1998b; Jackson, 2003). It looks at first as if he has enddmeezetond kind of response
just mentioned. In his initial retraction, he stated tiadter the strength of the case for
physicalism has been properly absorbed” (Jackson, 1998a pma),s “reluctantly”
(Jackson, 1998a p.vii) led to conclude that “The rednessiofeds can be deduced in
principle from enough [information] about the physical nataf our world despite the
manifest appearance to the contrary that the knowledgenargurades on” (Jackson,
1998b pp.76-77). More recently Jackson has stated that “phstsicare entitled to
reject” (Jackson, 2003 p.9) “[tlhe epistemic intuition ttHaunds the knowledge
argument [, ...] that you cannot deduce from purely physidatmation about us and
our world, all there is to know about the nature of ourldvbecause you cannot deduce
how things look to us, especially in regard to colour.tkdan, 2003 p.2).

That certainly sounds as if Jackson is rejecting his premise 2, and saying that
you canwork out from enough information about us and our world,tvitha like to see
red. But this is not what Jackson is saying. He stileptx the truth of what | have

called the Mary intuition; he still believes that Mdwould learn what it is like to see
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red” (Jackson, 2003 p.3) on her release (indeed he contintresmtdhis as an obvious
fact, in need of no defence). Instead, Jackson istiggethe epistemic intuition (which

he previously endorsed): he now accepts that ‘learning’ things look is not a matter
of “learning something about the nature of the world” (Jacks2003 p.3). On

Jackson’s revised account, Mary will learn no new factud the world, but will instead

gain a new kind of ‘representation’; one with the rigibperties to account for the
“immediacy, inextricability, and richness” of seeing reshd one which additionally
grants her the ability to “recognise, imagine and remefnieer (Jackson, 2003 p.26).
As Jackson himself points out (Jackson, 2003 p.28), he hasctime to adopt the
ability-based rejection of his knowledge argument originaltgployed by Nemirow

(1980) and Lewis (1983). Jackson’s revised position effectivalyele the knowledge
argument exactly where Churchland left it, with true ps&®j but nevertheless invalid
due to equivocation on two senses of “knows”.

If we accept these arguments, can we consider intggestiscussion on the
knowledge argument closed? Apparently not, for the alseamningly straightforward,
physicalist consensus — now including Jackson himself — remadhsally different
from the position held by Daniel Dennett (who is, of ceuranother die-hard

physicalist).

6.4.2 RoboDennett

Dennett’'s position is made clear in his new paper onsthigect, “What RoboMary
Knows” (Dennett, 2005b3*. For Dennett, “most people’s unexamined assumptions
imply dualism” (p.107; for which, in context, read “the Mantuition is incompatible
with physicalism”). The explicit objective of Denneatthew paper is to show that the
Mary intuition is an anti-physicalist confusion. Hena to demonstrate — for the benefit
of those philosophers who doubt that it can be done — hawy Migures outexactly

what it is like to see red (and green, and blue)” (p.122).

134 The paper from which the present discussion is exttastes originally written in response to an
online version of an article of Dennett's, which svdue to appear in a collection of papers on
phenomenal knowledge (Alter and Walter, 2006), and which isemily available online at

http://ase.tufts.edu/cogstud/papers/RoboMaryfinal.hthe current, and the published, versions of this

discussion now take their quotes from that version ofif@d’s paper which appeared (in slightly
modified form) as Chapter 5 of “Sweet Dreams” (Dennett, 8R0Bs such, all quotes from Dennett

within Section 6.4 refer to Ch.5 of “Sweet Dreams” uslletherwise indicated.
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But why should Dennett believe that most people’s unexahassumptions imply
dualism? Or that philosophers need to understand why the i@ition is false in
order to understand how physicalism can be true? He rilidbedieve that there is
some logically valid form of the knowledge argumentplying a fundamental
incompatibility between the Mary intuition and physisali despite all the arguments
to the contrary. Has Dennett simply missed the equtimtan “knows” from which,
Churchland has claimed, all forms of premise 3) suffer@ adtual situation is more
complex than that, and more interesting.

The explicit aim of Dennett’s new paper is to shovt Mary will necessarily be able
to come to know what it is like to see in colour,hiedully understands all the physical
facts about colour vision. | believe we can establish Bleatnett’s line of reasoning is
flawed, but the flaw is not as simple as an equivooabin “knows”. Rather, it goes to
the heart of functionalism and hinges on whether oD®stnett is correct to claim that
there is “no fact of the matter” (Dennett, 1988; Denng®91; Dennett, 1994, etc.)

about what subjective experience consists in.

6.4.3 The Blue Banana Alternative

Dennett’s previous major position statement on the kedged argument occurred in his
book “Consciousness Explained” (Dennett, 1991 pp.398-401). Thershoutlined
in print what he believes to be a perfectly legitimateraative ending to the Mary
story. Instead of experiencing “surprise and delight” (@matand Horgan, 2000 p.72)
on being released from her room and first seeing coloureectsbjsomething quite
different happens. Mary’s captors decide to trick hed, e first coloured object they
allow her to see is a blue banana. Dennett doesn't citplstate as much, but
presumably Mary’s captors are expecting Mary to sayetedif something like, “Ah, so
that is what yellow looks like!” However, what Dennelttes say is that Mary isn't
fooled for a moment, she takes one look at the bluenaaaad says, “Hey! You tried to
trick me! Bananas are yellow, but this one is blue!” andher “I was not in the
slightest surprised by my experience of blue (what surpnsedvas that you would try
such a second-rate trick on me)” (Dennett, 1991 pp.399-400).

Dennett states that students and professional philosoglilerdiave had considerable
problems with his alternative ending to the story (Denr&@05b p.106). But what
exactly is this alternative ending supposed to indicatdtel seriously trying to claim

that Mary has “figured out” what it is like to see inlamr without ever having seen
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anything coloured? That is, of course, exactly what heyisgrto claim. And he is not
just stating that Mary will know enough about her owngatgl reactions to colour to
be able to recognize them when they first occur, and@®& out which colour she has
seen. He is, rather, taking the following much strongeition: that knowing as much
about your own reactions in advance of the fact as Maeg is logically equivalent to
knowing what it is like to see colour in advance of thet.fHe explicitly states that he
knows of no “distinction ... between knowifigghat one would say and how one would
react” and knowing “what it is like”. If there is such a distilon, it has not yet been
articulated and defended, by [anyone] ... , so far as | kn@ehnett, 2005b footnote
3).

To many, of course (even to those who hold to the widome form of physicalism)
this current, clear and explicit statement of posibgrDennett will itself seem extreme.
This is why he has felt compelled to return to the fiayd to attempt to “convince a

few philosophers” (Dennett, 2006) that his position mightdreect after all.

6.4.4 Introducing RoboMary

Dennett’'s chosen weapon for his final attack on the kedgd argument is RoboMary,
a perfected robot neuroscientist. Dennett uses RoboMargulse he needs to discuss
the physical details of her behaviour and thought processes level of detail not
currently available to human neuroscience. Using Robghhar hopes to show, by
analogy, how a human-like Mary could also come tovkmdhat it is like in advance of
the experience.

| am happy with this approach, and agree with Dennettahmtysicalist account of
what is really going on in the Mary thought experimerit keiquire a discussion of the
physical details of the ‘agent’ under discussion. As Dersasts:

“If materialism is true, it should be possible (‘inmiple!’) to build a material thing — call it

a robot brain — that does what a brain does, and hence iasarthe same theory of

experience that we do.” (Dennett, 2006)
and further:

“Those who rule out my scenario as irrelevant from thiset are not arguing for the falsity

of materialism; they are assuming it” (Dennett, 2005b p.125).

Dennett wants to make sure that RoboMary is a welstcocted and well labelled
“intuition pump”. He succeeds admirably. In fact, oncéndve summarized here

Dennett’s key “knobs” and “settings” for RoboMary, skl make an ideal subject on

155



Reclaiming Qualia

which to attempt some “cooperative reverse-engineeridghfiett, 2005b p.122) of my
own.

There are two major models of RoboMary, either ofalhit is argued, can come to
know what it is like to see in colour in advance of éxperience. As Dennett outlines
these two versions of RoboMary he considers and refoges/ possible objections to
his account. On many, indeed most, of these points | iy ih agreement with
Dennett. Therefore | will only give an outline of the ké&cts about RoboMary,

omitting the several objections to his story that Dénsigccessfully addresses.

6.4.5 Unlocked RoboMary

The basic RoboMary model is (for reasons presumabllyitothe mists of sci-fi time) a
standard Mark 19 robot. The easiest thing to do will bqute directly the key points

from Dennett’s story about her:

“1. RoboMary is a standard Mark 19 robot, except that sieelwought on line without color
vision; her video cameras are black and white, but everythirgy ielsher hardware is

equipped for color vision, which is standard in the MB®k

“2. While waiting for a pair of color cameras to regaher black-and-white cameras,
RoboMary learns everything she can about the color vision akM9s. She even brings
colored objects into her prison cell along with normallyocalighted Mark 19s and compares

their responses — internal and external — to hers.
“3. She learns all about the million-shade color-coding syshat is shared by all Mark 19s.

“4. Using her vast knowledge, she writes some code that enadrids colorize the input
from her black and white cameras (a la Ted Turner's cadtleork) according to voluminous
data she gathers about what colors things in the worldasme how Mark 19s normally
encode these. So now when she looks with her black-and-whiteasaatea ripe banana, she
“sees it as yellow” since her colorizing prosthesis haiftlglooked up the standard ripe-

banana color-number-profile and digitally insertedhieach frame in all the right pixels.

“5. She wonders if the ersatz coloring scheme she's irstiallberself is high fidelity. So

during her research and development phase, she checks thersumlher registers (the
registers that transiently store the information alibet colors of the things in front of her
cameras) with the numbers in the same registers of dflagk 19s looking at the same
objects with their color camera eyes, and makes adjustmenén necessary, gradually

building up a good version of hormal Mark 19 color vision.

“6. The big day arrives. When she finally gets her color caminstalled, and disables her

colorizing software, and opens her eyes, she noticesnathing. In fact, she has to check to
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make sure she has the color cameras installed. She hasdlemthing. She already knew

exactly what it would be like for her to see colors jiigt way other Mark 19s do.” (pp.122-

125)

For what it is worth, | buy into this story. There d¢oseem to me to be any
interesting reasons why RoboMary can’t do what Dennatinsl above, that she can
do. And if she can indeed do the above then she would indeezltooknow what it is
like to see in colour in advance of the experience. &utobjection that Dennett
considers concerning his step 4 is the crucial one, insterhrelating the story of
unlocked RoboMary to the story of Mary. The question ssumlocked RoboMary
cheating or not when she writes directly to her aolooding registers? Perhaps, as
Dennett himself says, RoboMary’s colorizing systemingp$y the “robot version ... of
transcranial magnetic stimulation” (p.124): cheating ie 8ense of using a non-
surprising way of coming to know what it is like, which doésnily involve deducing
what it is like from the facts one knows. Or perhapssiveuld accept that “RoboMary
is entitled to use her imagination, and that is jusatwshe is doing — after all, no
hardware additions are involved” (p.124).

Dennett is happy to vary this setting in both directidist reasons related to the
above point about imagination, my understanding isDeainett thinks there is no truly
principled reason to rule out even this unlocked vergsibiRoboMary as a counter-
example to the Mary intuition. (I will argue below thhere is, in fact, a principled
reason to rule that unlocked RoboMary’s route to commdirtow what it is like is
cheating.) Nevertheless Dennett is happy to take on boiardbjection, and to consider

next a much more challenging version of the RoboMagyst

6.4.6 Locked RoboMary

Following Dennett, “let’s turn the knob and consider they RaboMary must proceed
if she is prohibited from tampering with her color-expetenegisters” (p.126). The use
of a robot instead of a human in the thought experimec¢ @again pays dividends. As
Dennett says, we have no idea how “Mary could be lgrigmdered incapable of using
her knowledge to put her own brain into the relevanagmative and experiential
states” (p.126), but we can easily describe something dguoiviar RoboMary. We can

put a software system in place which automatically cdaavalt the colour values in

Mary’s visual array to black and white (or rather, greysy values before any further

processing takes place. Now let’s put unbreakable softgecarity on this system.
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Suddenly RoboMary really can't “imagine” herself into amyrmal colour vision state.
She can’t even create colour ‘phosphenes’ (one objetditime original Mary story) by
any robot equivalent of rubbing her eyes. The only way b&uc registers can ever
come to contain any usable colour values is for thevso# security system to be
disabled which, let us assume, requires a hardware clemjeso can be treated as
unambiguous cheating.

Surely then there is no way for RoboMary to deduce thstlike to see in colour, is
there? Oh yes there is, says Dennett:

“This doesn't faze her for a minute, however. Using atirabytes of spare (undedicated)

RAM, she builds a model of herself afrdm the outside, just as she would if she were

building a model of some other being’s color visisime figures out just how she would react

in every possible color situation.” (p.126)

This is supposed to be pure heterophenomenology. For Detimei# can be no
distinction between the full facts about “what oneuldlcsay and how one would react”
and the full facts about “what it is like”. Thus, ibBRoMary can indeed build such a
model, she can indeed come to know what it is like. QED.

But the preceding is a reconstructed abbreviation of Desrmegjument. Let’s follow
the actual details of the story which Dennett gives. Rati@n mix and match direct
and indirect quotation, | will paraphrase this sectidrDennett’s argument (pp.127-
128). Imagine, says Dennett, a situation in which (lockedjoRary is shown a ripe
tomato. She can see it and touch it and find out all at®htilginess and softness. She
can also consult an encyclopaedia to find out exadtigt shade of red it would be, if
only her colour registers were unlocked. RoboMary vahat in various ways to this
stimulus, resulting in some complex, internal, greydtorexperiencing state, state A.
But at the same time, she can feed into her intenoalel of herself the true red colour
values which she knows she would have seen if her cafision equipment was
normal for Mark 19s. So her model will go into a differenimplex state, a red-tomato-
experiencing state, state B. This should be fine: the nivaledMary doesn’t have to be
‘locked’, just because RoboMary is. She knows atiiakhow she would work if she
was not locked, and so she should be able to build andte@erainlocked model just
as Dennett describes. So now, returning to direct quotdbioked RoboMary compares
state A with state B and:

“being such a clever, indefatigable and nearly omniscient beingakes all the necessary

adjustments anputs herself into state.B(p.128)
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Dennett is at pains to point out that state B realt§t @n illicit state in the sense in
which direct tampering with colour registers is an illisiate. State B is the state that
Mary would have gone into if she had had the colour expegieeven though she
hasn't in fact had it: she isn’'t making herself expece colour (cheating) she is making
herself be as she would be if she had experienced o@ioucheating’®>.

| am prepared to buy into this story, too. | accept ibelted RoboMary could find
such a state and put herself into it. But | don’'t acdegt RoboMary has told us about
what mustbe true of an agent in the epistemic situation of pksase Mary; | don't

accept that she is not cheating.

6.4.7 What Physicalism Requires

For convenience, let’s recap, with a quick and simplesioar of the knowledge
argument:
1) Mary knows all the physical facts
2) Mary does not know what it is like
3) Physicalism says that if you know all the physical fautsityou know everything
Conclusion:
Physicalism is false.

How should a physicalist respond?

Most physicalists, including Jackson (now), Nemirow, Leassl Churchland have
been prepared to accept that there is some distinctiovebe the type of knowledge
which Mary has, pre-release, and the type of knowledgehndhe gains on her release.
Some physicalists have argued that Mary gains a newyalilitdoes not thereby come
to knowany fact — not even an old fact in a new way; other phyisisahave argued
that Mary gains a new type of knowledge of an old fabe ifmportant point here is that
both these responses accept that it is possible for Maknoov all the physical facts
and, at one and the same time, not to know whatikeis

Surprisingly, perhaps, even Dennett accepts this.

In either version of Dennett’s story, RoboMary hasldosomethingn order to come

to know what it is like. She either has to adjust hdoworegisters, or she has to work

135 Dennett draws an instructive analogy here with Spvavtary (another character whom Dennett
introduces, whilst suppressing his “gag reflex” and “giggléex&f p.120). | won’t go into these details
here, but | think that his point goes through.
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out some special statstate B and put herself into it. She’s never jasttomaticallyin
state B, as soon as she’s finished learning all ttts.f&o pre-release RoboMary is like
this: if you ask her what it is like to see ultramayisay, she says “l don’'t know, but |
can work it out. Hold on a minute [or a second, or a gicosd] ... Ok, there we are!
Now | know.”

This is just what should be expected, on the accouguiafa which | am attempting
to defend, in this thesis. To know what it is like to sktemarine is tde affected in a
certain way by ultramarine, and not just to know whandp@affected in that way would
consist in. This is why Dennett’s line of argument does admit of any simple
mapping onto traditional responses to the knowledge arguaediscussed above. For,
even on Dennett’s own account, there is no claimttiege two states (knowing what it
is to be affected a certain way; being affected that) \meethe sameRather, he thinks
that physicalism requires that Mary be ablertake the transitiofrom one state to the
other, or as he might put it, be ablework outwhat it is like to see red from all her
factual knowledge; that believing otherwise is an anti-ghyist confusion. Why? It
appears that the version of the knowledge argument videcimett must be using is the

following:
1) Mary knows all the physical facts
2) Mary cannot work out what it is like
3) Physicalism requires that if you know all the physicat§ayou can work out what it is like
Conclusion:
Physicalism is false.

If you wish to preserve physicalism under this argumant, you accept premises 1
and 3, then you have to reject premise 2. Converselguifagcept premise 1, and you
wish to preserve physicalism, you still have no reasbatsoever to reject premise 2
unless you think that premise 3 is true. That is, there S¢erhave arisen a physicalist
consensus that 2 is compatible with 1; my aim here isndorse this consensus, and
then to draw some further conclusions from it. Butrfow, we are looking at Dennett’s
reasons for not joining this consensus. We have now gar ass festablishing that he
thinks he cannothecausehe thinks premise 3 is true. So now we need to examine the
logical status of premise 3 in the above argument in rdetail, in order to see how
Dennett's RoboMary ought to impact on our response ® ftrim of the knowledge

argument.
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To be clear about the logical status of premise 3, awe lo think about whahight
and whatmustbe true of agents who know as much as Mary.

| am not particularly interested in what might be trueagénts in worlds where
mental facts float free of physical facts. Let’s talkly about universes such as ours (I
hope) in which all facts supervene on fiteysicalstate of the universe (the state as it
would be described, if we had that much knowledge, inderithe completed laws of
physics}*. We can then ask, what might and what must be trugesfta who know as
much as Mary, in such purely physical universes? | wil d@t some predicate is
necessarilftrue of such an agent if it must be true of every agdmth could possibly
be built, consistent with the laws of physics, whoweaas much as Mary. | will say
that some predicate mossiblytrue of such an agent, if that predicate be true of an
agent who knows that much — consistent with the lawshgsics — but doesn’t have to
be.

Thus, | would claim, it i:iecessarilytrue that Mary can work out what 2 + 2 comes
to, but it is onlypossiblytrue that (for instance) Mary’s brain has built in toai
transcranial magnetic stimulation machine, which sheogmnate at will, which results
in coloured visual phosphenes.

Now, for Dennett’s arguments to work, it needs to be ¢hse that Mary can
necessarilywork out what it is like to see r&d. If she can onlyossiblywork this out
(if some agents who know that much can work it out,dmume other agents who know
that much cannot), then Dennett's argument is flawedest, RoboMary might lead
one to accept that belief in the Mary intuition isiélethat Mary has one physically
possible type of architecture rather than another, wiscmot an anti-physicalist
position at all. At worst (for Dennett’s current pasit) there may be a good reason to
believe if you extend human reasoning in the most natvag to end up with an agent
with Mary’s abilities and knowledge, then you end up thinkibgu an agent with the
‘can’t-work-it-out’ architecture. If this is so, the Maintuition is better than equally as

physical as its denial: it is the correct intuitiorhve had about Mary all along.

136 This supervenience relationship means, simply, thatcgmt change any fact (of any type) without
changing some physical fact.

137 We are talking about an A-grade student here, who wilhmiss, or misunderstand, consequences of
what she knows. As such, and as | will argue in det&gvheMary does -hecessarily- have the ability

to get very close.
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6.4.8 RoboDennett

| have argued that the key question, which determineshehet not the Mary intuition

is compatible with physicalism, is whether or not an agéxd knows as much as Mary
can necessarily use that knowledge in order to come to Wiawit is like to see red, if
she so chooses.

Here, | will argue that there is nothing in the set uphefknowledge argument which
requiresthat Mary be able to do what Dennett's RoboMary d@asthe contrary, | will
aim to describe a perfectly physically well defined roagént who can know quite as
much as Mary, or RoboMary, but who remains genuineabieto come to know what
it is like, despite mastering all the abilities thaanylis granted by the first two premises
of the knowledge argument (that is to say, the kndgdeMary has, and at least the
potentialto come to ‘know what it is like’ in the way in whigte do).

In order to regiment the discussion we need, finalhhaalear about what we mean
by cheating in the context of the knowledge argumeniggest that the correct way to
proceed is as follows:

When considering an agent trying to achieve what RoboMdmigwes, in the context of the

knowledge argument, the agent should be considered to bénghiéat uses abilities other

than those entailed by the hypotheses of the knowledge argumen

| have already suggested, in the introduction to this papleat these abilities are.
The agent in questiomustbe quite like us, for she must be capable of knowingtwha
is like to see red in the same way in which we do. Feirequires this — we all grant
that, after normal exposure to red, Mary will know Wwhas like to see red in the same
way we all do.

On the analysis of qualia proposed earlier, this meandtaat must be able to come
to act towards visually presented colours within her spaeetadn for reasons. Putting
the same point in more engineering oriented termsedns that it must be possible to
for the low-level colour responsive ‘circuitry’ in M@ to become appropriately
recruited into her reason respecting behaviour. But whas dappropriately’ mean,
here? It means, at le&; that Mary becomes able to identify colours noninfeadigt
which is to say: not, at the whole subject level fadiption of her actions, in virtue of

her recognising something else.

138 Eor a little more on what is involved, see Sectich®.
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Premise 1, on the other hand, requires that Mary’'satisteasoning powers be much
better than ours. She knows everything there is to knooutahow her own colour
vision works. Moreover, she can work out any relevamisequences of what she
knows. We should be wary of granting Mary perfect reasp powers, but | don't
believe that we need to. What we need to allow isahgbne trying to show just what
Mary can do, can help themselves to any particular reaggrocess, by Mary, based
on her vast knowledge — bahly in terms of reasoning from propositionally expressed
knowledge to more propositionally expressed knowledge. Thispofse, is the key
move, but it does not, yet, establish the falsit{pehnett’s position, for, as we will see,
there are very good reasons (quite the best reasoractinfor thinking that these
abilities aloneare sufficient for creating &dona fidestate of knowing what it is like.

Using the above limitations, | will define a new robothieh | will name
RoboDennett. RoboDennett is, of course, extremesfligent, and he knows an awful
lot — quite as much as Mary, or RoboMary, in fact. Tmy difference between
RoboDennett and RoboMary (if indeed there is a diffezescthat RoboDennett has no
abilities which are not necessarily granted to him by ghemises of the knowledge
argument.

RoboDennett is, | suggest, the agent whom we should haveiflagining all along,
in the context of the knowledge argument. If the Matwition is true, of him, then the
Mary intuition is not just compatible with physicalisiinis thecorrectintuition to have
about someone who starts off like one of us, and whonig changed as little as
possible in order to come to know as much as Mary kn@hs remains seven if
there are other physically possible agents (such as DasnRetboMary, for instance),
who can use all their knowledge to come to know what it is likeopto exposure to
colour.

But my argument does not depend crucially on whether Ratodeis ‘more’ like
us than RoboMary. My basic point is that if RoboDenneith all and only the abilities
an agentmusthave, in order to be an agent such as the one underssiso in the
knowledge argument, cannot work out what it is like, then knowledge argument
does not threaten physicalism in the way in which Denakést it to. RoboDennett, of
course, is very like RoboMary. RoboMary certaitilgs the abilities which | have
granted to RoboDennett. The only substantive questiorhé&her or not she exceeds

them.
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6.4.9 RoboDennett and Unlocked RoboMary

| said before that there were principled reasons foladag that unlocked RoboMary
was cheating. You will recall that she works our whatbar values should be in her
low level colour circuitry, and then simply puts therarih Of course she can work out
what the colour values should be, but there is no reasohink that we humans have
the ability to configure our low level colour processingcgitry in the way unlocked
RoboMary does, just by thinking about it, in advance of exgosure to colour. More
pointedly, | believe that there is no argument which ghgs an agent who knows as
much as Mary somehow automatically gains the abilitgadhis. Apologies for having
only shifted the burden of proof, but | think | have shiftedjuite far. Lacking an
argument for thenecessarypresence of this additional ability, unlocked RoboMary
really was going beyond her legitimate powers of imagnashe was doing something
which we cannot do with our imaginations, and something wimcheasing our
reasoning powers up to the level of Mary’s would not emald to do. She was

cheating.

6.4.10 RoboDennett and Locked RoboMary

As I've already indicated in Section 6.4.7, | don't thirflatt Dennett has somehow
entirely missed the central point | am making. He &s lexplicit about it than | have
tried to be, but he recognises that what he actually rteestsow is that any agent who
has mastered all Mary's knowledge must necessarilybleta use that knowledge to
come to know what it is like. Rather, | think this is gsely what he believes he has
shown, using locked RoboMary. As we look in detail ahm¥t’s reasons for believing
that the Mary intuition is fundamentally unphysicale wvill see that what locked
RoboMary does is indeed, by Dennett’s lights, a complefeheral route to coming to
know what it is like, a route which would be availaldeahy agent who knows as much
as Mary and can work out the consequences of what skeskno

For most of the steps on locked RoboMary's path togbtégnment, | am in full
agreement with Dennett. Nevertheless, | believe BaboMary does not correctly
represent the entailments of physicalism. The fingd édéad only the final step) which
locked RoboMary takes is a perfectly physical move, bug a step which Dennett
should not have allowed her, for it is a step whicloisavailable to RoboDennett.

It is no accident, given Dennett’'s heterophenomenoltiggt locked RoboMary's

route to coming to know what it is like involves workingt @xactly what she would
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say and how she would react on exposure to colour. ¥gahas actually done, just by
thinking hard, is to create a simulation of herselfd Ahwill argue, this is a step which
RoboDennettcan takeé®®, even without the explicit provision of spare, undatkd
RAM and processing power.

Imagine that you, yourself, knew everything about how a pocékeulator works
(not the atoms or the quarks, just the registersC#¥d instruction set, and the relevant
connections to the keys and the LCD display). Isaupble that, once you knew all
this, you could do without a pocket calculator? Of counsg for you are too human.
You would make mistakes sometimes, as you tried to workwhatt the calculator
would do, and even if you were very careful, and did getatimvers right, you would
be much slower than the calculator.

But to think that RoboDennett would still need a calcujatace he had put his mind
to understanding one, is indeed to make precisely the migtiaiklb Dennett accuses us
all of making with regard to Mary. For RoboDennett is mbetter than us (as, indeed,
are RoboMary, and Mary too). Once he has put his mindntterstanding a pocket
calculator, it would be obvious to him what the result \@obke of calculating
sin(37%/5)"6 (for instancef®. That is to say, these agents are good. Very good. And,
crucially, they are all supposed to be equally good evémeatastly more complex task
of understanding themselves.

Are we still within the bounds of sense here? Is itsfids to make any meaningful
statements about an agent who is supposed to be a) erstavant way, human-like,
but b) to know as much, and be as good at using that knowkesi¢y#ary, RoboMary or
RoboDennett are supposed to be? Yes, | believe so, thabhwe to steer carefully in
these waters.

In the example of the calculator, above, RoboDeimaihderstanding of the
calculator becomes good enough for himdto awaywith the actual calculator if two

crucial conditions obtain:

139 Which means: is a step which any agent under discussitre knowledge argumenecessarilycan
take, RoboDennett being the agent who can do all andwdrdy such agents necessarily can do. (There
are certainly complications here, perhaps such an ageesswily can deither A and B,or C and D,

but doesn’t have to be able to do both; and one can thisikndér possibilities of arbitrary complexity —

| am not aware of any such complications actuallydpeatevant to the present argument, however.)
1401t's approximately 0.74, and | don’t happen to know how naegimal places were on the calculator

which RoboDennett was thinking about.
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i. His understanding is so good that it is functionally isorhimrgo the relevant level of

organization of the calculator itself.

ii. He can operate this functionally isomorphic understandingast as fast as the calculator
itself*,

A paper by Adams and Aizawa (2001) offers the opinion “Philoseptierse days
seem not to appreciate that isomorphism is a relativelgk relation”. | wish to claim
that, on the contrary, isomorphism is an exceedingilpng relation. Something
physical which is fully, counterfactually (Chalmers, 1994rislay, 1994), functionally
isomorphic to a particular definition of a calculatoriis a good sense (quite the best
sense, in fact) a calculator. | take it that | amhvidennett on this.

And | accept that RoboDennett can indeed perform atitumadly isomorphic
simulation of himseff? 43 As such (and again, | take it that | am with Dennetthis)
what RoboDennett can do is generati@oaa fidestate of knowing what it is like. On
this very strong functionalist account, RoboDennettdwsally created an agent which
knows what it is like. It is living in a virtual world, bittwouldn’t necessarily know that
this is the case (Chalmers, 2003b); it is up to the reebRennett to decide whether or
not to make this information available to the simulation

At this stage, though, the state of knowing what itkis is a state of the simulation,

not a state of the simulating agent. Even on Dennattsunt, to come to know what it

141 Speed of simulatiois important, here. We will look later at what heteropheenology requires. If it
turns out that there’s any fundamental reason why RobgMsimulation of herself is necessarily slower
than the real thing, then we’ve got a behaviourairdison right there between a RoboMary who really
knows what it is like and RoboMary who is just working batv to behave as if she knew what it is like,
using a simulation.

142 Indeed, | mean to allow that RoboDennett’s simulatam meeboth of the above two requirements.
As far as accuracy goes, that the simulation can Heisatly like RoboDennett for RoboDennett to
know exactly what haould do, if exposed to colour, Bx hypothesiAs far as speed goes, | am not sure
whether or not my description of RoboDennett entails sigh simulation can be arbitrarily fast, and
indeed this might depend on the use to which RoboDennet$ pdaput the simulation (basically, we
can’t allow this, if allowing it entails some contratibn) but my arguments won't hinge on this, either
way.

143 For reasons related to my preference for a non-reguptiysicalism (which, | have argued, is no more
nor less than normal science, see Section 2.2.3,.&rfdatnote 145), | am no longer sure that | wish to
grant this unreservedly. Nevertheless, the point siltisithat wecangrant it (as Dennett would certainly

wish to do) and still show that Dennett's line onkhewledge argument is incorrect.
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is like, locked RoboMary has to do something above and rigeyoeating this
simulation. She has to work out the relevant aspédhe state of the simulation
(Dennett’s state B), and then she hagub herself into that statdt is this step which
RoboDennett cannot take. He can simulate himself #swbe likes*, but that's it.

As I've said above (6.4.8), on my account of qualia, fameh an engineering point of
view, the state of knowing what it is like involves ld@vel colour response circuitry
becoming recruited such that it plays the right causial i enabling noninferential
space-of-reasons responses to (and as if to) ¢dlodlit® So now, we need to ask
whether RoboDennett can make his low level colour msing visual ‘circuitry’ play
the relevant causal role. If he cannot, we need tavaskher he can malanything else
play the relevant causal role. If he can do neitli¢h@se things, then he simply will not
be in the state of knowing what it is like, despitenalknowledge.

The first option above is unlocked RoboMary’s routectaning to know what it is
like: directly manipulating his early visual circuitrych that it is just as it would be if
he was perceiving colour. We have already rejected ¢hasiting (Section 6.4.9), in
guite a precise sense, and we need not consider it &ghoDennett cannot do it.

What about trying the second option, of getting somethisg & play the relevant
causal role? Again, RoboDennett can come tantalisingbecHe can’'t tamper with his
actual colour categorisation system, but he can think harg, and thereby bring into
existence a perfectly good simulated colour categorisatistem (indeed, one which is

as it would be if he had seen colours). Now all hetbao is to puthat simulation into

144 |n addition to the point made in the previous footndtere would be problems if RoboDennett had to
accurately simulate himself simulating himself in orde¢bieve his ends, since this might well entail an
infinite chain of simulations. But once again, my argaoteelon’t hinge on this point, and I'm prepared to
allow that RoboDennett only needs to go one level degpe simulation, and that he could unpick the
differences in state due to the fact that he was rurasigiulation and the simulation wasn’t, from those
differences due to the fact that the simulation had expmréecolour, and he hadn't.

1451n order to situate this point more clearly in theteah of the overall thesis, | should emphasize that
this kind of ‘low level circuitry’ is important precisellyecause it enables whole-agent but sub-rational
‘abilities’ (or ‘sensitivities”); the kind of abilitie which come together to constitute the mental, buttwh
are not, in and of themselves, mental (see the Appendix).

146 The present arguments are given in terms of a patifwhctional analysis of knowing what it is like,
but | believe Dennett would be wrong about RoboMary foréasons expressed in Sections 6.4.7-6.4.10
on any functional account. | do not have an argument to estaliiat the conclusions of Section 6.4.11

follow if this and similar accounts are rejected.
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the right causal relationship with those parts of ingsrbwhich enable his propositional
reasoning abilities. Again, RoboDennett can do everythingpxtbe last step.

The ability to think very hard requires that an agentehagry advanced, reason
respecting transitions between its many and various theugls we’ve mentioned, it
also requires that there ®megrounding of those thoughts in perception (not the
particular sensory grounding which Mary doesn't yet haué sbme grounding). There
is no additional requirement that the agent be able etengineer, at will, the
mechanisms governing all these reason respecting trassitiand this is what
RoboDennett would have to do in order to use his simaifeteto put himself into the
functional state of knowing what it is like. On the g@Bt account, you know what it is
like to see red only when you possess the ability to eseetbe perceptually grounded
concept that we might gloss ‘asd_as_experiencedThat concept exists only when the
relevant linkage between low and high level brain dirgu- or something functionally
isomorphic to it — has been created. To get this groundihgr dhan by low-level
stimulation of the kind which normally engenders cwlexperience, an agent would
need to re-engineer its cognitive architecture using aslitvhich go beyond those
required by the knowledge argument. Lacking this low level groundikghboDennett
simply wouldn’t have this grounded concept — with its conitant behavioural and
affective results — even though he knaxsctlywhat these results would be, if he did
have the grounded concept in question.

If RoboDennett would not ‘know what it is like’ to seedolour, even while he runs
all these incredibly complicated simulations, we argtled to ask what itvould be like
for him to run them. | submit that it would be like natfpiso much as it would be like
thinking very hard, with the concomitant ‘intentionddj@cts’ such as inner speech and
(non-coloured!) ‘imagery’, deriving from the sensorily grded concepts which
RoboDennett does have. As we have said, the resalt thiat thinking very hard would
be that RoboDennettould know exactly what he should say and how he would réact i
he had seen colour. So now we have to address onegfirestion*”: why can't

RoboDennett simply speak and react as he knows he &hould

147 Dennett was kind enough to press on me in person théhtck hadn’t properly addressed this final

issue, in discussion of a conference presentation cdidieredraft of this paper.
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6.4.11 What Heterophenomenology Requires

Dennett has frequently, eloquently and correctly arguedetluifference that makes no
differenceis no difference (Dennett, 1991; Dennett, 1995; Dennett, 2004 ).

Take Dennett’s position on philosophical zombies, for msta A zombie is a
creature which responds to any stimulus which experimgptesent to it in exactly the
way we would. Thus a zombie may well decide to stand thiéday saying things like
“Of course | have qualia! Why won’t you believe me, datf?inot just in the manner
of an over-complex lookup table, butah the same ways and on all the same occasions
we would, tested and untested.

My gut reaction is that Dennett is quite right, that toerect response is to believe
the zombie. Of course it has quaffa To think otherwise is to make a fundamental
mistake about the nature of introspection, a mistake lwlgaves each of us as the
proud owners of our own epiphenomenal qualia. Of coutss,i$ not (just) a gut
reaction, much of this thesis has been a detailed argumedefence of it (see
especially Chapters 2 and 3).

But we do need to make very sure that RoboDennett iamahintended zombie. To
sustain the claim that RoboDennett does not know wthas like, we need to
demonstrate that heannotbehave exactly like a creature which does know whist it
like.

| believe we can demonstrate this by first noting thabledsystem level behaviour
does not consist simply in verbal (or other types df: klarcel, 1993; Cowey and
Stoerig, 1995) report. There are additionally many things weatas agents, do, over
which we have no conscious, voluntary control. We zaée response to dust; we blink
to protect our eyes, and duck to protect our bodies from itloprstimuli; we have
certain innate, low level reactions to sound and, tke @apoint, to colour (Humphrey
and Keeble, 1978).

If it is possible to build an agent who knows as mucMasy, but with our kind of
hierarchical architecture, then these behavioural diffs¥e would remain. The very
simplest example is speed of response: non-consciousdlyated responses are simply
faster (Marcel, 1993; Merikle, Smilek and Eastwood, 2001) tensciously mediated

responses. Because of this, however much RoboDennettskaloout how he should

148 To more accurately reflect Dennett’s position (though mine), | should say: ‘of course it is exactly

as justified in claiming to have qualia as we are.’

169



Reclaiming Qualia

have reacted to any given coloured stimulus which he seesyill be too late to
actually react as fast as if the reaction had genuinely beeatiateel by lower level
processes. This is bona fidebehavioural difference, and one which RoboDennett
cannot overcome.

There are also behavioural differences in kind, notijuspeed, of response. Take the
example of the heightened state of alertness in rhesnkays in response to red light
reported by Humphrey and Keeble (1978). This change in behaVipattern is
mediated by an extremely complex set of biochemicahgds one whiclwe very
probably cannot create by any chain of conscious thotigbtucially, though, whether
or not we actually can do this, it is entirely reasonadblsuggest that there is no logical
or physicalentailmentfrom the ability to understand what such changes consigbi
the ability to initiate such changes by any act of comnsciwill. Again, therefore,
RoboDennett would lack these abilities, and simply wouldbeoable tdoehaveike a
creature who had undergone the low-level changes whichdwaedur in him after
exposure to colour.

These low level abilities are a crucial part of wharilgains, when she learns what
it is like. She is said to know what it is like precysbecause her more abstract concept,
‘red_as_experiencedis partially constituted by the very systems which miedfaster,
less abstract responses to red. A creature which readiws what it is like must really
behave as if its low level systems have been exposedldar, and it must also reason
about colour, as experienced, in a way which is supportetidsgtlow level systems
(with consequent two-way effects, from reasoning to lewel responses andice
versg.

All of this RoboDennett would lack, despite his perfect kleolge of what he lacks.
This will result in personal level behavioural differes¢ which he cannot overcome,
between RoboDennett and an agent which does know whdiki.i

Therefore, knowing as much as Mary does — knovexgctlywhat these low level
behavioural differences consist in — does not entaibthity to behave differently, in
this way, at will (it iscompatible withsuch an ability, as in RoboMary, butdibes not

require it), thus RoboDennett, who can only do whamlistbe able to do in virtue of

149 That is, assuming that something more or less analogmpehs in us; anutatis mutandiif needed,

to an example where something similar does happen in us.
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his knowledge, does not know what it is likeen on a strictly heterophenomenological

account

6.5 RoboDennett and Ineffability

| have argued over the course of Section 6.4 (extractmu Beaton, 2005) that
accepting that Jackson’s Mary learns something on heaseles no threat to
physicalism. This, of course, is not an original clainitsnown right. The contribution
in the above is the response to Dennett’'s most reaerikt on the knowledge argument,
for Dennett still argues that there is such a threat.

Of course, it has seemed to many over the years tiany learns something then
there is indeed a threat to physicalism. However, manysipdlists have offered
compelling arguments against the existence of any such,takem if Mary does learn
something®®. Recently, Jackson himself has joined the camp of thbseascept that
there is no threat to physicalism in Mary's learning sthimg. As least as amongst
those who arguéor physicalism, Dennett seems to be ploughing a lone furroviien t
argument. Now it is unwise to write off Dennett’'s lofugrows. They tend to be at
worst well argued and informative, and at best — andhefteorrect despite the nay-
sayers. In this instance, however, | believe | haveredf strong arguments for the
former outcome.

It can seem at first that Dennétisto find a threat in Mary’s knowledge, for Dennett
is the original heterophenomenologist and, accordingeterbphenomenology, tlaly
data relevant to what it is like is what we say and Denfett, 1991). Surely, then, a
heterophenomenologist has to believe that there is no:

“distinction ... between knowingwhat one would say and how one would reaethd

knowing “what it is like™ (Dennett, 2005b footnote 3).

Not so. Knowing everything about what one would say and hweweould react is
knowing what ‘knowing what it is like’ consists, whereas being in a position to
actually react in that way lsnowing what it is likeFor all the reasons set out in Section
6.4, neither of these two states entails the other.

As such there is, on this account, something ineffable apha@lia, foryou cannot put

into words ‘what it is like’ no description, however extensive and careful, can be

150 Knowing something is just gaining an ability, accordingLewis (1983); (therefore?) there is an

equivocation on “knows” in the original argument, accordm@hurchland (1989).
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sufficient to make someone who understands that deserigtiow ‘what it is like’
(merely in virtue of understanding the description).

This is abona fidekind of ineffability: a case of inexpressibility in wordBut, of
course, it is only a limited ineffability. Even though egpression in words (however
well expressed, and then however well understood) cauffieient to let the recipient
know what it is like, nevertheless a theorist canth@npresent account, put into words

exactly what knowing what it is likeonsists if°*.

6.6 Intrinsicness and Privacy

Summarising the previous sections briefly, | have argueddba knowledge of our
own mental states igfallible andincorrigible, or rather, that we can make good sense
of the claim that it isin the natureof such self-knowledge to be infallible and
incorrigible (even thouglsuch knowledge can and does go wrong in real agents). For
such states amefinedby their rational role, and an agent cannotdi@®nal and wrong
in self-ascription of them. Equally, | have argued thatehs some good sense to be
made of the claim that qualia areffable for you really cannot put into words ‘what it
is like’, even though you can put into words what ‘knowingtihis like’ consists in.
What about intrinsicness and privacy? Clearly, in ogess, | have to deny these
outright. Much of this thesis has been devoted to argultad ho part of the
introspectible mind could be an intrinsic property, and timapart of mind is private in
any strong sense (i.e. that ‘the mental’ and ‘the pubkntal’ are co-extensive). | have
no intention of going back on that now. Instead, | $ymysh to argue that much which
the alleged intrinsicness and privacy of qualia (in pddicuand of the mental in
general) was meant to account for, can be accountashftitis present account, using

only non-intrinsic, public mental properties.

151 Since | would now prefer to endorse a non-reductive phijsin, this expression is arguably slightly
inaccurate. | should perhaps better say: you can caathitearily well (but, arguably, never perfectly),
in words, what is going on in a system which knowstvithia like. If this is right, then | think there is a
further aspect of ‘ineffability’ present in this noaductive relation betweesxplanansandexplanandum
Much more could be said on this, which space and timeyatecBut, once again, there would be no
threat to normal science here, for it would be exaatlyappropriate (or otherwise) to argue thkt

scientific explanation is non-reductive, in the samessen
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6.6.1 Privacy

Firstly, privacy. Although | have made every effort tguwee that it is of the nature of the
mental to be accessiblat least counterfactuallyto empirical validation, this does not
prevent at least a weak ‘privacy’: it remains true thatannot know what you are
thinking just by looking at you. Any number of thoughts maycbmpatible with your
current physical appearance. This does not gainsay the thaitmthese very same
mental states should be analysed as mutually interactihgle-system functional
state$®®, which are canonically identifieghurely on the basis of whole system
behaviour. So, mental states on this view are privadegnthat the view ought not to
be considered subject to the anti-behaviourist joke: fifzet wonderful for you darling,
but how was it for me?”. We can know what we thinktdrethan we can know what
others think, for we can introspect, which igliferentway of gaining self knowledge
than self perception. We get that much privacy, butmaoe. Whatwe introspect are
public mental states, in the above sedséinedin terms of their at least counterfactual

effects on behaviour — whether we realise this or not.

6.6.2 Intrinsicness

Secondly, intrinsicness. Once again, | accept, indesthde, that both our public and
our introspected mental lives feature no intrinsic, nelational features. But it is still
worth recalling what the intrinsic aspect of qualia wapposed to buy us. On all the
accounts canvassed in Chapter 2, it was supposed to bug pegsibility of different
gualitative feel, as between two agents whose publicbessible, mental level
behaviour is the same. This, we can’t have. But itter@sting to note that Shoemaker,
who certainlydoeswant to allow the logical possibility of behaviourallpdetectable
spectrum inversion (Shoemaker, 1975; Shoemaker, 1994c; Shoet@84d), at one
point expresses this desideratum thus:
“The intuition that this is so finds expression in the inverfgecgum hypothesis — it seems
intelligible to suppose that there are creatures who makihealtolor discriminations we
make, and are capable of using color language just as we dehbuin any given objective
situation, are confronted with a very different phenomenataitter than we would be in that

same situation, and it is not credible that such creatwould be misperceiving the world.”
(Shoemaker, 1994d p.24)

152 pgain, by saying ‘state’ | do not mean to rule out a dyical, process-oriented account.
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It turns out that wecan allow that what Shoemaker says “seems intelligibis”,
indeed coherent, and quite possible. This is exactly wikaprsent account of qualia
buys us. For having said what a subject is rationallytedl#o, and how (perception,
memory, imaginatioh® etc.) we have stileft outsomething else required to get a full
space of reasons account — we have left out any infammabout how the subject is
motivated to react, in that situation. This missing naiton should not be thought of as
a further relation to content (desiring state of affajréearing state of affairg, etc.).
Instead, it should be thought of on a broadly advedbialicount: state of affaiss(i.e.
what is perceived, etc.) is presented desirably (or figgrfur painfully, as it might be),
where thevery samestate of affairs, withno difference in intentional contents (what
there seems to be, to the subject), can also benpeelsen some different way. Qualia
are thus identified with this additional, subjective, wational and associative aspect
of the space of reasons, in the ways described in Chapfualia arenot identified as
that which causesthe motivation, in a given subject (as in traditionatcamts of
intrinsic qualia), but as the behaviourally detectable matiuatself.

As such, these qualia are not intrinsic, but they dpdmmething very like what the
traditional property of intrinsicness was supposed to Ibhgy allow a situation in
which two different subjects discriminate exactly the sainmegs, and can agree on a
language to describe what they both discriminate, andhapet different qualia. It just
needs to be carefully understood that the situatiandescribed admits of behavioural
(to wit, associative and affective) differences betmwéhe two subjects. It is here that

the present account locates these subjects’ qualia.

1531t might be objected that in all these states, we eafobseem to be) related to things which do not —
even could not — exist. The response is a response wérichecperceived in detail in Evans (1982): no
sense is to be made of any mental relation to sotaetianal state of affairs, unless sense can be nfade o
the claim that the subje&nhows what it would bén a practical, rather than theoretical sense)ttiait
state of affairs to obtain. The same point would seefvetmade, if only in brief outline, by Shoemaker
(1994d p.26) where he states that we can make no seasellofect’s hallucinating a ghost, unless “we at
least have some idea of what wowlduntas someone veridically perceiving ... a ghost”. Thisas
exactly the same point as Evans’, but surely it's notgieeat a step from there to propose thatsubject
must likewise have some practical idea of what it istfiere to be a ghost, in order to hallucinate there

being one.
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6.7 Summary

The purpose of this chapter has been to attempt to showg-th& analysis of qualia
offered in the previous chapter — that it is possible taraise many of the problematic
intuitions surrounding qualia. Specifically, | have lookedhair allegedineffability,
intrinsicnessand privacy, and at our alleged ability to know themnfallibly and/or
incorrigibly. To the extent that this chapter has succeeded in ekgafrather than
explaining away, c.f. Sections 2.2.7-2.2.8) such intuitidhis bolsters the claim that
the introspectible, subjective properties identified hie previous chapter are indeed
gualia. This is so, | have suggested, even though Denresttrext to argue that many
of the attempts taodify these intuitions have amounted to definitions of progert
which nothing real can have.

| used the analysis of introspection developed earlierrderoto argue that the
properties | have defined should quite naturally be knovailiily and incorrigibly, in
a certain sense: that one cannotdi®mnal and wrongn self-ascription of them.

| used an extended argument against Dennett’s most rexgtibp statement on the
knowledge argument, in order to show that a certain kindedfability (an inability to
put ‘what it is like’ into words) is to bexpectedvithin — indeed, intailedby — even
the strictest of functional or heterophenomenologggiroaches.

Finally, although qualia as | have analysed them are fundaftyeptiblic properties,
| have argued that they are ‘private’ enough to avoid thst mbvious objections to a
behaviourist or neo-behaviourist account. Similarly,owd agree with Dennett (1988)
and others (Strawson, 1997; Smolin, 2000) that little seasebe made of strong
intrinsicness; thaall properties are, in the end, relational. Neverthelesavke argued
that the basic force behind the intrinsicness intaifior qualia is that ‘my red’ might
not be the same as ‘your red’, even if we are bo#linge and can successfully agree
that we are both seeing, the same red sample asnigeread sample. In lines of thought
developed throughout this thesis, and merely repeatedybaidve, | have explained
how this can be so, albeit in a behaviourdiyectablevay.

In this way, and despite the very different metaphysila for qualia on the present
account as opposed to many standard approaches (Sectidrh&\@ tried to reclaifm’

gualia from Dennett’s repeated attempts to quine them.

154 And not to ‘foster’: “foster [after John Foster], Vo acclaim resolutely the existence of something

chimerical or insignificant” (Dennett, 1988 n.6)!
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7. Conclusion

7.1 Concluding Remarks

This thesis has argued that we, as a scientific and ppidsal community, already
have the materials at hand to show that a scientificabpectable naturalisation of
gualia is possible. It should be clarified that the argats given here have not involved
any attempt to locate low-level physical features resiode for the presence of qualia.
Rather, the aim has been to provide an analysis wdi@ifies the nature of the high
level properties standing in need of explanation. Baa, it has certainly been argued
that the analysis of qualia given here is futlgmpatible with eventual scientific
explanation of the presence of qualia in terms of tksgice of lower-level features, in
the manner of normal scientific explanation. It is attieat this is a feature which
many (probably most) analyses of qualia have not sh&edhermore, it has been
argued that this naturalisability has not been achieveldeagxtpense of qualia realism.
It has been argued that the high-level analysis of gg@ahen here can explain (and not
explain away) many problematic intuitions concerning qudliat they are knowable
infallibly and incorrigibly, that they araneffable and that they are (in technically
‘weak’, but theoretically important sensaésirinsic andprivate

Chapter 2 presented an account of scientific explanatiioh is ubiquitous in the
physical sciences (and elsewhere) whenever the exisbéisoene higher level property
is taken to have been explained in terms of the existgihseme lower level property.
It was made clear whgtrong phenomenal realisithe alleged logical possibility of
zombies, full-blown inverted spectra, etc.) rules out any xplanation of qualia. It
was argued that the modern phenomenal concept strategyt cdmow (as it attempts
to) that such problematic claims are compatible with fgayism. Next, it was
suggested that many current and historical analyses of oosggerception have
smuggled in implicit (and non-naturalisabldgjeoretical claims about the nature of
introspection It was suggested that strong phenomenal realism igy gfilthis same
sin. Given all this, it was argued that our quest for qusllauld be guided by our best
independently plausible theories of introspection. Anfoof moderate phenomenal
realismwas proposed, in which qualia were defined as introspegiiolgerties which

can vary, even as between two subjects who are sewirgame part of the public world
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as the same part of the public world, and who can agreethiegt are doing so, in a
shared, public language. It was argued that such introspestiltigctive properties (if
they exist) would be sufficient to naturalise the itedrspectrunintuition (although it
was clarified that nothing in the definition of such prajesr requires that they be
behaviourally undetectable). It was accepted that ifuah properties could be found,
there would be no qualia (at least in one importantraksense of the term).

Chapter 3 presented just such an independently plausible thieimtyospection: the
rationality model defended tersely by Sellars (1956) artetail by Shoemaker (e.g. in
the papers collected in Shoemaker, 1996). An apparent (but apharent)
disagreement between Shoemaker and Sellars was mesami resolved. This has
some implications for the relation between the peabdtevel account of introspection
being given, and the subpersonal level accounts whichighkt also reasonably hope
to give. The rationality model was defended against icerégent objections. A novel
argument was presented to the effect that the ratipmabdel has a better claim to be
counted adona fideintrospection than does the quasi-perceptual model agetmsh
it is often pitted. It was argued that Shoemaker’s argtentam the rationality model
can be presented in a generalised form which showsathaproperty of a space of
reasons as such can be known in introspection (atiteasinciple, by the right kind of
agent).

Chapter 4 presented Shoemaker’'s own most recent accoquoal. It was argued
that this account can only be made compatible with Shoeitsakecount of
introspection if we are prepared to pay certain very hagsts. In particular,
Shoemaker’'s account of qualia rules out a causal acafuotr self-knowledge of
phenomenal states, at both the subpersonal and thengleseels of analysis. The issue
at the personal level should be particularly troublingStmoemaker, since a causal
account of the relations between mental states i Whaotherwise endorses. It is
accepted that Shoemaker may be aware of (at least agpmeets of) these high costs,
though he doesn’t analyse these issues in detail hirbselit is argued that one should
be very unwilling to pay such costs. Nevertheless, acertattractive features of
Shoemaker’s current account are highlighted (to do \withcomplexities of the ways in
which we can think about our qualia, and about the public piepexrhich cause our
gualia in us).

Chapter 5 presents the central analysis of this thesishich it is claimed that qualia

can be identified with introspectible (on the analydisCbhapter 3) subjective (in the
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sense of Chapter 2) properties of a space of reasosischs in particular, with those
affective and associative properties whiobstbe specified, if we are to give a space of
reasons description of a subject in sufficient detathdwe explicitly characterised the
subject’s reasons as reasonsdotion This account is developed in more detail for the
cases of colour qualia and pain. In the case of colodragulae previously mentioned
attractive features of Shoemaker's account are adoptesligh with important
modifications at the most fundamental levels of thdyais) in order to account for the
complexities of the various ways in which we can know oun qualia. In the case of
pains, related lines of argument lead to the conclusiot iths wrong to try to
completely eliminate paingjua objects of perception (except as a misleadawpn de
parler), as was done in traditional adverbialist analysegami. It is argued that pains
can be and should be identified with (at least seemindy parts presented painfully:
i.e. such that the body parts themselves become thectabmost direct reason for
aversive action. In such a case, whilst pain(in one sense of the word) is the body
part sensed painfully, nevertheless t&el of the pain (another sense of the word pain)
is the introspectible modification of the subject’s apaf reasons, which is such that
the body part becomes a reason for aversive actids.drgued that the account can
cope with the different feels of pain (sharp, dull, segrthrobbing, and so on).
Significant differences between this account and traditiaadverbialism are made
clear; it is also argued that this account goes signilicarther than traditional
adverbialism ever went, in analysing qualitative feel.isltfurther argued that the
account amounts to a form of direct realism. Diresalism (as it is to be understood
here) is briefly defended and clarified. It is argued thatanalysis of qualia, within the
framework of direct realism, is also novel, somesm® why this should be so are
presented.

Chapter 6 brings together work from earlier chapters tuarthat qualia are
knowable infallibly and incorrigibly (in quite strong senses) and also that they are
private and intrinsic (in weak, but not unimportant senses). A novel response to
Dennett’s recent work on the knowledge argument is gisen. This response to
Dennett's work is then extended to show that qualiaadse ineffable in a certain
sense: it is to be expected, even on a strictly physiGdcount, that you cannot fully
express ‘what it is like’ in words (at least, not itk a way that someone who has fully

understood those words will thereby ‘know what it is like’)
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It is argued that the above work has thereby been suiffitiereclaim qualia from
Dennett’s repeated attempts to quine them. For, on theeabmlysis: there are qualia;
they determine what it is like to have an experience;famadly, on many quite normal
occasions we, as theoretically informed subjectsyarglically aware of our qualia, as

and when we have them.

7.2 Future Work

Several issues have been raised within the context offtbsss which could profitably
be investigated further.

In Chapter 5, | proposed that qualia are directly iqdeasible on the rationality
model of introspection, given an at least practical wstdaeding of what qualia are: the
subjective effect which public properties have on me. In anmar inspired by
Shoemaker’s work | also proposed that we can learnréatty (i.e. non-inferentially)
perceive public propertieas havingthat qualitative effect on ourselves (whichever
subjective effect it is, in our own case). However, hithmore analysis is merited on
the issue of whether (and if so, in what sense) gaati&knowablet all, independently
of their being individuated in the mind of a subject by the ipybperties which have
such effects. In developing the analysis of Chapter Jd at least initially thinking of
gualia Qua in principle public behavioural effects) as being knowahge such,
independently of such individuation. Now, | am not so she¢ this is correct. That
said, it is at least arguable that the analysis of @nd&pas it currently stands does not in
fact presuppose any such independent or prior knowabilityheussue could certainly
be explored in more explicit detail. All of this, oburse, directly relates to the pre-
theoretic issue which Shoemaker discusses, of whetideinavhat sense “the smell of a
skunk” (Shoemaker, 1994d p.25) is perceived as being entirelyiterd’ (not an aspect
of my mind), for all that it is, or can be (as abowiectly perceived as having a
fundamentally subjective aspect.

At points throughout the thesis, | have said that | emdoosmiceptualism, but | have
not had the space and time to say a great deal aboutthdugbh see the Appendix for
somedetail). Effectively, it all comes down to whetherrmaat there can be a reason to
say that feature of the world is present to a subject, as under descriptiseparably
from any reason we may have to say that the subjestsome at least practical
understanding of what it is for something toxbéf there can be no presentation of the

world to a subject outside the grasp of such understanteny t would claim, this
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makes conceptualism (McDowell, 1994) correct and noncondeptugPeacocke,
1992) false. However, there are many very subtle issupsaynhere. In particular, |
think it has not been emphasized enough in the literatardg¢gree to which arguments
for conceptualism (McDowell, 1994) are tied to argumeagainst foundationalism
(Peacocke, 2003). The conceptualist cannot just claim ghateption is entirely
structured within the categories of a subject’s practiaadnal understanding, although
this often taken to be all that is at issue. The conedipt also has to find a way to
argue thaperception itself is an exercise of practical rationaliyith no extra-rational
input except for the world itselfif the conceptualist cannot successfully defend this
claim then some of the most central elements of wWenhonconceptualist was arguing
for turn out to have been correct all along. Cleatthgn, there is much work to be done
in further exploring these issues.

The above should also make it clear why | think thera idirect link between
conceptualism, in its most tenable form, and directigesglin its most tenable form
(and ‘direct realism’ is certainly a portmanteau tecovering many wildly varying and
some very unattractive positions). As already notethjnk that the analysis of qualia
presented heres a conceptualist and direct realist thesis. But moredcbel said on
whether and why this particular analysis of qualia degsiire either or both of these
two controversial theses. Equally, more could be saidhenconnections between
conceptualism and direct realism; and considerably moutl de said (and needs to be
said) in defence of direct realism, given the bad pressiritently has amongst the
majority (at present) of those philosophers of mind w&imo to take science seriously.

One of the most central claims of the present tHesssamounted to this: the ‘hard
problem’ as traditionally conceived (Chalmers, 1996) domsexist, for there is no
separateproblem of accounting for qualitative feel, above andobeythe problem of
accounting for practical-rational behaviour. It has ddsen a key burden of this thesis
to argue that this claim need not in any way amount deraal of the claim that we
have an immediate, subjective acquaintaticeiith phenomenal feel in all of our
conscious doings. If an analysis of mind along the linesgmted in this thesis proves
robust then (even if, in all probability, considerably lent in the future than anything
else mentioned in this ‘Future Work’ section) there lsady work to be done in

addressing what | believe is the genuine hard problem: thatderstanding what it is

155 T0 be understood in the sense discussed in Chapter 2, foéinatel in Section 5.6.
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about our physical universe which makes mind (understoodreductivelyas realm of
practical-rational behaviour) possible. Nothing here clatmshave addressethat
problem. Equally though, and to avoid misunderstandingoulgdhclarify that | do not
necessarily believe that we need to go beyond a syipile@ation ofcurrent physics,

in order to start addressing such issues.
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Appendix — Noé on Experience
Appendix — Noé on Experience

Abstract

| review Noé€’s recent causal account of perception. dradfformalisation of Noé's account,
of a type which Noé himself gives for the old account whiehargues against, but never
gives for his own proposed replacement. In passing, | hateat worry which Noé himself
offers, as to whether the terminology of his account isecbifor the case of touch, can be
fully dismissed. Finally, although | believe that Noétc@unt is a major step forward, |
argue that it suffers from a notable flaw, in its owrns. Noé presupposes that there is a
univocal sense in which we are related to what he taitsial contentaind to what he calls
perspectival contentl argue that there are analytic reasons for believirag the relevant
relationships in the two cases cannot be the same. ¢ dingih No€’s account requires some
small amount of sympathetic modification to allow for thisiessand | present the relevant

modifications. | argue that the account gains somethindoaed nothing in the modification.

A.1 The Flawed, Gricean Theory
Noé (2003) credits to Grice (1961) the following causal anabfgierception.

A subject S sees an object O as being some way F if and only if:
* S has an experience E, as of O being F
» OisF
» O’s being F is causally responsible for the experience E
Noé also credits to Grice (in Grice’s later thougdnyl to others, the realisation that
this theory cannot be complete. Take the example (R@@&3 p.93) of a manipulative
neurosurgeon, who somehow (for instance, by direct #tmn of sensory cortex)
causes an experience in S, which accurately reflectwdlgesome object is, and where
the neurosurgeon causes the experience to be that waydaethe object is that way. It
is supposed this there is some sense in which this exampdbwviously’ not true
perception. If so, it is a counterexample to the Grndéaory.
Noé (2003 pp.98-99) also gives the example of ‘Chris the agpdriman hearing
aid’*®°. Chris is a perfect mimic, and she (sic) is supposdmtable to repeat, into your

ears, exactly the sounds you would hear if only... Actudllgé’s description of the

156 Which Noé credits to David Sanford (unpublished).
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example doesn’t exactly specify “if only...” what. That Noé never clearly specifies
why you cannot hear the sounds anyway, without Chris’ &al.perhaps the right
formulation is, “if only Chris wasn'’t in the way, sp@ag into your ears”. But, to make
the example closely match the purposes of Noé'’s arguirneis specify that there is
some kind of aural shielding around you, such that you wouldhewmt how things are,
if it were not for Chris the amazing mimic (re)cregtithe relevant sounds for you.
Again, this situation is supposed not to qualify as genuine p@nepf the distal
sounds in question, in some sense or other, even thoogeis all the conditions of the
unmodified causal theory.

Now, both these examples strike me as cases wheredtwgrably is, and arguably
isn’t, perception of the relevant, distal objects. ldwer, at least in the case of the
manipulative neurosurgeon, it seems on first reading B®éf is simply presupposing
the plausibility of the above, as a counter-exampleéhé simple causal theory. In fact,
things aren’t as simple as that: Noé eventually provitlébeamaterials needed to show
why our intuitions might (indeed, should) be mixed, aboathlof the above thought
experiments. It turns out that both examples, when Bpednh no more detail than the
above, can have further conditions added (with no neadiéins) in such a way that

they either are or are nbbna fideperception, on Noé’s revised account.

A.2 The Project of Analysis

In the end, and as the title of his paper suggests, Noélsgytw unravel a very central
puzzle of perception: he aims to give a correct causadryhof it. Nevertheless, he
commences with an admirable degree of modesty. Heasstrat:

“it's doubtful that there has ever been an analysis (fad breakdown into necessary and

sufficient conditions) of any philosophically interesting ceptt (Noé&, 2003 p.94).

This is certainly not by way of attempting to claimttha will be the first to achieve
this goal. However, if that is not what Noé means &ncl(and it is not), it might be
unclear what he thinks Hesachieved.

We can start to get clear about this by noting that Mates that “the causal theory is
obviously right in certain ways, and it is obviously wrangthers” (p.94). And that “it
would be worthwhile to explain why this is so, even ifmggct the project of analysis”
(p.94).

Unpacking all the above points (in the light of thet r@lshis paper) Noé is saying

something like the following: there almost certainly r@msituations where our pre-
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theoretic usages of ‘perception’, ‘perceive’, etc. outrany causal analysis;
nevertheless, the bare Gricean analysis given abevaesse® be wrong, even in its own
terms. What is at issue, for Noé&, is whetaey analysis along Gricean (i.e. causal) lines
is doomed to fail, in virtue of being unsuited to trulykdamn to anything of interest in
the are¥’, or whether there is (as | believe Noé& successfdéynonstrates) some
improved causal analysis which locks onto something deintréne area (something
which we might, with good grounds, call ‘perception’, evethis does involvesome

degree of relabelling with respect to pre-theoretic usage).

A.3 Noé’s New Account

Noé also states, early on, that “[tjhe problem withd tausal theory is not that it fails to
articulate with sufficient detail the right kind ofusal relation” (p.94). This might also
lead to some confusion since, if the reading of Noédrdfkre is correct, the problem
with the pre-existing, Gricean, causal theorypisciselythat it fails to articulate the
right kind of causal relation. The confusion (if any)gaickly removed once one
realises that Noé’s point is that Grice’s accountesafnotsimplyfrom a lack of detail
(as regards that causal relation whictaesconsider), but rather, that there is a crucial
further causal relationship which the Gricean causalaisailgnores entirely.

Noé&’s revised analysis is actually quite simple and nka{pexhaps a good sign, in
itself). He suggests that traditional (i.e. Gricean)sed analyses of perception have
failed because they have attempted to analyse only anvamgleed notion of the
content of perceptual experience. The impoverished natiaquestion is that which
takes perception to represent ohigw things are The richer conception which Noé
advocates holds that perception represents both 1) hogsthre, and 2) the observer’s
relation to how things are.

Noé's suggestion, then, is that previous causal analjage failed to analyse
perception, not by fault of being causal, but by faultteérapting to account only for
the factual and not theperspectivalcontent of perception. Noé claims that any causal
analysis of what is necessary and sufficient foc@etual presentation of how things
are (the factual content) will continually fail to eteour intuitions concerning
perception as such, precisely in virtue of its failing ® dn analysis of what is

necessary and sufficient fdsoth perceptual presentation of how things ared

157 As, for instance, Snowdon (1980-81) has argued.
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perceptual presentation of the observer’s relation to tiomgs are (the perspectival
content).

Let’s look in more detail at theerspectivalaspect of perceptual content, which Noé
claims has been ignored, up to now, by those attempaingat analyses of perception.
Noé states that:

“we experience not only how things are, but also how they look fiera. We experience

that the plate is round and that it looks elliptical fromehédts elliptical look from here is a

genuine property of the plate — we see the shape and wleesperspectival shape from here

— but it is also a relational property, one that dependshanevhere’ is.” (p.95)
And further:

“it is hard to understand how one could keep track of how sharg if one were not also

capable of keeping track of the ways in which one’s percepieerience depends on what

one does. ... [I]t seems likely that our practical grasp ontne [the perspectival shape of
the plate changes] as we move is precisely the way we slidneexperiencing its
roundness.”

| think there is more to say than what Noé offerseh@r elsewhere as far as |
understand him) about the sense in which perspectivalrdoistan aspect ohatthe
subject perceives — an aspect of the “representationtedrdoof experience” (p.95), in
the way in which Noé apparently intends this claim, hat such things angresent for
the subjectl will explain what | mean in Section A.6 below. \Metheless, | would fully
endorse Noé’s claim that:

“To be a perceiver ... you must understand, implicitly, that yarnceptual content varies as

things around you change, and that it varies in differentsvas you move in relation to

things around you.” (p.97)

Perhaps surprisingly, Noé& never explicitly spells outrbigsed causal theory in the
same way in which he spells out Grice’s theory. | attempt to give such an explicit
formulation here. As | understand it, Noé’s revisedotiiecan be expressed in the
following formal claim.

A subject S sees an object O as being some way F if and only if:

» S has an experience E, which is as of O being F, and is also as ieSnwer
some perspectival relation R to O’s F-ness

» Sisin the perspectival relation R to O’s F-ness (which ent@ils F)

» S’s being in the perspectival relation R to O’s F-ness is causadigonsible

for the experience E

185



Appendix — Noé on Experience

It seems to me that Noé is very much on to something. lk@r there is certainly a
class of cases wherein we would like to get to theobottf our various intuitions as to
why certain experiences, caused in certain ways, aseeanotbona fidecases of seeing
(or of perceiving, more generally); cases such as thogedi$cusses. | believe that Noé
correctly draws our attention to the fact that previattempts to analyse such cases,
within a broadly causal framework, have proceeded on shergstion that the content

of perception requiring analysis was only that which Nalés €éactual

A.4 An Analysis of the Counterexamples to Grice’s Theory

Take the hypothetical neurosurgical example above. Ircélseas specifiedit seems
reasonable to presume thathe subject moves her eyes or head (or even her whole
bodily location) then her experience wilbt track her actual perspectival relation to the
objects of which she is being given experiences. In ths¢,cthere seems to be good
reason to say that there is a valid sense in whichstimstbona fideperception. | think
Noé has put his finger on exactly what that good reason is.

On the other hand, we can vary our intuitions abostdhse in entirely the opposite
direction, without contravening anything which was said, iitian describing the
example. Imagine, now, a subject in whom the relegaperiences are being generated
in such a way that thego track not just what is there, but also the subjectation to
what is there. Is there any remaining reason to dhanthis case is not (prosthetically
assisted, but actual for all that) perception? It would seetn And notions such as
prosthetic perception are no longer mere idle specuaktid thereis a sense in which
someone who perceives prosthetically (as just deshribenot truly perceiving, then so
be it. There also seems to bevery good sense (the sense which Noé is aiming to
clarify) in which the right kind of prosthetic perceptias indeed an entirely valid,
though entirely non-standard, form of perception.

In a similar vein, as Noé points out, when someons askearing aid it is quite
normal for us to say that they are (with the asstdasf the hearing aid) hearirige
distal soundsls there, then, any reason to deny tihat sounds themselvase being
heard, if Chris the amazing mimic can produce sounds whiHa&hful not just to
what noise sources there are, but also to our perspentiation to these things (such
that what we hear gets louder when we move closer, qudten we move further

away, etc.)?
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It might well be responded that, in this case, wgar Chris, herself, in the first
instance, not the sounds. But there seem to be good reasquestion this response;
reasons which support Noé’s analysis. For again, it segint to suggest that there is a
valid sense in which wdo nothear the hearing aid at all, when it is in our ear, and i
use. And a good part of the reason why we might plaus#this, of the hearing aid,
is that wedon’t have any potentially varying perspectival relattonthe sounds from
the hearing aid itself, whilst using it. To the exterdttive can’t get such perspectival
variation on Chris, then the fact that she is a persot a machine, seems to make little
difference: what we heabécauseof her) are the sounds themselves, although we hear
them in a non-standard wa¥;

Indeed, Noé discusses (pp.93-94) one common way of attentptstgengthen the
original, Gricean causal account, which involves requiringt bona fideperception
must be caused “in the normal way”. Noé points out twideaimable consequences of
such a move. Firstly, it makes our account of what peiepd (in itself, as it were)
beholden to empirical discovery as to how perceptionksvan our particular case.
(Though perhaps, as Noé says, there are those whd thighk that such a result is
something which philosophers should embrace, in the duingellectual climate.)
Secondly, and decisively, the standard account strengthanthis way seems plain
wrong, for precisely the reasons just canvassed. Imagmease of the blind subject
who has been given prosthetic vision, along the linesudsed earlier in this section.
This is manifestly not vision caused “in the normal wasg it must be ruled out by the
modified theory (along with the cases which we wantedile out), but there is suredy
sense (this is the sense Noé is trying to elucidate) inhadich a subject can, with the

aid of the prosthesis, truly see the world.

A.5 The Perspectival Account and Touch

Noé himself appears to have some reservations as toewvteshaccount applies across

the board, to all the perceptual modalities. Specificalyoffers the concession that:

“in the case of touch, the term ‘perspectival’ seeamewhat less appropriate” (p.95, n.2)

158 Noé’s point here is not that these various obscune;standard examples plausibly can reproduce our
natural perceptual relation to things — but, rather, thatahly implausible that they are true perceptimn

the extent thait remains implausible that they can do so (p.99, n.6).
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This is a very natural worry. For surely there is nieréil perspectivan touch, in a
univocal sense to that involved in the truly three-dinmared perception which can be
given by vision, or even by hearing? In both of thoagses, objects which are further
away thereby come tappearcloser together; they become harder to resolve, diyatia
Nothing like this applies to touch, does it?

This is a very easy mistake to make, but it is a mistdke very samerules of
perspective apply to exploration of three-dimensionatsgay means otouch alone
Note, first, that there are well-attested cases wtierse blind from birth can paint in
perspective (Kennedy and Juricevic, 2002; Kennedy and Juricevic, BOD6lteturns
out that this is neither inexplicable, nor fraudulent, meed it be innate, nor even due to
familiarity with what, we might wrongly suppose, woulgesn to the blind to be mere
convention adopted by the sighted. This attested fattagyhtforwardly (though non-
obviously, except to very careful reflection) expliGbby noting that touchs
perspectival.

To understand for yourself how this is so, do not thinkuakdouching a two-
dimensional surface ahead of you. Think, instead, abouthirgp®ut into three-
dimensional space. Think, for instance, about ri@vementgequired to touch the
nearby, accessible parts of ‘receding’ parallel linesurns out that the scare quotes
around ‘receding’ are unnecessary, even if we are cansyd®uch alone. If your two
hands touch the nearby parts of the two parallel littessangle between your arms at
your body is wide. If your two hands touch further paftthe sameparallel lines, then
the angle made by your arms at your body is narrowas i§ not something ‘just like’
perspective — its perspective.

Perspective (and by this | meaniteludethe formal, mathematical treatment of the
topic*®¥ is all about the varyindirectionsin space which are required to intercept near
versus far things, whether this be for looking, for reaghor for any other ‘doing’ in
space. Exactly the same variations in these relatirections (and, for this reason,
exactly the same formal mathematics of perspectaygly to vision, directional
hearing,andtouch.

It can additionally be noted (though this is not the edpinint) that if it still seems as
if I haven't fully addressetbuch (as opposed to reaching), there is yet more available

evidence that Noé’s account is the right one — evetofach. For it can also be noted

159 |n particular, the 1/z scaling of ‘apparent’, or progektsize with distance.
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that one’s perspectival relation to felt surface textsay, is exactly as Noé would
require: if one moves one’s fingers in this or that wayer the surface, then one’s
contact with the surface texture varies in exactly pleespectival way which Noé’s

account requ ires.

A.6 The Problem For Noé’s Account

It is clear that, to misquote, | come not to bury Mo&tcount, but to praise it. But |
think there is a problem within the account which Noé walaldvell to resolve. This is
meant — and | hope might be read by Noé — as a symgasiméndment, a revision
which helps to strengthen the account, within its owmsenf reference.

My worry concerns the issue of whether a subject msesé ‘the perspectival shape
from here” (p.95), in order to “see the shape” (p.95), withnivocal sense of “see” in
both cases. The easiest way to explain the substdribes worry is to use to terms of
the debate concerning conceptual and nonconceptual comtergxperience. In
addressing this issue, | am more than happy to use an -dfaigd analysis of
conceptual content (Evans, 1982 p.101) and, indeed, of contganeral. This should
fit very well with Noé&’s enactivist sympathies.

On an ability-based understanding of perceptual contentyavk out the content of a
subject’s experience by working out what the subject is para#ly responsive to. On
such a basis, we can only say that a subjectbaseptualcontent (that is, brings an
aspect of the world under the purview of a concephbdity) to the extent that a subject
respond¥° to the world as under some category, and where themsspaon question
are flexible, rational and, crucially, where the vasoconceptual responses can
recombine arbitrarily.

As far as this latter point about arbitrary recombifigbgoes, | am trying to express,
relatively informally, Evans’ Generality Constraininh aconcept possession (Evans,
1982). According to this criterion for concept possessiosulgect does not have the
concept of red, merely in showing some categorial resptnsed. Additionally, their
categorial response to red has to be recombinable, imamybivays, with various other

categorial responses to other aspects of the world.

180 Actually, in any given situation, it is perfectly piiss to have good evidence that a subjscable
respond in a certain way, but doesn’t choose teyauidrespond in a certain way, if only tested slightly
differently. For an ability-based account of perceptuateat to be truly plausible, it has to additionally

allow all the available evidence concerning thesg counterfactual ‘responses’.
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Thus, if a subject responds reliably to a red ball, #isat yet enough to show that
the subject has the concepts which might typicallyabelled by the words ‘red’, and
‘ball’. The subject must additionally show rationalpgessiveness to other red things,
which are not balls, and to other balls, which areredt Furthermore, these responses
should be recombinable with a considerably broader rangflewible categorial
responses, into significant, flexible ‘occupation ofé(ibehaviour within) a reasonable
part of what is often called ‘the space of reasongllgss, 1956; McDowell, 1994;
Hurley, 2003§°*

So now, let us imagine a case where a subject shaavsight kind of flexible,
rational responsiveness for us to say that that subgcthe concepf¥ of ‘circle’ or of
‘plate-shaped’ or just of ‘plate’. If a subject caspend visually to plates, say, with the
kind of rational flexibility just described, then evergoron both sides of the
conceptual/nonconceptual content debate would agree thalatteeis present for the
subject as conceptual content of their experience. Indaedides, including Noé,
would be happy to agree that, in this cases, the plataeiguivocally a part of Noé’s
factual contenof experienc&?

We can also note that Noé is quite right: no subjeatdcconceivably be shown to be
successfully visually tracking plategyaplates, across the range of relative motions of
which plates are capable, unless that subject sh@aet: kindof whole-agent-level
sensitivity to what Noé calls perspectival contentr o subject to successfully
demonstrate conceptual responsiveness to plates as sudgs Her range of cases in
guestion, there has to bmter alia) an experimentally verifiable ability to pick up on
plates which are (according to the geometry of persggctsmall from here’, or ‘large

from here’, or ‘elliptical from here’, or ‘round frornere’.

181 This formulation, of course, defines concept possessiinjust in terms of Evans’ Generality
Constraint (nor would Evans himself have wished torgedioncept possession purely thus) but also adds
other criteria, such as a requirement for evidenceatbmality and flexibility in the exercise of any
allegedly conceptual categorial abilities (c.f. McDow#894).

162 Concepts as just defined havet been defined in terms of possession of linguistic tisli(and at
least arguably do not require the possession of suctied)iliThis is a standard usage of concept, on both
sides of the conceptual/nonconceptual content debate (Rea2601 p.243; McDowell, 2007 p.347).

1831 am not, at this point, presupposing that somethisighrought under concepts is not part of factual
content; all | am saying here is that something whéchrought under concepts, in this way/part of

factual content.
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My central point, though, is that this latter type dfppensiveness does not have to be
conceptual. | agree that, for a subject to respond conchptoglates, that subjechust
respond to smallness, largeness, ellipticalness and rossxdoé plates. But
responsiveness to these latter properties in no wayohgeneralise, according to the
Generality Constraint: the subject need show no flexikdépnal responsiveness to
ellipticalness as such, even though they must (logicalist, if they possess the concept
as described) be showing some kind of testable, verifialdi®le-agent sensitivity to
perspectival-ellipticalness-from-héfé

This point is not so pressing for a nonconceptualist. Acanceptualist holds that
there is some univocal sense of content, under whicmsp#cts of the world responded
to conceptually (as described above) atdeast some of the aspects of the world
responded to nonconceptualban together comprise content for (i.e. aspects of the
world perceptually present to) a subject.

But my point should be particularly pressing for Noé, wdmmlorses a brand of
conceptualism (Noé&, 2004 Ch.6), as do I. On a conceptwstunt, perceptual
content (presentation of the world to a subject) consists in thesdmiivging of aspects
of the world under a subject’'s concefts Thus, for a conceptualist, in the case as
described above, the plate is part of the content @fstibject’s experience, but the
varying perspectival shape of the plateat — orneed nobe. That is, a subject can be
aware ofa plate, as a plate, without needing to be awaire of(though they must, in
some sense, keensitive tp the perspectival variations in the shape of theeplabm
here’.

Now, | think it might be easy to wonder whether | ant fazussing on something
which is no more than a mere ‘slip of the pen’ by Noéhis particular presentation of

his ideas. But | think that there is clear evidence thigt is not so. For the implicit

164 . -in-the-case-of-vision-of-plates!

1851 do not wish to dismiss central nonconceptualist vestrsuch as those canvassed by Chrisley (1996).
Certainly an infant has mental states wherein tligied involved are far from fully conceptual. Indeed, |
would agree with Chrisley’s analysis under which the cdntersuch a case might be at least partially
determined by working out where the child’s emerging undedihg is going (would go, under normal
conditions). What | still question is whether thisiootof content is applicablether than to exactly the
same extent thahe conceptual norms above are applicable. This is ifmigcsame way in which belief
and desire remaidefinedby their role in rationality, for all that real agerdfen show very significant
irrationality about their beliefs and desires (Davidsi$74; Dennett, 1987).
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supposition that there someunivocal relation which we hawe things, and to the look
of things runs throughou#ction in PerceptionNoé&, 2004). To the extent that | can
motivate a modification to Noé’s causal analysipefception, here, my suggestion is
that a similar modification (or, at least, clardion) would sit well throughout the
position set forth in that work.

Of course, we have already seen quotes which imply N to some extent
acknowledges this issue. This is presumably why he saySTidite a perceiver ... you
must understandmplicitly, that your perceptual content varies as things around you
change” (p.97, emphasis added). But Noé only occasiomalty tacitly, acknowledges
this complexity by use of words such as “implicitly” @rapplies to both of his works
referenced here). In the main, he is keen to emphabiat perspectival content is
representedn experience (Noé&, 2004 p.169 and passim); that is, thattaspethe
world such as the ‘looks’ of things (e.g. Noé&, 2004 p.168)paeeent to the subject
Apart from a tendency to use words such as “implicithythe perspectival but not the
factual case there is no explicit acknowledgememaf,any analysis of, the difference
between these two cases. But there is a fundandffeaknce.

For the conceptualist, ‘perspectival content’ (in @guired, minimal guise) cannot be
considered true content at all; for the responses intigneslo not need to be
conceptual, to complete Noé’s story. Equally, it needbeosupposed that veeeboth
aspects of how things are (the factual and the perspéctivany univocal sense.
Instead, factual content l®na fideperceptual content (presentation of an aspect of the
world to a subject) and perspectival content is not.sa&he shape (in the case where
we conceptually track that thirggs being ‘round’) but we need nseethe perspectival
shape (in the same sense of see).

Even the nonconceptualist, who might well argue thath bedpects of Noé’s
perceptual conterdre indeed content, in some univocal sense (and thatlwayssee
both the perspectival and nonperspectival shapes of ttes plasome univocal sense),
should agree that there semedifference between the factual and perspectival cases —
that is, should agree that in those cases where igeo@ceptual content and conceptual
seeing of the objective shape, thereed notbe conceptual content nor conceptual
seeing of the perspectival shape-from-here.

It might be wondered whether | can really be a conast, given my endorsement
of Noé’s causal account (or, indeed, whether Noé& hinesal be), since that account

makes these nonconceptual, perspectival relations betaveabject and the objects of
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their perception so central to the analysis of peroaptBut, | think, no conceptualist
should ever have denied that perceivers must have namoat behavioural
sensitivities to aspects of their world. What is at issue is whethas (he
nonconceptualist would claim), at least some things brtougder the right kind of
nonconceptual sensitivities are, thereby, perceptoatent (aspects of the world,
present for a subject), or whether (as the conceptustiould claim), such necessary
nonconceptual sensitivities are, instead, activeasstitutive partof the conceptual
abilities under which the world must be brought, in orderifato be present to a

subject®.

A.7 A Revised Account

We have seen, | think, that there is at least a lackexpficitness about this very
important aspect of Noé’s account; an aspect which oadbe particularly important to
Noé&, as a conceptualist, but which is not irrelevargneto the nonconceptualist.
However, the revisions required to Noé'’s causal amalysperception, to take account
of this additional point, are not especially complexarbver, they can be expressed in
a way which should be acceptable to both the conceptuadigha nonconceptualist, as
follows:
A subject S sees an object O as being some way F if and only if:
* S has an experience E, which is as of O being F, and where the ssilgjsct
(at least) nonconceptually sensitive (at least) as if to a perspectiation R
to O’s F-ness
» Sisin the perspectival relation R to O’s F-ness (which ent@ils F)
» S’s being in the perspectival relation R to O’s F-ness is causadigonsible
for the experience E
This formulationallows that ‘seeing as’ might be nonconceptual (although, as a

conceptualist, | do not believe this is correct). Whatarifies is that the perspectival

186 Much the same move can allow a conceptualist to besyenpathetic to, for instance, much of what
Peacocke (1992) says about scenario con@intoursea perceiving subject must be nonconceptually
sensitive to these aspects of the world; after hav@tag Peacocke’s analysis, that much need not be in
doubt. What is in doubt, though, is whether ‘scenario edhig really content(a bringing of the world
into a subject’s mind), or whether such nonconceptuiitiad are ‘merely’ partially (if ineliminably)

constitutive of those truly conceptual abilities, éxercise of which brings a world before a subject.
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sensitivities required to support any given case of hgeas’ certainly need not be
conceptual, even if the ‘seeing as’ is conceptual.

Perhaps the revised account sounds overly technical, Ihirtkl there is a genuine
non-technical reason to take it as a (sympathetic)augment to Noé’s account. For
Noé says that we see shapes (‘round’, say) in and by séwingoerspectival shapes
(‘elliptical’, say), but it is far from clear that weo. A naive subject just sees a penny.
Certainly, the subject must do so in and by besagsitiveto the ellipticalness of the
penny, ‘from here’. But it is far from clear that thébgect musseethe penny byseeing
the ellipticalness of the penny from here, at least nibt &any univocal sense of see.

Noé’'s account does indeed (at least to the present rauthond) unravel an
important puzzle about perception, but it leaves thigdaspect puzzling. Here | have

tried to show how to modify Noé&'’s account to unravel teisaining puzzle, too.

A.8 Conclusion

| have argued that Noé&’s new causal account of perceptpalierce has much to
recommend it. | have suggested that it is entirely coreeen in a domain (touch)
wherein Noé himself worries that its validity mighe bmited. However, | have noted,
there is a latent ambiguity in the account. Noé coarsist states that weeeshapesand
that weseeperspectival features of shapes (Noé&, 2004); or, equally fabatal and
perspectival content are both content, in some univgmae (Noé, 2003). This, | argue,
cannot be supported. There is an equivocation, heret angnportant that we get clear
on what this equivocation is, if we are to truly gefaclon what Noé’s account comes
to.

| have suggested that the correct tools to clarify #sse are those tools already used
in the debate over whether perceptual content is condeptnanconceptual. Bringing
these tools to bear is certainly relevant to Noé’skwsince he himself has taken a clear
stance on these issues (moreover, a stance whickegtpht he should be particularly
worried by the points | raise).

The modified account which | offer may look as if itogerly technical. But, | have
argued, the revised analysis can actually account formget of our pre-theoretic
intuitions than can Noé&’s recent analysis, on whidk based. The revised version not
only inherits from Noé his crucial insight that wieust be sensitive to ‘perspectival
content’ (the ellipticalness of the penny from here) lideo to see, but also makes it

clear (and in a way which matches pre-theoretic immjtthat this type of sensitivity is
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not (or at least, need not B&) of the same type as the sensitivity which we haveeo th

penny itself.

187 For the conceptualist the correct formulation isverds, in the most basic case of seeing as’.
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