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ABSTRACT 

This is an attempt to arrive at a philosophical understanding of (qualitative) 

consciousness, chm"acteristic exmnples of which are pains, tickles, experienced 

colors, sounds, tastes, and odors. Consciousness is analyzed as the having of 

qualia. Qualia (or phenomenal properties) are problematical because nothing 

(neither physical nor nonphysical, neither actual nor merely possible) can bear 

them. This suggests qualia eliminativism; but it is m"gued that qualia should be 

retained as properties that can be exemplified though nothing bears them. 

Phenomenal objects m"e then presented as bund-ks of qualia. The bundle theory 

of phenomenal objects is complemented with a bundle theory of the conscious 

subject. Qualia are crucial elements of the bundle that constitutes a conscious 

subject. For a subject to have a quale is for this quale to be included in the 

bundle that is the subject. This account makes consciousness into a noncognitive 

phenomenon. Having a quale is not a matter of knowing anything, believing 

anything, or cognizing anything in any way. It is simply to feel a certain way. 

Two theses m"e singled out for particular critical attention. Concerning 

the nature of qualia, David Armstrong has argued that (color) qualia are 

complexes of primary qualities borne by the surfaces of (actual or possible) 

physical objects that we perceive or seem to perceive. More than other 

reouctionists, Armstrong is concerned to ensure the phenomenological adequacy 

of his reductionist theory. This phenomenological sensibility makes his theory of 

qualia particularly interesting and also particularly vulnerable. Concerning the 

question what it takes to have qualia, introspection appears to be the chosen tool 

of many contemporary theorists. Using John Pollock's introspectionist account 
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of qualitative consciousness as a model, it is argued that introspection can play no 

part in an adequate explanation of qualitative consciousness. 

Throughout the investigation the methodological importance of the first

person point of view is emphasized. The primary responsibility of philosophical 

theory of consciousness is to insure phenomenological adequacy. Straying from 

the first-person point of view makes it easy to forget this. 



CHAPTER 1 
CONSCIOUSNESS, QUALIA, AND THE FIRST-PERSON 

POINT OF VIEW 

THE THESIS 

II 

This is an essay about qualia and consciousness. The main thesis I wish to defend 

concerns the relation between qualia and consciousness. I argue that to be 

conscious is to have lJualia. This thesis does, I fear, encapsulate everything of 

importance that I have to say about qualia and consciousness. But despite its 

seeming simplicity the thesis that to be conscious is to have qualia bears some 

explaining. The task I have set myself is to transform this slogan into a 

substantive philosophical thesis. 

CLARIFYING THE THESIS 

Without further elucidation the meaning of the slogan "to be conscious is to have 

qualia" is so vague as to be virtually empty-the analysandum is unclear and the 

analysans is cryptic. The point of an explanation, explication, or analysis of a 

concept is to get the concept into sharper focus. The complaint that the 

analysandum is unclear may therefore seem out of place. The analysis will 

provide the necessrn·y clarification. To ask for a clarification of the analysandum 

before beginning the analysis is to ask for an analysis before the analysis, which 

seems absurd. But this is only an apparent paradox. Before we can sensibly 

embark on a project of conceptual analysis or conceptual explication we need to 

have a rough preanalytic or preexplicative grip on the analysandum or 
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explicandum. The tenn consciousness is sufficiently ambiguous to require such 

preanalytic regimentation. 

The proposed analysans-the having of qualia-is in worse shape than the 

analysandum. It is not clear what we mean by the tenn "consciousness"; but few 

have doubted that we are conscious. In the case of qualia even this minimal 

consensus is absent. It is unclear what the telms "quale" and "qualia" mean and 

many have doubted that there are any such things. 

It is, therefore, necessary to begin this investigation with a rough sketch of 

the relevant notion of consciousness and to follow this up with an apology for 

qualia. By the end of these preliminary considerations the thesis that being 

conscious is a matter of having qualia will, hopefully, have become clear enough 

to merit further discussion. 

QUALITATIVE CONSCIOUSNESS 

Here, then, is how I propose to delimit the notion of consciousness the analysis of 

which will occupy the following chapters. Even if we stick to what one might 

call the "philosophical" uses of the term "consciousness" we find a great deal of 

disagreement. I shall not attempt to detennine what are the right or wrong uses 

of this tenn. I simply want to state how I am going to use the term 

"consciousness." The use to which I put the term "consciousness" is neither new 

nor unusual.) Thomas Nagel has characterized this notion of consciousness most 

illuminatingly when he wrote: 

) For a sampling of other philosophers who employ this notion of consciousness consult the quotes in tilC 
section "Why tilC Datum is Baffling," in this chapter. The passages from McGinn and Lockwood make it 
clear timt tilCY employ the very notion of consciousness that I :un after. Maudlin makes it clear that he too 

Footnote continlled on next page 
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the fact that an organism has conscious experience at all means, basically, 
that there is something it is like to be that organism. . .. fundamentally an 
organism has conscious mental states if and only if there is something that 
it is like to be that organism-something it is like for the organism. 
[Nagel, 1974, p. 166] 

By saying that a subject is conscious I am saying that it is like something to be 

that subject for that subject. And the subject's consciousness consists in that 

which it is like to be that subject. It is this notion of qualitative consciousness (or 

consciousness, for short) that I propose to analyze as the having of qualia.2 We 

can further illuminate this notion of consciousness by contrasting it with a 

number of strikingly different notions of consciousness. It has been proposed 

that being conscious is a matter of having and exercising the following 

mechanisms and capacities: 

is interested in Illis sense of consciousness when he says: "Still, our best guess is Illat [a newly created 
copy of my brain] would support identical states of consciousness to mine, identical phenomenal states. In 
Nagel's tenns, what it would be like to be Ille person willI Illat brain would be just what it is like to be me. 
The content and structure of IllOse subjective states of awareness are what I mean by 'consciousness'." 
[Maudlin, 1989, p. 408] 
2 Nagel's (or Farrell's, [Farrell, 19501) notion of knowing what it is like has come in for a good deal of 
criticism. See, for exmnple [Hofs!<ldter and Dennett, 1981, p. 403-414], [Annstrong and Malcolm, 1984, 
p. 45-66], lUld [Lycan, 1987, p. 76-77, 142-143]. A good part of Illis criticism is directed at Ille knowledge 
claim Illat is contained in Ille notion of knowing what it is like. Since I run not concemed willI someone's 
knowing what it is like but merely willI Ille fact of its being like somellling for someone, I shall not 
address IllCse criticisms. But I cmmot simply sidestep the following objection: "Its heing like something 
cmlIlot serve as a mark of consciousness for everyllling (also 1l1Ose Illings III at arc not conscious) is such 
Ilmt it is like somellling to he it. Take, for exrunple, this marble. What is it like to he it? Well, it is to 
he spherical, smoolll, red, etc. (This exrunple is due to J. Christopher Maloney). Neverllleless, Ille marblt:: 
is not conscious." How should onc rcply? Onc cannot dcny timt tile marble is Iikc somcthing, for it is 
sphcrical, smooUl, and fed, etc. But to acknowledge timt tilC mm'hle is like sometiling is not the smne as to 
grant that it is Iikc something for tile marhle to he tilC marblc. From tile "marblc's point of vicw" Illings 
don't appcar in any way at all. Thc marblc's being sphcrical docs not translatc into its bcing likc 
somellling to bc sphcrical for UIC marblc. Nonc of UIC mm'blc's propertics gct rcllcctcd in its bcing likc 
somcllling for IllC marblc to havc IlICSC propertics. That is to say, tilC marblc is not conscious. Thus I 
should try to mcct this objcction by granting tilC point it raiscs, but by insisting tilat it docs not succccd in 
undcfmining tilC proposed attcmpt to dclimit a ccrtain interesting notion of consciousness. Evcrytiling is 
like somctiling but only conscious Ulings arc such that it is like somctiling to bc tilem. 
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possessing a self-scanning or self-monitoring device (an introspector) built 

into one's central system 

possessing some central control mechanism, some high level executive 

unit, some supreme organizer 

being able to integrate and process infonnation from various information 

sources and use this information to guide one's behavior 

being able to be in perceptual states that represent the observable objects 

and states of affairs with which one's environment affects one 

being able to be in reflective states that represent actual and possible states 

of affairs one contemplates 

being able to be in introspective states that represent one's own mental 

states 

The notion of consciousness that I am interested in is different from all of these. 

That which I want to understand is characterized by the fact that it is conceived 

from the subject's point of view. But none of the listed mechanisms or capacities 

are so characterized. Numerous analyses of the listed mechanisms and capacities 

can and have been proposed that fail to shed any light on the question what it is 

like to be the subject possessing and exercising these mechanisms and capacities. 

The view that this is the appropriate way of understanding these mechanisms and 

capacities has gained such prominence that it has received its own label. Owen 

Flanagan has baptized it consciolls in essentialism and explains it as follows: 

"[Conscious inessentialism] is the view that for any mental activity M performed 

in any cognitive domain D, even if we do M with conscious accompaniments, M 

can in principle be done without these conscious accompaniments." [Flanagan, 

1991, p. 309] Conscious inessentialism does not, of course, commit one to the 
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absurd view that there is no connection between possessing and exercising these 

mechanisms and capacities, on the one hand, and qualitative consciousness on the 

other. We do possess such mechanisms and capacities. And under normal 

conditions it is like something for us to exercise (at least some of) these 

mechanisms and capacities. Take perception, for example. Normally it is like 

something for us to perceive our environment. But in cases of subliminal 

perception and blindsight one perceives one's environment without it being like 

anything to do so. These are cases of perception without consciousness. Thus 

being conscious is not simply a matter of one's having and using one's capacity of 

perceiving one's environment. For the latter can (and sometimes does) occur 

without the former. Similar observations hold true of the other proposed 

mechanisms and capacities listed above. They all can (and sometimes do) get 

exercised without its being like anything to do so. 

Thus we find that conscious inessentialism derives support from two 

quarters. Reference to consciousness is not conceptually necessary for achieving 

an understanding of the proposed mechanisms and capacities. And the exercise 

of these mechanisms and capacities is not causally sufficient for the production of 

consciousness. In short, consciousness is neither conceptually nor causally 

essential for the possession and exercise of these mechanisms and capacities. It 

seems, therefore, that an investigation of consciousness should not let itself be 

side-tracked by an investigation of these mechanisms and capacities. 

But perhaps this is going too fast. Everybody grants that under normal 

conditions the possession and exercise of these mechanisms and capacities is 

accompanied by qualitative consciousness. This suggests that we say the 

following: Under normal conditions the possession and exercise of (at least some 
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of) these mechanisms and capacities is causally sufficient and/or necessary for 

one to be the kind of thing it is like something to be. This seems like a 

reasonable claim. It will be difficult to specify the normal conditions; but that 

something is hard to do should not count against it. Nevertheless I want to resist 

going this path. What I want to understand is not what kind of causal machinery 

it takes for one to achieve consciousness; I want to understand what it is for one 

to be conscious, what its being like something for one consists in. To this last 

question I want to answer that being conscious in this sense is a matter of one's 

having qualia. 

AN ApOLOGY FOR QUALIA 

THE DATUM 

At every moment of our waking and dreaming lives we are immersed in a sea of 

colors, sounds, smells, tastes, tickles, pains, and the like. Throughout our lives 

we me subject to a ceaseless barrage with such qualities; at every moment an 

abundance of such qualities confronts liS. Nothing seems more obvious to me. 

Nothing seems more important to me. And nothing seems more baffling to me. 

Let me explain. 

WHY THE DATUM IS OBVIOUS 

That we are confronted (at every moment of our waking and dreaming lives) 

with colors, smells, tastes, etc. is not something I hold as a result of an argument. 

Every justificatory argument that I might invent for this conclusion would suffer 

from the defect that its premises would be much more questionable than the 
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conclusion it aims to establish. I am, therefore, in no position rationally to 

convince a dissenter of the truth of my belief. Nor do I know how to "show" the 

dissenter the truth of my belief by exposing him to novd situations, by training 

him, or by teaching him in any other way. The way in which we are inundated 

by these qualities is so pervasive and so terribly blatant that any attempt to draw 

a person's attention to it must appear comical or absurd. The phenomenon I am 

talking about is not something subtle or refined or recondite. To appreciate it 

you need not ingest any drugs, fast, exercise any form of monastic self

discipline, or become a member of any particular philosophical sect. To 

appreciate the phenomenon in question you need not think at all. It takes no 

focussed attention, no process of abstraction or distillation, no cultivation of any 

form of cognitive refinement whatsoever to discover that we are swamped by a 

multiplicity of colors, sounds, and tastes, and bodily feelings at every moment of 

our waking or dreaming lives. This is a datum that stands fast for us. 

The Neutrality Thesis 

But there are those who appear to dissent. This may seem astonishing. But this 

impression lasts only as long as we fail to notice that the disagreement is about 

the philosophical interpretation of the datum in question. Thus the dispute will 

not be settled by more and more appeals to the obvious. We may, however, be 

able to appease most dissenters by providing a philosophically innocuous 

interpretation of the datum that stands fast for us. 

The trouble starts with the terminology. How is one to describe the datum 

without offending certain metaphysical sensibilities right there? The reds, the 

blues, the pancake smells, and the thunder claps that we meet with in experience 
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have received more than their fair share of impressive sounding names. 

Generally these kinds of items have been understood as qualities, or properties, 

or features, or characters whose differentia consisted in their being sensible, or 

phenomenal, or phenomenological, or qualitative, or subjective, or felt. And the 

particulars graced by these items were usually taken to be phenomenal objects 

like sense data, or sensations, or experiences, or ideas, or mental objects of some 

other sort. One can readily see how to generate a large number of names (nearly 

all of which can be found in the literature) from these three lists of terms: "the 

subjective character of experience," "the sensible properties of sense-data," "the 

phenomenal qualities of sensations," and so on. In addition we find a number of 

expressions whose purpose it is to describe the effect that our being immersed in 

all these phenomenal qualities, and in particular our being immersed in the 

multitude of colors. Here we find "the inner light," "the inner illumination," 

"the inner glow," "the technicolor phenomenology," "mental paint," or simply 

"phenomenology." And finally there are two technical terms to be considered. 

Herbert Feigl's "raw feels" and William James~s "qualia." 

All of these many expressions share one unfortunate feature. They all 

suggest, more or less strongly, that the colors, sounds, tastes, etc., in which we 

find ourselves immersed are mental in the sense that they qualify some sort of 

inner mental object. This has the following consequence. If we simply describe 

our original datum in some traditional philosophical terms we end up making a 

metaphysically loaded and materialistically unacceptable claim entailing the 

existence of phenomenal individuals. A skeptical attitude towards such peculiarly 

mental objects will therefore manifest itself as a skepticism about the existence of 
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our datum. This, then, is one reason why somebody might want to deny the 

obvious datum. 

But this dispute is easily avoided by simply stipulating that we are going to 

use the problematical terms without any metaphysical strings attached. I propose 

to use the terms "quale" and "qualia" (and all the other terms adumbrated above) 

in such a way that the question of the nature of the qualified object remains open. 

The quale might qualify the external physical object I see, the sense-datum I 

have, my present experience, the brain state that is or is involved in my seeing, 

or whatnot. This, then, is the sense in which qualia are, for the moment, 

metaphysically neutral. In being confronted with a quale I am confronted with a 

property of something; but at this point we shall leave the question of the nature 

and the location of the qualia-bearing object open. 

It is a mistake to start off by bifurcating properties into the objective 

properties of external objects and the subjective qualities of the mind. We may, 

eventually, be forced to adopt such a two-tiered account. But we should not start 

off by assuming that qualia belong to the SUbjective pole of the spectrum. The 

red quale that I am confronted with upon viewing a ripe tomato may simply be 

one of the properties of the tomato itself, rather than an intrinsic quality of my 

sensing the tomato. That is, at this point I shall not draw a distinction between 

qualia and sensory properties of external physical objects. Thereby I take myself 

to have removed what is, perhaps, the main reason for rejecting the datum that 

stands fast for me.3 

3 The neutrality thesis is nothing new. It has bcen cmphasizcd by H.H. Pricc, for example. Unfortunately 
Price phrases tllC ncutrality tllCsis in tllC language or scnsc-data; but as best I can tell his notion of a sense
datum is not tllat discussed and criticized in this chaptcr. Price tells us that when hc sees a tomato tllC 

Footnote continlled on next page 
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Qualia and Sense-Data 

Some of the ill will against qualia may stem from the feeling that the talk about 

qualia is nothing but thinly veiled talk about sense-data. And sense-data, so the 

present philosophical orthodoxy would have it, are unacceptable. I shall not 

discuss the reasons for the widespread rejection of sense-data. They seem to me 

rather less convincing than the virtually unanimous rejection of sense-data would 

lead one to expect.4 Be that as it may, the suspicion that qualia are just 

resurrected sense-data is quite mistaken. The more careful discussions of sense 

data make it very clear that sense data m'e introduced as bearers of qualia. John 

Wisdom states the point clearly: "[S]ense data are not identical with sense

qualities but are the things which possess or seem to possess sense-qualities." 

[Wisdom, 1963 (1934), p. 142] This very distinction has played a major role in 

the thinking of the most meticulous of all sense-data philosophers. Commenting 

critically on his earlier view that the color, size, and shape of a visually 

perceived patch are sense-data, G.E. Moore has this to say: "I should now make, 

and have for many years made, a sharp distinction between what I have called the 

"patch," on the one hand, and the color, size and shape, of which it is, on the 

following stmllis fast for him: "tllat tllCrc cxists a rcd patch of a round ,md somcwhat hulgy shapc, st,Ulding 
out from a hackground of othcr color-patches, and having a certain visual dCpUI, and tllat this wholc ticld of 
color is dircctly prcscnt to my consciousncss." [Pricc, 1954 (1932), p. 3] Data of this kind Pricc calls 
"scnsc-data." Thcsc scnsc-data arc mctaphysically ncutral becausc by admitting tllcm "[w]c arc not 
committed to any vicw about what is called 'thc statns' of scnse-data in tllC Univcrse, citllCr as rcgards tllC 
catcgory tllCY fall undcr, or as rcgards tllCir rclations willI otllCr types of cxistcnt cntitics. Thcy may hc 
cvcnts, or suhstanccs, or sUltcs of substanccs. Thcy may hc physical; i.c. tllCY may bc parts of, or cvcnts 
in, matcrivl objccts such as chairs and tablcs or (in anotllCr tllCory) brains. Thcy may bc mcntal, as 
Bcrkclcy and many othcrs havc hcld. Thcy may bc ncilllCl' mClltalnor physical." [Pricc, 1954 (1932), p. 
lil-19] 
4 Thc horror of scnsc-data stcms mainly from a misapprchcnsion of tllCir naturc, viz., tllC belicf that scnsc
data arc nonphysical tllings. It is wortll pointing ont tlmt such champions of sensc-data (lI; Russcll and 
Moorc denied tllat scnsc-data had to hc nonphysical. 
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other; and should call, and have called, only the patch, not its color, size or 

shape, a "sense-datum." [Moore, 1966, p. 44, fn. 2] Moore distinguishes between 

the sensible qualities, like a particular color, size, and shape, and the sense-datum 

that has those qualia, like a patch, a line, a spot, or a speck. This is not merely 

some trifling afterthought that the sense-data philosopher could do without. As 

Moore's discussion of adverbialism makes clear, the insistence on the distinction 

between the sense-datum and its sensible qualities is the crucial point of the sense

datum theorist's defence against its most serious competitor. [Schilpp, 1968, see 

pp. 659-660] 

This brief discussion of sense-data should lay to rest all worries about 

qualia that stem from a confusion between qualia and sense-data. The 

acknowledgment of metaphysically neutral qualia does not commit one to murky 

sense-data. This consideration should remove a second powetful motivation for 

denying the obvious fact that we live our lives immersed in a sea of qualia. 

The Qualia Quiner,\' 

The preceding considerations should have removed some doubts about the 

genuineness of the initial datum to which I appealed above. By disentangling 

qualia from the suspect sense-data and by proposing to understand qualia as 

metaphysically neutral, I hope to have removed the major causes for one's 

wanting to resist the claim that we are immersed in a sea of qualia. 

But opposition to the obvious datum may stem from sources that are less 

easily neutralized. Take, for example, Daniel Dennett's indictment of qualia: 

"'Qualia' is a philosopher's term which fosters nothing but confusion, and refers 

in the end to no properties or features at all." [Dennett, 1988, p. 491 The cheap 
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reply to Dennett's eliminativism is to simply note that his notion of qualia differs 

from the one I have been proposing here. The properties Dennett wants to 

eliminate are philosophically distilled properties of conscious experience whose 

special nature consists in their fourfold essence: ineffability, intrinsicalness, 

privateness, and direct apprehensibility. Dennett's notion of a quale is the notion 

of a special mental property that is arrived at through some sophisticated process 

of abstraction. I, on the other hand, mean to talk about thoroughly 

unremarkable metaphysically neutral properties that force themselves upon one 

without the need for any distillation process. Since the properties that Dennett 

wants to eliminate are quite different from the one's the existence of which I take 

to be obvious, I might simply shrug off Dennett's eliminativism as irrelevant. 

But this dismissal of the qualia Quiners may be a little bit too facile. First, 

the inoffensive notion of qualia in tenns of which I want to state the initial datum 

will, in all likelihood, not be the notion of qualia with which this investigation 

ends. And this more refined notion of a quale that emerges in the course of the 

investigation may turn out to be uncomfortably close to the notion of qualia that 

Dennett is attacking. Second, the arguments upon which Dennett bases his qualia 

eliminativism may be strong enough to cast doubt even on the relatively hannless 

notion of qualia with which I want to start out initially. We will, therefore, be 

well advised to examine Dennett's reasons for his skepticism about qualia. If we 

can find a flaw in his argument both of the above worries will be settled. 

Dennett's argument proceeds by confronting us with numerous plausible 

thought experiments ("intuition pumps") all of which are variations on a 

common theme. Dennett makes a surprisingly plausible case for the claim that 

re-identifying qualia is not the simple task we may have taken it to be. Consider 
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three of Dennett's many puzzle cases [Dennett, 1988]. Take the dilemma of the 

disenchanted coffee drinker. She used to like coffee but now she no longer 

enjoys it. Is this so because the way the coffee tastes to her has changed? Or 

have her tastes changed resulting in her no longer liking the very same taste 

Quale? The experienced beer drink.er finds himself in a similar predicament. 

Now he loves the taste of beer; but many years ago, when he first tasted beer, it 

tasted horrible. Is this a matter of developing a liking for the same taste? Or is 

the experienced beer drinker better understood as someone for whom the taste of 

beer has gradually changed? Finally there is the case of the cauliflower 

conversion. A confirmed cauliflower hater, you find yourself loving the taste of 

cauliflower after taking the miraculous pill. How has the pill done its work? 

Has it changed your qualia, leaving your likes and dislikes untouched? Or has it 

changed your attitudes towards the same old cauliflower qualia? An appeal to 

experience cannot settle the question: the cauliflower experience as a whole is 

now so thoroughly transfonned that it resists a neat analysis into one part that 

stayed identically the same and another part that changed. In these and similar 

cases we do not seem to have a principled way to tell whether the qualia did or 

did not stay the same. We have to make what looks like an arbitrary choice. 

These quandaries m'e not an artifact of Dennett's particular notion of qualia; the 

same problems arise even on the most unexacting notion of qualia. 

What does reflection upon these examples teach us? The lesson that 

Dennett wants to draw from the consideration of such cases is momentollS. The 

elusiveness of the purported qualia, the difficulty of telling when we are dealing 

with the same one again, persuades Dennett to deny their existence. Positing an 

elusive Quale at the core of the various reactive attitudes that characterize the 
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experience adds nothing to the experience. We can go with the reactive attitudes 

alone. The quale itself is a superfluous fiction. 

Can one accept the cogency of Dennett's intuition pumps and, at the same 

time, resist Dennett's eliminativist conclusion? I think that this is possible. For I 

believe that Dennett's eliminativist conclusion is not a lesson gleaned from but a 

philosophically loaded interpretation of the puzzle cases concerning the identity 

of qualia. As best I can tell, the driving force behind Dennett's reasoning is the 

metaphysical principle that found its expression in the slogan: "No entity without 

identity." It is this principle that licences the inference from the 

indetenninateness of questions about the identity of qualia to the conclusion that 

there are no qualia. But this principle is not sacrosanct. Many kinds of entities 

confront us with seemingly irresoluble puzzles about identity. In all these cases 

we have to make a choice: either give up these entities or give up the 

metaphysical maxim. I suggest that in the case of qualia we may want to give up 

the maxim.5 

5 I make Illis move inspired hy Terence Parsons's provocative demolition of Ille adage "no entity witllOut 
identity." Here is Ille gist of Parsons's ret1ections: "The importance of IllC identity maxims in recent 
literature has been Illeir role in finding easy objections to philosophical IllCories. Do we have trouble 
individuating propositions? Then junk and theory Illat appeals to IllCm! Likewise for Fregean senses, 
properties, possible 1l1Ough nonactual objects, etc. Frege, Meinong, and a host of olllCrs arc seen to have 
been dahbling in incoherence, and their IllCories arc to he rejected. Clearly this is too facile to be 
persuasive .... A IllCory may provide us willI a great deal of understanding of Ille world, in spite of its not 
giving us completely clear answers to identity questions in general. WhelllCr this is so in a given case 
depends on what IllC Illeory says, and cannot he decided in a simple II priori fashion, hased on simple 
maxims." [Parsons, 1987, pp. 14-15] I hope to show III at qualia arc sumcientIy important for our 
understanding of consciousness to cam tllCir ontological keep, prohlems concerning their identity 
notwillls!anding. 
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WHY THE DATUM Is IMPORTANT 

"Why, if it weren't for this 'internal illumination' ... the world would be nothing 

but a pile of dirt!" [Feigl, 1967, p. 138] This is how Herbert Feigl reports 

Einstein's remark on the importance of the qualia. Einstein's dictum perfectly 

captures my feeling about this matter. That I am confronted (at every moment 

of my waking and dreaming life) with colors, smells, tastes, etc. is something 

that is of the utmost importance to me. It is in virtue of this fact that it is like 

something to be me. Were it not for this confrontation with qualia my life 

would be like an unbroken stretch of dreamless sleep. Without my qualia I am, 

as far as I am concerned, dead. 

The Extent of Qualia 

This assessment of the role of qualia for being myself to myself may seem 

exaggerated. Would not the "dequaliafied" person at least be capable of enjoying 

"the life of the mind"? One might think that the state of a "dequaliafied" person 

is similar to the state that St. Thomas ascribes to disembodied souls: they do not 

see, hear, smell, etc.; nor do they feel pain, anger or fear. But they can think 

and will. [Geach, 1969] But P.T. Geach argues persuasively that being such a 

nonsensuous intellect is a rather sonoy affair. His doubts that such "dehumanized 

thinking and willing" is possible rest on the following consideration: 

In our human life thinking and choosing are intricately bound up with a 
play of sensations and mental images and emotions; if after a lifetime of 
thinking and choosing in this human way there is left only a disembodied 
mind whose thought is wholly non-sensuous and whose rational choices 
are unaccompanied by any human feelings-can we still say there remains 
the same person? Surely not: such a soul is not the person who died but a 
mere remnant of him. lGeach, 1969, p. 22] 
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The view that qualia are not that central a feature of our being is grounded in a 

mistaken view about the scope of qualia. Even astute qualophiles (Dennett's 

term) tend to limit the range of qualia to the domain of secondary qualities. I 

suspect that this narrow view about the extent of qualia can be traced back to a 

particular way of introducing qualia. Limiting the range of qualia to the domain 

of secondary qualities will seem natural if one conceives of mental qualia as the 

solution to the problem of the physical irreducibility of secondary qualities. 

But if one thinks of qualia along the lines that I have proposed then 

limiting qualia to secondary properties will seem entirely baseless. The sea of 

qualities into which we find ourselves thrown contains shape, size, solidity, and 

motion no less than color, sound, and taste. And this list still does not exhaust 

the full range of qualities with which we are confronted. There are the pains, 

tickles, and all the more indistinct bodily sensations. Furthermore there is the 

whole domain of what Alvin Plantinga calls the "nonsensuous phenomenology." 

In this area we find that qualities that go with the emotions like anger and fear; 

and those feelings that indicate occurrent propositional attitudes like belief, hope, 

and doubt. Bertrand Russell, for example, distinguishes three kinds of distinct 

belief feelings corresponding to memory, expectation, and bru'e assent.6 [Russell, 

1978 (1921), p. 250] 

6 The consideration of helief feelings raises the difticult question how the believed content (as opposcd to 
the attitude) is presented to tlIe mind, How does one present to oneself that which one believes? Could a 
mind devoid of all sensuous phenomenology still direct itself upon a specinc proposition? Russell provides 
a fascinating discussion of tllesc issues in chapters II and 12 of his Analysis of Millli. As I understand it, 
it is a consequence of Russell's view tllat a mind devoid of all sensory qualia could not relatc itself to a 
content in any fonn; it could not helieve, remember, or tllink lU1ytlling. The discussion of tllis problem is 
still going strong at tllis time. Those who worry ahout how to spell out in a psychologically crcdiblc way 
under which modes of presentation we present propositions to ourselvl~s are cngaging tllC smne problem. 
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Once one appreciates the full scope of qualia the claim that to live a life 

without them would be like nothing will, I hope, be more plausible. "The life of 

the mind" is parasitic upon the "internal illumination." If the inner light goes out 

you are, in Einstein's words, nothing but a pile of dirt. Wilfrid Sellars is right: 

qualia are what makes life worth living. This is why our original datum is so 

important. 

WHY THE DATUM IS BAFFLING 

How can the world serve up the colors, sounds, tastes, smells, pains, and so on in 

which we find ourselves immersed? How do the qualia fit into a world 

composed of atoms and the void? This is a genuine question, not an argument. 

But it is a question that philosophical reflection forces upon us so irresistibly that 

no metaphysics that leaves it unanswered can hope to satisfy. Once our 

prephilosophical naive realism has been dealt its first blows, neither the physical 

objects around us nor the brain in us seem capable of sustaining qualia. 

Wittgenstein expressed this bafflement-the genuineness of which he denied for 

reasons that are hard to discern-in the most urg~nt terms when he spoke of the 

giddin~ss that befalls us when we face the "unbridgeable gulf between 

consciousness and brain-processes." The giddiness is felt most vividly when I 

"turn my attention in a particular way on to my own consciousness, and, 

astonished, say to myself: THIS is supposed to be produced by a process in the 

brain !-as it were clutching my forehead." [Wittgenstein, 1974, section 412] It 

takes little reflection to experience the bafflement over the state of affairs 

registered in our initial datum. I shall indulge in the pleasure of quoting some of 

the most recent and most eloquent expressions of this bafflement. I do this not 
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only for the intellectual pleasure involved but also because I believe that keeping 

the amazement at our original datum alive is, perhaps, the single most important 

exercise for one who wants to resist being lulled into accepting a facile pseudo 

answer to the question of our place in nature. Here, then, are some of the 

expressions of the bafflement7 

"[W]e do not know how consciousness might have arisen by natural 
processes from antecedently existing material things. Somehow or other 
sentience sprang from pulpy matter, giving matter an inner aspect, but we 
have no idea how this leap was propelled. It seems abrupt, unmediated, 
serendipitous. One is tempted, however reluctantly, to turn to divine 
assistance: for only a kind of miracle could produce this from that. It 
would take a supernatural magician to extract consciousness from matter, 
even living matter. Consciousness appears to introduce a sharp break in 
the natural order-a point at which scientific naturalism runs out of 
steam. It has the look of an iITesoluble enigma." [McGinn, 1991, p. 45] 

How is it possible for conscious states to depend upon brain states? How 
can technicolor phenomenology arise from soggy grey matter? What 
makes the bodily organ we call the brain so radically different from other 
bodily organs, say the kidneys-the body parts without a trace of 
consciousness? How could the aggregation of millions of individually 
insentient neurons generate subjective awareness? We know that brains 
are the de facto causal basis of consciousness, but we have, it seems, no 
understanding whatever of how this can be so. It strikes us as miraculous, 
eerie, even faintly comic. Somehow, we feel, the water of the physical 
brain is turned into the wine of consciousness, but we draw a total blank 
on the nature of this conversion. Neural transmissions just seem like the 
wrong kind of materials with which to bring consciousness into the world, 
but it appears that in some way they perform this mysterious feat. 
[McGinn, 1989, p. 349] 

7 All but onc of I1lc following cxprcssions of thc bafflcmcnt assumcs I1lat I1lc locus of qualia is I1lc brain. I 
havc not yct committcd mysclf to such a I1lCsis. But I1lc fact l1ult I1lc quotcd aul1lOrs takc a morc spcdnc 
stmlcc on I1lc location of (JuaIia I1lml I wlmt to takc at prcscnt docs not dctract from I1lc vividncss willI which 
I1ICY portray UIC baftlcmcnt. 
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There is no more amazing and puzzling fact than that of consciousness . 
.. . For, as Thomas Nagel has noted, it is consciousness that makes the 
mind-body problem intractable; it is the unfathomable gap between 
physical process and subjective awareness which mocks our search for the 
filaments that bind the corporeal and the mental together. [Maudlin, 1989, 
p.407] 

Regarded from the standpoint of physical science, the most puzzling thing 
about consciousness (or awareness or sentience: I use these terms as 
synonymous) is the fact that it exists at all. There is on the face of it 
absolutely nothing in the laws of physics and chemistry, as currently 
understood, that is capable of accounting for the extraordinary capacity of 
a lump of matter that we call the brain-once likened by Alan Turing to 'a 
lump of cold porridge '-to sustain an 'inner life.' [Lockwood, 1989, p.l] 

Michael Lockwood has put his finger on the source of this puzzlement when he 

says: "if materialism is true we should ... expect some kind of 'fit' between the 

phenomenal character of our experiences and the physical character of the 

goings-on in our brain which are constitutive of our having these experiences." 

[Lockwood, 1989, p. 16] The baffled ones are struck by what they perceive to 

be a complete absence of fit between brain processes on the one hand and qualia 

on the other. And to some it has even seemed that the prospects of achieving a 

fit get worse the more we learn about the brain: "Advanced neurophysiological 

theory seems only to deepen the miracle." [McGinn, 1989, p. 16] 

How the fit should manifest itself is not an easy question to answer. 

Lockwood himself raises the provocative question: "What would consciousness 

have felt like if it had felt like billions of tiny atoms wiggling in place?" 

[Lockwood, 1989, p. 16] One way in which the worry about the lack of fit has 

found a less metaphorical expression is Wilfrid Sellars's grain argument. We 

shall come back to these issues in the fifth Chapter. 



30 

Deflating the Bafflement 

The seriousness of the bafflement might be doubted on the grounds that it might 

well be a trivial consequence of the manner in which we defined our notions. If 

one thinks of qualia as special mental properties that cannot be had or produced 

by a purely physical process then their "otherness" comes as no surprise. Hence 

the bafflement would not open a door onto a deep metaphysical problem; it 

would simply be a case of one's getting caught in a trap one set oneself. But this 

trivialization of the bafflement we avoided by introducing the notion of qualia in 

a metaphysically neutral way. Thus this simple way of dispelling the bafflement 

is not open to us. 

William Lycan has provided another deflationary analysis of the 

bafflement. I and the rest of the baffled crowd are victims of the stereoscopic 

fallacy: 

We look with one eye at the brain of a subject who is having a visual 
sensation [e.g., an intense cyan sensation]; we see nothing but a cheesy 
grey mass, and we would see nothing else no matter how assiduously we 
scraped away at the mass with our little dowel sticks (until there was 
nothing left). With the other eye, so to speak, we imagine having the 
intense cyan sensation. And now stereopsis fails utterly. The two eyes 
will not focus together and make a single coherent picture. The first eye's 
view of the subject's brain is nothing the least bit like the second eye's 
having of the cyan sensation; the two views are totally incongruous. No 
third-person, first-eye information about the brain or about anything else 
could tell us what it is like, in the second eye, to have the sensation. And 
this seems damning to materialism. [Lycan, 1990, p. lill 

What, exactly goes through the mind of a person who engages 111 such a 

meditation? Before presenting Lycan's analysis of what is wrong with the 

ruminations of one who engages in this kind of meditation I shall submit what I 
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take to be the correct interpretation of her thoughts. I believe that something 

like this goes through the mind of the baffled person. Looking at the brain one 

wonders: How could all the neural (or molecular or atomic or subatomic) 

activity that is going on in this grey cheesy brain give rise to and exemplify a 

smooth phenomenal red of the kind that I am currently imagining. The 

bafflement one experiences is similar to that which one experiences upon 

focussing one's eyes on a blackish, soft, greasy pile of graphite and on a shining, 

hard, cool diamond, respectively, while wondering: How could this be the same 

as that? Here too stereopsis fails in a rather spectacular manner. In this case, 

however, the bafflement can, eventually, be dispelled by learning more about 

chemistry and allotropy in particular. But initially it is justified and beneficial: 

it is this kind of bafflement that drives us to learn more about nature. And 

eventually it was dispelled by a sizeable amount of scientific knowledge that 

enabled our understanding to close the gap between these two allotropes of 

carbon. We are not in a similarly fortunate position with respect to the 

brain/cyan bafflement. The scientific story, if it exists, has not yet been told. 

Just like the graphite/diamond meditation does not show that they are not 

allotropes of carbon, the brain/cyan meditation cannot show that there is no 

materialist account of qualia to be had. But, in the absence of any account of 

how such a baffling fact can be true, the meditation does make materialism seem 

like a farfetched doctrine. 

Lycan's understanding of the nature of this meditation is rather different. 

Having given the above description of the situation that gives rise to the 

bafflement, he continues: 

I hope the fallacy is plain. No materialist theory of the mind has ever 
entailed that watching the grey cheesy brain of someone who is huving an 
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intense cyan (or whatever) sensation is qualitatively or in any other way 
like having that sensation oneself. Watching the brain produces grey
cheesy visual sensations in the watcher, subserved by whatever 
neurophysiology underlies grey-cheesy visual sensations, and grey-cheesy 
sensations are of course neurophysiologicaily and functionally quite unlike 
the intense deep cyan sensations being had by the subject whose 
neurophysiology is being watched. No materialist has ever thought of 
claiming that grey cheesy sensations are phenomenologically 0 r 
neurophysiologically like intense deep cyan ones, and no materialist view 
has ever entailed or even suggested such a claim. [Lycan, 1990, p. 111]8 

Lycan is right in pointing out that materialism does not entail that looking at a 

grey brain (that has a red sensation) is like having a red quale. Materialism does 

not entail that; nor does any other doctrine that is not patently absurd. If the 

brain you watch is grey all over it will afford you a gray quale. And since a 

grey quale is quite unlike a red quale nobody in their right mind would expect 

that watching a grey brain would be anything like experiencing a red quale. A 

grey quale is as different as could be from a red quale. This is obvious and has 

baffled nobody. If someone professed to be baffled by this fact, he would be 

making a silly mistake not deserving the honorific title "fallacy." What baffles is 

that any kind of neurophysiological process could produce any kind of quale at 

all, be it grey, red, or whatever. And this bafflement is likely to become 

particularly acute when we actually look at a brain; not because the brain is grey 

8 LyC1Ul'S discussion of Ole stereoscopic fallacy docs hring out one very importmlt issue. If we assume Omt 
qualia arc located in Ole brain of Ole one who has thcm Olcn we nccd to ask: How do qualia inhere in OlC 
hrain of tllC onc who has tllcm? Do they qualify brain statcs, evcnts, ncutrons or what? Or arc OlCY "in" 
tllC hrain of tllcir posscssor in some complctcly differcnt way? Why should it be absurd, as LYC1Ul clearly 
tllinks it is, to assume that if cyan quaJia are in tllC hrain tlle brain itself must present cyan quaJia to one 
who looks at it WiOl his eyes. I shall come back to tllis question in chaptcr 6. 
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and cheesy to look at, but because it seems unintelligible how the kinds of 

processes going on in a brain could give rise to and could instantiate qualia.9 

Background Materialism 

A bafflement does not arise In an intellectual vacuum. Qualia are not 

intrinsically puzzling items; they seem strange only on the background of one's 

other intellectual commitments. Our particular bafflement IS rooted in an 

unquestioned commitment to materialism. That is, were it not for this 

background materialism the existence of qualia might not strike one as strange at 

all. It is because we started out with the view that all there is are atoms and the 

void that qualia become problematical. If, instead, one were to chose to view 

qualia as metaphysically prior then the existence of matter would strike one as 

puzzling. 

If it is this background materialism that makes qualia problematical, why 

not simply abandon matetialism? There is no short answer to the question: Why 

should we be materialists? Such arguments as we do find in favor of materialism 

tend to be variations on the following closely connected themes. Materialism 

allows us to get rid of repugnant entities and properties; materialism is a 

philosophy that is in tune with science; and materialism can vastly simplify our 

9 For morc on thc rcasons for tilC supposed unintclligibility of how tilC brain could givc risc to andlor 
insllUltiatc qualia sec thc section "Thc Argumcnt from Illusion and Illusory Qualia" in Chaptcr 5. This 
much I want to say right herc: I mn not dcfcnding thc untcnablc doctrinc tiUlt no two "vcry diffcrcnt" 
propertics can hc coinstmltiatcd. But I shall hold that not any two propcrtics can bc coinstantiatcd. This is 
obvious for tilC pair red al! over and not retial! over; it is, pcrhaps, a Iittlc less ohvious for tilC pair red al! 
over :Uld green alt over; and it may not sccm at all ohvious why thc pair beinE; a brain process and being 
phenomenally red should hclong to thc sct of propcrtics tiUll cannot bc instantiatcd togcthcr. In my 
argumcnt for tilis last claim I shall follow Scllars' s grain argumcnt. For morc on tilis I rcfcr tilC readcr to 
Chaptcr 5. 
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cosmological outlook. [Smart, 1963] These are powerful considerations that we 

should not brush aside lightly. Nevertheless they do not provide conclusive 

reasons for materialism. And some of the most tough minded materialists have 

clearly seen the ideological component in the commitment to materialism. J.J .C. 

Smart, for example, tells us that it is "largely a confession of faith" when he says: 

So sensations, states of consciousness, do seem to be the one sort of thing 
left outside the physicalist picture, and for various reasons I just cannot 
believe that is can be so. That everything should be explicable in tenns of 
physics ... except the occurrence of sensations seems to me to be frankly 
unbelievable. [Smart, 1959, pp. 53-54] 

And much more recently Colin McGinn has expressed this same conviction in 

even stronger words: 

[O]ne wants to insist, consciousness cannot really be miraculous, some 
kind of divine parlor trick. It must fit into the natural order of things 
somehow. Its relation to matter must be intelligible, principled, law
governed. Naturalism about consciousness is not merely an option. It is a 
condition of understanding. It is a condition of existing. [McGinn, 1991, 
p.47] 

McGinn too sees that his conviction that "nothing that happens in nature is 

inherently anomalous, God-driven, an abrogation of basic laws" is "an article of 

metaphysical faith." It belongs, he tells us, with "incredulity over ghosts, 

telepathy, divine healing and the like." [McGinn, 1991, p. 87] 

All these sentiments I applaud wholeheartedly. We must not give up our 

"naturalistic sobriety" (McGinn's term) at a drop of a hat. I feel the powerful 

attraction of the naturalistic/materialistic orthodoxy of the cunent philosophical 

climate. Materialism seems to be the sanest metaphysics by far. There are, 

however, two caveats I should like to register. First, I find that I loose my 
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naturalistic sobriety with unsettling ease. The sanity of materialism is obvious to 

me when, to speak with Hume, I am "merry with my friends." But after I have 

"indulged in a reverie in my chamber" I am plunged into a "philosophical 

melancholy and delirium" in which all the obviousness of materialism evaporates 

without trace. Second, if I were to convince myself that I am incapable of 

arriving at a materialistically proper account of so obvious a fact as that 

recorded in our initial datum, then I would consider giving up materialism. That 

is, materialism is for me a negotiable position. 

This tension between qualia and materialism is surely one of the main 

sources of the qualophobe's phobia and the qulophile's bafflement. Ideally a 

(noneliminative) account of qualia should resolve this tension. I regret that I 

have no such account to offer. In the end I shall choose qualia over materialism. 

SUMMARY OF THE ApOLOGY 

I have tried to explain what I take the telm "consciousness" to stand for. In 

saying that a subject is conscious I am saying that it is like something to be it. 

Furthermore I have attempted to reveal the grounds for my belief that there are 

qualia and why their existence is obvious, important, and baffling. Though much 

of the apology for qualia was more of a confession than an argument, I have 

argued that certain standard objections against qualia need not worry the 

qualophile. I have urged that we should not begin by assuming that qualia are 

"in the mind." This was the gist of the neutrality thesis. We may, at a later 

point, be forced to give up the neutrality of qualia. But we should not burden 

them with a dubious metaphysical status at the outset. The existence of such 

metaphysically domesticated qualia-the colors, sounds, shapes, smells, tickles, 
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tastes-seems to me blatantly obvious. The importance of qualia resides in the 

fact that it is only through having them that it is like something to be you. What 

could be more important? And the philosophical puzzlement over their existence 

grows out of an (otherwise eminently sensible) commitment to a materialist 

vision of the world. It seems as if qualia (even metaphysically neutral qualia) 

just should not be here if atoms and the void are it. 

We now know what it is that we want to analyze. And hopefully we no 

longer doubt the existence of the qualia to which the analysis commits us. To say 

that to be conscious is to have qualia is now no longer an empty phrase. But to 

show that the thesis is meaningful falls short of showing that it is true. For the 

most part the defence of the thesis will simply consist in spelling out clearly what 

it is to have qualia. 

THE SCOPE AND LIMITS OF THIS PROJECT 

Just how narrow is this project? There are really three questions here. First, 

How fully do you treat the domain of qualitative consciousness? On this count 

the present investigation is severely limited. I shall not treat of all the kinds of 

qualia; not even of all the secondary qualities; not even of all the colors. For the 

most part I shall deal with phenomenal red only. This is a rather desperate 

limitation. And the hope that a similar account could be given of all qualia is, at 

this point, no more than a pious hope. Meekly to wave one's hand while 

claiming that mutatis mutandis the same story could be told across the board 

would simply be dishonest. 

A second reading of the opening question may be this: How minute a part 

of the philosophy of mind do you address? It is a small part, indeed. I do not 
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try offer consciousness as a mark of the mental. I do not attempt to solve the 

mind-body problem. I do not so much as address the issues of propositional 

attitudes and mental content. I do not offer a general theory of the mind. I 

believe that the conclusion one reaches about the nature of qualitative 

consciousness will have a bearing on all of these issues. But, as far as I am 

concerned, these are interesting side effects that do not motivate me to undertake 

this study. That is, I should pursue this investigation even if I were to convince 

myself that all other problems in the philosophy of mind could be solved without 

having an answer to the problem of qualitative consciousness. What is it, then, 

that makes the study of qualitative consciousness worthwhile? I shall give my 

answer to this question when dealing with the third and last interpretation of our 

initial question. 

There is a third and deeper interpretation of our original question. 

Perhaps the question-Just how narrow is your project?- is not intended as a 

question about which particular kinds of qualia I do or do not discuss. This 

whole issue may seem like an in house dispute among the qualophiles. And 

perhaps this question does not take me to task for not addressing all of the big 

issues in the philosophy of mind. The question might be intended in a much 

more profound sense. It might be put like this: How relevant is this kind of 

inquiry within the wider project of providing stable foundations for psychology? 

What role can a philosophical analysis of qualitative consciousness play in a 

naturalistic age in which cognitive science has taken over the questions of the 

traditional philosophy of mind? Or, somewhat less pompously: Who cares about 

qualitative consciousness? 
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This kind of question will present itself forcefully to one who holds with 

W.V. Quine that philosophy of science is philosophy enough. Given this view of 

philosophy, one will understand the philosophy of mind as the attempt to clarify 

the fundrunental explanatory notions of scientific psychology. And it takes not 

great acuity to see that the notion of qualitative consciousness is not one of the 

central explanatory constructs of the contemporru'y science of the mind, far from 

it. lO Why, then, waste time with qualitative consciousness? 

I agree that the philosophy of psychology and the cognitive sciences is a 

worthwhile enterprise. But I see no reason to go along with the dogma that the 

philosophy of mind should limit itself to being the philosophy of certain special 

sciences. I run, therefore, completely unperturbed by the (unlikely) prospect that 

qualitative consciousness is not and might never rise to play an explanatory role 

in the sciences of the mind. In general: I can see no reason to accept the maxim 

that something is a respectable topic for philosophical inquiry only if it plays a 

central explanatory role in some scientific theory. From the first-person point 

10 Here is how Dennett has characterized this uneasy relationship some years ago: "Philosophers of mind 
and epistemologists have much to Ieam from recent work in cognitive psychology, but one of philosophy's 
favorite facets of mentality has received scant attention from cognitive psychologists, and tllat is 
consciousness itself: full-blown, introspective, inner-world, phenomenological consciousness. In fact if 
one looks in tlle obvious places ... one finds not so much a lack of interest as a deliberate and adroit 
avoidance of tlle issue. I tllink I know why. Consciousness appears to be tllC last bastion of occult 
properties, epiphenomena, immeasurable subjective states-in short, tlle one area of mind best left to tlle 
philosophers, who are welcome to it. Let tllCm make fools of tllemselves trying to corral tlle quicksilver of 
"phenomenology" into a respectable tlleory." [Dennett, 1978, p. 149] Things have slightly improved in tlle 
meantime. In a more recent assessment of tlle strained relationship Dennett writes: "Consciousness is 
making a comeback in psychology, but tllCre is still residual skepticism, anxiety, lUld confusion about how 
to approach tllis perilous phenomenon scientifically." [Dennett, 1982, p. 159] For two more recent views 
of Ille role of consciousness in Ille contemporary cognitive scicnces see AJ. Marcel's and E. Bisiach's 
interesting introduction to the volume Consciousness in COl/temporary Science [Marcel and Bisiach, 1988, 
pp. 1-151 and [Flanagan, 1991, pp. 307-14J. Of course Ille case for the scientific recognition of 
consciousness is not helped by tlle fact Ilmt some of the leading qualophilcs insist on IllC epiphenomcnal 
character of consciousness. 
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of view qualitative consciousness presents itself as an absorbing problem that 

forces itself upon me ineluctably. Consciousness makes it like something to be 

me. Without it I would be nothing to myself nor would the world be anything to 

me. II Echoing David Armstrong, I can say that without consciousness I would 

not be aware that I existed-my self would not be a self to itself. [Armstrong, 

1978, see p. 67] I cannot imagine a better reason for singling out an issue for 

philosophical consideration. 

METHODOLOGICAL COMMITMENTS 

TAKING PHENOMENOLOGY SERIOUSLY 

So far I have stated the thesis I want to defend; I have attempted to make the 

thesis tolerably clear; and I have indicated how narrow and how important I take 

this kind of investigation to be. Two things remain to be done to establish the 

thesis. First, we need to answer the question: What are qualia? (This question 

poses what I propose to call the nature problem). Second, we need to answer the 

question: What is it to have qualia? (This question poses what I propose to call 

the having problem). These two questions I try to answer in the following 

chapters; so I will not answer them here. But I do want to make some remarks 

about how I propose to proceed in tackling the nature problem and the having 

problem. 

II Ellio Kaila has cxprcsscd thc fccling pcrfcctly whcn hc wrotc: "Inhalt. Sinn und Wcrt lindcn wir nur in 
tlcr "subjcktivcn", ichzcntricrtcn Erlcblliswclt." [Kaila. 1942, p. 125] 
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I have talked at some length about qualia. The upshot is that qualia are the 

phenomenal properties we meet with every moment of our waking and dreaming 

lives. What we do not know yet is what these qualia are properties of. So the 

question: What are qualia? presents itself to us as the question: What kinds of 

objects do qualia qualify? Traditionally qualia-bem'ers were taken to be purely 

mental or phenomenal objects of some sort. For the purposes of the present 

discussion I simply go along with the currently popular view that there are no 

such purely mental qualia-bearers. If the qualia bearers are not nonphysical 

objects they must be physical objects-actual physical objects or, as has often 

been suggested, nonactual physical objects. Of every proposed qualia-bearer I 

shall ask the following simple minded question: Can one understand what it is 

for an object of this kind to exemplify a quale? We shall see that not all of the 

proposed qualia bearers pass this test. 

I have said next to nothing about what it is to have qualia. I have merely 

employed a large number of rather metaphorical expressions to stand for the 

manner in which we have qualia. I have said that we m'e immersed in a sea of 

qualia, that we are subject to a ceaseless barrage with qualia, that we are 

confronted with qualia, that we are inundated with qualia, that we are swamped 

by qualia, that we meet qualia in experience, that we find ourselves thrown into 

an ocean of qualia. And I have insisted that it takes no effort, no sophistication, 

no focussed attention, no philosophical process of abstraction or distillation, no 

ccgnitive refinement whatsoever to have qualia. Clearly this is insufficiently 

precise. These descriptions of what the having of a quale consists in can give us 

a feeling for the kind of relation we are looking for; but they fall far short of 

specifying this relation between us and our qualia. One constraint on a 
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satisfactory account of the having problem is imposed by the following 

consideration. Having qualia is what being conscious consists in. That is, having 

qualia must account for the fact that it is like something to be us. This suggests 

the simple minded question that needs to be put to every proposed account of 

what the having of a quale consists in. We shall have to ask: Does this way of 

having a quale make it understandable how being related to a quale in this 

manner can be like something for the subject who has the quale in this way? We 

shall see that not all of the proposed having relations pass this test. 

The solutions to the nature problem and the having problem are not 

independent of each other. The "location" of the quale will, obviously, have a 

strong bearing on the question what it takes for us to have the quale. 

Introspection, for example, will hardly seem like the right way of getting at the 

quale if it were to turn out that qualia reside on the surface of external physical 

objects. Finding excellent qualia-bearers that are so "remote" that it is 

impossible for us to have those remotely located qualia gets us nowhere. Nor 

does it do us any good to be given an excellent way of having qualia if it turns 

out that we cannot be related to any plausible qualia bearer in this way. Thus 

solutions to the nature and the having problem will have to be evaluated as 

package deals, so to speak. 

Since there is this interdependence between the nature problem and the 

having problem some remarks about how I propose to handle this interplay are 

called for. The discussion of the following four chapters is evenly divided 

between discussion of proposed solutions to the having problem and to the nature 

problem. Chapters 2 and 3 are focussed on one answer to the having problem. I 

proceed on the more or less tacit assumption that qualia are "inside." The most 
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popular answer to the question of what it takes to get at inner qualia is that such 

qualia are had by being introspected. In Chapters 2 and 3 I argue that having 

qualia is not a matter of introspecting them. The focus of the discussion shifts in 

Chapters 4 and 5. The tacit assumption of the innerness of qualia is discarded 

and replaced by the explicit assumption that qualia are "outside." I argue that the 

external objects do not make plausible candidates for qualia-bearers. And even if 

we could make sense of the idea that qualia are outside, the problem of how we 

come to have these qualia becomes insoluble. [n the final Chapter I propose an 

account that is supposed to provide a solution to both the nature and the having 

problems in one fell swoop. The solution (if it is one) comes at a high price. [t 

cannot be accommodated within the materialist framework. 

Throughout this whole discussion I shall be guided by a certain policy. 

The policy is simply to be completely literally minded when it comes to 

evaluating theses about the location and nature of qualia-bearers and theses about 

what it is for us to have the qualia thus borne. Sometimes there is a virtue to 

sticking to a certain pigheaded literal-mindedness in philosophical discussions. I 

shall not accept anything that does not square with what I take to be the 

phenomenological data. I fear that this strategy may strike some as dogmatic. I 

do not know how to avoid this impression without betraying the data that seem 

obvious to me. I hope that the following discussion will show that proceeding in 

the proposed manner does not cut off discussion prematurely. Paying respect to 

the phenomenological data does not impose a suffocating stranglehold on 

philosophical theorizing. It does confine it to some extent~ but I consider this an 
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advantage. 12 I shall follow the qualia around wherever they may take me. The 

neutrality thesis allows me to countenance inner as well as outer qualia. But I 

shall insist on the phenomenological adequacy of the resulting theory of 

conSCIOusness. That is, I shall subject every proposed account of what it is to 

have qualia to the first-personal test of "trying it on." I shall heed Searle's 

advice: "Remember, in these discussions, always insist on the first person point 

of view." [Searle, 1980a, p. 45 I] The idea underlying this approach is this: 

"One way to test any theory of the mind is to ask oneself what it would be like if 

my mind actually worked on the principles that the theory says all minds work 

on." [Searle, 1980b, p. 417] The application of this strategy to our problem is 

obvious: if trying on a proposed account of qualia yields the result that having 

these kinds of qualia in this particular manner is like nothing, then the account 

must be rejected. 

The proposal to proceed in this manner typically elicits an objection that 

unfolds with the reliability of a reflex. Had we stuck to this policy in the case of 

physics, physics would still be stuck in its infancy. Therefore this policy is a bad 

one. The reply to this objection is equally well entrenched. Different subject 

12 This is onc of thc «u'c occasions whcrc I lind mysclf in complctc agrccmcnt witl! Lycan's scntimcnts. 
Dcfcnding his choicc to complctcly ncglcct qualia climinativism in a book Icngth trcauncnt of 
consciousncss, Lycan has this to say: "Incidcntally, I havc bccn assuming ... that pcoplc do in fact havc 
mcntal statcs that fccl ccrtain ways to tllCm-morc tcndcntiously but cquivalcntly, tlUlt tllC statcs rcally do 
havc qualitativc or phcnomcna] charactcrs, howcvcr tilOSC charactcrs might cvcntually bc cxplicatcd. This 
apparcntly truistic assumption has actually bccn challcngcd [by Churchland and Churchl:Uld, Dcnnctt, and 
Rcy], who defcnd thc eliminlltion of fecls at tllC cxpcnsc of (~Ulytlling cvcn remotcly approaching) common 
scnsc. ...I would (and do) feel justificd in stitT-arming tllCir argumcnts on Moorcan grounds, espccially 
sincc I mn claiming in this hook to providc a fully adcquate positivc account of bona IIdc phcnomcnal 
ch:mlctcrs." [Lycan, 1987, p. 63] Whilc I lind mysclf incapable of acccpting Lycan's account of qualia, I 
applaud his way of dcaling witll tllC climinativist. Not evcrytlling gocs. Thc stricturc of phcnomcnological 
adequacy rulcs somc tllcorics of consciousncss out of hounds. 
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matters reqmre different strategies. If we are studying phenomenal 

consciousness we cannot hope to get a truer picture of our subject matter by 

moving away form its surface appearance. For in this case our subject matter is 

the smface appearance. This time we are not trying to understand the reality 

behind the appearance; this time the appearance itself is the reality we are trying 

to investigate. I am not recommending the first-person point of view for all 

inquiries. But I do propose that we should occupy this point of view when our 

topic is consciousness. 

A PLEA FOR THE FIRST-PERSON POINT OF 

VIEW 

As the preceding secticn has made obvious, I undertake this investigation from 

the first-person point of view. The first-person point of view has come to be 

associated with an aura of obscurantism and mysticism. I shall, therefore, defend 

my choice of the first-person point of view by dispelling what I take to be 

unjustified charges or rumors about this starting point. 

THE RESTORATION OF CONSCIOUSNESS 

In prebehavioristic days of introspectionist psychology the attempt to present a 

theory of the mind that was not, at the same time, a theory of consciousness must 

have seemed like a gratuitous enterprise. The advent of behaviorism thoroughly 

changed the understanding of what it was to present a theory of the mind. 

Consciousness was demoted to a slightly disreputable side issue. But with the 

demise of behaviorism consciousness has made a comeback. After a period of 



45 

relative neglect discussions of consciousness abound In the contemporary 

literature of the science and the philosophy of mind. 

The rebirth of consciousness as a legitimate topic of scientific and 

philosophical inquiry did not, however, result from a revival of introspectionist 

tradition. Consciousness is no longer viewed as that which simply reveals itself 

in self-observation; rather it is viewed as a theoretical construct that the cognitive 

scientist posits in the light of certain explanatory pressures within his theoretical 

framework. This change of theoretical framework calls for a corresponding 

change in what can be considered the appropriate method for the investigation of 

consciousness: the experimental method of cognitive science replaces 

phenomenology, self-observation, and introspection as the most important tool in 

the study of consciousness. 

Cognitive science is far removed from being a monolithic enterprise. The 

diversity of theoretical approaches to the issue of consciousness reflects the 

heterogeneity of the field. The newly-discovered understanding that 

consciollsness is a topic deserving of our attention has not lead to a 

corresponding agreement about what the problem of consciousness is. But there 

are at least two unifying themes in the multifariollsness of voices: consciousness 

is understood as a high level in/ormation processing capacity that has to be 

studied from the third-person point of view. Neither the prevailing uncertainty 

about the nature of the problem nor the multiplicity of theoretical approaches 

can conceal the fact that much of the work in this field is informed by a shm·ed 

background view. This is the view that the mind is, first and foremost, an 

information processing system; and that to understand the mind is to understand 

how it carries out its information processing tasks. When viewed from this 
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perspective, conSCiOusness is most naturally understood as an information 

processing capacity. There is no consensus on the precise role that this capacity 

plays in our mental lives and there is no consensus on the theoretical means that 

are best suited to account for the appropriately specified capacity. The shared 

background assumption that the mind is, above all, an information processing 

device leaves much room for disagreement about how these questions are to be 

decided. Accordingly the variations on the information processing theme are 

numerous. The resulting lack of consensus and the attendant multitude of 

theories must not, however, lead us to overlook the fact that all the theories of 

consciousness inspired by cognitive science share at least this other salient 

feature: they are chm·acterized by their exclusive emphasis of the third-person 

point of view; or, negatively put, what these hypotheses share is their disregard 

of the first-person point of view. This bias in favor of the third-person point of 

view sets them apmt from accounts of consciousness that are grounded in the 

Cartesian first-person perspective. 

Thus the fact that consciousness IS, once more, a respectable topic of 

scientific and philosophical research cannot be construed as the rediscovery of an 

earlier tradition of inquiry. It is clear that current theorizing about 

consciousness is motivated and executed in ways that differ significantly from the 

ones pursued in the introspectionist tradition. Whether the move from the first

person perspective to the third-person perspective can be counted as progress in 

our investigation of consciousness remains to be seen. 13 

13 My rcpcatcdly mcntioning thc introspcctionist psychology should not bc misconstrucd as an 
cndorscmcnt of this position. As Chaptcrs 2 and 3 will makc clcar I hold that thc attcmpt to undcrs(,Uld 
consciousncss in tcnTIS or introspcction is mistakcn. 



47 

CHOOSING THE FIRST-PERSON POINT OF VIEW 

Dennett has juxtaposed the first-person and the third-person points of view with 

all the clarity and starkness one could wish for. [Dennett, 1987b, pp. 5-7] Which 

position you adopt is, according to Dennett, a matter of choice. For the 

arguments pro or can such fundamental positions as these are likely to be no 

more than elaborate exercises in begging the question against one's opponent. 

And Dennett informs us that he puts his money on the third-person point of 

view: "I propose to see, then, just what the mind looks like from the third

person, mateIialistic perspective of contemporary science. I bet we can see more 

and better if we start here, now, than if we try some other tack." [Dennett, 

1987b, p. 7] I propose to make the opposite choice: throughout this 

investigation I shall stubbornly cling to the first-person point of view. 

It is not quite correct, however, to say that I want to start from a position 

that is directly opposed to the one from which Dennett starts. Dennett makes it 

look as if points of view came, so to speak, only as parts of larger package deals. 

With the third-person point of view come materialism and science. Does he want 

to imply that by choosing the first-person point of view you chose anti

materialism and anti-science? If so he is wrong. 

THE FIRST-PERSON POINT OF VIEW AND ANTI-MATERIALISM 

Two of the three most vocal advocates of the first-person point of view are 

deeply committed to the materialist faith. For John Searle and for Colin McGinn 

materialism is a nonnegotiable article. And a brief look at Nagel's notoriolls 
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"What Is It Like to Be a Bat" will convince anyone that he is not the foe of 

materialism he is usually made out to be. 14 

Since counting Nagel into the ranks of the materialists may seem 

controversial or simply wrong, I shall briefly defend this claim. After stating 

his arguments against extant versions of physicalism, Nagel sums up the results 

of his discussion as follows: 

What moral should be drawn from these reflections, and what should be 
done next? It would be a mistake to conclude that physicalism must be 
false. Nothing is proved by the inadequacy of physicalist hypotheses that 
assume a faulty objective analysis of mind. [Nagel, 1974, p. 176] 

That is, he takes himself to have shown that the extant versions of physicalism 

cannot solve the mind-body problem. But Nagel is well aware that to show this 

is not the same as to show that physicalism is false. He goes on to say that he 

believes that we actually are in possession of "some reasons to believe that 

sensations are physical processes .... " [Nagel, 1974, p. 178] And he closes the 

paper with an attempt to develop a way of thinking about the subjective chm'acter 

of experiences that would make those experiences "better candidates for objective 

explanations of a more familiar sort." [Nagel, 1974, p. 179] This is what the 

project of an objective phenomenology is all about: "a phenomenology that is in 

this sense objective may permit questions about the physical basis of experience 

to assume a more intelligible form." [Nagel, 1974, p. 179] That is, what Nagel 

14 In fact Nagel's work contains numerous anti-dualist remarks. He thinks timt dualism is a conceivable 
hut implausible view. [Nagel, 1986, p. 291 More importmllly, he repeatedly makes the point that tile kinds 
of problems raised by tlIC subjectivity of tlIC mental prove to be 110 less problematical for the dualist tilan 
for tile materialist. Sec, for example, [Nagel, 1979a, pp. 189-19011Uld [Nagel. 197%. p. 2011. 



49 

seems to be suggesting is that if we can replace the "faulty objective analysis of 

mind" by rr correct objective phenomenology of the mind, then physicalism will 

have a chance. We should view Nagel's cautious ventures into the domain of 

objective phenomenology as the first steps towards a more promising form of 

materialistic reduction of consciousness. Though not convinced that such a 

reductive theory of consciousness must exist, he does not exclude this possibility: 

"[C]areful examination will show that no cunently available concept of reduction 

is applicable to [consciousness]. Perhaps a new theoretical form can be devised 

for the purpose, but such a solution, if it exists, lies in the distant intellectual 

future." [Nagel, 1974, p. 166] Nagel's work should be understood as a 

conttibution towards this distant goal. 

Instead of seeing "What Is It Like to Be a Bat" as an anti-materialist tract, 

we should see it for what it really is: an attempt by a stt·uggling physicalist to 

show us the direction in which a more satisfying version of physicalism may 

perhaps be found. It is, therefore, a mistake to categorize Nagel as an anti

materialist. His is a less self-assured materialism than Searle's and McGinn's 

(whose confidence in materialism seems to border on the dogmatic). But surely 

Nagel's case cannot be used to argue that taking the first-person point of view 

seriously buys you anti-materialism. Perhaps McGinn, Nagel, and Searle are all 

very confused; perhaps they all should be anti-materialists, given their proclivity 

for the first-person point of view. But Dennett has not even attempted to show 

anything that strong. So I shall rest content with my appeal to authority. We 

have no reason to think that embracing the first-person point of view goes hand 

in hand with anti-materialism, for the three most prominent advocates of the 
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importance of the first-person point of view are more or less staunch materialists 

themselves. 

THE FIRST-PERSON POINT OF VIEW AND ANTI-SCIENTISM 

The upshot of an investigation of consciousness, carried out from the first-person 

point of view, will not be a scientific theory of consciousness. That is to say, the 

results of such an investigation will not be couched in the language of the 

neurosciences, of artificial intelligence, of physics, or of mathematics. To this 

extent the charge of anti-scientism is justified. If one starts from the first-person 

point of view one will, instead, arrive at a philosophical account of 

consciousness. How is one to think of such a nonnaturalist theory of 

consciousness? Here is how Panayot Butchvarov characterizes the nature of such 

an enterprise: 

[Such a] theory may be understood as a philosophical description of the 
nature of at least some kinds of states of consciousness. Clearly, such a 
description must be, at least in part phenomenological; it must be 
defended, at least ill part, with phenomenological considerations. For 
what else can a philosophical description of a certain state of consciousness 
be? Even if a certain state of consciousness is identical with a certain state 
of a brain, we can know this only if we have an independent conception of 
the former as well as an independent conception of the latter (to know that 
the Evening Star is identical with the Morning Star we must first know 
what we are asserting to be identical with what). And whereas the 
conception of the latter would be based on anatomical and physiological 
facts the conception of the fonner surely can be based only on 
phenomenological facts. [Butchvarov, 1980, p. 264] 

An investigation of consciousness carried out from the first-person point of view 

will form part of what Brentano called "descriptive psychology." Though this 

label is not commonly used these days, the practice itself is well and alive in the 
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analytic tradition. Some of its outstanding contemporary practitioners who have 

written extensively on the nature of consciousness are Nagel, Searle, and 

McGinn, to nmne just a few. 

Though not, strictly speaking, scientific, the results of this kind of inquiry 

will be a systematic, empirical, observation-hased body of propositions. The 

empirical observations in question will, admittedly, be ones that have been (and 

can only be) made from the first-person point of view. But to say that something 

is observable only from the first-person point of view is not to say that it is not 

observable. What one observes from this point of view is no less real than what 

is open to third-person tests. 

We are much indebted to Searle for reminding us of the empirical 

legitimacy of the first-person point of view. As part of his analysis of what went 

wrong with the philosophy of language in the twentieth century, John Searle 

offers the following diagnosis: "It is part of the persistent objectivizing tendency 

of philosophy and science since the seventeenth century that we regard the third

person objective point of view as preferable to, as somehow more "empirical" 

than, the first-person, "subjective" point of view." [Searle, 1987, p. 145] He then 

proceeds to defend the view that there is nothing unempirical about the first

person point of view and that the first-person point of view is indispensable for 

an adequate philosophy of language. At the heart of his defence is the claim that 

the rejection of the first-person point of view stems from a failure to distinguish 

between two senses of the term "empirical." Commenting on Donald Davidson's 

claim that "What an interpreter cannot on empirical grounds decide about the 

reference of a schemer's words cannot be an empirical feature of those words," 

Searle writes: 
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What Davidson says looks like a tautology: What can't be decided 
empirically isn't empirical. But the way he uses this is not as a tautology. 
What he means is: What can't be conclusively settled on third-person 
objective tests cannot be an actual feature of language as far as semantics is 
concerned. On one use "empirical" means: subject to objective third
person tests. On the other use it means: actual or factual. There are then 
two different senses of "empirical"; and the argument against the first
person case succeeds only if we assume, falsely, that what isn't 
conclusively testable by third-person means isn't actual. [Searle, 1987, p. 
146] 

Similar questions about the legitimacy of the first-person point of view 

arise when we turn from language to consciousness: Has the shift towards ever 

greater objectivity and the attendant supplantation of the first-person point of 

view by the third-person point of view influenced attempts to come to terms with 

consciousness? Theories of consciousness have not been exempt from the 

pressure to move towards the more objective. Intuitively it may seem that a 

theory of consciousness that limits itself to data that are sanctioned by the third

person point of view will have to account for a nan'ower range of phenomena 

than a theory that acknowledges both third-person and first-person data. And 

this intuition will lead one to question whether this third-personal bias stands in 

the way of a satisfactory account of consciousness. More specifically, this 

intuition may lead one to conjecture that the shift from the first-person to the 

third-person point of view transforms the scientific and philosophical 

investigation of consciousness in two ways. First, it results in a changed view of 

what one takes to be the subject matter of a theory of consciousness. Second it 

results in a changed view of what one takes an adequate theory of consciousness 

should look like, The blinkering effect of the exclusive reign of the third-person 

point of view has not been lost on its leading partisans. Dennett, for example, 

has offered the following sobering assessment: 
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One of the yawning chasms in the current cognitive theories of the 
conscious mind is the absence of any clear role for what is somewhat 
lamely called "affect" or "emotion," or even just "the way things feel" or 
(in philosopher's jargon) "qualia." Concentrating as we do these days on 
cognition, we have tended to incorporate its all but forgotten twin, 
conation, the "faculty of volition and desire," into the colorless ranks of 
information-bearing states; We thus tend to ignore as unacknowledged 
implementational noise all the zest, aversion, joy, and anguish that so 
typically accompany the information-bearing states of our cognitive 
apparatus. "What could their role be?" we ask ourselves, and, drawing a 
blank, we di vert our attention from them. [Dennett, 1990, p. 100] 

Dennett is not, of course, guilty of simply averting his gaze. With great 

ingenuity and persistence he has tried to show us how the marvelous things that 

the first-person point of view supposedly reveals either do not exist at all or can 

be accounted for from a third-personal position. 

I don't follow him in his tactical choice of sticking with the third-person 

VIew. Instead I prefer to switch viewpoints so as to see what consciousness looks 

like when viewed from the inside, as it were. This choice does not bespeak some 

form of anti-scientism on my part. First-person and third-person investigations 

can fruitfully coexist. As I see it, the result of the first-person investigation of 

consciousness will be the target of a third-person theory of consciousness. That 

is, a third-person, naturalistic theory of consciousness should be a theory of a 

philosophically clarified notion of consciousness. First we must have a clear 

sense of what the problematical feature of consciousness is. Then we can attempt 

naturalistically to domesticate this feature by reducing it (in the broadest sense of 

the term) to some scientifically respectable feature of the world. 15 These two 

15 Something much likc this view is implicd hy Butchvarov's claim tlwt "[c]vcn if a certain state or 
consciousncss is idcntical Witll a ccrtain statc or a hrain, wc can know tllis only if wc havc an indcpcndcnt 
conccption or tlle ronncr as well as an indcpcndent conccption or tllC latter." [Butchvarov, 1980, p. 264] 

Footnote continued on next page 
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projects are not in competition with each other. On the contrary, they can 

coexist and mutually illuminate each other. 

The vision of the peaceful and symbiotic coexistence of first-person and 

third-person inquiries into consciousness may seem a little too cheery and naive 

to some. Have not the advocates of the first-person point of view traditionally 

been severe critics of the attempt to shed light on consciousness from an 

objective third-person point of view? It surely seems that way. It must be 

conceded that some of the model advocates of the first-person point of view have 

no such hopes for a symbiotic coexistence of philosophic and scientific accounts 

of consciousness. Nagel and McGinn have presented related but distinct 

arguments that seem to indicate an incompatibility of first-person and third-

person accounts of consciousness. 

But even in the case of the most pugnacious advocates of the first-person 

point of view the antagonism is not nearly as clear cut as it is often made out to 

be. First off, it must be stated that neither Nagel nor McGinn have argued that 

embracing the first-person point view shows that there cannot be a third

personal, naturalistic theory of consciousness. What they have argued is that we 

This is also what Nagel has in mind whcn hc says that "[n]otlling is provcd by tllC inadcquacy of physicalist 
hypotllCses III at assumc a faulty objcctivc analysis of mind." [Nagel, 1974, p. 176] Elahorating on Illis 
IlICmc Nagel says: "Any rcductionist prognun has to hc bascd on lUI analysis of what is to bc rcduccd. If 
Illc analysis Icavcs somellling out, tllC prohlcm will bc falsely poscd. It is uscless to bl\'~C tllC dcfcnsc of 
matcrialism on any analysis of mcntal phcnomcna Illat fails to dcal cxplicitly willI Illcir subjcctive 
charactcr. . .. WiIllOut somc idca, Illcrcfore, of what Ille subjective character of cxpericncc is, wc cmlllot 
know what is required of physicalist thcory." [Nagel, 1974, p. 167] Beforc you can havc a Illeory of 
anYllling you need a clear notion of what your Illcory is supposed to be a tlICory of. And Illc discovcry tlIat 
a Illcory is false docs not 1Unount to much whcn it tUnIS out IlIat Illc supposed facts that Illc tlICOry describcs 
wcre thc product of a mistakcn dcscription of thc tllCOriCS intended domain. Scarle has his own ratller hm"sh 
way of putting this mattcr. As far as he is conccnIed many of Ille numcrous rccent books tllat purport to be 
ahout consciousncss simply arcn't about consciousness at all. See [Searlc, 19R9, p. 193]. 
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run into major problems when it comes to understanding how such a theory 

might be true. 

McGinn believes that there can be and must be a naturalistic, unmysterious 

account of consciousness. He has, however, also nied to show that it is humanly 

impossible to grasp such a third-person theory of consciousness. But as far as I 

can tell McGinn's conclusion cannot be credited to his allegiance to the first

person point of view. Even the most cursory review of his extended argument 

for his verdict of ignorabimus will reveal that there is no short inference from 

one's embracing the first-person point of view to the defeatist conclusion. His 

argument relies on a number of controversial premises that are quite independent 

of the subjective point of view. Thus McGinn's case for the impossibility of a 

humanly available scientific theory of consciousness cannot be tracked down to 

his embracing the first-person point of view. 

Nagel occupies a slightly weaker position. He has argued that we cannot, 

at present, understand how a naturalistic account of consciousness might possibly 

be n·ue. But he did not argue that such an account cannot exist. And he has not 

argued that we shall never understand such a theory. He has argued that, at 

present, such a theory must seem completely mysterious. But so did many 

theories when they were first proposed. And, as I have tried to show above, 

Nagel himself has been steadily pushing in the direction of mystery-reduction by 

working towards an incremental rapprochement of the subjective and objective 

approaches to consciousness. 

Thus neither Nagel nor McGinn have produced (nor do they take 

themselves to have produced) anything like an argument to the effect that the 
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choice of the first-person point of VIew shows the impossibility of a 

materialistically respectable scientific theory of consciousness. I 6 

I conclude that one's commitment to science should not scare one away 

from exploring the first-person point of view. There is nothing intrinsic to this 

standpoint that is anti-science in an objectionable way. It is true that an 

investigation of consciousness from the first-person point of view will not yield a 

scientific theory of consciousness. But why should it. And it is not true that 

pursuing a line of inquiry infonned by the first-person point of view puts you on 

an automatic collision course with science. 

This brings my defence for the first-person point of view to an end. By 

adopting the first-person point of view one does not automatically subscribe to 

some anti-materialist, anti-scientific fonn of obscurantism. Of course you get no 

guarantee that the results arrived at from the first-person point of view will 

blend in smoothly with scientific theories conceived in the spirit of materialism. 

But choosing the first-person point of view makes the symbiotic coexistence at 

least possible. And, I suggest, that this is all one can reasonably demand of any 

starting point for the investigation of consciousness. Those of us who choose to 

start from the first-person point of view should, therefore, simply refuse to take 

seriously the more or less open suggestion that to make this choice is to become a 

mystery monger of sorts. The fact that some choose to label us with such newly 

coined technical terms as "the new mysterians" [Flanagan, 1991, pp. 312-314] 

16 And what should we have said if it had turned out tlwt McGinn ;md Nagel did argue (and argue correctly) 
tlmt tl1C first-person point of view shows tlHlt there cannot be a scientific, tllird-personal theory of 
consciousness? Should we tllen have shied away from the anti-scientific first-person point of view? On tlle 
contrary; we should have embraced it lmd bade science tiu'ewell, even if it would have made us very sad. 
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should not intimidate us. There is nothing anti-scientific about starting from the 

first-person point of view. Making this choice is not something one needs to be 

ashamed of in these naturalistically inclined times. 

SUMMARY AND OUTLOOK 

In this Chapter I have stated my thesis: To be conscious is to have qualia. And I 

have attempted to clarify the thesis in two ways. First, I have characterized the 

relevant notion of consciousness: a subject is conscious just in case it is like 

something to be that subject. Second, I defended an innocuous, metaphysically 

neutral, version of the notion of qualia. With both of these preliminary 

explanations in place the thesis has gained sufficient clarity to merit further 

discussion. I acknowledged that the thesis is a narrow one in more than one way. 

At the same time I insisted that the problem it addresses is of a momentous 

importance. These considerations naturally lead to reflections about the 

philosophical perspective from which I approach the problem of consciousness. 

In attempting to answer the question: What is it to have qualia? I am going to 

pursue a certain strategy. The crucial test for any account of consciousness is its 

capacity to save the phenomena. Therefore the objective of phenomenological 

adequacy will guide all my critical and constructive steps on the way towards an 

account of consciousness. As this insistence on phenomenological adequacy 

indicates, the investigation is undertaken from the first-person point of view. 

Thus it seemed fitting to close this Chapter with a defence of the first-person 

point of view against some undeserved criticisms. 

In Chapter 2 I ask the following question: What makes the belief that 

consciousness can be explained by appeal to introspection so attractive? I argue 
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that the pnmary reason for the attractiveness of this mistaken belief 

(introspectionism) stems from a confusion between consciousness and our 

knowledge of it. I argue that this confusion is nourished by a variety of theses 

about the special kind of epistemic access we have to our conscious mental states. 

Even the weakest of these theses, the belief thesis, cannot be upheld. The thesis 

that one believes oneself to be in a particular qualitative mental states just in case 

one is in this qualitative mental state fails in both directions. Having a qualitative 

beliefs is neither sufficient nor necessary for one's being in the corresponding 

conscious state. With the downfall of the belief thesis introspectionism looses 

much of its intuitive appeal. The link between consciousness and introspection is 

further weakened once one notices that consciousness has no proprietary 

phenomenology of its own. Introspection neither explains consciousness nor 

does it add to our consciousness. The two phenomena have nothing to do with 

each other. We should resist the seductive power of introspectionism. 

In Chapter 3 I continue to pursue the case against introspection ism by 

looking at a concrete instance of an introspectionist theory of consciousness. Not 

all introspectionists are confused introspectionists. Pollock's version of the thesis 

is immune to the kinds of criticisms considered above. Pollock presents us with 

a detailed model of our cognitive architecture and suggests that qualia can easily 

be accommodated within the proposed structure of sensors and introspective 

sensors of sensors. In this Chapter I try to show that we have good reasons to 

resist Pollock's proposal to identify qualia with certain features of his framework 

of hierarchical sensors. I suggest that Pollock's theory of consciousness does not 

pass the "trying on" test. I shall try to persuade you that being the type of being 

that Pollock describes is like nothing. 
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Chapters 2 and 3 are primarily addressed to the having problem. In these 

chapters I try to show that the favorite way of solving the having problem, viz. 

by appeal to introspection, is a dead end. The discussion in these two chapters 

proceeded on the unspoken assumption that qualia are inner properties; 

properties that are instantiated at a site to which inner perception has access. 

Chapter 4 challenges this tacit assumption by introducing the thesis that qualia 

are neither inner nor mental but, instead, respectable properties of respectable 

external objects. Given the neutrality thesis about qualia this possibility has to be 

taken seriously. Thus in Chapter 4 our focus shifts away from the having 

problem and towards the nature problem. Much to my chagrin I find myself 

forced to acknowledge that an appeal to phenomenology cannot rule out this 

relocation of qualia. In the second half of Chapter 4 I try to assess the 

consequences of de-men ted qualia (that is what you get when you move qualia 

out of the mind and onto the external nonmental objects). Some of these 

consequences support my case. De-mented qualia afford further ammunition 

against the belief thesis and against introspectionism. But at the end of the 

Chapter 4 I have to admit that I have no idea what it would take to have de

mented qualia in a way that would make it like something to have them. That is, 

if qualia are features of external nonmental objects then I do not know how 

consciousness is to be accounted for. This provides me with a good reason for a 

critical look at the thesis of de-mented qualia. 

Chapter 5 argues that the thesis of de-mented qualia is false because the 

nonmental world does not contain any objects that could reasonably be pressed 

into service as qualia-bearers. I defend the view that neither actual nor possible 

physical objects can exemplify qualia in a manner that would allow us to have 
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them in the right kind of way. Some of the proposed qualia-bearers are such that 

it remains completely obscure what it would be for an object of this kind to 

exemplify a quale. For other proposed qualia bearers this problem does not 

arise, but it remains unintelligible how we could possibly experience the qualia 

they exemplify. The difficulties that arise when one attempts to relocate qualia 

have, of course, not gone unnoticed by the proponents of this move. A popular 

maneuver executed to extract oneself from these kinds of difficulties is to declare 

qualia (at least partly) illusory. I lavish particular attention on this tactic and 

hope to show that it does not help in finding a home for de-mented qualia in the 

nonmental world. The friends of de-mented qualia had many reasons to relocate 

the qualia. One of them was that the "inside," the mind, does not contain any 

qualia-bearing objects. I go along with this assumption. But now I have also 

argued that the nonmental world does not contain any qualia-bearers. So if there 

are no qualia bearers and qualia need to be borne, then there are no qualia. But 

since this conclusion is unacceptable one of the assumptions that leads up to it 

must be given up. That is what I do in the next Chapter. 

In Chapters 2-5 we have learned what qualia aren't and what it isn't to 

have them. That may not seem like much. But it does help to point us in the 

right direction. We now know what pitfalls to avoid if we are going to have an 

account of what it is to have qualia. In Chapter 6 I present an account of 

consciousness, i.e., of the having of quaiia, that is inspired by the desire to avoid 

the mistakes that have vitiated the other accounts that were discussed. What is 

needed are unrelocated, unborne qualia that are had, not by introspecting them, 

but by their presenting themselves to us. Such an account of consciousness can 

be had if we are willing to give lip two assumptions: First, the assumption that 



61 

qualia need objects or substances to inhere in. Second, the assumption that the 

having of a quale is a matter of our relating ourselves to the quale through an 

act. The adverbialist theory of consciousness can be understood as a theory that 

does give up both of these assumptions. It is an attractive theory. But I shall 

reject it, in the end, as not being able to give a phenomenologically adequate 

account of consciousness. In its stead I propose what I tenn the neutral monist 

theory of consciousness. I propose that qualia are genuine properties, but 

properties that need no bearer to be instantiated. The phenomenal object is 

understood as a bundle of such unborne phenomenal properties. The bundle 

account of the phenomenal object is complemented with a bundle account of the 

conscious subject. For a subject to have a quale is for this quale to be part of the 

bundle that is the subject. This is the sense in which qualia are had by means of 

self-presentation. Membership in an appropriate bundle is all it takes for the 

quale to be had. No act of any kind is required on the subject's side. I argue that 

the neutral monist theory of consciousness is preferable to the adverbialist 

theory. Both theories avoid the pitfalls that we uncovered in the previous 

chapters: both theories avoid the positing of problematical qualia-bearers and 

the commitment to problematical acts that let us have our qualia. But the neutral 

monist account is at an advantage in that it gives a phenomenologically more 

credible account of what it is like to have qualia. One interesting consequence of 

the neutral monist theory is that having qualia, or being conscious, is a 

noncognitive state. That is, being conscious is not a matter of knowing or 

believing anything. To my mind this is another welcome consequence of the 

neutral monist theory of consciousness. I end the Chapter and the dissertation on 

a less upbeat note. I cannot see how a materialistic metaphysics can 
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accommodate the neutral monist theory of consciousness. I regard this as a 

major liability of the theory. But if I have to choose between giving up the only 

satisfying account of consciousness that I know of or giving up an otherwise 

attractive metaphysical framework that lacks the resources to account for 

consciousness in a satisfactory manner, I choose to give up the metaphysics. I 

end by proposing, in a very tentative and sketchy manner, an outline of a 

metaphysics that can accommodate the neutral monist theory of consciousness. It 

will come as no surprise that this metaphysics is Neutral Monism. 
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CHAPTER 2 
AGAINST INTROSPECTIONISM: WHY INTROSPECTION 

DOES NOT HOLD THE KEY TO CONSCIOUSNESS 

EXPLAINING CONSCIOUSNESS THROUGH 

IN TROS PECTION: IN TROS PECTION IS M 

Much current thought about consciousness is guided by the conviction that 

introspection holds the key to the problem of consciousness. Accordingly, a 

good number of the extant theoIies of consciousness incorporate, in one way or 

another, the central idea that consciousness can be explained by an appeal to 

introspection. The fonn of this explanation varies. Typically one tries to show 

that consciousness either consists in or results from one's introspecting one's own 

mental states. I shall use the label introspectionism to refer to this kind of view 

that holds that consciousness can thus be explained in terms of introspection. I 

shall ru·gue that the connection between consciousness and introspection is much 

more tenuous than introspectionism supposes. More particularly, I shall 

maintain that consciousness (understood as qualitative consciousness) is prior to 

introspection and can therefore occur without it. And conversely, the existence 

of introspection does not guarantee the existence of qualitative phenomena. 

I see one possible (and problematical) connection between introspection 

and consciousness. It is this: if there is such a thing as introspection, then we 

might expect this quasi-perceptual process to be attended by a phenomenology of 

its own. Whether such a phenomenology of introspection exists is questionable. 

In this respect the phenomenology of consciousness is quite unlike the rest of our 

qualitative consciousness and more problematical than it. But even if we assume 
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that introspection comes with a phenomenology of its own, we still have no 

reason to believe that the addition of this peculiarly introspective dimension of 

consciousness will throw any light on the puzzles surrounding our more robust 

nonintrospective phenomenology that is associated with our other sensory 

modalities. To discover that introspection has its own proprietary qualia is not 

to solve the problem of qualitative consciousness but to discover that this 

problem is even more extensive than anticipated. As far as I can tell, there is no 

such proprietary phenomenology of consciousness; and even if there were one, 

that would not advance the cause of introspectionism. 

The cognitive revolution freed contemporary theorizing in the philosophy 

of mind from the behaviorist phobia of inner processes and mechanisms. 

Questions about the nature and function of introspection acquired a new 

respectability. And nothing stood in the way of explaining introspection by 

appeal to inner mechanisms and processes. One could, again, attempt to 

understand introspection as perception taken inside. The natural way to go was 

to posit a second, inner, perceptual system. On this view consciousness turns out 

to be "inner perception" in the most literal sense of these terms. The construct 

most frequently employed by materialist and functionalist theoreticians of 

introspection was and is that of the inner eye, the self scanning or self

monitoring device, the higher level sensor. Just as our outer perceptual system 

informs us about the states of our outer environment, our inner perceptual 

system infonns us about the states of our "inner environment." We thus end up 

with a hierarchy of sensors (or detectors, or "eyes") in which the higher level 

sensors monitor (among other things) the functioning of the lower level sensors. 

On this type of account our capacity to introspect ollr mental states is no more 
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puzzling than our capacity to perceive our surroundings. While it may prove 

difficult to work out the details of the implementation of such a hierarchy of 

sensors in our nervous system, the underlying idea is straightforward and 

attractive. In any case, I shall not here try to criticize the hierarchical model of 

introspection.I 7 I want to focus on the question whether this kind of machinery 

can be used to throw light on the nature of consciousness. Theories that attempt 

to explain consciousness by appeal to the hierarchical model of introspection I 

call hierarchical theories of consciousness. 18 What I shall argue, then, is that 

hierarchical theories of consciousness are misconceived. 

Whether the failure of introspectionism reflects badly on the hierarchical 

model of introspection is a separate issue. One's view of whether and to what 

degree the breakdown of the hierarchical theory of consciousness weakens the 

hierarchical model of introspection will depend on one's view on the nature of 

the connection between these two theories. Since I hold that introspection and 

consciousness are not relevantly connected, I believe that the hierarchical theory 

of introspection survives the collapse of the hierarchical theory of consciousness 

unscathed. 

But the issues of whether and how introspection and consciousness are 

linked to each other are controversial and therefore deserve a fuller discussion. 

17 AItllOUgh thc hicrarchical modcl of introspcction is dominmlt, it is not tJlC only onc. Scc [Lyons, 1986] 
for a discussion of a number of compcting tJleories of introspcction. Sce also [Lycan, 1987, chapter 6] and, 
especially, [Hill, 19911 for a defence of tJlC "volume control" model of introspcction. For a critique of tJlC 
hierarchical model of consciousness sce [Lyons, 1986, chapters 3&4J. 
18 Hierarchical theorics of consciousncss constitute only olle form of tJle morc gcncral thesis of 
introspectionism. Theories of consciousness tJla! rclied on tJlC volume control model WOUld, for cxmnplc, 
constitute anotJler fonn of introspectionism. Sincc I shall only be concerncd WitJl hierarchical tJlcories of 
consciousncss, I shall allow myself to lISC tJlC tenns illtrospectioni.l'ltl and hierarchical theory of 
consciollsness interch:mgcably. 
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We have noted that numerous theorists take the notions of consciousness and 

introspection to be closely associated; but why this should be so we have not seen 

so far. What, then, are the reasons for supposing that introspection (more 

particularly, the hierarchical model of introspection) is the right tool for 

advancing our understanding of consciousness? To many it has seemed that the 

connection between introspection and consciousness is obvious and therefore not 

in need of further support. It has seemed to them that the problems of 

consciousness and introspection are one and the same problem, or at least closely 

connected problems. Since I argue that the link between consciousness and 

introspection is largely spurious and, therefore, a fortiori not obvious, I have 

some explaining to do. I can see three considerations that seem to support the 

view that we are dealing with two closely related phenomena. But I shall argue 

that these three are insufficient to support the view that the issues of 

consciousness and introspection are inseparable. 

THE DEFINITIONAL LINK BETWEEN 

CONSCIOUSNESS AND INTROSPECTION 

One powerful source for the belief that consciousness and introspection are of a 

piece can be traced back to the origin of the philosophical use of the term 

"consciousness." Locke-whose Essay did more than any other work to 

permanently locate the topic of consciousness on the philosophical map

established a precedent by postulating a conceptual link between the notions of 

consciousness and introspection. On the Lockean view that "consciousness is the 
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perception of what passes in a man's own mind," [Locke, 1982 (1689), II,I,19] 

the connection between consciousness and introspection is simply a matter of ' 

definition. The Lockean view has inspired numerous philosophers to explore the 

connection between consciousness and perception, more precisely, the connection 

between consciousness and inner perception or introspection. That is not to say 

that there exists a large number of unreconstructed Lockeans about 

consciousness. But we should not underestimate Locke's influence, even if few 

contemporaries would go so far to unhesitatingly endorse Locke's simple 

definitional link between consciousness and introspection. By introducing the 

term "consciousness" in the way he did, Locke started the tradition of treating 

consciousness and introspection as closely related topics (no matter how that 

relation was spelled out by the individual philosopher in the tradition). 

While the foregoing considerations provide a sketch of a causal 

explanation for the apparent obviousness of the connection between consciousness 

and introspection, they do not, strictly speaking, provide a reason for it. Locke's 

definitional equation of consciousness with introspection would be a reason for 

upholding the connection if it could be shown that the definition was a good one. 

We should, therefore, ask ourselves whether we have good grounds for accepting 

Locke's proposed definition. The definitional equation of consciousness with 

introspection may be intended to achieve one or the other of two very different 

goals. It might be put forward as a stipulation; the stipulation that one is going 

to use the term "consciousness" interchangeably with the term "introspection." 

We are, of course, free to stipulate the meanings of our terms as we please. But 

in doing this we run the double risk of isolating ourselves from the rest of the 

discllssion and of confusing the discussion needlessly. Since there is no such 
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thing as a false stipulative definition the form that our disagreement with the 

stipulation must take is just that of rejecting the definition as undesirable, given 

the other uses of the telm "consciousness" that we want to account for. 

On the other hand, the definition of consciousness as introspection might 

be intended to adequately capture the full spectrum of uses of the term 

"consciousness." If this is the spirit in which the definition is put forward, it 

must be regarded as a failure. For, as I shall argue later on, the particular 

notion of consciousness that we are interested in-qualitative consciousness-is 

not captured by equating consciousness with introspection. 

INTROSPECTION AS THE BEST EXPLANATION 

OF CONSCIOUSNESS 

But there are also less direct ways of bringing together consciousness and 

introspection. If one takes consciousness to consist in, for example, the capacity 

to integrate and process information from various information sources and to use 

this information in guiding one's behavior, then one will naturally assume that an 

explanation of the introspective access we have to our various perceptual and 

cognitive processes is also (at least the better part of) an explanation of 

consciousness. In this case the link between consciousness and introspection is no 

longer definitional; instead introspection presents itself as the best explanation of 

the capacity with which consciousness is identified. 

This consideration in support of the claim of the connectedness of 

consciousness and introspection is solid as far as it goes. That is, if one limits 

oneself to some such narrowly circumscribed notion of consciollsness, then this 

consideration does support the claim that the investigation of consciousness and 
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introspection will be closely linked. But if one is interested in a richer notion of 

consciousness, one, for example, that focuses on the phenomenal properties of 

experience, the preceding consideration has no tendency to support a link 

between this notion of consciousness and introspection. The failure to clearly 

separate various notions of consciousness is at the root of the view that 

introspection is the key to unraveling all of the knotty problems of consciousness. 

One conectly perceives a connection between introspection and one particular 

notion of consciousness and then concludes, by means of some unnoticed 

conceptual slippage, that understanding introspection is all that is required for 

understanding consciousness in its entirety. 

CONSCIOUSNESS AND THE CONSCIOUSNESS OF 

CONSCIOUSNESS 

The two preceding considerations in support of the link between consciousness 

and introspection (as well as my objections against them) may seem to have a 

superficial air about them. They are, after all, mostly concerned with the 

conect definition of words, a concern that many do not consider worthy of a 

philosopher's time. The third reason in favor of tying consciousness to 

introspection does not suffer from the same shortcoming. Instead it springs 

from a subtle and important kind of confusion. The third consideration that may 

tempt one to look towards introspection in the hope of finding a solution for 

problems about consciousness is rooted in a confusion of the thing known 
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(consciousness) with the knowing of the thing (the consciousness19 of 

consciousness). The two quotes that follow pinpoint the problem with admirable 

clarity: 

When asked the question, what is consciousness? we become conscious of 
consciousness. And most of us take this consciousness of consciousness to 
be what consciousness is. This is not true. [Jaynes, 1976, p. 21] 

One can understand how introspection might seem to be the whole 
problem of consciousness because it is central to the problem of the 
epistemology of consciousness. Through introspection we come to know 
how we feel, see, and think as we do; thus it seems that if we want to know 
how we know we are conscious, we must find out about introspection. 
But introspection is nonetheless logically distinct from the other states. 
This distinction is crucial to the understanding of consciousness... . 
[Lloyd, 1989, p. 182] 

Whenever the area of investigation is our own mind the danger of committing 

such level confusions is particularly acute. While it is hard to confuse a rock 

with our cognition of it (our belief about it, or our knowledge of it) matters 

stand differently when what we want to investigate are states that are, in some 

sense, of the same kind as the states by means of which we gain access to them. 

But just pointing out that our conscious states as well as our cognitions of 

them are mental does not go deep enough as an explanation of the propensity that 

many of us have to substitute discussions of introspection for discussions of 

consciousness. The temptation to change the topic springs from a conect insight. 

What is mistaken is merely the lesson that many have drawn from this insight. 

19 Notc tJlat in tJlis usc tJIC "consciousncss" OOCS not rcfer to qualitative consciousncss but to somc kino of 
cognitivc intcmal acccss to qualitativc consciousncss. 
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The correct insight consists in this: unlike rocks, tables, chairs, and most other 

subject matters, consciousness has built into it a characteristic relation to an 

apprehending mind. The mistake consists in misinterpreting this directedness 

toward an apprehending mind in a manner that yokes consciousness to 

introspection. 

The phrase "consciousness has built into it a characteristic relation to an 

apprehending mind" will, undoubtedly, seem vague or even somewhat obscure. 

This haziness will grow when one is told that one must not accept what might be 

tenned the "nonnal" understanding this cryptic phrase. For I shall argue that the 

characteristic relation of consciousness to an apprehending mind should not be 

understood as saying that one is always, in some sense, cognitively aware of one's 

consciolls mental states. I shall not, of course, deny that we are conscious, Le., 

that we have qualia. But I shall maintain that this having of qualia is not a matter 

or one's knowing or believing anything. 

To spell out what I do (and what I don't) mean by this phrase is, in a way, 

the main objective of the following chapters. It is therefore futile to attempt to 

say, right here and right now, in a sentence or two, what I am going to say, in so 

many more words, in later chapters. I can, however, provide a hint of what I 

am trying to express by saying that consciousness has built into it a characteristic 

relation to an apprehending mind. This is best done by characterizing this 

feature of consciousness negatively. Being conscious (Le., having qualia) is not a 

matter of one's introspecting one's qualia. More genera!ly, one's becoming 

conscious is not mediated by any form presentational mental activity on the part 

of the conscious subject. Since we have qualia and nothing else presents them to 

us I propose to view qualitative mental states as self-presenting states. To be 
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conscious, e.g., to have a particular red quale is for this quale to present itself to 

one. In coming to be presented with a quale I have not exercised any mental 

activity, introspective or otherwise, and I do not come to know or believe 

anything. The upshot of all this is that instead of saying that consciousness has 

built into it a characteristic relation to an apprehending mind it would be much 

less misleading to say something like this: Consciousness makes itselffelt to the 

conscious person. But further elucidation of this claim will have to wait for 

later. 

As long as the level confusion between consciousness and the consciousness 

of consciousness is not clearly seen, an introspectionist account of consciousness 

will remain irresistible. In the remainder of this chapter I shall attempt to 

expose what seems to me to be a powerful but mistaken consideration that might 

incline one to accept introspectionism. In the following chapter I criticize a 

detailed version of an introspectionist theory of consciousness. Hopefully the 

result of these investigations will then point us in the right direction in which to 

search for a more promising analysis of the characteristic relation of 

consciousness to an apprehending mind. 

THE EPISTEMOLOGY OF CONSCIOUSNESS AND 

IN TROS PECTION 

Introspectionist theories of consciousness are rooted 1Il a conflation of two 

distinct questions: (i) What is consciousness? (ii) How do we know about 

consciousness? If one answers the first question in terms that m·e adequate to the 

second question one arrives at an introspectionist account of consciousness. This 

is the insight that the quotations from Jaynes and Lloyd express so succinctly. In 



73 

what follows I want to elaborate this claim. I shall do this by considering three 

epistemologically motivated theses about the nature of consciousness. In the 

minds of those who are tempted to endorse theses such as these there is a very 

short route leading from these epistemologically motivated theses to an 

introspectionist explanation of conSCIOusness. After stating the three 

epistemologically motivated theses about consciousness I shall layout, as 

sympathetically as I can, the reasoning that takes you from there to 

introspectionism. 

The critique of this epistemologically motivated route to introspectionism 

divides in two parts. First we can ask whether the passage from the 

epistemologically motivated theses about consciousness to introspectionism is 

really as safe as it is made out to be. Second, we can ask whether there are any 

good reasons to accept the three epistemological theses about consciousness. I 

shall argue that the epistemologically motivated push towards introspectionism 

fails on both counts. 

Even if this critical attack on introspection ism should prove entirely 

successful, it can only be considered the first step of the project of prying apart 

consciousness and introspection. This first step consists in showing the three 

epistemological theses to be misguided interpretations of the characteristic 

relation of consciousness to an apprehending mind that are unable to support an 

introspectionist theory of consciousness. The second step will have to consist in a 

positive account (that does not involve introspection) of what this characteristic 

relation to an apprehending mind consists in. I shall now attempt to take the 

first, negative, step. Step two, providing a positive account of the directedness of 

consciousness towards an apprehending subject, I shall attempt in Chapter 6. 
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Qualitative mental states have a distinguished epistemic career. At least since 

Descartes's times they have been praised for their superior knowableness. 

Although their epistemic value has depreciated dramatically in recent times, the 

connection between qualitative states and special epistemic status has not vanished 

entirely. I think that the attractiveness of introspectionism can, to a large part, 

be traced back to this tradition of investing qualitative states with epistemic 

excellence. 

The tendency to view our cognitive relationship to our qualitative mental 

states as a particularly intimate one has expressed itself in a number of theses, 

each one of which underwrites the faulty conflation of consciousness and 

introspection. The most salient versions of such theses are the special knowledge 

thesis, the fallible knowledge thesis, and the belief thesis. The function of these 

theses-the three epistemological theses, for short-is to secure some kind of 

extraordinary epistemic status for our cognitive relationship to our qualitative 

mental states. For our purposes it will suffice to provide rough versions of the 

epistemological theses. The special knowledge thesis states that we invariably 

possess a special kind of knowledge of our own qualitative mental states; a 

knowledge that is infallible, incorrigible, indubitable, irresistible, or that 

possesses some combination of these special features. The fallible knowledge 

thesis resembles the special knowledge thesis in holding that we invm"iably know 

about our qualitative mental states; but the fallible knowledge thesis is weaker 

than the special knowledge thesis in that it refrains from claiming some exalted 

epistemic status for this knowledge of ours. The belief thesis is weaker still; it 
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gives up on the knowledge claim altogether but holds that our qualitative mental 

states are invariably accompanied by a belief in their existence on the part of the 

subject who has them. 

The special knowledge thesis, the fallible knowledge thesis, and the belief 

thesis are three ways in which one might try to interpret the characteristic 

relationship that consciousness bears to an apprehending mind. According to 

these three theses being conscious of a qualitative mental state is, respectively, a 

matter of knowing the state in a special manner, of knowing it fallibly, or of 

invariably having a belief about the qualitative state. Each one of the 

epistemological theses specifies (at least) a necessary condition for what it takes 

for one of our mental states to be conscious. It follows from the special 

knowledge thesis that no mental state of ours can be conscious unless we have a 

"special" knowledge (e.g. infallible, or incorrigible knowledge) of it. The 

fallible knowledge thesis has the consequence that no mental state of ours can be 

conscious unless we have fallible knowledge of it. And the belief thesis entails 

that no mental state of ours can be conscious unless we have a belief about it. 

MAKING THE TRANSITION TO 

INTROSPECTIONISM 

The crucial claim to which we now must turn is this: These three otherwise 

quite disparate epistemological theses are united by the fact that their truth 

presupposes our capacity to introspect our conscious mental states. How, then, 

does one get from the three epistemically driven theses about consciousness to 

introspection ism? The following answer will readily present itself to one who 

subscribes to the special epistemic status of qualitative mental states: In order for 
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one to enter into anyone of these different cognitive relations to one's qualitative 

states one must introspect one's qualitative mental states. For it is by 

introspecting them that the mind presents these states to itself, thereby making 

them into possible objects of belief or knowledge. Thus one's being conscious of 

one's qualitative mental states becomes dependent upon one's introspectively 

accessing these states. The special knowledge thesis, the fallible knowledge thesis, 

and the belief thesis differ only with respect to the strength they assign to this 

introspectively mediated mode of cognitive access to our qualitative mental 

states. 

This, then, is the reason for our interest in the epistemological theses: 

each one of them forges a connection between consciousness and introspection. 

On all three theses introspection turns out to be a necessary condition of 

consciousness. To know infallibly, or to know fallibly, or to believe that I am in 

mental state In I have to represent In to myself in some manner. And, since m is 

an inner state of lnine, I am able to represent m to myself only if m is the 

object of my inner sense. In this manner each one of the three theses that were 

offered as possible interpretations of the directedness of consciousness toward an 

apprehending lnind requires us to have introspective access to any state of ours 

that is to qualify as a conscious mental state. 

Given these considerations the tendency to approach consciousness via 

introspection does seem eminently sensible. The opponent of introspectionism 

will therefore have to find a fault with the reasoning that takes one from the 

epistemic theses about consciousness to the conclusion that introspection is at least 

a necessary condition of consciousness. Two critical routs present themselves: 

one can attack the validity of the move from the epistemological theses to the 
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introspectionist conclusion~ and one can attack the truth of the epistemological 

theses from which the argument proceeds. I shall pursue both lines of cIiticism, 

starting with the first. 

SEVERING THE CONNECTION 

This manner of accomplishing the transition from the three epistemically driven 

theses about consciousness to introspectionism relies upon a substantive and 

problematical assumption. The problematical assumption-call it the access 

assumption-is this: introspection is the only means by which the mind can 

present qualitative states to itself so as to make them into possible objects of 

belief or knowledge. If the access assumption is granted the thesis that we are 

cognizant of every qualitative state of ours does entail that every qualitative state 

of ours is introspected. I feel that one who is inclined to ascribe a special 

epistemic status to qualitative mental states is prone to make the access 

assumption. Thus I do not expect my chosen opponents to object to my way of 

characterizing the passage from the three epistemological theses about 

consciousness to introspectionism. 

This does not mean, however, that we have to accept the access 

assumption. As the discussion of the special knowledge thesis below will make 

clear, I reject the problematical assumption. There I endorse the view that it is 

possible to come to hold beliefs about one's qualitative states without basing these 

beliefs upon one's introspectively accessing the relevant qualitative states. If this 

is indeed a possibility (and this issue is controversial) then the passage from the 

three epistemological theses about consciousness to introspectionism is no longer 

guaranteed by an entailment relation. 
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While this consideration deals a hefty blow to our opponent, it does not 

manage to completely dispel the argument's persuasive force. The move from 

the epistemological theses to introspectionism has a certain plausibility, even if 

the entailment fails. Could not our opponent attempt to motivate 

introspectionism by appeal to the epistemological theses without relying on the 

access assumption? I think that this is possible. Giving up the access assumption 

blocks the entailment, but it does not sever all ties between the three epistemic 

theses about consciousness and introspection ism. According to the most plausible 

view of the matter the vast majority of our beliefs about our own qualitative 

states are based on our introspective access of these states. That is, under 

ordinary circumstances anyone of the three aforementioned cognitive relations 

towards my qualitative states will be mediated by my having introspected the 

qualitative state in question. Thus embracing the view that being conscious is a 

matter of our cognizing our qualitative states in a special way strongly suggests 

the mistaken introspectionist account of consciousness. According to this 

weakened argument introspectionism is not mandated but it does, nevertheless, 

appear as an eminently plausible approach to the problem of consciousness. This 

is more than we want to grant the introspectionist. 

AGAINST THE THREE EPISTEMOLOGICAL 

THESES 

The first attack on the argument that takes us from the three epistemological 

theses to introspection ism is not decisive. Our opponent may want to hold fast to 

the problematical access assumption. And even if he is willing to give up the 

problematical assumption, he can restate his mogument in a weakened form that is 



79 

no longer dependent upon the contested access assumption. In order to avoid 

unnecessary controversy in what follows I shall not assume that our first attack 

on introspectionism was successful. To further strengthen the case against 

introspectionism we shall, therefore, have to turn to a scrutiny of the premises 

from which the argument for introspectionism start, i.e., to the three 

epistemologically motivated theses about consciousness. If the epistemological 

theses are wrong, the introspectionist will loose, no matter how the debate about 

the entailment relation turns out. 

THE SPECIAL KNOWLEDGE THESIS 

Before actually launching the discussion of the special knowledge thesis I need to 

say a world in defence of the order in which this discussion proceeds. 

anticipate the following objection: If the belief thesis is false the special 

knowledge thesis if false too; so why waste time with the special knowledge thesis 

in the first place if the belief thesis is going to be attacked anyway? There is 

some justice to this protestation. In reply I should say this: it is interesting to 

see the special knowledge thesis fail on its own tmf, so to speak. It is worthwhile 

to focus on those failings of the special knowledge thesis that are characteristic of 

it; Le., those it does not share with the belief thesis. These particular failings 

have, after all, generated an enormous amount of philosophical heat. As Hector 

Neri Castaneda has pointed out, flogging a dead horse, especially a widely 

influential dead horse, need not be a supett'luous thing. For, first the hose might 

not be quite dead "and even if it were totally dead, a careful autopsy of it is the 

best means I know of to learn about the anatomy of ... the indigestible data that 

would have caused its death." [Castaneda, 1979, p. 2] 
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The tradition of making extravagant claims about the epistemic status of 

our beliefs about our conscious mental states is long and distinguished. The 

epithets attached to the special brand of knowledge allegedly involved are 

numerous: such knowledge has been called incorrigible, indubitable, infallible, 

irresistible. What is common to all these brands of purportedly special 

knowledge is the claim that something or other is impossible: it is impossible for 

us to doubt such knowledge claims; impossible for us to be cOl1'ected by someone 

else concerning such knowledge claims; impossible that we be wrong about such 

knowledge claims; impossible for us not to possess this knowledge in the relevant 

situations. The tenn "special knowledge thesis" refers, in a generic manner, to 

all of these kinds of privileged epistemic status with which our beliefs about our 

conscious mental states have been credited. 

Arguments against one or more versions of the special knowledge thesis 

have been put forward by, among others, D.M. Armstrong, Keith Lehrer, and 

J olm Pollock. 

THE ARGUMENT FROM MATERIALISM 

Armstrong's motivation for attacking the special knowledge thesis lies in his 

commitment to a materialist theory of the mind: 

I wish to defend the thesis ... that mental states are, as a matter of fact, 
states of the brain. Now if I accept the existence of introspection, as I also 
do, then I must conceive of both introspection and the objects of 
introspection as states of the brain. Introspection must be a self-scanning 
process in the brain. That it is logically possible that such a self-scanning 
process will yield wrong results is at once clear, nor is it possible to see 
how sllch a self-scanning process could yield a logically privileged access. 
So if introspection is incorrigible, or if we have logically privileged access 
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to our own mental states, it seems that a materialist doctrine of mental 
states must be false. [Armstrong, 1963, p. 418-419] 

Armstrong presents this merely as his motive for challenging the special 

knowledge thesis. But what he says here may just as well be construed as an 

argument from materialism to the falsity of the special knowledge thesis: if 

materialism is true then our mental states cannot have a privileged epistemic 

status. Materialism is true. Therefore our own mental states do not enjoy a 

privileged epistemic status. At the time of Armstrong's writing (1963) this 

argument would, perhaps, more likely have been seen as a reductio ad absurdum 

of materialism than as a sound argument against the special knowledge thesis. 

But the climate has changed and today this argument is widely perceived as a 

rather fonnidable challenge to the claim that our conscious mental states have a 

privileged epistemic status. 

THE ARGUMENT FROM CONCEPTUALIZATION 

Armstrong and Lehrer both propose arguments against the special knowledge 

thesis that start from the following observation: knowledge, belief, and, in 

general, apprehension of anything in any form, involve conceptualization. I.e., 

we cannot apprehend anything without applying concepts, without classifying 

objects as falling under certain concepts. Armstrong takes this to show that the 

special knowledge thesis (at least in one of its forms) has to be given up: 

Now, surely, the notions of classifying and misclassifying are co-ordinate 
notions; surely the one can apply only when it is meaningful to apply to 
other? We can apply a certain concept to our experience only if it is 
possible to withhold that concept. Yet, according to the doctrine of 
incorrigibility, the application of any concept except the concept we do 
apply is logically impossible. [Armstrong, 1963, p. 422] 
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Lehrer relies on this same consideration in order to show that it is not even 

possible to construe noncomparative appearance beliefs ("I seem to be appeared 

redly to") as self-justifying fallible beliefs. A fortiori the argument will be 

directed against the special knowledge thesis. What the above consideration 

shows is that a person's being appeared to in a particular way is not sufficient for 

her to be completely justified in believing that she is appeared to in this way. 

She needs some independent information about the conditions for the correct 

application of the concepts involved. That is, she needs the infonnation that this 

is one of those situations in which her visual appearance is properly classified as 

of the red kind. On this route one can also aJTive at the conclusion that at least a 

large class of our conscious mental states do not have the privileged epistemic 

status claimed by the special knowledge thesis.20 

THE ARGUMENT FROM DEVIANT REASONS 

Another argument against the special knowledge thesis is based on the following 

consideration. Take a belief about one of your own present conscious states, 

more particularly, one of your appearance states. What epistemic status this 

belief has will depend on your reasons for holding it. The problem we 

encounter is this: the very same beliefs that would qualify for some kind of 

special epistemic status, were one to hold them on introspective grounds, might 

lose this status when held on other grounds. Now both Lehrer and Pollock claim 

that it is always possible to hold such beliefs on the wrong (i.e. non-

20 See Lehrer's discussion in [Lehrer, 1990, pp. 67-68J Lehrer does acknowledge that there exists a very 
small numher of propositions of which we have special knowledge; see op.cit. pp. 47-48. 
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introspective) grounds. Therefore these beliefs lose their claim to a special 

epistemic status. Here is one of Lehrer's examples: 

Whatever one can believe as a result of introspection, one can instead 
believe as a result of inference; and the inference can be based on false 
premises. If a woman believes she is in pain as a result of feeling pain, 
then, of course, she will be correct in believing that she is in pain. If, 
however, a man believes that he is in pain because some scientific or 
religious authority figure tells him that he is in pain, then what he believes 
may well be false. [Lehrer, 1990, p. 54] 

Pollock's point is that you may end up holding an appearance belief, not on 

introspective grounds, but on an inductively based hypothesis, in which case your 

belief would lose its claim to a special epistemic status. Using as his example the 

belief that you are being appeared to redly, Pollock puts the point as follows: 

the correct candidate for incorrigibility is a belief you can only have by 
being "directly aware" of being appeared to redly. The problem with the 
belief that you are appeared to redly is that you can hold it for "indirect" 
inductive reasons. [Pollock, 1986, p. 61 ] 

The discovery that we might hold our appearance beliefs for the wrong reasons 

undermines their claim to a privileged epistemic status. Once one discovers that 

there are counterfeit appearance beliefs around, the guarantee of highest 

epistemic quality expires. 

ASSESSMENT OF THE SPECIAL KNOWLEDGE 

THESIS 

Each one of these m-guments has generated much debate. Nevertheless, one can 

witness something like an emerging "modern orthodoxy" according to which the 

special knowledge thesis has to be abandoned in the light of the reported 
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arguments. 21 Accordingly, these arguments show that the directedness of 

consciousness towards an apprehending mind cannot be construed as the thesis 

that our conscious mental states enjoy some kind of special epistemic status. 

Infallibility, incorrigibility, indubitability, and irresistibility are too strong 

interpretations of the characteristic relation to a mind that characterizes our 

conscious mental states. 

This result also lays to rest one attempted way of linking consciousness to 

introspection. The friend of introspection may have wanted to argue as follows: 

We do know our mental states in a special way and knowing them in this way 

constitutes our being conscious of them. We cannot know our mental states in 

this way without introspecting them. Therefore consciousness is intimately 

related to and dependent on introspection. In reply to this argument we can now 

maintain that we do not have the special knowledge of our conscious states that 

the argument assumes. Therefore the argument does not offer sound support for 

its conclusion that introspection is necessary for consciousness. 

Of course the friend of introspection can easily mnend his m'gument so as 

to sidestep our objection. All we have shown, so far, is that we do not have a 

special kind of knowledge of our own conscious mental states. But the appeal to 

special knowledge is not an essential feature of the argument that links 

consciousness to introspection. The argument could, without loss of cogency, be 

restated in terms of fallible knowledge. It is to the consideration of this modified 

argument that we have now to turn. 

21 I join the ranks of the orthodoxy witllOut furtllCr discllssion of tlwse arguments. As will hecome evident 
in the ensuing discussion, my reasons for rejecting the special knowledge tllCsis stem from somewhat 
different considerations. 
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THE FALLIBLE KNOWLEDGE THESIS 

The thesis that our conscious states enjoy a special epistemic status had to be 

given up. Is the weaker thesis that we invariably know about our conscious states 

defensible? I shall now argue that the fallible knowledge thesis is indefensible as 

well. This time, I shall base this argument on the claim that the even weaker 

belief thesis is false: it is false that our conscious mental states are invariably 

accompanied by a belief in their existence on the part of the subject who has 

them. And since believing is a necessary condition of knowing, the falsity of the 

belief thesis entails the falsity of the knowledge thesis. 

Unlike the case of the special knowledge, the fallible knowledge case loses 

nothing of special interest if it falls together with the belief thesis. Let me back 

this claim up with some remarks about the relationship of these two theses. The 

fallible knowledge thesis and the belief thesis are much closer relatives than may 

be apparent on first sight. Note that, given a certain kind of reliabilist account of 

justification, the fallible knowledge thesis and the belief thesis will simply 

collapse into each other. If my belief that I am in a given qualitative state is 

reliably coupled to my having of the qualitative state in question, I run ipso facto 

justified in holding my belief. Barring certain undermining conditions, I can 

therefore be said to know that I am in the relevant qualitative state. But it does 

not take an externalist approach to justification to highlight the proximity of the 

belief thesis and the fallible knowledge thesis. Internalism has a long tradition of 

insisting on our epistemic right to our beliefs about our own qualitative mental 

states. If the belief thesis is true and we do invariably form beliefs about our 

occurrent qualitative mental states, and if the internalist contention that we are 

within our epistemic rights in accepting such beliefs, then it turns out that these 
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beliefs will be true and justified beliefs. Barring certain undennining conditions, 

I can therefore be said to know that I am in the relevant qualitative state. Both 

externalism and internalism yield the result that the fallible knowledge thesis and 

the belief thesis collapse into each other equivalent, given certain plausible 

assumptions. 

Since we are interested in these two theses only insofar as they serve as a 

vehicle for the advancement of introspectionism, I shall not pursue the question 

of their epistemological relationship any further. For our purposes we may rest 

assured that we shall miss nothing of importance by skipping the fallible 

knowledge thesis and turning directly to the belief thesis. 

THE BELIEF THESIS 

Can the claim that consciousness has built into it a directedness upon an 

apprehending mind be cashed out as the belief thesis: the thesis that our 

conscious mental states are invariably accompanied by a belief in their existence 

on the part of the subject who has them? 

While much weaker than the special knowledge thesis and weaker than the 

fallible knowledge thesis, the belief thesis still can serve the purpose of 

establishing a connection between consciousness and introspection. One cannot 

believe that one is in a particular mental state without representing this state to 

oneself. And in order to represent this state to oneself one must be able to 

introspect this state. In this way the weakest of the three proposed 

interpretations of the directedness of consciousness upon an apprehending mind 

succeeds in linking the issues of consciousness and introspection. 
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Before proceeding to criticize the belief thesis we need to get a clearer 

sense of what we take the thesis precisely to assert. I already indicated that the 

belief thesis specifies a necessary condition on one's having a conscious mental 

state: no mental state of ours can be conscious unless we have the relevant 

qualitative belief22 about it. But one might want to hold that the belief thesis 

makes a stronger claim than that. Having the relevant qualitative belief might be 

both a necessary and a sufficient condition upon our having the corresponding 

conscious mental state. A number of philosophers have held that the connection 

between conscious mental states and qualitative beliefs is tighter than that 

expressed by the conditional or the biconditional. Conscious mental states and 

the cOl1'esponding qualitative beliefs were either seen as identical with each other 

(simple identity thesis) or as partly constituting each other (containment thesis). 

On the simple identity thesis the conscious state is identical with your belief that 

you are in this state. The containment thesis sees the conscious state as a 

constituent of the belief that you are in this state.23 And, finally, one might want 

to understand the belief thesis as the functional identity thesis24: the thesis that 

the functional identity of a conscious state type is partially constituted by the fact 

22 I borrow the tenn "qualitative beliee' from Shoemaker. Shoemaker introduces this term as follows: a 
qualitative belief is "a helief to tllC effect tlmt one fccls a ccrtain way (or, more ahstractly, tllat one is in a 
statc having a certain qualitative character, or, in still otllcr tenns, tllat one has a certain qualitative state)." 
[Shocmaker, 1975, p. IR9] 
23 The tcnns "identity tllCsis" and "containment tllCsis" arc Pollock's. Sce [Pollock, 1986, pp. 32-33] for a 
discussion of tllC simplc idcntity and tllC containmcnt tJlCses. Note tlwt Pollock discusscs tllCse two tllcses 
in tlle context of what I have called the spccial knowlcdge tllCsis. Hc argues tlHlt neitllCr tlle containmcnt 
nor the (simple) idcntity tllCsis C1Ul serve to support the spccial knowlcdge tllcsis. 
24 Sec, for exmnple, [Shocmaker, 1975, p. liN] 
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that it typically gives rise to a belief that one presently is in a conscious state of 

this particular type.25 

On which of the various theses about the relation between our conscious 

mental states and our qualitative beliefs about them should we focus our critique? 

We are interested in refuting those theses inasmuch as they present a means of 

tying consciousness to introspection. Since even the weakest fonn of the belief 

thesis manages to establish this connection, it will have to be the target of our 

investigation. The major task ahead of us is, therefore, to show that having the 

relevant qualitative belief is not a necessary condition upon our having the 

corresponding conscious state. We need to show that it is false that no mental 

state of ours can be conscious unless we have a belief about it. In other words, 

we shall have to show that we can and do have qualitative mental states that are 

unaccompanied by the correlative qualitative beliefs. I shall put this point by 

saying that we have detached qualia; detached, that is, from the qualitative belief 

that one presently is in a qualitative state of this kind. Our main task is, 

therefore, to defend the thesis of detached qualia. But before taking up the case 

25 I want to comment briefly on the epistemic relations tlmt obtain tllCse various tlleses. We do encounter 
a ratller odd epistemic situation here: tlle weaker conditional or biconditional versions of tllC belief thesis 
seem to derive whatever plausibility tllCY have from our more or less tacit acceptance of tllC stronger 
identity or constitution theses. The latter theses seem to offer 1Ul explallation of tlle weaker versions of tllC 
belief tllCsis. They help us understand why it is tllat tlle conditional or biconditional versions of tlle belief 
tllCsis hold. Were it not for our acceptlUlce of tlle identity and/or constitution tlleses, tllC belief tllCsis might 
appear quite unsupported. If tllis diagnosis of our tendency to accept tlle belief tllCsis is correct, we could 
mount an attack on the belief tllCsis by attacking tlle tllCses that support it. The attractiveness of this 
strategy consists in tlle fact that tlle identity and constitution theses arc stronger and therefore more 
vulnerable tlUUl tllC belief tllCses tllCmselves. Thus ollr cluUlces of successfully criticizing tlle belief tllCsis 
will be high on tllis approach. The drawback of proceeding in tllis manner is tlUlt even if it is entirely 
successful, we will not quite succeed to show what we want to show. For we will not be able to show tllat 
tllC belief tllCsis (in 1UlY of its fonns) is false; all we can hope to establish is tlle conditional conclusion tllat 
if tlle idelJlity and constitution theses arc tllC sole support of tlle belief thesis, tllen tllC belief tllCsis is 
devoid of all support. This would not be an uninteresting result; but we can do better tll1l1l that by 
mounting a direct attack on tlle weaker versions of tllC belicf tllCsis. 
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for detached qualia I want to briefly investigate the thesis of detached qualitative 

beliej,~. I shall start with the thesis of detached qualitative beliefs because it lets 

us see that what may well be the most natural construal of the belief thesis is 

untenable. I suppose the belief thesis is most naturally construed as a 

biconditional: having the relevant qualitative belief is a necessary and sufficient 

condition upon our having the corresponding conscious mental state. If there are 

detached qualitative beliefs then the sufficiency claim is false and the proponent 

of the belief thesis will have to adopt the more modest interpretation according 

to which it states a necessary condition on our having a conscious mental state. 

FIRST CASE: QUALITATIVE BELIEFS WITHOUT 

CONSCIOUS MENTAL STATES: DETACHED 

QUALITATIVE BELIEFS 

The work that needs to be done to establish that there can be detached qualitative 

beliefs has already been done in the discussion of the special knowledge thesis. If 

the arguments against the special knowledge thesis are correct then it is possible 

for us to believe that we are currently having a particular qualitative state when 

this is false. The argument from deviant reasons can serve to illustrate this 

claim. Because it is possible that you come to hold a qualitative belief in an 

indirect manner, i.e., without being directly aware of the qualitative state, it is 

possible that you come to hold such a qualitative belief without it being the case 

that you currently are in such a state. Both Pollock and Lehrer have provided 

plausible exmnples of such occurrences. 

The arguments against the special knowledge thesis may be felt to have a 

precious air about them. Consequently one may experience some discomfort in 
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making them the basis for one's acceptance of the thesis of detached qualitative 

beliefs. But it is easy to reassure oneself that the intuition that qualitative beliefs 

might occur unaccompanied by the conesponding qualitative states is robust. A 

number of old and new problems in the philosophy of mind trade on our 

willingness to countenance the possibility that we are now considering. Were we 

not inclined to take the thesis of detached qualitative beliefs seriously, neither the 

problem of absent qualia nor the problem of other minds would have any grip on 

us. Consider the problem of other minds, for example. It arises when one 

realizes that it is possible to doubt that one's conspecifics are conscious, even 

after one has satisfied oneself that their behavior resembles one's own in all rel

evant respects. The doubt does not concern their information processing 

capacities, their intelligence, their beliefs, or their qualitative beliefs. For 

obviously they do possess such capacities; otherwise they could not have engaged 

in the sophisticated behaviors we observed them to exhibit. And obviously they 

do express qualitative beliefs and proceed to act on them. What worries us is 

that they might be unconscious automata. We wonder: "is that special inner 

light really turned on, or is there nothing but darkness inside?" [Dennett, 1987, 

p. 161] In short, we wonder if they have got qualitative mental states, we 

wonder whether being them is like something for them. Thus, I submit, that if 

the problem of other minds has any grip on you, then you are already assuming 

the thesis of detached qualitative beliefs. Similar remarks apply to the problem 

of absent qualia. 

Accepting the thesis of detached qualitative beliefs amounts to giving up 

the sufficiency claim: having a particular qualitative belief is not a sufficient 

condition for one's being in the corresponding qualitative state. Therefore the 
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proponent of the belief thesis will have to give up the claim that the belief thesis 

is best interpreted as specifying a necessary and sufficient condition on 

consciousness. But he can still defend the necessity claim; and this is all that is 

needed to forge the connection between consciousness and introspection. For, 

according to this interpretation of the belief thesis, one cannot be in a conscious 

mental state without believing that one is in this state. One cannot believe that 

one is in a particular mental state without presenting this state to oneself. And to 

present one of one's own mental states to oneself is just to introspect this mental 

state. This is the short route that leads from the claim that no mental state of 

ours can be conscious unless we have a qualitative belief about it to the 

conclusions that consciousness and introspection are tied together inseparably. 

We must therefore turn to a defence of the thesis of detached qualia. 

SECOND CASE: CONSCIOUS MENTAL STATES 

WITHOUT QUALITATIVE BELIEFS: DETACHED 

QUALIA 

In this section I shall consider two reasons for the belief that conscious mental 

states can and do occur without a corresponding qualitative belief. First, I shall 

maintain that a phenomenological examination of the nature of our experience 

shows the existence of qualitative mental states, unaccompanied by a 

corresponding belief. Second, I shall argue that the considerations of the nature 
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of animal experience affords us a reason to accept the thesis of detached qualia 

and hence to reject the belief thesis.26 

THE FIRST ApPEAL TO PHENOMENOLOGY 

The first thing I should reply to the proponent of the belief thesis is that my 

experience shows the thesis to be wrong. A simple appeal to phenomenology-to 

the nature of my inner life-should suffice to silence the opponent. Being 

conscious is not a matter of having various qualitative beliefs; it is a matter of 

having (or enjoying or experiencing or going through or feeling) various 

qualitative mental states. It is a matter of having qualia, not a matter of believing 

that one has qualia. We do, undoubtedly, have many qualitative beliefs. But the 

vast majority of our conscious mental states are not acknowledged in this 

manner. They pass through the mind unnoticed by our cognitive faculties: we 

do not believe, much less do we know that we currently have these qualitative 

states. They manifest themselves simply as feelings, as experiences, as raw feels; 

no metamental activity is involved. That this is so is amply evidenced by a 

moment's reflection on what goes on in one's own mind. Or so one might have 

thought. 

Taken by itself, the appeal to phenomenology is not properly viewed as an 

mgument against the belief thesis. What the appeal to phenomenology can do is, 

at best, to support a premise of an argument against the belief thesis. The 

mgument is simple enough: if the belief thesis is true, then there are no detached 

26 From now on I shall use the expression "helief thesis" to refer to the particular interpretation of the 
helief tJlesis that reads it as specifying a necessary condition ,)Jl consciousness. 
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qualia. But there are detached qualia, as is evidenced by the appeal to 

phenomenology. Therefore the belief thesis is false. The first premise is 

uncontroversial. Hence the opponent of the belief thesis will have to concentrate 

on making the second premise plausible. Because I cannot see an argument to the 

effect that there can be detached qualia, I assume the support for the second 

premise has to come from observation, albeit inner observation. 

The significance of scientific observations garnered in an experimental 

setting depends, to a large extent, on the interpersonal repeatability of these 

observations. Something similar is true of phenomenological findings. An 

isolated phenomenological report can be discounted with impunity; but to 

disregard or contradict a widespread phenomenological report is no more 

reasonable than to suppress available but uncomfortable experimental results. 

We can, therefore, strengthen the appeal to phenomenology by documenting that 

it is, indeed, widespread. To do this properly would be a major project. I 

cannot begin to undertake this project here. But I can, at least, gesture towards a 

small number of philosophers whose phenomenological findings are in line with 

the one reported above. 

The authors I shall cite in my attempt to buttress the phenomenological 

finding reported above come to this issue from varying angles and they report 

their findings in terms that differ from those that I have chosen. Nevertheless it 

will become obvious that there is a unifying theme running through their 

reports. All of them, or so I shall maintain, draw the distinction between 

qualitative states one the one hand and qualitative beliefs on the other. And all of 

them claim that we can and sometimes do experience qualitative states that are 
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not accompanied by the corresponding qualitative beliefs. Thus I shall enlist 

them all to support the thesis that I have dubbed the thesis of detached qualia. 

Witness 1. William Alston comes to the issue via a discussion of perception. In 

the course of developing his theory of perception, the Theory of Appearing, 

William Alston insists that there is such a thing as that which "from the side of 

the subject is called direct awareness and from the side of the object is called 

presentation, givenness, or appearance." [Alston, 1991, p. 37] And of this 

cognitive relationship he says that it "is essentially independent of any 

conceptualization, belief, judgment, or any other application of general concepts 

to the object, though it typically exists in close connection with the latter." 

[Alston, 1991, p. 37] Accordingly he holds that one's being appeared to in a 

certain way has nothing to do with one's believing something about the way in 

which one is being appeared to. He says: "for something to look red to me is 

not the same as for me to take it to be red, construe or conceptualize it as red, 

even though its looking red typically evokes those reactions if the subject has the 

conceptual equipment to so react." [Alston, 1991, p. 37] As Alston sees it, this 

nonconceptualized noncognitive nonjudgmental form of appearing is 

characteristic of sensory experience and "it is this feature of perception that 

clearly distinguishes it from just thinking about an object, remembering it, or 

fantasizing about it." [Alston, 1991, p. 381 

I take this to show that Alston construes the paradigm case of perceptual 

consciousness, viz., "something's looking, smelling, ... so-and-so to S," as a case 

of S's enjoying detached qualia. For under such circumstances something 

appears to one to have a particular sensory quale without it being the case that 
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one entertains an accompanying belief about the quale or about one's experience 

of the quale. And, as Alston makes clear, this is not a freak phenomenon on the 

outskirts of the perceptual domain; no, it is the feature that transforms a 

conscious episode into perceptual consciousness.27 

Witness 2. John Pollock comes to the issue from an epistemological point of 

view. His critique of foundationalism (as a theory of justification for empirical 

beliefs) is based on his insight that the majority of our appearances (qualitative 

states) are not accompanied by corresponding appearance beliefs (qualitative 

beliefs). Therefore the foundationalist is in the embarrassing position of having 

too few basic beliefs to support a reasonably large number of nonbasic beliefs. 

Were the belief thesis correct, the foundationalist would not face the problem 

with which Pollock confronts him. Here is how Pollock puts his radical claim: 

"We rarely have any beliefs at all about how things appear to us. In perception, 

the beliefs we form are almost invariably beliefs about the objective properties 

of physical objects-not about how things appear to us." [Pollock, 1986, p. 61] 

He elaborates on this claim by arguing that it is not only the case that we are 

rarely aware of such appearance beliefs, but that we have reason to think that we 

usually do not have such beliefs: 

27 Compare Fred Dretske's analysis of simple seeing. There is, he maintains, a way of seeing tllat is 
"logically independent of whatever beliefs we may possess." [Dretske, 1969, p. 17] He goes on to elaborate 
tllis claim in tlle following manner: "What I wish to reject is tllC move from (I) S sees n 1!S Y to (ll) S 
believes himself aware of some!lling V-like, (b) S helieves sometlling looks Y, or (c) S believes sometlling 
is appearing Wi Y. I am quite willing to admit !lUlt, in a certain sense, D must look some way to S (/lot to 
be read as: must look like sometlling to S) in order for S to see D, but I do not tllink it is a necessary 
consequence of tllis admission tllat .t..,. must thereby believe sometlling of tlle form (ll), (b), or (c), or :lIly 
modification of these. For S's seeing D as sometlling, in so flu' as it follows from S's seeing D, must 
itselfbe understood as lacking positive belief content. [Dretske, 1969, p. 9] 



96 

If we were only unaware of having such thoughts because we do not attend 
to them, then all we would have to do to become aware of them is to 
direct our attention to them. But that seems wrong. It is not that easy to 
become aware of how things apperu' to you. It is fairly easy to turn your 
attention inwards and focus it on your sensory experience, but that does 
not automatically either generate or reveal beliefs about that sensory 
experience. To explain what I mean, consider the distinction between 
sensing something and forming beliefs about it. Suppose, for example, 
that I happen upon an abstract painting that I find very attractive. I may 
spend some time gazing at it, "drinking it in" perceptually. I run sensing 
the patterns in the painting, but if they are quite abstract and irregular so 
that they are not easily categorized, I may not be forming any beliefs 
about those patterns. This illustrates that consciously sensing something 
does not automatically involve forming beliefs about it (although I should 
think that in most cases of consciously sensing something we do form 
beliefs about it). Applying this to our ability to turn our attention inward 
and focus on our sensory expeIience, what that amounts to is the ability to 
introspectively sense our sensory experience, but that does not 
automatically involve our having beliefs about that sensory experience. 
Psychologically, our perceptual beliefs about the objects in our immediate 
environment are caused by our having sensory experiences of certain 
types, and by introspection we can readily become aware of having 
sensory experiences, but that does not mean that we also have the beliefs 
that the sensory experiences are of the requisite types. Very often we are 
not even aware what the requisite types are. [Pollock, 1986, p. 62-63] 

I do not want to go along with everything that is stated or implied by Pollock's 

report of what he learned from the phenomenological examination of his inner 

life. But, as far as our central question is concerned, he makes the relevant 

points with great force and persuasiveness. There can be no doubt about the fact 

that Pollock endorses the view that an appeal to phenomenology can and does 

show that not all appearances are accompanied by corresponding appearance 

beliefs; or, to put in our language, that not all qualitative mental states are 

accompanied by the relevant qualitative beliefs. In Pollock we have found 

another philosopher who accepts the thesis of detached qualia on the basis of a 

phenomenological insight. And the fact that Pollock makes the thesis of detached 
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qualia into the cornerstone of his critique of foundationalism makes it evident 

that he regards it as a thesis of great philosophical importance. 

Witness 3. In his book Thought and Experience Peter Hess has made the crucial 

distinction between "the cognitive and noncognitive aspects of the mental" [Hess, 

1988, p. ix] into the centerpiece of a wide ranging discussion of questions in 

epistemology and the philosophy of mind. That is, Hess does not invoke the 

distinction somewhere along the way in order to solve a philosophical puzzle; 

rather, he begins with this distinction and attempts to develop a coherent 

philosophical position that is grounded in this distinction. He, more than any 

other writer, has heightened my phenomenological sensitivity to the distinction 

between qualitative states and qualitative beliefs. A number of positions that I 

shall defend later on have been inspired by Hess's careful use of the distinction 

and by his insistence that the occurrence of the noncognitive aspect of the mental 

is not tied to the occurrence of the cognitive aspect. Hess's distinction between 

the cognitive and noncognitive aspects of the mental roughly coincides with the 

distinction between sensations or experiences on the one hand and propositional 

attitudes on the other. Thus he can also put his point by saying that the all

important distinction is that "between the sensations (John is in pain) and 

cognitive states (John believes that he is in pain)." [Hess, 1988, p. 34] The 

following passage elaborates the distinction a little more fully and also introduces 

the term "self-presentation" that I shall make much of in later chapters: 

[I]t is one thing to have an experience (to apprehend a self-presenting 
state), and another to be cognizant of the fact (or to believe) that one has 
such an experience. These two things often go together, but that does not 
do away with the fact that they are distinguishable one from the other. 



98 

The state of affairs which consists of somebody's being in pain is not the 
same as that which consists of his belief that he is in pain. We cannot 
'overlook' our pains in the sense that we cannot fail to apprehend them, 
but we certainly can 'overlook' them in the sense that we can simply fail to 
entertain any belief about the experience which we then have. Thus it is 
certainly not true that to have an experience is to be cognizant of the fact 
that one has such an experience. [Hess, 1988, p. 126] 

Thus we have found another philosopher who defends the thesis of detached 

qualia on the basis of phenomenological insight. 

multiplied;28 but I shall resist the temptation.29 

Witnesses could be 

It would seem, then, that the existence of detached qualia is a robust and 

important phenomenological fact. In the present Chapter I have appealed to this 

fact in an attempt to undermine what I take to be the most seductive motive for 

introspectionism. As I have presented the matter. introspectionism is not 

grounded in a phenomenological finding. Introspectionism is best viewed as a 

thesis that derives such plausibility as it has from certain claims about our 

epistemic access to our own qualitative states. If the claim that we have a 

peculiarly intimate cognitive relationship to our own qualitative mental states is 

understood as the special knowledge thesis, the fallible knowledge thesis, or the 

belief thesis it follows that every qualitative state of yours must be accompanied 

by a corresponding qualitative belief. And once this result has been established, 

introspectionism is only a few short steps away. 

28 For further rcfercnccs sec [Moser, 1989, p. XO-XX (cspecially footnotc 26 on pp. 86-87)] 
29 Thosc rcadcrs who fccl that ncither my appeal to phcnomcnology nor my appeal to authority has 
succceded in cstahlishing thc purportcdly rohust phenomcnological fact of detachcd qualia arc refcrrcd to 
Chaptcr 4 where tilC purportcd phcnomcnological lindings will he radically rccvaluatcd in thc light of ncw 
and conllicting mogu1l1cntso 
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More than one route leads from the belief thesis to introspectionism. The 

introspectionist may want to argue that the fact that every qualitative state of 

ours is accompanied by a corresponding qualitative belief constitutes the fact that 

we introspect all our qualitative states. Alternatively he may hold that the fact 

that every qualitative state of ours is accompanied by a conesponding qualitative 

belief presupposes that we introspect every qualitative state of ours. Both of 

these arguments deliver what the introspectionist needs: a tight connection 

between qualitative states on the one hand and introspection on the other hand. 

Once this point has been reached, there is no longer any obstacle for the 

introspectionist's explanation of qualitative consciousness in terms of 

introspection. For now the introspectionist can argue that qualitative 

consciousness just consists in or results from the fact that we introspect all of our 

qualitative states. 

By attacking the belief thesis on phenomenological grounds I have 

attempted to block this route to introspectionism. Since there may be other 

routes to introspectionism, I cannot claim to have refuted the introspectionist 

thesis about qualitative consciousness. Nevertheless I hope to have put the 

introspectionist in a very uncomfortable position. I have robbed him of what I 

take to be the most promising support for his position. It is now upon him to 

show on what other grounds his thesis recommends itself to us. 

SIMPLE MINDS 

Up to this point the argument against the thesis of introspectionism proceeded in 

an indirect manner. I argued that the acceptance of the belief thesis (or of one of 

the stronger vm'iants of this thesis) is what makes the connection of the issues of 
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consciousness and introspection plausible. Then I tried to show that the belief 

thesis (and a fortiori its stronger relatives) does not stand up to scrutiny. And I 

concluded that this shows the basic idea of introspectionism to be quite 

unsupported and that it does not merit our consideration. 

In the argument from simple minds we have another argument against 

introspectionism. The argument can be fonnulated in a strong and in a weak 

version. Given the strong reading, the argument from simple minds is a direct 

attack on introspectionism or the hierarchical theory of consciousness. 

According to the weaker reading it represents a further instance of the more 

roundabout strategy that was pursued so far. Both versions of the argument 

from simple minds are interesting. I suspect that the stronger version (that is a 

direct attack on introspectionism) is harder to defend than the weaker version 

(that attacks introspectionism via a critique of the belief thesis). 

For simplicity of exposition I shall first present a generic version of the 

argument. This will serve to get the general idea across. Then I shall indicate 

how the generic version of the argument can be interpreted as the strong and the 

weak version of the argument respectively. Finally I shall express my reasons 

for not wanting to put too much weight on either version of the argument from 

simple minds. 

If the hierarchical theory of consciousness is intended as an unrestricted 

account of consciousness in general (i.e., not merely as an account of 

consciousness in human beings) then it must be true of ali conscious beings, 

animals included. Mindful of the "The Messes Animals Make in Metaphysics"30 

3D The paper by this wonderful title is ciled by [Radner and Radner, 191N, p. 7]. 
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we may be lead to expect that animal consciousness will cause trouble for 

hierarchical theories of consciousness. Simply put, theOlies of consciousness that 

invoke metamental activity or higher level processing seem too sophisticated as 

an account of consciousness in animals. 

The argument runs as follows: Animals enjoy qualitative consciousness. 

But most (or all) animals are incapable of the relevant forms of higher level 

cognitive processing. Therefore (animal) consciousness without corresponding 

higher level processing exists. Thus the link between consciousness and higher 

level processing is broken and we have one more reason to reject 

introspectionism.31 

Depending on how we interpret the expression "higher level cognitive 

processing" in the preceding argument we can generate stronger and weaker 

versions of the argument. The strong version of the argument from simple 

minds results when we interpret the claim that animals have no higher level 

cognitive processes as the claim that animals have no inner eye, no self-scanning 

device, no sensor-sensors. If animals lack all means for inner perception and 

thus lack the capacity to introspect, then the hierarchical theory of consciousness 

predicts that animals are unconscious.32 Therefore the existence of animal 

consciousness falsifies introspectionism understood as the hierarchical theory of 

consciousness. 

31 For lUI cxposition (hulnol an cndorsemcnt) of lhis kind of argumcnl scc [CmTuUlCfs, 19R9]. 
32 As pointcd out ahovc, this discussion is focusscd on hicrarchical accounls of introspcction. Rival 
accounls of introspcction may allow for thc possihilily of introspcction wiUlOulmctamcntal processing. 
Such views would hc immunc to UlC argumcnl from simplc minds. 
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We get the weaker version of the argument from simple minds if we take 

the expression "higher level cognitive processing" to refer to the animal's 

capacity to form qualitative beliefs. If animals can experience qualitative 

phenomena while being incapable of fonning the relevant qualitative beliefs the 

belief thesis must be given up. For then all the qualia that animals had would be 

detached qualia. And, as was argued above, an objection to the belief thesis is 

also, if only derivatively, an objection to the thesis of introspectionism. 

The strong version of the argument form simple minds is more deserving 

of our attention than the weak version. First, it makes a much bolder claim and 

actually introduces a new and more direct kind of attack on introspectionism. 

Second, the weak version of the argument has a certain air of frivolity about it. 

It is doubtful that champions of the belief thesis ever intended to extend their 

thesis beyond the human case. Therefore it is unlikely that anybody would 

defend introspectionism as a general theory of consciousness (i.e., for human and 

nonhuman animals alike) on the basis of the belief thesis. It seems, then, that the 

week version of the ffi'gument from simple minds is directed at a straw man. In 

the remainder of this section I shall, therefore, focus on the strong version of the 

ffi'gument from simple minds)3 

The simplicity of the argument from simple minds is offset by the 

difficulty of assessing its soundness. Both premises can be and have been 

challenged. The first premise-that animals have conscious states-has been 

33 Thc ncat distinction bctwccn thc strong and thc wcak vcrsions of thc argumcnt from simplc minds may 
bccomc blurrcd on ccrtain accounts of introspcction. If onc wcrc to hold, for cxmnplc, that introspccting 
onc's qualitativc statcs just is a mattcr of onc's fonning thc corrcsponding qualitativc bclicfs, thcn thc two 
versions of thc argument would collapse into one. 
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denied for a number of reasons. The Cartesian worry that they lack a soul and 

are, therefore, insentient falls outside the scope of our discussion. But the doubt 

that animals have conscious sensations may stem from a different source. One's 

worry might, for example, be fueled by a tacit commitment to the very theory of 

consciousness that I have been criticizing all along. If you think that a being can 

have a phenomenology only if it is capable of introspection and you further 

believe that animals are incapable of introspection, then you will be lead to doubt 

that animals do enjoy qualitative experiences. Here is how Lloyd puts this point: 

[S]imple minds, being exempt fonTI introspection, are unaware that they 
have sensations. Thus if one feels an impulse to deny sensation to the 
simple, I suspect it traces to the tendency to confuse having a sensation 
with being (introspectively) aware that one is having a sensation. The 
latter may be our speciality; but the former is widespread in the animal 
world. [Lloyd, 1989, p. 199] 

I agree with Lloyd that this "reason" for doubting animal consciousness is no 

more than a confusion. To my mind neither the lack of a Cmtesian soul nor that 

of an introspective capacity raise doubts about animal consciousness.34 

Defending the second premise of the argument from animal consciousness 

IS a more daunting task. The case for attributing introspective capacities to 

animals has been made rather forcefully in recent times. Nicholas Humphrey, 

34 Thcrc cxist othcr morc involvcd argumcnts in support of this particular fonn of skcpticism. Pctcr 
Carruthcrs, for cxmnplc, has rcccntly argucd thc casc against animal consciousncss. rCarruthcrs, 1989 J 
Bascd on a Dcnncttiml thcory of consciousncss hc argucs that most (and pcrhaps all) animals arc complctcly 
dcvoid of conscious expcricncc. It sccms that he would he prepared to arguc with Malcbranchc that animals 
"cat WiUlOut plcasure, cry without pain, grow without knowing it; they dcsirc noUling, fem' nothing, know 
noUling." (Quotcd in [Radner and Radncr, 1989, p. 60]) CarruUlCr's m'gumcnt, and olllcr argumcnts Iikc it, 
procccd from massivc philosophical assumptions. In Illis particular casc UIC argumcnts rcsts on Dcnnctt's 
controvcrsial account of consciousncss. Since a discussion of UlCse prcsuppositions would Icad us too far 
away from UIC issuc of animal consciousncss, I shall not pursue it here. 
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for example, has argued that animals who participate in sophisticated social 

interactions must have developed extensive introspective capacities. Here is the 

gist of his thesis that humans and other animals living in complex social groups 

are natural psychologists: 

[A] revolutionary advance in the evolution of mind occurred when, for 
certain social animals, a new set of heuristic principles was devised to cope 
with the pressing need to model a special section of reality-the reality 
comprised by the behavior of other kindred animals. The trick which 
nature came up with was introspection; it proved possible for an 
individual to develop a model of the behavior of others by reasoning by 
analogy from his own case, the facts of his own case being revealed to him 
through examination of the contents of consciousness. [Humphrey, 1980, 
p.30] 

These considerations lead Humphrey to attribute introspective capacities to, for 

example, "wolves, chimpanzees and elephants" and to withhold such attribution 

from, for example, "frogs and snails and codfish." [Humphrey, 1980, p. 35] If 

correct this conclusion would deal a severe blow to the argument from animal 

consciousness. For it seems that the animals that Humphrey endows with 

introspection are precisely the ones to which we would have felt most 

comfortable attributing a phenomenology. Those animals that are not natural 

psychologists also appear less likely to be judged to have qualitative conscious 

experiences. But it is not obvious that the argument from animal consciousness 

must be given up if Humphrey's thesis is correct. It does not seem absurd to 

assume that fishes, for example, enjoy a phenomenology. If this were so it 

would still suffice to show that there existed detached qualia, even if we accept 

Humphrey's thesis of higher social animals as natural psychologists. 
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But others have taken Humphrey's considerations to have much more far 

reaching implications. Donald Griffin, for one, boldly includes social insects, 

bees and ants for example, into the family of natural psychologists. [Griffin, 

1984, pp. 186-191] If Griffin is right I see no way of upholding the argument 

from animal consciousness. The set of animals to which I should be prepared to 

attribute a phenomenology seems to be a small subset of Griffin's introspective 

animals. Thus the plausibility of the claim that animals afford examples of 

beings that sport detached qualia dwindles to nothing. 

Of course we could also chose to view Griffin's incontinent proliferation 

of self-reflective animals as a reductio of the thesis of natural psychologists. 

Reid may have overstated the case when he wrote that the power of reflection 

upon the operations of one's own mind is so difficult that "[m]ost men seem 

incapable of acquiring it in any considerable degree." [Reid, 1785 (no year), p. 

42] But surely Griffin is off by just as much when he praises the introspective 

powers of the ant. 

I do not want to place an inordinate weight on the argument from animal 

consciousness. I think it has a certain plausibility. But my confidence in he 

existence of conscious but nonintrospective animals is not unshakable. And I 

hope that my opponent will, in turn, refrain from claiming to know that there 

are no conscious but nonintrospective animals. The facts m·e not in and for the 

time being we have to be content with speculation. Neither one of us should sink 

so low as to rely on the kind of trick employed by the first philosopher in 

Chuang-Tze's story of the two philosophers on the bridge. The first says: "See 

how the little fishes are darting about. Therein consists the pleasure of fishes." 

The second replies: "How do you, not being a fish, know wherein consists the 
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pleasure of the fishes?" To which the first retorts: "How do you, not being I, 

know that I do not know wherein consists the pleasure of fishes?"35 

THE CONNECTION OF INTROSPECTION AND 

CONSCIOUSNESS 

In this Chapter I have attacked the connection between conSCIOusness and 

introspection as envisioned by introspectionism or, more precisely, as envisioned 

by the hierarchical theory of consciousness. I have tried to show that 

introspection does not guarantee consciousness. And, more importantly, I have 

attempted to free consciousness from its dependence on introspection. 

Accordingly introspection is neither necessary nor sufficient for consciousness. 

But despite this insistence on the independence of these two phenomena we 

should expect the following connection between consciousness and introspection. 

The hierarchical theory of consciousness construes introspection as a perceptual 

faculty. And qua perceptual faculty introspection should come with a 

phenomenology of its own. That is, just like vision and hearing come with a 

characteristic phenomenology or their own, we should expect our introspections 

to be accompanied with characteristically introspective qualia. This is definitely 

not the kind of nexus between qualitative consciousness and introspection that the 

hierarchical theory of consciousness postulated. But it is a link, nevertheless, and 

therefore invites investigation. Moreover, the question of the phenomenology of 

introspection has the following (indirect) bearing on the hierarchical theory of 

35 ChU<Ulg-Tze's story is related by Russell in [Russell, 1954 (1927), p. 180]. 
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consciousness. The hierarchical theory of consciousness relies on the perceptual 

model of introspection. A blow the perceptual model of introspection would, 

therefore, also be a blow to the hierarchical theory of consciousness. I shall now 

argue that we can deal such a blow to the perceptual model of introspection. 

Introspection does not have the requisite phenomenology. Therefore 

introspection should not be construed as a perceptual process. And the 

hierarchical theory of consciousness is weakened inasmuch as it relies on the 

perceptual model of introspection. 

The hierarchical theory of consciousness presents consciousness and 

introspection as intimately related. Without introspection there is no qualitative 

feel, no phenomenology. As Armstrong-one of the most outspoken defenders 

of the hierarchical theory-has put it: 

Introspective consciousness seems like a light switched on, which 
illuminates utter darkness. It has seemed to many that with consciousness 
in this sense, a wholly new thing enters the universe. [Armstrong, 1978, p. 
63] 

Take away introspection and you take away all qualitative feel. Introspection is 

what creates and sustains whatever phenomenology we experience. Introspection 

is what does all the work in the production of phenomenology. This tight link 

between phenomenology and introspection has tended to obscure an important 

fact. Note that the claim here is not that introspection as such has a characteristic 

phenomenology. The claim is, rather, that whatever phenomenology we enjoy, 

we enjoy because we introspect our qualitative mental states (that are not 

introspectings). The pivotal role that introspection plays in the production of 

our visual, auditory, tactile, etc., phenomenology (according to the hierarchical 
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theory of consciousness) makes it easy to overlook the quite separate question 

whether the inner sense has a proprietary phenomenology of its own. I suspect 

that this is the reason that the two issues of the phenomenology of introspection 

and the phenomenology that introspection produces have often been run into 

one. 36 Since I have already argued that introspection cannot create our 

(nonintrospective) phenomenology, I shall now be concerned exclusively with the 

question of the phenomenology of introspection. 

The account of qualitative consciousness that I shall present in Chapter 6 

presents a very different picture of the connection of consciousness and 

introspection. On that view qualitative consciousness takes care of itself. That 

is, one need not shine the light of introspection into the mind to bring forth the 

phenomenal landscape. Qualitative phenomena glow by themselves. That is what 

you get in return for making qualitative phenomena self-presenting. On this 

view the existence and the feeling of a quale are the same and "both" are prior 

and independent of any introspective activity. Thus the phenomenology 

associated with each of the "ordinary" sensory modalities presents itself complete 

and unaided by any introspective support. Introspection is not needed for the 

production of any of the visual, auditory, olfactory, gustatory, or tactual qualia 

nor, it would seem, are there any other kinds of qualia left over to guild and 

stain our inner perceptions. In introspecting a red qualitative state the 

phenomenal red belongs to the introspected qualitative state and not to the 

36 There me lIotable exceptiolls. Pollock, who has presented to most detailed hiermchical theory of 
consciousness to date, has explicitly denied Ilwt introspection as such comes willI a qualitative dimension of 
its own: "There arc limits to introspection, and in pmticular Ille process of second-order introspection itself 
cannot be introsepected. (Human beings have no Illinl-order introspective sensors). This corresponds to Ille 
fact Illat unlike visual perception, introspection does not ha'/e a qualitative feel." [Pollock, 1989, p. 14] 



109 

introspecting of the qualitative state. And introspecting the red qualitative state 

does not add any further qualia to the qualia that go with the qualitative state 

itself, red or otherwise. 

To remove qualitative phenomena from the purview of introspection is 

not to belittle the role of introspection. Introspection allows us to cognize our 

noncognitive qualitative states. But it does not do that in a quasi-perceptual 

manner, i.e., it does not do that by producing percepts of our percepts or 

feelings of our feelings. Sidney Shoemaker has argued this position very 

forcefully: 

Now some of the states we are aware of in introspection are themselves 
sensory states having a phenomenal character. And in the case of these, it 
is natural to say that there is "something it is like" to be aware of them. 
But it seems plain that this "something it is like" is just the phenomenal 
character of the states themselves, and not the phenomenal character of 
still other states that are sense impressions of them. There is something it 
is like to be in pain. And because being in pain and feeling pain are one 
and the smne thing, there is something it is like to feel pain. If one holds 
the act-object conception of sensation, one may be tempted to equate the 
introspective awm"eness of the pain with the feeling of the pain: adopting 
the perceptual model of introspection, one thinks of "feeling" as the mode 
of perception by which on has introspective awareness of pain. But that 
has to be a mistake, whether or not one adopts the act-object conception. 
Feeling pain and being in pain are, to repeat, the same thing; and the 
introspective knowledge that I am in pain is at the same time the 
introspective knowledge that I feel pain. And it is certainly not the case 
that I feel my self feeling pain; there is not a feeling of the feeling that is 
something over and above the feeling of pain. There is something it is 
like to be in pain, or to feel pain, but there is nothing in addition it is like 
to be aware of pain, or of feeling pain; and the same goes for other 
sensory states. And so there is no such thing as a sense impression of a 
sensory state, having a phenomenal character of its own. [Shoemaker, 
1986, p. 114] 
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To deny the existence of a phenomenology of introspection37 is not, of course, to 

deny the existence of introspection. But, given the uncontroversial assumption 

that "if introspection were really a from of sense-perception we should expect it 

to bring its own distinctive phenomenology" [McGinn, 1982, p. 51], the lack of a 

distinctive phenomenology of introspection must count against the perceptual 

model of introspection.38 On these grounds I am lead to accept Searle's claim 

that "if by "introspection" we mean a special capacity, just like vision only less 

colorful, that we have to spect intra, then it seems to me there is no such 

capacity." [Searle, 1989, p. 123] 

I conclude that there exists no relevant connection between one's 

possessing qualitative consciousness and one's exercising or having the ability to 

introspect. Introspection is not needed to make us have or feel our qualia; nor 

does it have a phenomenology of its own. This is the primary result that I have 

tried to establish. A second conclusion one can draw is this: not having a 

phenomenology of its own, introspection should not be construed as a perceptual 

process. Therefore the hierarchical theory of consciousness is further weakened 

inasmuch as it presupposes this construal of introspection. 

Finally I want to forestall one possible misunderstanding of this critique of 

introspection. I have argued that introspection has no role to play in the 

37 For similar dcnials of a slIi generis phcnomcnology of introspcction scc, for cxmnplc, [Lyons, 1986, p. 
96]: "Any cxpcricntial qualitics in introspccting a patch of hluc sccm to bc borrowcd from thc lirsHcvcl 
cxpcricncc, which is pcrcciving thc hluc;" and [McGinn, 1982, p. 51]: "Thc only phcnomcnology 
attcnding such awarcncss [i.c., an introspcctivc awarcncss] comcs from thc object of UIC awarcncss." 
3X OUlcr auUlors who cxplicilly makc this assumption includc [Lyons, 1986, p. 961 and [Shocmakcr, 1986, 
p. 114]. It should bc pointcd out, howcvcr, that Ulis assumption has not gonc unchallcnged. Thc 
phcnomcnon of blindsight has lcad somc auUlOrs to countcnancc UIC notion of "pcrccption StillS scnsation." 
[Humphrcy, 1986, p. 57]. For morc on Ulis issuc scc thc discussion of U1C phcnomcnon of hlindsight in 
Chaptcr 3. 
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explanation of qualitative consciousness. But in pointing out these limits of 

introspection I have not been trying to insinuate that introspection has no role to 

play in our cognitive economy as a whole. A nonperceptual faculty of 

introspection will have an important role to play. By introspection we come to 

be cognitively related to our qualitative mental states. Introspection is what 

elevates these states from merely being felt to states that we believe or know 

ourselves to have. In transfonning our noncognitive feelings into epistemically 

evaluable states introspection serves to integrate our qualitative states into our 

cognitive economy. 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 

In this Chapter I have attempted to show that there exist no interesting 

connections between consciousness and introspection. Neither can consciousness 

be explained by an appeal to introspection nor does introspection come with a 

phenomenology of its own. 

My primary goal has been to refute the thesis that consciousness can be 

explained in terms of introspection, the thesis of introspectionism. First I 

discussed some reasons that might lead one to accept introspectionism. I argued 

that belief that introspection might shed some light on consciousness springs 

primarily from one's failure to distinguish one's being conscious from one's 

being conscious that one is conscious. Our knowledge of our consciousness is 

best explained by appeal to introspection; what it is to be conscious is not. If 

these two questions me not properly distinguished the correct answer to the first 

problem will be mistaken for an acceptable solution of the second problem. 
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At the bottom of the level confusion between conSCIOusness and the 

consciousness of consciousness there is a correct insight, viz., that consciousness 

has built into it a characteristic relation to an apprehending mind. But this 

correct insight is lost once it is subjected to the mistaken interpretation that it 

typically receives. 

Certain traditional views about the unique kind of cognitive access that we 

supposedly enjoy to our qualitative mental states strongly suggest such mistaken 

interpretations of the relation of consciousness to an apprehending mind. This 

feature of consciousness is then taken to consist in the fact that the expetiencing 

subject invariably believes or knows himself to be in a qualitative mental state 

just in case he is in this qualitative state. 

The belief thesis-the thesis that our conscious mental states are invariably 

accompanied by a belief in their existence-was singled out as the most 

conservative and therefore the most defensible formulation of the claim that we 

enjoy a special form of access to our qualitative mental states. The truth of the 

belief thesis strongly supports the introspectionist position. For in order to form 

the requisite qualitative beliefs (the having of which constitutes your being 

conscious of the corresponding qualitative state) the subject must be able to 

become introspectively aware of his qualitative states. Thus the belief thesis 

makes plausible the claim that explaining consciousness amounts to explaining 

introspection. 

In criticizing the belief thesis I argued that having a qualitative belief is 

neither sufficient (the thesis of detached qualitative beliefs) nor necessary (the 

thesis of detached quaIia) for being in a particular qualitative state. 
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Consideration of cases of mistaken qualitative beliefs (like the ones that 

were considered in the discussion of the special knowledge thesis) suffice to 

refute the sufficiency claim. 

The appeal to phenomenology and the discussion of animal consciousness 

showed that having a qualitative belief is not necessary for one's being in a 

certain qualitative state. 

With the breakdown of the belief thesis introspectionism is robbed of its 

most crucial support. Though not refuted outright it now presents itself as a 

mere unsupported possibility. 

The strong version of the argument from simp!" minds took the attack on 

introspectionism one step further by taking a direct (though rather speculative) 

shot at introspectionism. If sound the strong version of the argument from 

simple minds shows that introspection is not a necessary condition for qualitative 

conSCIOusness. 

Up to this point the argument of this Chapter was directed against that 

thesis that consciousness can be explained by an appeal to introspection or that 

introspection can account for the production of consciousness. In the final 

section of this Chapter I argued for the thesis that introspection does not have a 

phenomenology of its own. This completed the case against linking introspection 

and consciousness in any way: introspection neither produces or explains 

qualitative mental phenomena nor does it have a phenomenology of its own. In 

short, introspection and consciousness have nothing to do with each other. 

Introspection and consciousness are not inseparably linked to each other; on the 

contrary, I have tried to show that the assumption that consciousness is to be 

explained in terms of introspection is entirely gratuitolls. 
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In the previous Chapter I tried to drive a wedge between consciousness and 

introspection. My main goal was to discredit the thesis of introspectionism or, 

more particularly, the hierarchical theory of consciousness. I pursued this goal 

by asking the question: What reasons m'e there for placing any credence in the 

introspectionist approach to consciousness. I argued that introspectionism arises 

out of a mistaken interpretation of the dimly grasped truth that consciousness has 

built into it a directedness upon an apprehending mind. By interpreting this 

directedness in terms of the belief thesis (or one of the stronger knowledge 

theses) one is naturally moved towards an introspectionist account of 

consciousness. Thus my main effort was directed at attacking the belief thesis in 

an attempt to rob introspection ism of its foremost motivating force. 

In this Chapter I shall continue to pursue the goal of discrediting the 

introspection ism. But I shall proceed in a different manner. Instead of talking 

about introspectionism in general, I shall focus on Pollock's version of a 

hierm'chical theory of consciousness. And instead of attacking introspectionism 

in a roundabout way through a critique of the source that nourishes it, I shall try 

to show that Pollock's introspectionist construction does not suffice to serve up 

consciousness. 

The critique of Pollock's introspection ism cannot take the detour through 

the critique of the belief thesis because Pollock does not base his hierarchical 

theory of consciousness on the belief thesis (or in any thesis like it). Remember 

that Pollock was one of our star witnesses for the phenomenological case against 
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the belief thesis; remember also that Pollock supplied some of the arguments 

against the special knowledge thesis. Pollock's reasons for going the 

introspectionist route must therefore stem from some other source. In the last 

Chapter I listed three reasons that might (mis)lead one to perceive a connection 

between introspection and consciousness: the definitional equation of the two; 

the thesis that introspection best explains consciousness; and the level-confusion 

between consciousness and consciousness of consciousness. I think that Pollock's 

version of introspectionism is best viewed as motivated by the best explanation 

strategy. Pollock develops a detailed model of our cognitive functioning and 

then points out that qualia and the feeling of qualia become entirely unmysterious 

if we identify them with the outputs of certain introspective sensors that are part 

of our cognitive architecture. What I shall try to show in this Chapter is that we 

should resist this identification. I shall argue that we have good reasons for 

believing that a being that instantiated Pollock's hierarchical theory of 

consciousness might lack all qualitative consciousness. Therefore I conclude that 

(Pollock's version) of introspectionism fails as a theory of consciousness. 

POLLOCK'S OSCAR AS IMITATION MAN 

In his book How to Build a Person [Pollock, 19891 Pollock really does tell us 

how to build a person-surprisingly enough the catchy title is not the least bit 

misleading. Pollock is currently engaged in the project of building an artificial 

person-Oscar-and his book is both a report on the progress he has made and a 

sketch of the philosophical underpinnings of this venture. Oscar's creator 

maintains that once Oscar is complete he "will experience qualia, will be self

conscious, will have desires, fem's, intentions, and a full range of mental states." 
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[Pollock, 1989, p. ix-x] I shall focus on what seems to me to be the most 

problematical of these claims, viz., that Oscar will experience qualia. I argue 

that we have not been given sufficient reasons to believe this bold claim. I doubt 

that Oscar will enjoy qualitative conscious phenomena and maintain that it will be 

like nothing to be Oscar.39 Borrowing a term from Keith Campbell I can put 

my worry by saying that Oscar will be an imitation man; i.e., a being very much 

like us except that 

instead of feeling a pain when he burns his finger or breaks his toe, he has 
no locatable sensations at all. He just spontaneously gains a new belief, it 
just "pops into his head" that he has burned his finger or broken his toe, as 
the case may be. [Campbell, 1984, p. 100] 

The charge I shall level against Oscar is not exclusively concerned with pain 

qualia. I shall ask you to consider the possibility that Oscar is an imitation man 

through and through: that all his perceptual accomplishments proceed 

unmediated through and unaccompanied by any phenomenology at all. But 

before we can consider these possibilities we shall have to sketch a fairly detailed 

account of Oscar's philosophical underpinnings. To this task I now turn. 

39 I have chosen to discuss Pollock's Oscar because tJle Oscar project is one of tJlC most recent, most 
perspicuous, lUld most straightforward attempts to present an introspectionist account of consciousness. 
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Consciousness poses a difficult problem for functionalism. The attempts do deal 

with this problem span the whole range from Daniel Dennett's eliminativist 

advice that it is best "to declare that there simply are no qualia at all" [Dennett, 

1988, p. 44]40 to Pollock's view that functionalism cannot renounce the task of 

providing an account of a full blown notion of consciousness including its 

qualitative glow. 

Pollock bases this view on two claims. First, he holds that a functional 

theory of the mind is, essentially, a theory that desclibes the rational relations 

obtaining between mental states; i.e., a functional theory of the mind is a theory 

of the rational architecture of the human mind. And second, he argues that some 

common forms of reasoning require that certain mental states of the reasoner be 

conscious. Thus a functionalist theory of mind, i.e. a functional theory of the 

human rational architecture, will have to account for conscious mental states. 

By specifying the role that consciousness plays in our mental economy 

Pollock's rational functionalism overcomes a major problem that previous 

attempts to provide a functional account of consciousness had to face. As long as 

it was not understood how consciousness interacts with our other mental states, as 

long as it seemed that consciousness did not play any relevant part in our mental 

40 Sec also IRey, IYX31 ill [Davidson, el al., IYX3, pp. 1-3YI. 
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life, consciousness was not amenable to a functional treatment. For, simply put, 

one cannot provide a functional account of something that has no function. 

In the course of addressing the question whether there could be robots 

who behaved just like people but who experienced nothing, Thomas Nagel states 

an intriguing hypothesis but does not stop to work it out: "Perhaps there could 

not actually be such robots. Perhaps anything complex enough to behave like a 

person would have experiences." [Nagel, 1974, p. 167] Pollock's theory 

confinns Nagel's conjecture: a robot who behaves like a human being in all re

spects, cannot but have a full blown conscious mental life. If a robot is to behave 

like us, it will have to behave rationally in just the way we do. And in order to 

mimic our rationality, the robot's behavior will have to be governed by the 

human rational architecture. And possession of the human rational m·chitecture 

entails having all the mental characteristics that Nagel could wish for: "a system 

modeling human rationality in the appropriate sense will experience qualia, will 

be self-conscious, will have desires, fears, intentions, and a full range of mental 

states." [Pollock, 1989, p. ix-x] 

Discussing a related issue, Haugeland coined the phrase: If you take care 

of the syntax, the semantics will take care of itself. [Haugeland, 1981, p. 23] 

Making the necessary substitutions, we can put Pollock's point as follows: ifyoll 

take care of the rationality, the feel will take care of itself: 

THE ROLE OF CONSCIOUSNESS IN THE HUMAN 

RATIONAL ARCHITECTURE 

Why does the possession of the human rational architecture entail the possession 

of consciousness? The aspects of our rational architecture that feature in 
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Pollock's explanation of this entailment all share one feature: they presuppose a 

certain amount of self-reflexiveness on our part. It is, according to Pollock, this 

self-reflexive structure of our reasoning that introduces the wann phenomenal 

glow of consciousness into the world. 

Pollock describes three forms of reasoning that require us to be aware and 

to keep track of at least some of our mental states. (i) We exercise foresight 

when, for example, we avoid imminent pain; to do that we must be able to keep 

track of prior pain sensations. (ii) In order to fonn manageable generalizations 

about our environment we must, on occasion, ovelTule the dictates of our senses. 

To do that we must be able to keep a track record of the successes and failures of 

our sensory apparatus. Based upon this record we form beliefs about the 

reliability of our senses. And these beliefs will then guide us in rejecting or 

accepting the testimony of our senses. (iii) We retract conclusions we reached 

when we find that further reasoning leads to conclusions that undermine our 

original reasoning process-i.e. we do defeasible reasoning; to do that we must 

be able to keep track of the reasoning process that lead us to our original conclu

SIOn. 

To keep track of our mental states (of our pains, of the deliverances of 

our perceptual sensors, and of our thoughts), we rely on our "inner sense," on 

our capacity to introspect (some of) our mental states. And this introspective 

access to our own mental states is all of a piece with the enjoyment of qualitative 

phenomena. Our inner sense "endows" [Pollock, 1989, p. 51] the occurrences to 

which it is directed with qualitative properties. In introspection our mental states 

present themselves to us in the guise of the phenomenal qualities that pervade our 

mental life. This concludes the rough sketch of how possessing the rational 
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mchitecture we do leads us to enjoy the characteristic kind of consciousness that 

makes it like something to be us. 

HOW TO BUILD CONSCIOUSNESS INTO OSCAR 

FITTING OSCAR WITH INTROSPECTIVE 

SENSORS 

Let us assume that we encounter no problem in providing Oscar with deductive 

and inductive reasoning capacities, with a goal-structure, and with sensors that 

allow him to respond to the environmental conditions he encounters. As 

presently described, we may think of Oscar as a machine conceived in a truly 

behavioristic spirit. Karl Lashley's dictum no activity of the mind is ever 

conscious is literally true of him. On this developmental level Oscar will not be 

able to engage in any of the sophisticated forms of reasoning listed above because 

he is not able to keep track of any of his mental occurrences. Pollock suggests 

that providing Oscar with the necessary "self-awareness" is simply a matter of 

installing a second set of sensors into the Oscar machine. Some of these second

level sensors (the sensor sensors) detect activity in Oscm's first level sensors; 

others (the thought sensors) monitor occurrences that we may call Oscar's 

thoughts. We shall call the first-level sensors perceptual sensors; second-level 

sensors are introspective sensors. Thus Oscar turns into an introspective ma

chine. Using his introspective sensors Oscar can detect and track his thoughts 

and his sensations. Having achieved this degree of self awareness Oscm' is now in 

the position to find out under which circumstances his pain sensors usually fire; 

thus he will be able to foresee and avoid potentially painful situations. His sen-
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sor-sensors will enable him to determine under which conditions his perceptual 

sensors are prone to mislead him; thus he will no longer try to shake the hand of 

the nice robot in the mirror. And insofar as he employs his thought-sensors and 

remembers the steps that took him to his conclusion, he will later be able to 

retract his conclusion in the light of potential defeaters for his reasoning. 

FITTING OSCAR WITH SECOND LEVEL 

INTROSPECTIVE SENSORS 

Have we switched on Oscar's inner light by giving him second-level sensors? 

Not yet, it seems. There is more to introspection than we have built into Oscar 

so far. As I understand Pollock, the phenomenal glow will not arise unless we 

furnish Oscar with another level of sensors: second order introspective sensors 

that sense the output of the introspective sensors. This interpretation is suggested 

by the following passage: 

... qualitative feel is the output of the introspective sensors. One may 
protest that the "feel" of the qualitative feel is being left out of this 
picture ... But let us be careful to distinguish between having the qualitative 
feel and experiencing the qualitative feel. To have the feel is for one's 
first order introspective sensors to be operating, but to experience the feel 
is to attend to the feel itself; and that consists of the operation of the 
second order introspective sensors sensing the operation of the first order 
introspective sensors. . .. In essence, my proposal for understanding the 
phenomenal feel of a sensation consists of distinguishing between the 
sensation and the feel of the sensation. [Pollock, 1989, p. 14] 

We have here a three-leveled structure: three levels of sensors and corre-

sponding to the activity of the sensors on each of these levels we get three distinct 

outputs. Consider what happens in Oscar when he looks at a white piece of 

paper: 



122 

(1) The white sensor operates and produces what we might call a per

ception of white. 

(2) A first order introspective sensor operates and produces the having 

of a qualitative feel, a white quale. 

(3 A second order introspective sensor operates and produces the ex-

periencing of the qualitative feel, the experience of the white quale. 

At which level does consciousness set in? At which level of this multi-layered 

process does it start to be like something to be the one who undergoes the 

process. I think that Pollock holds that nothing less than level (3) will guarantee 

a fully conscious perceptual experience. Consider level (I) in isolation: the 

white perception, the output of the perceptual sensor, does not bring any quali

tative aspects into play. When it occurs, unperceived by any higher level 

sensors, it neither has, nor is it experienced as having, any phenomenal qualities 

whatsoever. In other words, it is like nothing to undergo such an automatic 

reaction of your white sensor. A certain mental state is a white perception solely 

in virtue of the role it plays in a particular rational architecture; that it have or 

that its owner perceive it as having a certain phenomenal property is not 

required. Adding level (2) to the operation of level (I) seems to actually change 

the phenomenon: being perceived by a first level introspective sensor endows 

the white perception with the phenomenal property of whiteness. The white 

perception now has a white quale. For one who holds that qualia just are certain 

physical features of neurological (or electronic) states, it is obvious that such a 

quale can exist in a person without being noticed by the person, in which case the 

person will not be experiencing a phenomenal feel. To actually experience the 

feel/quale, it has to be perceived. That is what level (3) adds to the picture. 
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Directing a second-level introspective sensor upon the output of the first level 

introspective sensor (the white quale), makes Oscar experience the quale which 

he (already) has. At this level he attains consciousness; i.e. at this level it begins 

to be like something quite characteristic for him to look at a white piece of 

paper. If Oscar's three levels of sensors are operating properly it will be like 

something to be Oscar. 

DOUBTING THAT OSCAR IS CONSCIOUS 

In the preceding section I tried to present Pollock's account of why we should 

admit Oscar into the charmed circle. Oscar possesses the human rational 

architecture and must, therefore, be conscious. In this section I shall present my 

reasons for doubting that Oscar is conscious. I shall maintain that we can 

understand how Oscar reasons, that is, that we can understand the operation of 

the multi-layered system of perceptual and introspective sensors that supports his 

reasoning, without having to attribute a subjective felt quality to any of the 

events that transpire during the process of his reasoning. Therefore the claim 

that Oscar must be conscious in untenable. Moreover there exist reasons that 

make it reasonable to accept the possibility that all the occurrences that un

derwrite Oscar's reasoning do in fact take place in perfect inner darkness. 

Therefore I conclude that it is reasonable to assume that Oscar is unconscious. 
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PERCEPTION WITHOUT SENSATION 

We can get started by looking at a way of thinking about perception that is 

officially endorsed by D.M. Armstrong and that also seems to be at work in Pol

lock's discussion of the nature of consciousness.41 Annstrong writes: 

Eccentric cases apart, perception, considered as a mental event, is the 
acquiring of infonnation or misinformation about our environment. It is 
not an "acquaintance" with objects, or a "searchlight" that makes contact 
with them, but is simply the getting of beliefs. Exactly the same must be 
said of introspection. It is the getting of infonnation or misinformation 
about the current state of our mind. [Armstrong, 1968, p. 326] 

In another place Armstrong emphasizes the link between perception and selective 

behavior: 

In general, we can think of perceptions as inner states or events apt for the 
production of certain sorts of selective behavior towards our envi
ronment. [Annstrong, 1966, p. 13] 

As one critic notes, the most striking feature of Armstrong's characterization of 

perception surely is his "disregard for sentience." [Kneale, 1969, p. 299] No 

mention is made of sense organs, of sensations that are merely had or of 

sensations that are experienced. Nothing in these characterizations of perception 

indicates that the perceiver experiences anything during the act of perception. 

Given this notion of perception, it may well be like nothing to perceive one's 

surroundings. This same line of thought is pushed a bit further by Paul 

41 Pollock notes that his account of consciousness is similar to tilHt of D.M. Armstrong. I shall therefore 
take tile Iiherty to usc some of Armstrong's notions in the ensuing discussion of Pollock's tilCory. 
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Churchland. The passage I am going to quote clearly expresses the consideration 

that leads me to doubt that it is like anything to be Oscar: 

Sensations are just causal middle-men in the process of perception, and 
one kind will serve as well as another so long as it enjoys the right causal 
connections. So far then, in principle they might even be dispensed with, 
so far as the business of learning and theorizing about the world is 
concerned. As long as there remain systematic causal connections between 
kinds of states of affairs and kinds of singular judgments, the evaluation of 
theories can continue to take place. [Churchland, 1979, p. 15] 

I take it that Churchland uses the term "sensation" to refer to the experienced 

feel of a perceptual episode. I shall adopt his use of the term because it facilitates 

the discussion of the problem. What he is saying, then, is that it is possible to 

perceive X without accompanying sensation of X. You can, as it were, short

circuit the perceptual process, thereby rendering the qualitative element of the 

process superfluous. In countenancing this possibility, Churchland is not denying 

the obvious fact that our perceptions are accompanied by sensations. As a matter 

of fact, we do perceive our surroundings by having sensations. We can pay 

more or less attention to our sensations and mostly we do pay little if any 

attention to them; this results in our "looking through" our sensations. But the 

transpm-ency of our sensations must not be mistaken for their nonexistence: that 

we do have sensations follows from the fact that we do perceive our 

surroundings. Churchland urges that while this relation between perception and 

sensation is true for us, it need not be true in all cases. Their could be 

perception without sensation. 

We now know that the possibility that was adumbrated in Armstrong's 

characterization of perception and that Churchland pointed out explicitly is 

actualized in those individuals who suffer from blindsight. Blindsight "delivers 
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true belief in-capacity to point to-the position of visual stimuli without either 

assent [i.e. conscious belief] or visual sensation."42 More generally, blindsight is 

the capacity to perform visual discriminations in the absence of any visual 

sensations on the part of the subject. The blindsighted subject who perfonns a 

visual discrimination task takes herself to see nothing; to perform a task of visual 

discrimination feels like nothing to her. Blindsight is precisely the kind of 

phenomenon that Churchland envisioned, viz, perception (understood as the ca

pacity to behave selectively towards your environment) without sensation 

(understood as experiencing a phenomenal quality corresponding to the type of 

perception at hand). 

THE LESSONS OF BLINDSIGHT 

The existence of blindsighted persons establishes as a fact what philosophers had 

countenanced as a mere possibility: that there can be perception without 

sensation. The existence of this phenomenon is the pillar upon which my 

skepticism concerning Oscar's consciousness rests. But before I can present "the 

argument from blind sight," I must say something about Pollock's treatment of 

blindsight. For, unlike me, he thinks that his theory can derive some support 

from blind sight: its capacity to explain this baffling phenomenon he takes to be a 

showcase of his theory's power. 

I shall, therefore, begin by briefly describing Pollock's explanation of 

blindsight. I shall then present some empirical evidence (concerning the 

42 H.D. Mellor, quoted in [Natsoulas, 19X2, p. 911. For a hook-length study of hlindsight see 
rWeiskrantz, 1986]. 
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capacities of blindsighted persons) that is inconsistent with Pollock's explanation 

of blind sight. I shall argue that Pollock gets caught in a dilemma from which I 

do not know how to free him. Finally I shall present "the argument from 

blindsight" from which I conclude that consideration of the phenomenon of 

blind sight affords us a perspective from which it appears that Oscar might be 

entirely unconscious. 

POLLOCK'S ANALYSIS OF BLINDSIGHT 

According to Pollock a blindsighted person neither has nor experiences qualia. 

A blindsighted person is one whose visual sensors are operational but whose 

introspective sensors don't work. Such a person is capable of reacting selectively 

towards her environment. But since her introspective sensors are not working, 

her perceptual achievement is not accompanied by any qualitative state or 

experience thereof. Pollock's brief but clear discussion of the phenomenon goes 

as follows: 

Blindsight is an amazing phenomenon, and most people's initial reaction is 
disbelief. But sense can be made of the phenomenon in terms of the 
distinction between perceptual sensors and introspective sensors. The very 
fact of discrimination indicates that the patient's perceptual sensors are 
still operating. But he is unaware that they are operating, and what that 
indicates is that his introspective sensors are not detecting the operation of 
his perceptual :;ensors. For this reason he has visual sensations, but they 
have no qualitative feel. [Pollock, 1989, p. 16]43 

43 Pollock uscs tllC tcrm "scnsation" to stand for tllC outputs of a pcrccptual scnsors. In tllC abscncc of 
intJ"u5pectivc scnsors thesc output,> will not be endowed Witll phenomenal properties. That is why Pollock 
can consistcntly charactcrize a hlindsighted person ,l'> having visual scnsations. 
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Given Pollock's account of the human rational architecture his explanation of 

blindsight does look very plausible indeed. I do, however, want to point out a 

consequence of this account that will soon prove to be troublesome. On 

Pollock's view the three tiered sensor structure of a nonnal individual is reduced 

to a single layer of perceptual sensors in the blindsighted individual. The 

blindsighted individual will therefore not only miss out on the enjoyment of the 

qualitative aspect of visual perception; the blindsighted individual will also be 

incapable of performing any task that requires 'her to monitor or keep track of 

her visual sensations. I shall now argue that this consequence of Pollock's 

account is incompatible with certain observations about the capacities of 

blindsighted subjects. 

A CONSEQUENCE OF POLLOCK'S ANALYSIS: 

No LEARNING WITHOUT INTROSPECTION 

The first and strongest pressure to fit Oscar with introspective sensors arose 

from the following consideration: Oscar's pain sensors allow him only to react 

to drunaging situations, by fight or flight, for exrunple. But by the time Oscar 

actually encounters the damaging stimulus it may already be too late. Oscar 

needs to be able to anticipate and avoid such situations. In order to make him 

capable of exercising foresight in this manner, Oscar had to be fitted with 

introspective sensors, with pain sensor sensors. This is how Pollock describes 

the difference between Oscar before he has any introspective sensors (Oscar I) 

and an Oscar after pain sensor sensors are installed (Oscar II): 

It is illuminating to note that the difference between Oscar I and Oscar II 
is roughly the difference between an amoeba and a worm. Amoebas only 
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respond to pain ... ; worms can learn to avoid it. The learning powers of 
worms are pretty crude, proceeding entirely by simple forms of 
conditioning, but we have said nothing about Oscar that requires him to 
have greater leru'ning powers. [Pollock, 1989, p. 2] 

I want to focus on the notions of learning and conditionability that Pollock 

employs to mark the difference between Oscru" I and Oscar II. Before Oscar had 

any introspective sensors he lacked even the most rudimentary capacities to 

leru-n. After the installation of introspective sensors, Oscru" did have the capacity 

to be conditioned. Pollock's discussion does suggest that the possession of 

introspective sensors is a necessary condition for a system to be capable of being 

conditioned. Had Oscar not been given pain sensor sensors, he could not have 

leru"ned how to foresee and avoid damaging stimuli. The claim (that I take to be 

Pollock's claim) that the possession of introspective sensors is a necessary 

condition for a subjects capacity to learn via simple conditioning, is one that I 

shall rely on in the following discussion. 

THE CAPACITIES OF BLINDSIGHTED SUBJECTS 

In this section I want to describe, briefly, some of the capacities of blindsighted 

monkeys and men. Helen was a rhesus monkey whose visual striate cortex had 

been surgically removed. This is what happened after the operation: 

Immediately after the operation she appeared to be quite blind, and during 
the next year she showed little sign of any vision. But then watching her 
closely, we [Nicholas Humphrey and L. Weiskrantz] saw that occasionally 
she turned her eyes to look at moving objects. I tried to encourage her in 
this unexpected behavior by giving her bits of food whenever she made a 
directed eye-movement and with a few days her performance drrunatically 
improved-not only did her eye-movements become more and more 
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reliable but she was soon persuaded not just to look but to reach out with 
her hand for the moving object. [Humphrey, 1972, p. 682]44 

Eventually Helen's "recovery seemed so complete that an innocent observer 

would have noticed very little wrong with the way she analyzed the visual 

world." [Humphrey, 1972, p. 37-38] This account leaves no doubt about the fact 

that Helen was capable of being operantly conditioned. 

Similar, if much less dramatic, results have been achieved with human 

subjects. Stimulated by Helen's success and maybe also by some lingering doubt 

whether Helen was really blindsighted, researchers have undertaken to 

investigate human blindsighted subjects, in particular the question whether such 

subjects could learn to "see better." Blindsighted persons were trained to focus 

their eyes on targets (usually bright spots of light flashed onto a neutral 

background) that were presented very briefly in the blind region of their visual 

field. Despite the fact that these subjects took themselves to have seen nothing, 

their "ability to detect and localize stimuli improved markedly after the 

systematic training of visually evoked saccadic eye movements." [Zihl, 1980, p. 

71-77] Weiskrantz, arguably the leading authority on blindsight, describes these 

results in terms of response shaping (a form of operant conditioning). Speaking 

about results that were obtained with monkeys and with human subjects he says 

"that the appem·ance of blind-sight may depend heavily ... on practice and shaping 

up." [Weiskrantz, 1980, p. 380-382] 

Though somewhat cursory this report about some of the work that has 

been done with blindsighted subjects should suffice to convince us that 

44 For more on Helen see [Humphrey, 1974J aIllI [Humphrey ano WeisknUllZ, 1967]. 
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blindsighted subjects are capable of being conditioned to perform better in tasks 

of visual discrimination. I shall now argue that Pollock's account of blind sight is 

not compatible with the fact that blindsighted subjects have this kind of learning 

power. 

BLINDSIGHT AND LEARNING: A DILEMMA 

The existence of condition able but blindsighted subjects poses a problem for 

Pollock's account of the mind. For his account has the consequence that a subject 

with the right kind of rational architecture cannot be blindsighted, if it has the 

functional organization that allows it to be conditionable. This is so because the 

mechanism underlying both capacities is the same: the subject becomes 

conditionable in virtue of having and exercising introspective sensors. But a 

subject that has and exercises its introspective sensors will have and experience 

qualia and will, therefore, not suffer from blindsight. Thus, there cannot be a 

subject that is both conditionable and blindsighted. 

In order to restore consistency Pollock will have to accept one of the 

following alternatives, both of which are damaging to his account of the mind 

and consciousness. Either it is possible for subjects to perform certain 

sophisticated cognitive tasks without the involvement of any self-monitoring on 

the part of the subject; or it is possible for a subject to monitor some of its own 

cognitive processes without there arising any qualitative phenomena in the 

subject. 

If Pollock chooses the first horn of this dilemma then the notion of a 

conditionable but blindsighted subject no longer poses a problem. But the price 

he would have to pay is high. The acknowledgment of the existence of 
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sophisticated cognitive processes that can proceed without the involvement of any 

higher order sensors would amount to nothing less than the abandonment of the 

project Pollock set out to complete. The idea that the explanation of 

sophisticated cognitive processes is to be carried out by appeal to a hierarchy of 

interacting sensors is at the heart of his theory of the mind and of consciousness. 

If this part of the theory were abandoned, Pollock would have to start anew. 

The second horn of the dilemma is no more attractive than the first. If the 

possibility of a conditionable but blindsighted subject can only be accommodated 

by giving up the thesis that qualitative feel just is the output of the introspective 

sensors, then Pollock's theory would suffer a severe setback. To give up this 

thesis is to give up one of the central and most interesting theses of Pollock's 

theory of consciousness. In fact, if this claim were given up, Pollock would no 

longer have a theory of consciousness at all. 

I conclude that the phenomenon of blindsight poses a problem for 

Pollock's theory of consciousness. His initially very plausible explanation of 

blindsight breaks down in the light of further evidence about the capacities of 

blindsighted subjects. Instead of deriving support from its purported ability to 

explain the puzzling phenomenon of blindsight, blindsight must be viewed a 

serious problem for Pollock's account of consciousness. 

So far I have only argued that Pollock does not provide a satisfactory 

explanation of blindsight. This may strike one as a rather unimportant result 

since blindsight is, after all, a rather peripheral phenomenon that can 

comfortably await treatment at some later time. But I shall now try and argue 

for a stronger conclusion: reflection on the nature of blindsight affords us a 

reason to doubt that Oscm- is conscious at all. 
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THE ARGUMENT FROM BLINDSIGHT 

Pollock's own way of conceptualizing blindsight as resulting from the failure to 

have or exercise one's introspective sensors leads straight into the horns of a 

dilemma. I shall therefore propose a different way of thinking about the 

phenomenon of blindsight. When viewed from this angle, consideration of the 

phenomenon of blindsight affords one a reason for doubting that Oscar has or 

experiences any qualitative phenomena whatsoever. 

Oscar has three levels of sensors: perceptual sensors, and first and second 

order introspective sensors. What we have here is three layers of perception 

stacked on top of each other. A primitive Oscar model that had only the first 

level perceptual sensors would perceive the environment without sensing it. 

Adding two additional layers of sensors to Oscar's architecture was supposed to 

remedy this problem. First and second order introspective sensors were built 

into Oscar so that he can have and experience qualitative phenomena. What I 

shall try to show is that adding more perceptual levels need not lead to the 

desired result of providing Oscar with an inner life. 

Using the expression "blindsight" in a completely generic manner to refer 

to all modes of external and internal perception without corresponding sensation, 

I can express my WOlTY about Oscm' thus: Oscar might be suffering ii'om an all 

out case of blindsight. His perceptual sensors, his first order introspective sen

sors, and his second order introspective sensors might all be "blind." With Oscm' 

it might be blindsight all the way up. Under these circumstances a subjective feel 

would not appem' on any of the three tiers of Oscar's perception. And if not a 

single one of Oscar's three perceptual layers spawns quaIia, then surely Oscar as 

a whole is devoid of qualia too. Note that this impairment would in no way in-
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terfere with Oscar's spotless perfonnance as a reasoner. He could discriminate 

and behave selectively towards his surroundings, towards the outputs of his 

perceptual sensors, and towards the output of his first level introspective sensors. 

A blindsighted Oscar could keep track of the activity in his pain-sensors and so 

learn to exercise foresight in avoiding future painful situations. He can detect the 

activation of his red-sensor which will then allow him to discover its partial 

unreliability. He can carry out all these self-monitoring tasks and all the fonns 

of sophisticated reasoning for which they are a prerequisite, the only difference 

being that they will not be accompanied by a phenomenal glow. A thoroughly 

blindsighted Oscar is unconscious; he does not experience anything in any way. 

AN OBJECTION TO THE ARGUMENT FROM 

BLINDSIGHT 

It must be granted that each one of Oscar's three layers of sensors, when taken in 

separately, could operate without producing qualia. But the claim was that 

Oscar, not anyone of his functional components in isolation, is capable of having 

and experiencing qualitative phenomena. From the fact that none of his isolated 

components produces qualia it does not follow that Oscar does not have or 

experience qualia. To reason in this manner from the properties of the 

components to the properties of the whole that these components make up is to 

commit the fallacy of composition. 

REPLY TO THE OBJECTION 

This objection does lay to rest all attempts to construe the argument form 

blindsight as a deductively valid argument. But this is not the end of the story. 
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The argument from blindsight cannot serve as a proof that Oscar is unconscious. 

That much the objection has established. But the argument can, nevertheless, 

induce something akin to a gestalt switch. Instead of asking: How could Oscar 

be monitoring his internal states without his having and experiencing qualia? one 

may now feel the need to ask: How could Oscar's self-monitoring give rise to his 

having and experiencing qualia? Oscar perfonTIs discriminatory tasks on three 

levels: with his perceptual sensors he discriminates between external stimuli; 

with his first level introspective sensors he discriminates between the outputs of 

his perceptual sensors; and with his second level sensors he discriminates between 

the outputs of his perceptual and his first level introspective sensors. All parties 

in the dispute agree that each one of these discriminatory tasks can be executed 

unconsciously. In this situation our question must be: How are we supposed to 

understand the claim that the joint execution of these acts of discrimination 

amounts to Oscar's having and experiencing qualia? As long as the manner in 

which the orchestrated employment of Oscar's sensor hierarchy is supposed to 

give rise to qualitative phenomena remains unintelligible, we are not even in a 

position to sensibly discuss the question whether we have been given good 

reasons for believing that Oscar has and experiences qualia in virtue of the 

functioning of his three-tiered structure of sensors and sensor sensors. If this 

question does now strike you as urgent, then the argument from blindsight has 

done its job, viz., to shift the burden of proof to our opponent. And as long as 

an answer to this question is not forthcoming, we shall be well advised to remain 

skeptical about Oscar's consciousness. 

Pollock approaches this issue from a different angle. On his view the 

claim that Oscar's self-monitoring activity gives rise to his having and 
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experiencing qualia is a specific instance of the more general conclusion of an 

argument that presents token physicalism as the best explanation of two known 

facts. These facts are (i) that the mental and the physical are involved in a single 

causal nexus; and (ii) that the physical world is causally closed. These two facts 

are best explained by assuming that the mental events are physical events. 

[Pollock, 1989, p. 18-19] The only remaining problem is to isolate the particulru' 

physical events with which qualitative states can plausibly be identified. This is 

how Pollock ruTives at the more specific claim that "qualitative feel is the output 

of the introspective sensors:" [Pollock, 1989, p. 14] 

If we were building ... an intelligent machine and endowing it with a 
cognitive architecture like ours, we would have to provide it with the 
ability to introspect the operation of its perceptual sensors. Introspection 
would be sensitive to the values of various physical parameters of the 
output of the perceptual sensors. The physical parameters to which 
introspection is sensitive would comprise the introspective dimensions 
along which the machine categorized its sense experience, and two mental 
OCCUl1'ences in the machine would be of the same qualitative type just in 
case introspection could not distinguish between them along the relevant 
introspective dimensions. This, I take it, provides a perfectly good 
physical understanding of our employment of qualitative states. There is 
nothing mysterious or nonphysical about such states. [Pollock, 1989, p. 82] 

I think that this is what we should say if we knew, on independent grounds, that 

Oscm' had and experienced qualitative states. If we had this knowledge, then the 

problem would be merely one of finding out which of his physical/functional 

states could plausibly be identified with his qualitative states. But this 

independent knowledge we do not have. All we do have is a description of 

Oscar's rational architecture. And we can accept this description in its entirety 

and still remain completely unconvinced that Oscar has or experiences any 

genuine qualitative states whatsoever. One who took this position woul.d not be 
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sayIng anything incoherent or absurd; nor can he be accused of wanton 

skepticism. As long as we are not offered an account of how the integrated 

activity of Oscar's sensors can serve up the qualitative glow of consciousness, the 

doubt that Oscar is conscious remains a reasonable one. If one goes ahead and 

identifies qualitative feels with the outputs of introspective sensors without 

bothering to explain how this identification might be understood, then one will 

have to put up with the complaint that one's theory has what Keith Gunderson 

has so aptly labeled "that representation-by-jlat-only ring" to it.45 

To my mind, these considerations show that the worry that Oscar suffers 

from an all out case of blindsight (and is therefore unconscious) cannot be 

dispelled by an appeal to the fallacy of composition. I shall now turn to a 

discussion of reasons that should incline one to take the possibility of an 

unconscious Oscar seriously. 

SHOULD WE TAKE THE POSSIBILITY OF 

OSCAR'S BLINDSIGHT SERIOUSLY? 

I have countered the claim that Oscar is conscious (or rather the claim that Oscar 

must be conscious and the claim that we have good reason to believe that he is 

45 I have taken tllis term fonn Gunderson's ratllCr pessimistic assessment of tlle prospccts of strong AI: 
"To aim at. .. an actual incorporation in a strong AI projcct of program resistant aspccts of tlle mind mId the 
phcnomcnology tllCY involve sccms hopelessly utopian. But any of tllC more modcst aItcmative models 
onc can imaginc secm haplcssly prosaic. They all have that represellllltioll-by-jilit-ollly ring to !!1cm: as if 
hy simply naming some operation or itcm in a program of now chart and saying "This (affcct, etc.) is 
rcpresentcd in tllC program by thllt" and then procecding mcrrily to dcscribe input-output pattcms, one 
bclieves tlmt :Ul illumillating modcl of affect has takcn placc. This is all too much like drawing tllC pincal 
gI:Uld, making a dot in it, and saying "This (pointing to tllC dot) represents tllC hum:Ul soul as it is joincd to 
tilC human hody." Wcll of course it docs, but it tclls us nothing instructive about tilC human mind :Uld its 
relation to the body, but only something about how easygoing and unilluminating ccrtain forms of 
rcprcsentation can be." [Gunderson, 1985, p. 237J. 
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conscious) by pointing out the (nomic) possibility that Oscar suffers from all out 

blindsight, in which case he would be unconscious. It is often held that saying 

"so what" is an adequate rebuttal to an objection that consists in nothing more 

than the presentation of a counter-possibility. Thus, if the blindsight-objection is 

to have some weight, we shall have to argue that the envisaged scenario is a 

possibility that is to be taken seriously. 

TWO ARGUMENTS FOR TAKING OSCAR'S 

BLINDSIGHT SERIOUSLY 

THE ARGUMENT FROM PARSIMONY 

I can think of two considerations that might incline one to take the blindsight

possibility seriously. First, respect for a kind of parsimony principle encourages 

us to favor less costly explanations over more expensive ones. This fact, 

together with the fact that we steadily accumulate "evidence that a great deal of 

intelligent and sentient activity, perhaps the lion's share, goes on without benefit 

of self-conscious awareness" [Churchland, 1983, p. 81 ]46 should make blind

sighted Oscar more attractive to us then his conscious brother. Both model 

human rationality, but the blindsighted one relies on less dubious means in doing 

so. 

46 See also [Kihlslrom, 1987]. 
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THE ARGUMENT FROM MYSTERY 

Sticking to Chisholm's advice: "try to keep mystery to a minimum," [Chisholm, 

1983] yields another reason to seriously consider the possibility of the 

blindsighted Oscar. Here is how Nagel describes the mystery we incur by 

ascribing consciousness to Oscar: 

If we acknowledge that a physical theory of mind must account for the 
subjective character of experience, we must admit that no presently 
available conception gives us a clue as to how this could be done. The 
problem is unique. If mental processes are indeed physical processes, then 
there is something it is like, intrinsically, to undergo certain physical 
processes. What it is for such a thing to be the case remains a mystery. 
[Nagel, 1974, p. 176]47 

To my mind, Nagel points to a genuine problem for every physicalist theory of 

mind. For even if we grant that Oscar's possessing the architecture he does 

makes him into a conscious being, and even if we agree with Pollock that we now 

have a "pelfectly good physical understanding of our employment of qualitative 

states," [Pollock, 1989, p. 82] one still can be puzzled by the question how a 

physical occurrence, which seems to have nothing in common with an expe-

47 One does 110/ need to have dualistic leanings in order to appreciate that the problem of holV a physical 
system manages to instantiate consciousness wight be fonnidable. Robert Cummins, for exmnple, is 
keenly aware of this issue: "We could, I think, be in the position of knowing beyond serious doubt that we 
are conscious because we instantiate a certain functional architecture, yet have no understllllding of how this 
could he. We WOUld, of course, know in a very abstract way what sort of phenomenon it is, viz., the sort 
of thing that supervenes on having a certain functional architecture. ... But we might still he quite in tlle 
dark as to holV consciousness does or could supervene on that or any functional architecture. We might 
have no idea, in fact, what sort of intellectual tool it would take to understand tllis fact. We might not even 
know whether we should be doing phenomenology, neuro-science, AI or what." [Cummins, 1984, pp. 795-
7Y6] But tJlere are also tJlOse who deny tile existence of tJlC mystery outright. See, for exmnple, [Lycan, 
1987, pp. 50-52 and 76-77]. 
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rienced feel, can manifest itself as the having of a subjective fee1.48 If this 

consideration is more than just begging the question against physicalism, and I 

think it is more, then it affords us a second reason for taking the possibility of 

the blindsighted Oscar seriously: the blindsighted Oscar is the less mysterious 

Oscar.49 

AN OBJECTION: THE TWO ARGUMENTS PROVE 

TOO MU CH 

It may seem that the argument from parsimony and the argument from mystery 

suffer from the same problem: they prove too much. The objector to the 

argument from parsimony might argue as follows: the empirical evidence (such 

as it is) for the conclusion that most mental processes do or could go on without 

conscious awareness should lead you to take seriously not only the possibility that 

Oscar lacks consciousness; the empirical evidence should also lead you to take 

seriously the possibility that we are not conscious. But since you resist this latter 

conclusion, the argument from parsimony should not persuade you to take the 

possibility of a blindsighted, unconscious Oscar seriously. 

48 Cr. also [Maudlin, 1989, p. 401, fn. I]. There Maudlin argues that the specification of conditions that 
arc necessary and surticient for a system to have conscious mental states constitutes only the smaller pmt of 
a satisfactory solution of the mind-body prohlem. He maintains that "it might he possihle to discover such 
conditions and still he puzzled ahout how suhjective states arise from certain physical conditions. Making 
the connection between mind and body intelligible, seeing how subjective states can be brought about by 
o~jcctive conditions, is a further problem, mHI of anolller order or magnitude." 
49 An acute awareness of III is mystery has lead a number of philosophers to emhrace some ralller unpopular 
views. I helieve that Russell's neutral monism and Nagel's panpsychism and the current resurgence of 
dualism can all be viewed as resulting from attempt, to resolve this mystery. Most recently this mystery 
IIlL, lead Colin McGinn [McGinn, 1989] to pronounce tlle mind-body problem insoluble. 
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The objector might run a similar argument for the case of the argument 

from mystery: if there is a mystery about how a physical process can give rise 

to qualitative mental states, then it follows that Oscar's consciousness is no more 

mysterious than our own consciousness. For, after all, it is no less unintelligible 

how the processes in a biological brain should give rise to consciousness than 

how the processes in a silicon brain should be capable of doing that. Thus the 

argument from mystery should lead you to take seriously not only the possibility 

that Oscar lacks consciousness; the mystery should also lead you to take seriously 

the possibility that we are not conscious. But since you resist this latter 

conclusion, the argument from mystery should not persuade you to take the 

possibility of a blindsighted, unconscious Oscar seriously. 

Both of these arguments leave out a crucial fact: we know that we are 

conscious. Thus the hypothesis that we are not conscious is unacceptable. For 

neither considerations of parsimony nor the desire to reduce mystery legitimize 

the acceptance of an hypothesis we know to be false. We have to live with the 

fact that we are built in a nonparsimonious way: we might have been designed in 

such a way that we could operate unconsciously; but we are not designed that 

way. And we have to live with the fact that we are mysterious creatures: we 

know that our brain produces conscious states despite the fact that we don't know 

how this is possible. But in Oscar's case we do not know this crucial further 

fact, we do not know that he is conscious. And this is why considerations of 

parsimony and the desire to reduce mystery should lead us to take the possibility 

that Oscar is blindsighted and therefore unconscious seriollsly. 
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If, as I have argued, the possibility that the argument from blindsight raises must 

be taken seriously, then it is unreasonable to believe that Oscar is conscious. I 

shall now discuss two objections to the argument from blindsight that seem to 

show that we should not take the possibility of Oscar's blindsightedness seriously. 

THE ARGUMENT FROM ANALOGY 

Couldn't an argument form analogy establish that Oscar's inner life must be very 

much like my own? If so, we would not have to take the blind-sight possibility 

seriously. 

Whatever one may think of the value of analogical arguments in the 

context of the problem of other minds, one must surely acknowledge that it is 

especially problematical to employ an analogical argument to argue from our 

own case to Oscar's case. Take, for example, the question whether Oscar 

experiences pain qualia in circumstances in which he displays pain behavior. 

That my screams are always accompanied by experienced pain qualia does not li

cence the inference that Oscar's screams are accompanied by experienced pain 

qualia. This is so because the sample upon which the inductive evidence for the 

co-occurrence of screams and pain experiences is based is not fair relative to the 

population of Oscarites-for surely we have every reason to assume that I am 

not a characteristic member of the Oscar family. To my mind, this argument 
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effectively lays to rest all attempts to establish Oscar's consciousness via an argu

ment from analogy.50 

Much the same point has been made by Ned Block in the context of his 

discussion of the consciousness of homunculi heads. He argues that it is a mistake 

to believe that the fact that we can establish the consciousness of our conspecifics 

by an argument to the best explanation licences a similar strategy when we are 

dealing with homunculi heads: 

[Homunculi heads] are systems designed to mimic us, but we are not de
signed to mimic anything... This fact forestalls any attempt to argue on 
the basis of an inference to the best explanation for the qualia of ho
munculi-heads. The best explanation of the homunculi-head's screams and 
winces is not their pains, but that they were designed to mimic our 
scremns and winces. [Block, 1978, p. 281] 

After the necessary changes have been made Block's point applies in an obvious 

manner to the case of Oscar. The conclusion of the analogical argument-that 

Oscar must have an inner life much like our own-is undermined by the 

observation that Oscar was built so as to mimic our behavior. 

50 One might want to object as follows: You do have every reason to assume that you arc a typical 
representative of the Oscar family. For, after all, Oscm· and you have tile smne rational m·chitccturc. Thus 
nothing stlmds in tilC way of rcasoning analogically from your own casc to tilC casc of Oscar. I tilink that 
an appeal to tilC sharet\ rational architccturc won't support tilis infcrcnce. Thc m'gumcnt from blindsight 
was intended to show timt tlle functioning of tilC human ralional mchitccturc nccd not be accompanicd by 
the having or expericncing of qualia. Hcnce having Ulis rational mchitccture is not surt1cient for being 
conscious. In rcspccts otilCr tllan rational mchitecturc Oscar and I arc very differcnt indecd. Sincc, 
moreover, we do not know which of my otilCr fcaturcs (otilcr, tiwt is, tllan my rational architecture) allow 
mc to have .md cxpcricnce qualia, it would be flL'ih to conclude that Oscar must be similar to mc in whatcver 
the relevmlt respect might bc. 
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THE (THOUGHT)EXPERIMENTAL SOLUTION: TRYING ON OSCAR 

Robert Cummins has defended the bold claim that questions like the one whether 

Oscar is conscious can, in principle, be definitively settled by an experiment. All 

you need to do is to put yourself in a position in which you can experience the 

qualitative feel of Oscar's mental life. That is, you "tryon" Oscar and see for 

yourself what it is like to be him. [Cummins, 1984, p. 791-798] 

Cummins sets up the thought experiment in the following way: we have a 

person, A, A's brain, B, and a computer, C. C is programmed so as to pedectly 

simulate the 110 of B. Both Band C receive all the sensory input from A's body. 

A has a switch with two positions: in the one position B controls A; in the other 

position C controls A. If A can tell no difference in what it is like to be him- or 

herself when flipping the switch back and forth, then we have a proof that the 

theory we used in programming C is the correct theory of the human mind. 

It is obvious how we could utilize this setup to find out whether Oscar was 

conscious or not. You are A, B is your brain, and Oscar is C. We hook you up 

in the way Cummins suggested. Then you will be able to find out what it is like 

to be Oscar. It might be exactly like being you, it might be like something but 

different from being you, or it might turn out that it is like nothing at all to be 

Oscm'. 

I think that this experiment is too good to be true. Roughly, my objection 

goes like this: in order to make sense of the way in which the outcome of the 

experiment is described we must assume that there is one person (or: center of 

consciousness) who can determine that the subjective feel stays the same. But, 

given the setup of the experiment, we are not entitled to this assumption. The 

right way of counting persons in this experiment yields the answer that we are 
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dealing with two persons that time-share one body. Let us name the complex 

A&B Natural; and the complex A&C Artificial. Because they share one body 

Natural and Artificial are, of course, very close to each other. But they are not 

in a privileged position vis-a.-vis the question what it is like to be the other. The 

problem of other minds is just as acute for Natural and Artificial as it is for any 

other pair of persons. The experiment conceals this fact by setting up a situation 

that we might want to describe thus: One person has or experiences two minds. 

This one person can then inform us what these minds are like, from the inside, so 

to speak. What misleads us into believing that the experiment actually succeeds 

in creating this situation is the fact that we are dealing with only one body. In 

normal circumstances smneness of body indicates sameness of person. But under 

the special circumstances of the experiment the number of bodies is not a 

trustworthy indicator of the number of persons. Thus the right way to describe 

the situation is not: One person has or experiences two minds; what we should 

say is: Two persons shm·e one body. 

If, as I maintain, Natural and Artificial really are as distinct from each 

other as any other pair of "normal" persons, then they should not be able to 

detect such facts as that they have inverted color spectra, for example. At first 

sight it may seem absurd to maintain that they could not detect such differences 

in the experimental situation described. Surely A would experience the most un

settling color inversion every time the switch was flipped. And this unsettling 

experience would tell A that the two minds are very different with respect to 

experienced color qualia. Thus the thesis that Natural and Artificial are distinct 

persons who cannot know whether the other is conscious is refuted. 
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But this objection won't stand up. Notice that in order to formulate it, I 

had to switch from talking about Natural and Artificial to talking about A. This 

switch allowed me to smuggle in the assumption that there is really only one 

person who can experience two minds. If we describe the situation correctly, it 

will become obvious that there exists no one person who experiences an 

unsettling color-quale inversion upon flipping the switch. Natural would expe

rience the meadow in which A is situated as looking just the way meadows 

always look; and, after the switch was flipped, Artificial would not notice 

anything peculiar about the color of the grass. Comparatively speaking, both of 

them would have been appeared to greenly. This is not to say that Natural and 

Artificial are having the same color qualia; in some objective sense there is an 

important difference between them. It's just that neither Natural nor Artificial is 

in a position to detect this difference. While B is doing the "minding" for 

whoever is the current subject of our experiment, everything looks perfectly 

normal to that subject. And if we pass control to C, everything looks the way it 

always used to look to the subject we are now dealing with. Who is to notice the 

change? 

By parallel reasomng we will get the result that nobody will notice 

anything even in the case in which Oscar is unconscious. While B controls A, 

everything will look nonnal to Natural. And if the control is passed to C, then 

Artificial will not notice anything for he is totally unconscious. 

I conclude that "trying on" Oscar won't help to determine whether Oscar 

IS conscious or not. The experimental (or "thought-experimental") way of 

determining whether Oscar is conscious cannot provide an answer to our 
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question. In the face of the genuine possibility that Oscar IS thoroughly 

blind sighted we should continue to hold that he is unconscious. 

CONCLUSION 

Nagel has written that "consciousness is what makes the mind-body problem 

really intractable." [Nagel, 1974, p. 165J And Pollock agrees when he says: 

The single most perplexing problem for any materialist theory of the 
person is that of making sense of consciousness. I think it will be gener
ally granted that we could construct an "intelligent" machine that would 
behave like, and in all physical respects work like a human being, but the 
nagging question remains, "Would it be conscious?" Would we be 
creating sentience or only simulating sentience? [Pollock, 1989, p. 28] 

Oscar is Pollock's answer to this question: it is impossible to create a machine 

that embodies the human rational architecture without, at the smne time, creating 

a conscious machine. I have argued that the claim that one cannot have ra

tionality without consciousness is false. Additionally I have m·gued that we have 

good reasons to take the possibility that Oscm· is unconscious seriously. My 

argument falls short of a proof that Oscar is not conscious; much less does it 

show that Oscar cannot be conscious. I think of Oscm· as an intelligent machine 

that simulates sentience. Adapting Armstrong's wonderful metaphor that 

pictures consciousness as the cream on the cake of mentality I can summarize my 

conclusion by saying that Oscar has the cake without the cream. 

This concludes the case against introspectionism. I have m·gued that the 

main reason for accepting introspection ism does not stand up to scrutiny 

(Chapter 2); and I have tried to show that the best extant introspectionist theory 

of consciousness does not hold what it promises (Chapter 3). New and better 
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reasons for introspectionism might be discovered; new and improved versions of 

introspectionism might be proposed. True. But since we cannot live from hope 

alone (this is true even for our mental lives), we shall be well advised to explore 

other possibilities in the meantime. 
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CHAPTER 4 
QUALIA DE-MENTED: THE CASE FOR NONMENTAL 

QUALIA 

GIVING UP THE ASSUMPTION THAT QUALIA 

ARE MENTAL 

To be conscious is to have qualia. In order to unpack this slogan we have to 

address at least two questions: What are qualia? and What is it to have qualia? 

Chapters 2 and 3 addressed the second of these questions. Introspectionism is the 

prevailing theory of what it is to have qualia. In the two preceding chapters I 

stated my reasons for rejecting introspectionism. In Chapter 3 I focussed on 

Pollock's specific version of introspection ism and attempted to show how it fails 

as an account of qualitative consciousness. In Chapter 2 I mounted an indirect 

attack on introspectionism by arguing against a tempting but mistaken reason for 

embracing introspection ism. Since the discussion centered on the question of 

what it is to have qualia, little or nothing was said about the nature of qualia. 

That is, in developing the anti-introspectionist argument of the last two chapters I 

allowed myself to rely on a largely inarticulate notion of qualia. Unfortunately, 

one's failing to spell out clearly what one takes qualia to be is not at all the same 

thing as one's failing to make strong assumptions about the nature of qualia. One 

such assumption about qualia that remained unquestioned throughout all the 

many turns of the anti-introspectionist argument was the assumption that qualia 

exist in the mind, that qualia qualify mental items. 

This assumption was shared by all pmties of the dispute. Introspection ism 

seems to presuppose the view that qualia are in the mind-how else could 
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introspection be a means of one's getting at them? And in my critique of 

introspectionism I too made the assumption of the mentality of qualia. The 

assumption played a particularly prominent role in my discussion of the belief 

thesis. Recall that I challenged the belief thesis on the basis of the 

phenomenologically established fact that there are detached qualia. I held that it 

is a phenomenological fact that there are qualitative mental states that are 

unaccompanied by corresponding qualitative beliefs. 

But the assumption of the mentality of qualia has not gone unchallenged. 

The view that qualia do not qualify mental items, i.e., that qualia are nonmental 

in nature has found many defenders.51 I call this thesis the thesis of de-mented 

qualhl. 52 Often, but not always, the thesis of de-mented qualia is supplemented 

by the claim that the nonmental qualia are properties of external physical objects. 

On this view qualia are located on the object with which we become acquainted 

in perception. The tomato's phenomenal redness, for example, is quite literally 

located on the nonmental surface of the tomato. In confronting the issue of the 

location of qualia the discussion takes an important turn. By raising the question 

whether qualia might be nonmental we have switched from the second to the first 

of the two questions listed above. Determining whether qualia are mental or 

51 Not every reductivc account of qualia makes qualia into nontnental properties. Qne can hold thal qualia 
me identical physical properties of those physical states that mc mental states. But if one takes qualia to he 
properties of mind independent objects, like acutal (and possible) tomatoes, one treal<; qualia as nonmental 
propcrties. I rind tlIis view in [Annstrong and Malcolm, 1984], [Lycan, 1987], [Grahmn and Stcphcns, 
1985], [1-I:O"Inan, 19901. 
52 Since the term "de-mcntcd" hm'bors an irresistihlc and crashingly ohvious temptation to pun, I shall not 
attempt to resist it: What I shall try to convince you of (in tIle next chapter) is tIUlt thc thesis of dc-mcnted 
(Jualia is a dcmented tIlCsis of qualia, 
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nonmental constitutes an important part of the answer to the question: What are 

qualia? 

In this Chapter I introduce the thesis of de-mented qualia by way of a 

critique of the First Appeal to Phenomenology and I shall present and evaluate 

(prut of) the prima facie impressive evidence for the thesis of the nonmental 

nature of qualia. I go on to ask a number of questions that the introduction of 

nonmental qualia forces upon us. The point of asking these questions is to get a 

clear sense of the repercussions that the introduction of nonmental qualia creates 

for introspectionism on the one hand, and for my own project of accounting for 

consciousness in terms of the having of qualia, on the other. The first two 

questions concern the bearing that the introduction of de-men ted qualia has upon 

introspectionism. Since I have argued that the belief thesis is the main reason for 

introspectionism my first question will be: How does the belief thesis fare in the 

light of de-mented qualia? But as it is possible to be an introspectionist without 

basing introspection ism on the belief thesis, I then go on to ask: How does 

introspectionism fare in the light of de-men ted qualia? I shall ru'gue that both the 

belief thesis and introspectionism fare badly if qualia are nonmental. This means 

that the thesis of de-men ted qualia gives us another reason for rejecting 

introspectionism. 

Then I go on to ask two questions concerning the bearing of de-mented 

qualia on my own project of providing an account of consciousness in terms of 

the having of qualia. The third question I raise is this: Does the move to 

nonmental qualia rob the qualophile of his subject matter? I answer that the 

qualophile has nothing to fear. Lastly I shall ask how de-menting qualia affects 

the chances of one's providing an interesting account of what it is to have qualia. 
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Here, finally, we encounter an untoward consequence of de-menting qualia. I 

find myself incapable to say anything illuminating about what it is to have de

mented qualia. Thus the thesis of de-mented qualia is a mixed blessing. On the 

positive side it helps refute introspectionism together with its traditional 

underpinnings, viz., the belief thesis. On the negative side it keeps me from 

can'ying out my own project. But all is not lost. In the next chapter I hope to 

show that the thesis of de-mented qualia is false. This result defeats the anti

introspectoinist argument; but, much more importantly, it opens up a possibility 

for an intelligible account of what it is to have qualia. 

CRITIQUE OF THE FIRST ApPEAL TO 

PHENOMENOLOGY 

The first appeal to phenomenology supposedly established the existence of 

detached mental qualia. The thesis of de-mented qualia directly contradicts this 

phenomenological finding. Support for the thesis of de-mented qualia comes 

from two sources. First, it has been argued that the whole idea that we have 

qualitative mental states, a phenomenology, is mistaken; there just is no such 

phenomenon. This is the thesis of the absence of phenomenology. Second, it has 

been argued that the qualitative phenomena exist, but that there is nothing mental 

about them. These phenomenal qualities are not properly attributed to the mind; 

they are located "outside," where they are to be identified with certain physical 

properties of (nonmental) physical objects. This is the thesis of the relocation of 

phenomenology. The absence thesis as well as the relocation thesis entail that 

qualia are nonmental. The absence thesis denies that there are qualia and 

therefore denies that qualia are the properties of mental items. By moving the 
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qualia out of the mind and onto the mind's nonmental object the relocation thesis 

guarantees that qualia are nonmental. According to both of these theses the first 

phenomenological verdict is false. The purported discovery of solitary or 

detached qualitative mental phenomena must be mistaken because there are no 

such phenomena in the mind. Thus we must neutralize the absence thesis and the 

relocation thesis if the appeal to phenomenology is to be accorded any weight. 

But first we need a fuller statement of the two theses. 

THE ABSENCE OF PHENOMENOLOGY 

Well aware of the counterintuitive nature of his thesis and of the danger of being 

accused of "extrapolating from an abnormally impoverished mental life," 

[Dennett, 1979, p. 97] Dennett makes the following concession: 

at first sight my theory's domain of direct, immediate consciousness seems 
catastrophically underpopulated: there are no colors, images, sound, 
gestalts, mental acts, feeling tones or other Proustian ol~iects troltves to 
delight the inner eye; only featureless-even wordless-conditional
intentions-to-say-that-p for us to be intimately acquainted with. [Dennett, 
1979, p. 97] 

Images, sensations, impressions, raw feels, or phenomenal properties are banned 

from the inner theater. Propositional episodes, or judgments, understood as "the 

momentary, wordless thinkings or convictions" [Dennett, 1979, p. 95] are the 

stuff our mental lives are made of. As Dennett puts it: 

I am left defending the view that such judgments exhaust our immediate 
consciousness, that our individual streams of consciousness consist of 
nothing but such propositional episodes ... There are public reports we 
issue, and then there are the episodes of our propositional awareness, our 
judgments. and then there is-so far as introspection is concerned
darkness. [Dennett, 1979. p. 95J 
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This, then, is the thesis of the absence of phenomenology: our inner lives consist 

of nothing but judgements. There is in the inner theater no room for solitary 

qualitative mental phenomena. How does this thesis bear on the question that 

Dennett knows how to ask so evocatively: "Is that special inner light really 

turned on, or is there nothing but darkness inside?" [Dennett, 1987 a, p. 164] 

Dennett's exposition of the thesis of the absence of phenomenology might lead 

one to believe that he wants to convince us that we don't experience colors, 

sounds, tactual feels, smells, bodily sensations, etc.; i.e., that there is nothing but 

darkness inside. But this is surely absurd. 

I think that Dennett's presentation of his own theory makes it sound more 

radical than it really is. In the paper from which I have been quoting he only 

gives us a hint as to where he wants to find a home for colors, sounds, and etc. 

Discussing the experience of phosphenes, for example, the experience of an 

undulating colored checkerboard that results from pressing your finger on your 

eyeball, Dennett writes: 

.,. why should these phenomena seem to raise difficulties not already 
encountered in the normal phenomena of perception, e.g., seeing an 
undulating colored checkerboard in front of me? Presumably the answer 
is that in the latter case I can answer the question: 'So where are the 
square colored things?' straightforwardly and without embarrassment: 
'They are about three feet in front of your nose .. .' but in the fonner case, 
which is just about like seeing an undulating checkerboard (like enough so 
that the same question is appropriate, presumably), I have no ready 
answer; there are no public, physical, external (or even internal) square 
colored things to point to. [Dennett, 1979, p. 107] 
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Here we get at least an indication as to where Dennett wants to locate the colors, 

sounds, smells, etc., with which we become acquainted in veridical perception. 

They are somehow on or in the physical object perceived.53 This account 

suggests answers to two puzzling features of Dennett's theory. First, we don't 

meet colors, sounds, etc. in introspection, because they are not in the mind; 

second, it is not dm'k inside because in perception we become acquainted with the 

colors, sounds, etc., as they exist on the external physical objects. These outer 

phenomena throw their light into the inner realm of our minds; thus the inner is 

illuminated, albeit only by reflected light. 

If this is a correct interpretation of the thesis of the absence of 

phenomenology, then the absence thesis is virtually indistinguishable from the 

relocation thesis, to the discussion of which I now turn. 

THE RELOCATION OF PHENOMENOLOGY 

The proponents of the thesis of the absence of phenomenology may, 

(misleadingly, I believe) encourage the impression that they want to deny that we 

become awme of a rich phenomenology in perception. That perception acquaints 

us with a multitude of qualitative phenomena is held fast by the proponents of the 

relocation thesis. But they argue that there is nothing mental about these 

qualities. The qualities enjoyed in perception are the qualities of the external 

objects we perceive. The so-called qualia are not mysterious features of the 

mind but simply properties of the perceived object. We are dealing here with a 

53 Wc nccd not now cntcr into a disclIssion of Dennett's claim that thc physical objccts are UIC home of UlC 
sccondmy qualities. This issue is naturally addrcssed in UlC coursc of a discllssion of UlC relocation thesis. 
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relocation of qualities: the qualities that were, mistakenly, taken to qualify the 

perceiving are now discovered to adorn the perceived. The qualities are moved 

out of the mind and onto its object. Once perceiving is thus understood, 

perception itself appears as devoid of all intrinsic phenomenal qualities. Thus the 

first appeal to phenomenology is undermined: the phenomenological 

examination of our experience cannot establish the existence of detached 

qualitative mental states because the qualia belong to the perceived external 

object; not to the mental state that is our perceiving of it. The appeal to 

phenomenology can, therefore, be accorded no weight in the assessment of the 

thesis of detached qualia. 

SUPPORT FOR THE RELOCATION THESIS 

Support for the relocation thesis has to come in two parts, one negative the other 

positive. On the one hand, we need to be given reasons that allow us to discard 

what seem to be crushing objections against the relocation thesis. On the other 

hand, the proponent of the relocation thesis needs to provide positive reasons for 

accepting the relocation thesis. 

The two most prominent objections against the relocation thesis are the 

argument from illusion and the Democritean argument from atomism. As long 

as these objections stand, the relocation thesis falls. Both objections are directed 

against the claim that the perceived physical object is a promising new home for 

the phenomenal qualities. First, it has been argued that there are cases in which 

we experience phenomenal properties in the absence of any physical object that 

could plausibly be said to bear them. This is the case on which the argument 

from illusion focuses. Second, it has been argued that the relocationist thesis is 
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false even in those instances in which the relocationist manages to identify a 

physical object to bear the phenomenal properties of experience. For according 

to the best extant accounts of the nature of physical objects they are not the kind 

of thing that can have phenomenal properties. This is the claim supported by the 

argument from atomism. Successfully dealing with these two objections 

constitutes the negative support for the thesis of relocation. No matter how good 

the positive arguments for the thesis may be-as long as these two objections 

have not been silenced, the relocation thesis cannot get off the ground. 

Positive support for the relocation thesis flows from two sources. First, it 

IS alleged that the friend of qualia cannot provide a home for phenomenal 

qualities in the mind. Relocating these properties is, therefore, the only way to 

save them from elimination. Second, the champions of the relocation thesis hold 

that the testimony of experience shows the relocation thesis to be true. 

In this chapter I shall confine myself to a discussion of the positive reasons 

for accepting the relocation thesis. The discussion of the two objections against 

the relocation thesis will be postponed until the next Chapter. 

No MENTAL HOME FOR QUALIA 

The first positive reason offered in support of the relocation thesis is the claim 

that there is no room for phenomenal qualities in the mind. Hence, on pain of 

elimination, a new home must be found for these properties. And it is argued 

that the correct locus of the qualitative properties is on the object of the 

experience, not in the experience of the object. 

What motivates the extrusion of the sensible qualities from the mind? 

How is the metaphorical claim that the mind has no room for phenomenal 
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qualities to be cashed out? The relocationist's answer is best approached by 

asking the following question: What has it meant, traditionally, to say that 

phenomenal qualities are in the mind? It meant that the phenomenal qualities 

qualify mental items like, for example, ideas, sense data, sensa, or sensibilia. 

Now the relocationist's position can be fonnulated simply. Qualia are not in the 

mind because the mind does not contain any of these purported qualia bearers. 

As the traditional occupants of this role have fallen into disrepute, it has become 

necessary to move the qualia out of the mind and into the nonmental world. And 

once the qualia are relegated to the nonmental world, the physical object to 

which the mind is perceptually related appears to be the most likely bearer of the 

phenomenal properties.54 

How should one reply to this challenge? The most straightforward reply 

would consist in a defence of sense-data. I do not want to pursue this route here, 

though I am not convinced of its hopelessness. Instead I shall attempt to raise 

problems for the claim that the physical object can be and is the home of the 

quale. As the next Chapter's discussion of the argument from illusion and the 

argument from atomism will show, establishing that the mental object cannot 

serve as the home for the quale falls far short of establishing that the physical 

54 Docs not U1C rclocationist prcscnt us WiUl a falsc dichotomy: qualia arc homc ciUlCr by scnsc data or by 
UlC cxtcmal physical objccts? Whcrc docs Ulis lcavc thc idcntity thcorist and UlC functionalist who W'Ult to 
hold Uwt thc quaJia arc propcrtics of statcs of U1C pcrcciving suhjcct's brain? This is whcrc UlC sccond 
positivc argumcnt for U1C rclocationisCs position comcs into play: cxpcricncc tcachcs Ulat tllC phcnomcnal 
propcrtics bclong to tllC pcrccivcd objcct rathcr than U1C ncurophysiological statc which is my pcrcciving of 
tllC objcct. Thus, if qualia arc to hc rclocatcd tllCir ncw bcarcrs must bc tllC extcrnal physical objcct (tllC 
tomato) ratllcr tll<Ul tllC ncural/functional statc tlwt is U1C sccing of tllC tomato. 

But tllC vicw Ul<lt quaJia arc propcrtics of ncural statcs will not bc passcd ovcr in complctc silcncc. 
As thc ncxt chaptcr willmakc c1cm', U1C discussion of thc rclocation Ulcsis will afford us a pcrspcctivc from 
which it appcars that moving thc qualia into tllC hrain is ncarly as prohlcmatical as tllC attcmpt to move 
thcm all thc way out onto UlC extcmal objcct. 
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object is the home of the Quale. The move from "the Quale is not in the mind" to 

"therefore the Quale must qualify the physical object" is far too quick. That is, 

the relocationist may have good reasons for assuming that the mind is not a good 

place for the Quale; but, as we shall see, there are also good reasons for assuming 

that the object to which the mind is related is not a good place for the Quale 

either. It appears that we get stuck with the vexing result that the nonmental 

world is no more hospitable to qualia than the mind is. [n the light of this 

paradoxical conclusion we may have to back and reassess our arguments against 

the mentality of qualia. 

THE SECOND ApPEAL TO PHENOMENOLOGY 

The second positive reason in support of the relocation thesis is a simple but 

powelful appeal to experience. To the advocates of the relocation thesis the truth 

of their thesis seems obvious: you just see that it is true every time you open 

your eyes: 

I look out of my window and see the green leaves of a vine. Color, once 
we give it our attention, is a very striking and arresting phenomenon. But 
it does not seem to be a mental phenomenon. If we consult perception, 
then its verdict is clear. The green color is a property of the vine leaves. 
Nor is it a property which involves any relations that the leaves have to 
any other object, whether objects in the field of view or the perceiver. It 
is an intrinsic property of the leaves. In what follows I will hold fast to 
this perceptual deliverance. It is not an indubitable given to be respected 
at all costs. There are no indubitable givens. But it is a plain deliverance 
of perception, and it is plausible that a true theory of perception will 
uphold this deliverance. [Armstrong and Malcolm, 1984, p. 170] 

Gilbert Hannan argues in the same vein as Armstrong. To claim that in visual 

perception we are aware of "mental paint" rather than of color properties of the 
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objects of perception is, as he puts it, "counter to ordinary visual experience." 

[Harman, 1990, p. 39] He elaborates the point as follows: 

When Eloise sees a tree before her, the colors she experiences are all 
experienced as features of the tree and its surroundings. None of them are 
experienced as intrinsic features of her experience. Nor does she 
experience any features of anything as intrinsic features of her experience. 
And that is true of you too. There is nothing special about Eloise's visual 
experience. When you see a tree, you do not experience any features as 
intrinsic features of your experience. Look at a tree and try to turn your 
attention to intrinsic features of your visual experience. I predict you will 
find that the only features there to turn your attention to will be features 
of the presented tree ... [Hannan, 1990, p. 39] 

Prima facie the appeal to the experiential validation of the relocation thesis does 

seem highly plausible. But further consideration of the issue will, I hope, erode 

this assurance. 

THE INCONCLUSIVENESS OF THE ApPEAL TO 

PHENOMENOLOGY 

I shall take a remark that has been attributed to Wittgenstein as my point of 

departure for the critique of the relocationist's appeal to phenomenology: 

Meeting a friend in a corridor, Wittgenstein said: "Tell me, why do people 
always say it was natural for man to assume that the sun went round the 
earth rather than that the earth was rotating?" His friend said, "Well, 
obviously, because it just looks as if the sun is going round the earth." To 
which the philosopher replied, "Well, what would it have looked like if it 
had looked as if the earth was rotating?" [Anscombe, 1959, see p. 
151 ][Stoppard, 1972, p. 75] 

As is not unusual with Wittgensteinian remarks, its precise meaning is not at all 

clear. I favor the following interpretation. The rhetorical question with which 
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Wittgenstein ends the conversation makes us see that a heliocentric world would 

look no different to us than a geocentric world would. Thus the interlocutor's 

explanation of why people unhesitatingly inferred the geocentric thesis from 

their visual data is defeated: the visual data do not favor one hypothesis over the 

other. 

The use to which I want to put this Wittgensteinian remark should be 

obvious. Making the necessary changes, we get the following dialogue between 

an unspecified philosopher and his friend: 

Meeting a friend in a corridor, the philosopher said: "Tell me, why do 
people always say it was natural for man to assume that colors were 
features of the perceived objects rather than features of their visual 
experience?" His friend said, "Well, obviously, because it just looks as if 
the colors are features of the perceived objects." To which the 
philosopher replied, "Well, what would it have looked like if it had looked 
as if the colors were features of the visual experience?" 

The point of the philosopher's last question is that the two alternative possibilities 

are experientially indistinguishable. Using and extending Harman's colorful 

terminology, the matter can be put as follows: if you were experiencing "mental 

paint" it would look no different to you than if you were experiencing "physical 

paint." This observation defeats our philosopher's friend's explanation of why it 

is supposedly natural for people to assume that colors are features of perceived 

objects. 

Let us elaborate the analogy between Wittgenstein' s astronomical example 

and our example concerning the experienced location of qualia. On the one hand 

we have two astronomical hypotheses and a set of perceptual data that strongly 

seems to favor one of the two hypotheses over the other. But once we realize 

that the data we should expect to obtain on the competing hypothesis would be 
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indistinguishable from the data we currently possess, the inference from the data 

in our possession to the one hypothesis is defeated. On the other hand we have 

two metaphysical hypotheses and a set of experiential data that strongly seems to 

favor one of the two hypotheses over the other. But once we realize that the data 

we would have to expect on the competing hypothesis would be indistinguishable 

from the data we cunently possess, the inference from the data in our possession 

to the one hypothesis is defeated. Here is how the elements of the analogy line 

up: 

The astronomical example I The metaphysical example 

The geocentric world view ¢::} The "physical paint" account of 

secondary qualities 

The heliocentric world view ¢::} The "mental paint" account of 

secondary qualities 

The heliocentric and the geocentric The "mental paint" and "physical 

world look the same to us. ¢::} 2aint" worlds look the same to us 

The discovery that the visual data 

afforded us in a heliocentric world 

would be indistinguishable from the 

The discovery that the experiential 

data afforded us in a "mental paint" 

world would be indistinguishable 

visual data afforded us in a from the experiential data afforded 

geocentric world defeats the ¢::} us 111 a "physical paint" world 

inference from our current visual 

data to the conclusion that ours is a 

geocentric world. 

defeats the inference from our 

current experiential data to the 

conclusion that ours is a "physical 

paint" world. 
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Wittgenstein suggests that the "obvious" explanation of humankind's tendency to 

interpret its astronomical observations as supporting the geocentric world view is 

mistaken. But he does not tell us what the correct explanation is. Without going 

into any detail, I suggest that the correct explanation of this bias lies in the fact 

that we are earth-bound creatures: to us as earth-bound creatures it will always 

look as though our planet were stationary and the sun were revolving around it. 

The appeal to the "obvious" explanation is no more successful in the metaphysical 

example than in the astronomical exmnple. What is the conect explanation of 

our bias to interpret our experiential data as supporting the "physical paint" 

account of colors? One may be tempted to suggest something along the 

following lines: our innate tendency towards naive realism favors the "physical 

paint" interpretation of our visual experience. Thus we can record another 

element of the analogy: 

Our emthbound existence biases us 

towards interpreting our visual data 

(that moe really neutral as between 

Our naively realistic metaphysics 

biases us towards interpreting our 

experiential data (that are really 

the two alternative astronomical ¢=> neutral as between the two 

hypotheses) in a way that is 

consistent only with the geocentric 

world. 

alternative metaphysical hypotheses) 

in a way that is consistent only with 

the "physical paint" world. 

I think that the analogy becomes a little strained when it is called upon to explain 

why the majority of people interpret their experience in a manner that accords 
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with the relocation thesis. Up to this last step of the analogy each element of the 

analogy suggested its counterpart naturally. But this naturalness breaks down at 

the last step considered. The correct explanation of our bias towards 

geocentrism is silent when called upon to suggest an explanation of our bias 

towards the "physical paint" hypothesis. Aside from this unnaturalness, the 

proposed explanation of our metaphysical bias is weak at best. For the appeal to 

an innate realism seems almost empty: it is, after all, merely a puffy way of 

restating the fact that we tend to favor the "physical paint" interpretation of the 

appearances. 

Though regrettable in itself, the analogy's eventual breakdown need not 

trouble us. The analogy stood up long enough to allow us to make our point 

against the relocationist. We called upon the analogy to undermine our 

opponent's claim that the relocation thesis is simply a "perceptual deliverance"; 

to undermine the claim that to deny the relocation thesis is "counter to ordinary 

visual experience." The discussion of the analogy has shown that there is here no 

simple lesson to be learned from experience. What we experience visually fits 

both stories equally well; visual experience cannot be the arbiter between the 

"mental paint" story and the "physical paint" story.55 

This result may lead the relocation theorist to reevaluate his initial 

acceptance of the analogy. Most likely it will be the third step which will appear 

problematical in this new light. After all, what reason have we been given to 

believe that the "mental paint" story and the "physical paint" story are 

55 This result is not entirely welcome. Since I initially based my endorsement of the menIal paint story on 
an appeal to phenomenology, my own case is also severely weakened by this result. 
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experientially equivalent? Is it not plausible to assume that our experiences 

should be completely diff~rent in a world in which phenomenal qualities are 

properly classified as mental paint? 

I think that those who are attracted to the relocation thesis have a tendency 

to believe that if the mental paint story were correct we should experience 

something like a flat painting in our heads.56 But surely we have no reason to 

accept this view. Consideration of the following possibility may help to better 

understand why we would experience qualia "out there" rather than "in here," 

even if the mental paint story were correct. Imagine a pair of special goggles. 

Instead of lenses they have little screens, onto which is projected an image of 

what is in fact in front of you. If these goggles were done very well, you would 

stop seeing two little flat screens in front of your eyes. Instead you would start 

to see a full-featured three-dimensional world in front of you.57 You would 

"look right through" the images in your goggles and be aware only of the objects 

represented by these images. After a while it actually might become very 

difficult to redirect your attention to the images themselves; they might have 

become completely transparent to you. Try as you will, you might not be able to 

focus on the intrinsic features of the images; but in this case we would surely not 

be tempted to infer that, therefore, there are no images. We understand how the 

56 This is rcminisccnt of Hylw;'s attcmptto show tlUlt pcrccivcd objccts cannot cxist in tllC mind bccausc 
tllCY arc pcrccivcd lit II distllllce. (Scc [Bcrkclcy, 1985 (1713), First Dialogucl. Comparc also H.H. Pricc's 
reply to tile charge tllat tllc world of thc scnsc-datum thcorist should bc "flat": "Morcovcr, it is a strangc 
misunderstanding to assume, as somc cminent thinkcrs havc, tllat visual scnsc-data must bc "flat", i.e. two
dimensional. It is a plain phenomcnological fact tllat visual ticlds have tllC properly of dcpth. And why 
should the sensc-datum philosophers, of all people, be supposed to deny this obvious fact'?" [Pricc, 1954 
(1932), pp. vii-viiil. 
57 For a discussion of tllC scientific feasihility of such gogglcs sec Hans Moravcc's discussion of "magic 
glasscs." [Moravcc, 1988, chaptcr 3] 
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goggles work and we know that it is only in virtue of the images having the 

inuinsic qualitative features they have, that we are able to perceive anything. So 

our difficulty of focussing on the intrinsic features of the images does not mean 

that there are no images, nor would it mean that they have no qualitative intrinsic 

features. 

An analogous account may be u'ue of our ordinary visual experience. The 

fact that we see colored physical objects "a great way off' (as Hylas put it) is just 

what you would expect on the mental paint story. That we cannot, at will, make 

our phenomenology "snap back" into the flat mental picture painted with mental 

paint no more refutes the mental paint account than does our inability to see the 

images in our goggles refute the claim that we are weru'ing goggles. 

Paying attention to the goggle example should allay the worries of those 

who doubt the claim that the two alternative accounts of secondru'y qualities are 

experientially indistinguishable. Considered in their entirety, the reflections to 

which Wittgenstein's remru'k gave rise fall short of a proof of the claim that our 

visual experience has intrinsic phenomenal properties. But they do serve to 

undermine the self-assured appeal to ordinary visual experience of which the 

proponents of the relocation thesis make much. The probative force of the 

second appeal to phenomenology has suffered a severe setback. 

But a high price had to be payed to score this limited point against the 

relocationist. My own earlier appeal to phenomenology has suffered a 

comparable setback. It seems then, that this first engagement with the 

relocationist has not helped to settle the issue of the location of qualia. Appeals 

to phenomenology cannot decide the issue. In the next Chapter I shall try to 

show that there are other reasons for believing that the relocation thesis is false. 



167 

But at this point of the debate both the mentality as well as the nonmentality of 

qualia are live options. 

I shall take this standoff as an occasion to interrupt the discussion of the 

relocation thesis. In the remainder of this Chapter I want to address the 

question: How would things look for the introspectionist, on the one hand, and 

for myself, on the other, if the relocation thesis were true? 

THE PRICE OF DE-MENTED QUALIA 

The second positive argument for the relocation thesis has proved inconclusive. 

Thus the relocationist will have to rely entirely on his first argument. But 

before I turn to a discussion of the first positive argument for the relocation 

thesis I want to comment on some of the broader consequences that flow from 

the discussion of the theses of de-men ted qualia. 

Brief reflection on the relevant dialectical situation will serve to indicate 

these broader consequences. In Chapter 2 I made the first appeal to 

phenomenology. Its immediate target was the belief thesis which it falsified by 

pointing to the existence of detached qualia. And insofar as introspectionism is 

grounded in the belief thesis, the mediate target of the first appeal to 

phenomenology was introspection ism itself. Thus the first appeal to 

phenomenology may be viewed as a defeater of the belief thesis and of 

introspectionism. In this Chapter! introduced the thesis of the nonmental nature 

of qualia as a defeater of the first appeal to phenomenology. Hence the thesis of 

the nonmental nature of qualia can be viewed as a defeater of my defeater for the 

belief thesis and for introspectionism. That is, if the thesis of nonmental qualia is 

correct, the belief thesis and introspectionism are epistemically in the clear. It 
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would seem, then, that one who is committed to the belief thesis and to 

introspectionism should adopt the thesis of the nonmental nature of qualia as a 

defeater-defeater. But I shall argue that this would be a self-defeating strategy. 

For the thesis of the nonmental nature of qualia is incompatible with the belief 

thesis as well as with introspectionism. This, then, are the first two consequences 

that I want to draw from the discussion of the theses of de-mented qualia. First, 

if the qualia are nonmental then the belief thesis is false. Second, if qualia are 

nonmental then introspectionism is false. 

Another feature of the argument against the relocation thesis cries out for 

commentary. While criticizing the second appeal to phenomenology I admitted 

that an appeal to phenomenology cannot be an arbiter between the mental paint 

and the physical paint story. But recall that my endorsement of the mental paint 

story rested, primarily, on the first appeal to phenomenology. It seems, then, 

that my endorsement of the mental paint story is unfounded. A ctitic might 

argue that this spells doom for my project. For if the phenomenal properties are 

kicked out of the mind, the qualophile is deprived of his subject matter. This 

consideration gives rise to the third consequence that I want to draw from the 

discussion of the theses of de-mented qualia: contrary to appearances the 

qualophile has nothing to fear form the relocation move. 

I end on a less positive note. Reflecting on the question what it would take 

to have de-mented relocated qualia, I find myself unable to provide a satisfactory 

answer. This falls far short of showing that such an account cannot be produced. 

But as far as I am concerned, it pats an end to my goal of explaining 

consciousness in terms of the having of qualia. 
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DE-MENTED QUALIA AND THE BELIEF THESIS 

What would follow if the relocation thesis were correct after all and 

phenomenal properties were properties of nonmental objects? Would this make 

the belief thesis any more plausible? I shall now argue that this is not so. 

The relocation thesis may seem to pose a threat to my argument because it 

appears to undermine my case against the belief thesis. If the relocation thesis is 

true there simply is no mental paint. It follows that my phenomenologically 

based belief that my experience is suffused with mental paint (in the form of 

detached qualia) is wrong. My rejection of the belief thesis is based on this 

phenomenologically based belief. Therefore the truth of the relocation thesis 

would seem to strengthen the belief thesis by defeating my defeater for the belief 

thesis. This consideration for believing that the relocation thesis supports the 

belief thesis is correct as far as it goes. But it stops short of fully appreciating 

the epistemic punch of the relocation thesis. For further reflection will show 

that the truth of the relocation thesis is itself a defeater of the belief thesis.58 It 

follows that I need not lose my composure if the relocation thesis should be true. 

The case would be absolutely clear if we were dealing with a stronger 

interpretation of the belief thesis. Were we to interpret the belief thesis as, for 

example, the simple identity thesis-the thesis that holds that being in a particular 

conscious state and believing that you are in this state are literally the same 

5& This Im;t claim may seem terribly obvious. For the lIonmenlal qualia Ihat grace tile surfaces of external 
objects must surely count as detached qualia'! And dctached «ualia falsify tile belief tilesis. As I try to show 
in tile text, tJlis assesslllent is correet ,l~ long as we are dealing witil strong versions of dIe helief dlCsis. I 
hope to show dlat dlC relation of dIe relocation thesis and dIe he lief thesis hecome much Illore interesting 
and much harder to ll~sess as we encounter ever weakcr versions of dIe helief dlCsis. 
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state-the case would be straightforward. If qualia are surface properties of 

physical objects then, surely, the having of a quale cannot be identical with a 

qualitative belief about it. To deny this would commit one to the view that 

qualitative beliefs are surface properties of things like tomatoes, which is absurd. 

Things turn out no better if we start with qualitative beliefs. Presumably a 

qualitative belief is identical with the qualitative state it is about we get the result 

that the qualitative state in question is a mental state. In other words, the quale in 

question ends up being "unrelocated;" that is, it qualifies a mental state. Thus the 

relocationist cannot consistently help himself to a strong version of the belief 

thesis.59 

Matters are less clear-cut in the case of the weak version of the belief 

thesis that we are looking at-the thesis that holds that one's having the relevant 

qualitative belief is a necessary condition of one's being in the corresponding 

qualitative state. As stated the belief thesis requires that the subject having the 

qualitative state and the subject having the qualitative belief be the same subject. 

This has the untoward consequence that only things that are capable of belief can 

have (states with) phenomenal properties. A ripe tomato, for example, will be 

red only if it believes itself to be red. Since it can't do the latter, it won't be the 

fonner, which is false. Therefore the belief thesis is false if the relocation thesis 

is true. 

One might try to remedy this problem by arguing that the phenomenal 

redness is not a feature of the tomato, but, instead, a feature of the neural state of 

59 But these considerations arc of limited importance hecause we decided carlyon in chapter 2 to discuss a 
weak version of the belief thesis. One might, however, construe these considerations as one more reason 
for choosing a weak version of the belief IllCsis as !lIe target for our critique. 
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the one who sees the tomato. Somewhat facetiously one might name this version 

of the belief thesis the colored brain thesis. Since it may be assumed that one 

who is capable of seeing a tomato is also capable of believing that he sees a 

tomato the requirement that it be the same subject who has the qualitative state 

and the corresponding qualitative belief no longer poses a problem. But this 

move flies in the face of the relocation thesis. The idea was to get the 

phenomenal properties out of the mind and onto the mind's object. By moving 

the phenomenal properties out of the mind and onto the (physical) brain states we 

have, at best, reached a halfway house. The relocationist wants to move them all 

the way out, onto the object seen (which usually will not be part of your brain). 

Disregarding the question whether the present proposal captures the spirit of the 

relocation thesis, it seems that that it is plainly wrong. For if our brain states are 

the bearers of the phenomenal properties of which we are aware, then our brain 

should be red, green, loud, sour, etc., which it is not.60 

A more promising attempt to repair the belief thesis results if we relax the 

requirement that the subject having the qualitative state and the subject having the 

qualitative belief be the same subject. This maneuver allows us to peel the 

qualitative beliefs about phenomenal redness off the tomato's smiace and to 

locate them in a subject (other than the tomato) that is capable of having beliefs. 

This proposal-the relaxed belief thesis-seems to be true to the spirit of the 

60 Much fun has bccn made of and much abuse has heen hcaped upon UIC colorcd brain UlCsis. My brief 
discussion of it is not entirely blmneless on Ulis account. On behalf of UlC colorcd brain thesis I should say 
that it is not at all ohvious to me Ulat Ule more sophisticated versiolls of Ulis Ulesis have bccn refuted. 
Bertrand Russell, for ex:unple, defended a Ulcory that is closely similar to Ule one discussed above. He 
argucd that all we ever sce lU'e (constituents of parts 00 our own hrains. And to Ule standard objection UHlt 
Ule neurosurgcon does not sce my brain turning grcen when I look at grass he replicd Ulat Ulis was so 
hccause Ule ncurosurgcon was only observing his own hrain, not mine. 
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relocation thesis: the phenomenal redness is out there on the surface of the 

physical tomato, where it belongs. And, at the same time, it seems that we 

preserved something very close to the original version of the belief thesis: the 

tomato's redness depends upon its giving rise, in an appropriately situated 

subject, to the qualitative belief that the subject is being appeared redly to. Is 

this, then, a way to reconcile the truth of the relocation thesis with the truth of 

(one version of) the belief thesis? If so, I must retract my claim that the belief 

thesis is false if the relocation thesis is true. 

But the relocationist cannot rest content with the relaxed belief thesis. The 

problem with this version of the belief thesis does not pertain to where it locates 

the phenomenal properties but to what it locates there. According to the relaxed 

belief thesis the secondary properties are thoroughly subjective, flickering in and 

out of existence depending on whether they do or don't happen to give rise to a 

corresponding qualitative belief in an appropriate subject. Surely such fickle and 

mind-dependent qualities are unacceptable for the relocation theorist. For they 

have none of the ontological respectability of the physical objects they grace. 

Can we further relax the relaxed belief thesis? It would seem so. The 

relaxed belief thesis is easily modified to meet the problem of flickering qualia. 

Instead of requiring that there be a subject which actually holds the relevant 

qualitative belief we require merely that if there were an appropriately situated 

subject then it would form the relevant qualitative belief. Call this the loose 

belief thesis. 

The loose belief thesis has a familiar and reassuring ring to it. It is 

reminiscent of a Lockean dispositionalist account of secondary properties. But if 

we want to stay true to the relocationist thesis we must resist the temptation to 
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appropriate the respectability of the Lockean account for the loose belief thesis. 

For the Lockean ends up locating the phenomenal redness of the tomato in the 

sensations (Le. in the mind) of the tomato's (potential) beholder. The tomato 

itself may also, and with propriety, be called red. But by calling the tomato red, 

I merely ascribe a power to it: the power to produce phenomenally red 

sensations in an appropriately situated observer. Obviously this is a position that 

is unacceptable for the relocation theorist, whose goal it is to banish the 

phenomenal properties from the mind. [Armstrong and Malcolm, 1984, pp. 177-

187] 

I think that the apparent similarity between the loose belief thesis and 

Lockean dispositionalism is, at least in part, spurious. Thus the worry that the 

loose belief thesis might push the phenomenal properties back into the mind in 

this particular manner is wrong headed. But I shall now argue that the corrected 

understanding of the loose belief thesis holds no more promise than its Lockean 

misinterpretation, insofar as the reconciliation of the relocation thesis with the 

belief thesis is concerned. 

The Lockean reading of the loose belief thesis goes wrong in suggesting 

that the loose belief thesis is committed to the existence of mental paint. But 

there is no need to interpret the loose belief thesis along these lines. The 

Lockean has phenomenal redness reside in sensations (in the mind). If the loose 

belief thesis is to be compatible with the relocation thesis the phenomenal redness 

must be pushed back out onto the object. This is a change which the loose belief 

thesis can accommodate. This version of the belief thesis does require that there 

be a subject who can have the qualitative belief that it is appeared redly to. But 

if we assume (at least for now) that one can have a qualitative belief about 
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phenomenal redness without having phenomenal redness instantiated in one's 

mind then this requirement can be satisfied without the need to postulate 

phenomenally red mental objects. Thus the loose belief thesis is interpretable in 

a manner that sidesteps the first problem raised by the Lockean reading of this 

thesis. 

But the Lockean reading of the loose belief thesis also highlights a second 

feature of the loose belief thesis, viz., that the latter thesis provides a 

dispositional account of secondary qualities. In this respect the Lockean reading 

is not misleading. The loose belief thesis does furnish a dispositional account of 

secondary properties. The relocation thesis, on the other hand, presents 

secondary properties as categorical properties of physical objects. The claim that 

the clash between the loose belief thesis and the relocation thesis is a clash 

between a dispositional and a categorical conception of secondary properties can 

be developed along the following lines. What is it for an object to be red, 

according to the loose belief thesis? It is for an object to be such that it could 

cause a corresponding phenomenal belief in an appropriately situated observer. 

That is, for an object to be red is for it to be such that if there were an 

appropriately endowed subject present then this subject would form a certain 

phenomenal belief. There is, then, a conceptual connection between the 

statement that the tomato is red and the subjunctive conditional stated in the 

previous sentence. This is the basis for claiming that the relaxed version of the 

belief thesis provides a dispositional account of secondary qualities. On the other 

side we have the relocation theorist. He cannot rest content with a dispositional 

analysis for secondary qualities. Since he identifies secondary properties with 

primary properties and since primary properties are the paradigms of 
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categorical properties, the relocation theorist has to insist on the categorical 

nature of secondary properties. On this construal of secondary properties it is 

not constitutive of phenomenal redness that it be able to cause observers to fonn 

such and such beliefs. This clash between dispositional and categorical construals 

of phenomenal properties makes the loose belief thesis incompatible with the 

relocation thesis. Thus the truth of the relocation thesis shows the falsity of even 

the most watered down version of the belief thesis that we have considered.61 

Neither the original belief thesis, nor the colored brain thesis, nor the 

relaxed belief thesis, nor even the loose version of the belief thesis are 

compatible with the relocation thesis. I conclude that the belief thesis and the 

relocation thesis are incompatible. Based on an argument from exhaustion, the 

case for incompatibility is not as robust as we might wish it to be. But for now 

the ball is in the court of the belief theorist. 

In Chapter 2 I argued that the belief thesis must be given up if the mental 

paint scenario is assumed. Now I argued that the belief thesis must be given up if 

the relocation thesis is conect and the physical paint scenario is assumed. Things 

do not look good for the belief thesis: no matter how the dispute about the 

relocation thesis is resolved, the belief thesis fails one way or another. Inasmuch 

as I am concerned to refute the belief thesis I need not worry whether the paint is 

61 One might, moreover, argue with some plausibility that the loose belief Olesis is much too watered 
down to preserve what is important about Ole original version of Ole belief Olesis. The belief thesis was 
motivated by its capacity to guanmtee Owt every conscious phenomenon is accomp,mied by a corresponding 
cognition OJat requires Ole conscious subject to introspect the quale in question. This is how Ole belief 
Olesis manages to marry consciousness to introspection. The loose belief Olesis docs not come WiOl a 
similarly impressive gmU'<mtee. For it allows for unintrospected qualia. All OUlt it can guarantee is OUlt 
under certain circulllst,mces Ole quale could he introspected. 
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mental or physical. Thus I can face the possibility of a relocationist victory with 

equanimity. Nothing hangs on it as far as the belief thesis is concerned. 

DE-MENTED QUALIA AND iNTROSPECTIONISM 

The belief thesis itself is of limited interest. What interest it has it derives from 

its connection with introspectionism. Lets therefore turn to the question whether 

the relocation thesis is compatible with introspectionism. 

In the previous section I argued that the relocation thesis is incompatible 

with the belief thesis. What beruing does this result have on the relation between 

the relocation thesis and introspectionism? The answer to this question will 

depend on how we view the connection between the belief thesis and 

introspectionism. The tighter the connection, the more relevant the previously 

reached results will be. 

If one construes the process of introspecting one's qualitative states as 

consisting in one's acquiring the relevant qualitative beliefs then the carry-over 

from the previous discussion will be significant. The previous discussion has 

shown that if the relocation thesis is true then the belief thesis is false. That is, if 

qualia are nonmental then it is false that every qualitative state is invariably 

accompanied by a corresponding qualitative belief. Hence there are qualitative 

phenomena unaccompanied by the corresponding qualitative beliefs. On the 

present understanding of "introspection" this means that these qualitative states 

occur unintrospected. One's consciousness of these qualitative states will, 

therefore, not be explainable by appeal to their being introspected. On this 

construal of the notion of introspection, introspectionism cannot be offered as a 

complete account of qualitative consciousness. 



177 

The considerations of the last paragraph are not directly relevant to the 

discussion of introspectionism as it is contained in Chapter 2. For there we 

worked with a somewhat weaker relationship between the belief thesis and 

introspectionism. The belief thesis was presented as the most likely reason for 

one's accepting introspectionism. This kind of connection between the belief 

thesis and introspectionism is still strong enough to allow us to exploit the 

previous discussion of the belief thesis as a means to through light on the 

relationship between the relocation thesis and introspectionism. The previous 

discussion has shown that if the relocation thesis is true then the belief thesis is 

false. Thus, if the relocation thesis is true one is deprived of one's main reason 

for accepting introspectionism. While this result falls short of proving the 

relocation thesis incompatible with introspectionism it does show that the truth of 

the relocation thesis bears negatively on the epistemic standing of 

introspectionism. 

So much for the attempt to milk the incompatibility between the relocation 

thesis with the belief thesis for arguments that show that there is a tension 

between the relocation thesis and introspectionism. What can we say about the 

relationship between the relocation thesis and introspectionism without taking the 

detour through the belief thesis? This is not a merely academic question. For as 

the example of Pollock's introspectionism has shown, it is perfectly possible to be 

an introspectionist without relying on the support of the belief thesis. 

After having gone through the tedious and ultimately unsuccessful process 

of progressively weakening the belief thesis in an attempt to make it consistent 

with the relocation thesis, it comes as a relief to discover that introspection ism 

does not admit of a parallel process of successive weakenings undertaken in the 
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interests of consistency restoration. A rather pedestrian consideration shows that 

all versions of introspectionism are inconsistent with the relocation thesis. If 

being conscious, that is, if the having of qualia is accomplished through a process 

of introspection, then the qualia have to be accessible to the inner sense; they 

have to be in the inner sense's field of vision, so to speak. To be introspectible 

an item has to located where the mechanism of introspection can reach it. No 

matter which theory of introspection you favor, as long as it is a genuine form of 

introspection this constraint of the location of introspectible items precludes them 

from being situated "outside," as the relocationist would have it. This shows that 

if the relocation thesis is true and qualia are external to the mind, then you 

cannot get an introspectionist account of consciousness. 

I can conclude this discussion of the compatibility of introspectionism and 

the relocation thesis in precisely the same way as I concluded the preceding 

section on the compatibility of the belief thesis and the relocation thesis. In 

chapters 2 and 3 I argued that introspectionism must be given up if the mental 

paint scemu'io is assumed. Now I argued that introspectionism must be given up 

if the relocation thesis is correct and the physical paint scenario is assumed. 

Things do not look good for introspectionism: no matter how the dispute about 

the relocation thesis is resolved, introspectionism fails one way or another. 

Inasmuch as I am concerned to refute introspectionism I need not worry whether 

the paint is mental or physical. Thus I can face the possibility of a relocationist 

victory with equanimity. Nothing hangs on it as far as introspectionism is 

concerned. 
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After having struggled so hard to keep the qualia mental, I shall now ponder the 

possibility that I shall have to beat a retreat on this front. This is not merely 

frivolous flirtation with an outlandish possibility. The following consideration 

recommends this procedure. In the course of the discussion of the relocation 

thesis I was forced to admit that the appeal to phenomenology cannot decide the 

issue of the mentality or nonmentality of qualia. For I had to acknowledge that 

the mental paint scenario and the physical paint scenario are phenomenologically 

indistinguishable. Thus my main reason for endorsing the mental paint 

interpretation of phenomenal qualities is severely weakened. What follows from 

this reversal? I shall argue that, as far as the interests of the qualophile are 

concerned, the shift from the mental paint scenario to the physical paint story 

leaves everything as it was. 

But a critic may feel that my professed equanimity IS completely 

inappropriate. And the critic might want to hold this view even if he is willing 

to grant the point that the truth of the relocation thesis does not weaken the case 

against the belief thesis or against introspectionism. The critic's worry is a much 

deeper one. He might say this: By countenancing the possibility that phenomenal 

qualities are properties of nonmental, external objects you have effectively 

deprived yourself of your subject matter. To give up on the mentality of 

phenomenal qualities is to give up the claim that there are such things as qualia. 

Thus it may seem to the critic that I have won the unimportant battle against the 

belief thesis and the only slightly more important battle against introspection ism 
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at the expense of losing the war for the recognition of qualia as an important 

problem in the philosophy of mind. 

The relocation move has, indeed, been employed as a strategy by those 

who want to rid the philosophy of mind of the troublesome problem of qualia. 

This strategy has, for example, been used by philosophers who attempt to 

immunize functionalism against the objection that it cannot account for the 

qualitative nature of pain. They suggest that the eliminativist and the reductionist 

strategies do not exhaust all the possibilities: 

We suggest a third strategy. We shall argue that, even if pain-qualia are 
essential for pain and even if pain-qualia cannot be functionally analyzed, 
that's no problem for Functionalism. It's no problem because, assuming 
they exist, qualia aren't psychological and, hence, don't fall within 
Functionalism's area of responsibility. [Graham and Stephens, 1985, p. 
73] 

Graham and Stephens turn what seemed like a troublesome consequence of the 

relocation thesis into a ingenious way of dealing with qualia-related problems. 

But I cannot avail myself of this trick. For, naturally,_ I cannot hope to cast light 

on the nature of qualia by simply declaring them out of bounds. It may be a 

good policy to use this ploy to defend a narrowly conceived form of 

functionalism about the mental. If, what you are after, is to develop a theory of 

the mind then it makes sense to first purge the intended domain of your theory of 

all imposters. That is, it will make sense to first expose and then kick out all the 

purportedly mental items that are not genuinely mental. If qualia are such 

imposters, then good riddance. But if, what you are after, is an explanation of 

phenomenal consciousness, then you will have to follow the qualia around 

wherever they may take you. If that is what you are interested in, it would be a 
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mistake to insist, at the outset, that you will confine your study to the philosophy 

of mind or to the philosophy of matter or to epistemology or to whatnot. Instead 

you will study the qualia wherever they may happen to be located with whatever 

methods are appropriate to the task. It is this latter project that I pursue. 

Therefore I do not see the relocation thesis per .'Ie as either posing a threat or as 

holding a promise for my enterprise. If the relocation thesis is false and qualia 

are mental then I shall do philosophy of mind. If the relocation thesis is true and 

qualia are nonmental then I shall have to do more than merely philosophy of 

mind. Shifting the qualia around does not make them go away. And as long as 

the qualia exist somewhere I shall not be deprived of my subject matter. For this 

reason I face the outcome of the debate about the proper location of qualia with 

equanimity. I can do what I want to do no matter how the debate over the 

location of phenomenal properties turns out. 

WHAT IS IT TO HAVE DE-MENTED QUALIA? 

It is all very fine to affect a liberal air about the nature and location of qualia. 

But to allow for the existence of qualia, be they inside or outside, is not all it 

takes to account for qualitative consciousness. After all, by moving the 

qualitative redness onto the sUlface of the tomato we did not want to grant it a 

qualitative consciousness of its own. The tomato's inner light did not start to 

shine any brighter by having a bunch of qualia dumped on its surface. From the 

tomato's point of view the relocationist's maneuver changes nothing: to be a 

tomato with qualia is just like it is to be a tomato without qualia, viz., like 

nothing. For there to be consciousness the qualia need to be had in the right kind 

of way. The tomato does not have them in the right kind of way. But if we are 
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to be conscious we must have the qualia in the relevant way. What, then, would 

it be to have the relocationist's de-mented qualia? How does one make these 

publicly available qualia one's own? How do we manage to be conscious in the 

relocationist's world where there is only physical paint? 

The term "naive realism" has received more (and more variegated) 

characterizations than seems fitting for a respectable philosophical term. So I 

feel rather confident in saying that according to at least one version of naive 

realism our seeing an (external) object is simply a matter of our gaining a direct 

visual awareness of the object in question.62 The most striking feature of such an 

account of visual perception is that it posits no representations of any kind in the 

perceiver. On this picture there is no room in the world for any mental paint in 

addition to the physical paint that adorns the objects in our environment. The 

rich phenomenology of which we become aware in visual perception is simply 

there, in front of us, unadulterated by any admixture of the perceiving subject. 

Such a naive realist theory of visual perception seems to yield a simple answer to 

the question how we manage to be conscious in the relocationist's world. To 

have a quale is simply to become directly aware of it. For it to be like that for 

me to experience the redness of the tomato is simply for me to become aware of 

the tomato's phenomenal redness. 

There is a battery of standard objections to naive realist theories of 

perception, concerned, for the most part, with problems about illusions and 

62 This kind of story may be, but need not, he hacked up hy some kind of causal account of the transaction. 
But since tJlis kind of account is supposed to he applicahle to us as well as to disembodied Cartesian souls 
the purpose of such a causal story would not he to analyze the nolion of direct awareness; its purpose would 
he to give an account of the mech:Ulics lhat happen to underlie our hecoming directly aware of ml ohject. 
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matters of perceptual relativity. These are genuine difficulties, and I do not want 

to belittle them by passing over them at this point. My biggest complaint about 

the naive realist account is that I find it altogether unilluminating. "Direct 

awruoeness" functions as a primitive tenn in the naive realist account. And it is 

one of those primitives that do all the work that the theory as a whole is supposed 

to do. I think it would be better to say that we ruoe not dealing with a theory at 

all. What we have been given is a term that nrunes a problem, not a theory that 

solves a problem. 

There is a second rather ill defined worry I have about naively realistic 

account of consciousness. The question I want to ask is this: Where is my 

qualitative consciousness located on the naive realist account? My head seems to 

be out of the question. For the qualia me outside of it and nothing in my head or 

mind represents these qualia locally. Edwin B. Holt, one of the American New 

Realists, bravely faced up to this issue and identified a subject's qualitative 

consciousness with the qualia to which the person reacts. [Holt, 1914. see 

especially Chapter 9] This means that your visual consciousness is, quite 

literally, spread out over or identical with the relocated qualia on the sUlfaces of 

the objects you see. Distinguish Holt's claim from the true and uninteresting 

view that the manifold of physical objects with which vision acquaints us is 

extended in space. On Holt's view the consciousness itself gets bloated to the 

point where it becomes spatially coextensive with its objects. I believe that Holt's 

view on the location of consciousness is the correct consequence to draw from 

naive realism. I take that to be one more reason to be suspicious of the naively 

realistic account of what it is to have a nonmental quale. 
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These reflections do suggest that a satisfactory account of consciousness 

will be hard to come by within the physical paint scenario of the relocationist. 

Moving the qualia out of the mind and onto the mind's object makes them more 

respectable denizens of our ontology. But as long as the relocation move is not 

supplemented by a corresponding story about how our minds can reach out to the 

relocated qualia so as to make them our own, we shall not know what it is to 

have qualia, what it is to be conscious. I have not shown that such a story cannot 

be told. But I do not know how to tell it. Thus the truth of the relocation thesis 

would effectively block me from pursuing my goal of developing an account of 

qualitative consciousness. My critic comes out victorious, albeit for reasons he 

never suspected. The relocation of qualia does not rob me of my subject matter. 

But the relocation of qualia makes the task I set myself harder than I can handle. 

My equanimity concerning the relocation thesis was misplaced. With this 

undesirable consequence of the relocation thesis we have finally uncovered a 

reason for hoping that the relocation thesis is false. In the next Chapter I shall 

attempt to show that the relocation thesis is false. Thus we need not fear that this 

particular problem will keep us from formulating a satisfactory account of 

consciousness. 

SUMMARY 

In this Chapter I did two things. First I introduced the topic of the nonmental 

nature of qualia by way of considering possible objections to the first appeal to 

phenomenology. The thesis of the absence of phenomenology and the thesis of 

the relocation of phenomenology rebut the first appeal to phenomenology by 

holding that there are no mental qualia. The absence thesis holds that there are 
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no mental qualia because there are no qualia. The relocation thesis holds that 

there are no mental qualia because qualia are nonmental. I argued that the 

absence thesis collapses into the relocation thesis and proceeded to present two 

and to discuss one of the positive arguments for the relocation thesis. The first 

argument holds that qualia must be nonmental because the mind cannot 

accommodate qualia. The critique of this argument has been saved for the 

following Chapter. The second argument for the relocation thesis consisted in an 

appeal to phenomenology. I discussed this second appeal to phenomenology at 

some length and concluded that it cannot serve to establish the relocation thesis. 

These anti-phenomenological considerations proved to be a double edged sword. 

For I was forced to admit that the considerations marshalled against the second 

appeal to phenomenology count equally against the first appeal to 

phenomenology, thereby severely weakening my case for the mentality of qualia. 

The remainder of the Chapter was dedicated to assessing the repercussions 

that the thesis of de-men ted qualia has for the viability of introspectionism and 

my own project respectively. I argued that if the relocation thesis is true then 

the belief thesis is false. This supports the argument of Chapter 2. I argued that 

if the relocation thesis is true then introspectionism is false. This supports the 

argument of chapters 2 and 3. I argued that the truth of the relocation thesis 

does not entail that there are no qualia. This fits in with the larger project of 

accounting for consciousness in terms of the having of qualia. Finally I had to 

admit that if the relocation thesis is true I do not know how to provide an 

account of the having of qualia, i.e., of consciousness. This shows that I cannot 

proceed with my project without first refuting the relocation thesis. To this task 

I now turn. 
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CHAPTER 5 

SEARCHING FOR A NONMENTAL HOME FOR QUALIA: 
THE CASE AGAINST NONMENTAL QUALIA 

The phenomenological battle over the location of qualia has ended with a draw. 

The assessment of the relocation thesis will therefore have to turn on the success 

of failure of the relocationist's first argument for extruding qualia from the 

mind. Roughly put, the relocationist maintained that the qualia must be outside 

since there are no appropriate qualia-bearers in the mind. I shall challenge this 

argument by showing that the nonmental world does not tolerate qualia. That is, 

qualia cannot be outside since there are no appropriate qualia-bearers in the 

nonmental world. Thus we must conclude that the relocationist's thesis is false. 

I shall support this conclusion by two arguments. First, I shall show that 

non veridical experience poses a formidable problem for the relocation move. In 

the second argument I will take on the relocation theorist in the domain of 

veridical experience. I shall try to show that the qualia of veridical experience 

cause the relocationist precisely the same kind of problems that he encountered in 

the case of non veridical experience. I conclude that the relocation move is not a 

viable option because the nonmental world does not contain any qualia-bearers. 

ILLUSIONS AND NONEXISTING INTENTIONAL 

OBJECTS 

Illusions, hallucinations, dreams, and imaginings pose a problem for the 

relocation thesis. A person going through anyone of these non-veridical 

experiences enjoys phenomenal qualities, yet there is no corresponding physical 

object to which these qualities might be ascribed. There is no rat in front of the 
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person who hallucinates a pink rat. Thus it is a mistake to locate the phenomenal 

pinkness on the rat; there simply is no such rat, pink or otherwise. 

We need not now detennine whether the many arguments that have been 

built on these various kinds of non-veridical experience (and which can, with a 

greater or lesser degree of justification, be lumped together under the name "the 

argument from illusion") are poweIful enough to establish what their proponents 

have, for the most part, taken them to establish: that sense data must exist and 

that therefore materialism is wrong. Be that as it may, most everybody seems to 

agree that the kinds of phenomena to which the argument from illusion draws 

our attention-illusions, hallucinations, dreams, and imaginings-pose at least a 

prima facie problem for any theory that would locate phenomenal properties on 

the external physical object. Where there is no external physical object, the 

attempt to move the phenomenal properties out of the mind and onto the external 

object is doomed. The charge against the relocationist comes to this: in the cases 

of non-veridical experience he cannot provide a home for qualia. 

One reply, which has found a number of defenders in the recent literature, 

consists in the startling claim that even in those instances in which the ostensible 

object of perception does not exist, the experienced phenomenal qualities are 

borne by a (nonmental) physical object, albeit one that happens not to exist. 

The defence of this position proceeds by pointing out the intentionality of 

sensation. Sensations are always sensations of something, regardless of whether 

the sensation's ostensible external physical object does or does not exist. If you 

hallucinate a pink rat there is no pink rat in front of you; nevertheless, your 

sensation is a sensation of a pink rat. J list because there is no rat in front of you, 

your sensation does not turn into a sensation of nothing, or into a sensation of a 
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table or of a wall, or of whatever else might really be in front of you. Your 

sensation remains the sensation of a pink rat whatever else might be true of your 

immediate environment. In other words, your sensation has a pink rat as its 

intentional object, which mayor may not exist. In this manner the intentionality 

of sensation comes to the aid of the relocationist. No matter if we are dealing 

with veridical or non-veridical experience-every sensation has an object, albeit 

a merely intentional object in the case of non-veridical experience. But as long 

as there is an object of any kind there is a place for the extradited phenomenal 

qualities. Thus non-veridical experience does not embarrass the relocationist 

into admitting homeless qualities into his ontology: the intentional object is the 

proper home of qualia. 

Though this position may strike one as peculiar, it has been endorsed by a 

number of recent writers. In the course of discussing the question whether 

hallucinations force us to acknowledge the existence of mental paint, Hannan 

draws our attention to the fact that "the object of awareness is an intentional 

object that need not exist." [Hannan, 1989, p. 841] Concerning a situation in 

which Alice is hallucinating a nice ripe tomato, he writes: 

In the case of hallucination Alice is aware of something red, but the red 
thing is a nonexistent physical thing rather than an existent mental thing . 
... what Alice sees or seems to see when she hallucinates is the redness of a 
tomato. Maybe there is no redness in the world before her, but that does 
not mean she sees mental redness. It only means that she is seeing (or 
seeming to see) something that does not exist. [Hannan, 1989, p. 841] 

Armstrong proposes a similar solution to the problems posed by non-veridical 

experience. He recommends that the causal theorist who is confronted with the 

argument from illusion should proceed as follows: 
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He should deny that when something physical looks green to somebody, 
but is not green, or where somebody images something green, then the 
sensory quality of greenness is present. The causal theorist can admit that 
there is a sense in which sensory illusion, or the having of such images, 
involves something green. But (a) the something is an ordinary physical 
something; and (b) it is a merely intentional, not a real, object. 
[Armstrong and Malcolm, 1984, p. 171] 

Once the role of the intentional object is understood, "there is no call to treat 

illusory or imaged sensible qualities, and in particular color, sound, taste, smell, 

heat or cold, as actual qualities of actual entities." In short, "The illusory 

qualities do not qualify anything at all." [Armstrong and Malcolm, 1984, p. 174] 

A fortiori they don't qualify anything mental like, e.g., sense data. 63 

It appears, then, that the relocationist's appeal to the intentionality of 

sensation has secured non-mental objects that can serve as bearers of phenomenal 

properties in cases of non-veridical experience. Thus it would seem that the first 

objection to the relocation thesis is overcome. 

PROBLEMS WITH INTENTIONAL OBJECTS 

I shall now argue that intentional objects are a poor home for qualia; especially 

so if they moe introduced in an attempt to save the relocation thesis. Not just any 

notion of an intentional object will be able to do the work the relocationist needs 

63 William LYC1U1 has cmploycd UlC smnc rcasoning to providc UlC illusory phcnomcnal propcrtics Witil yct 
anoUlCr pickwickian homc. Not noncxistcnt physical ohjccts hut noncxistcnt scnsc data arc UIC hcm'crs of 
qualia. Of Lcopold, who is having a grccn aftcrimagc, hc says: "Lcopold's grccn patch is nol hcrc in Ulis 
room Witil Lcopold, bccausc it is not in our world, thc actual world, at all. I takc thc vicw ... Ulat 
phcnomcnal individuals such as scnsc-data arc intcntional incxistcnls a la Brcnlano and Mcinong. It is, aftcr 
all, no surprisc to hc told that mcnlal stalcs havc intcntional objccts Uwt may not cxist. So why should wc 
nol supposc Uwt aftcr-imagcs and oUlCr scnsc-data arc intcntional objccts Umt do not cxist? If UICY do not 
cxist, thcn-voilll!-UICY do not cxist; UlCrc m'c in rcality no such Ulings. And that is why wc can 
consistcntly admit Ulat phcnomcnal-color propcrtics qualify individuals without gnUlting Umt UlCrc cxist 
individuals Umt arc UIC bcarcrs of phcnomcnal-color propcrtics." [Lycan. 1987. p. 88] 



190 

it to do. It will, therefore, be useful to remind ourselves of the kinds of 

constraints that an intentional object will have to satisfy in order to be of any use 

to the relocation theorist. First, the intentional object will have to be nonmental. 

For the whole point of relocating the phenomenal properties was to find 

nonmental bearers for them. Second, the intentional objects will have to be of a 

kind that can plausibly be said to have phenomenal properties. Unextended 

point-particles do not, for example, seem like the right kind of bearer for 

phenomenal qualities like redness. And third, the intentional objects will have to 

be such that their having phenomenal properties can explain our having the 

conscious experience we do. If, for example, we were to push phenomenal red 

into some world to which the experiencing subject bore no relation, then 

something's being red in that faraway world could not explain how this quality 

affected the subject's experience. 

The first constraint on suitable intentional objects is obvious; but the last 

two merit further COlmnent. The relocationist's aim in presenting us with a 

theory of intentional objects is to overcome the problems posed by non veridical 

experience. His theory will be successful only if the intentional object, as he 

conceives them, are capable of providing a home for phenomenal qualities in 

cases in which there is no external physical object to bear them. This puts a 

constraint on what are possible candidates for intentional objects: they must be 

objects of a kind that can have or exemplify phenomenal properties. Thus a 

question we shall have to pose to any theory of intentional objects will be this: 

are the objects posited by the theory of a kind that can exemplify phenomenal 

qualities? I shall call this the exemplification problem. Every relocationist 

theory of intentional objects will have to deal with the exemplification problem. 
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But solving the exemplification problem is insufficient to guarantee the 

success of a relocationist's intentional object account of non veridical experience. 

For, presumably, the relocationist will have certain views about the relation 

obtaining between the qualitied intentional object and the experiencing person. 

The experiencing person experiences the particular phenomenal qualities she 

does in virtue of the intentional object's having these qualities. And if the 

relocation theorist is naturalistically inclined, he will want to spell out the "in 

virtue of' locution in causal terms. Thus we arrive at a second constraint on 

what are possible candidates for intentional objects: they must be objects of a 

kind that can interact causally with experiencers to produce the requisite 

experiences. Hence a further question we shall have to pose to any theory of 

intentional objects will be this: are the objects posited by the theory of a kind 

that can enter into the relevant causal interactions with experiencers? I shall call 

this the causation problem. At least all those relocationist theories that were 

conceived in the naturalistic spirit will have to deal with the causation problem. 

The exemplification problem is logically prior to the causation problem. If you 

fail to solve the first then you failed completely; the causation problem does not 

even pose itself. 

A review of various proposed construals of intentional objects will make it 

clear that these three constraints on intentional objects are hard to satisfy. Such 

an argument by elimination falls short of a proof that intentional objects of the 

kind required by the relocationist cannot be had. But it does show that the 

attempt to save the relocation thesis by an appeal to intentional objects is an 

extremely problematical undertaking. 
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The point of the relocation thesis is to transfer the phenomenal properties out of 

the mind and onto the mind's nonmental object. But transfelTing the phenomenal 

properties onto the intentional object does not achieve this goal. For according 

to the traditional conception of intentional objects they are mental objects. So the 

whole maneuver is pointless as far as the relocationist is concerned. 

The cunent interest in intentional objects dates back to Brentano's famous 

characterization of mental phenomena: 

Every mental phenomenon is characterized by what the Scholastics of the 
Middle Ages called the intentional (or mental) inexistence of an object, 
and what we might call, though not in wholly unambiguously, reference to 
a content, direction toward an object (which is not to be understood here 
as meaning a thing), or immanent objectivity. Every mental phenomenon 
includes something as object within itself, although they do not all do so in 
the same way. In presentation something is presented, in judgment 
something is affirmed or denied, in love loved, in hate hated, in desire 
desired and so on. This intentional in-existence is characteristic 
exclusively of mental phenomena. No physical phenomenon exhibits 
anything like it. We can, therefore, define mental phenomena by saying 
that they are those phenomena which contain an object intentionally within 
themselves. [Brentano, 1973, pp. 88-89] 

In this brief passage Brentano does two things: he presents a thesis about the 

distinguishing characteristic of the mental; and he presents an ontological thesis 

concerning the kind of existence that belongs to intentional objects. It is the 

latter thesis with which we are concerned. What does Brentano's ontological 

thesis tell us about intentional objects? Here is how R.M. Chisholm, the foremost 

champion of Brentano's doctrine of intentionality, summarizes what the 
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ontological doctrine of intentional inexistence tells us about the intentional object 

of a man who thinks about a unicorn: 

It tells us, first, that the object of the man's thought is a unicorn. It tells 
us, second, that this unicorn is not an actual unicorn (for there are no 
actual unicorns). And it tells us, third, that this unicorn has a certain 
mode of being other than actuality. [Chisholm, 1970, p. 136] 

The first two points pose no threat to the relocation thesis. For if the relocation 

theorist is to locate a new home for qualia he too must insist that the man is 

related to a unicorn that is not actual. It is the third claim that proves to be 

problematical if spelled out further. For it is here that the mentality of 

intentional objects comes into play. Chisholm's interpretation of the particulru" 

mode of being that is proprietary to intentional objects makes that abundantly 

clear: 

Whatever has this mode of being-called "intentional inexistence" or 
"immanent objectivity"-is an entity that is mind-dependent and therefore 
appropriately called an ens rationis, in the traditional sense of this term. 
The intentionally inexistent unicorn is an entity that is produced by the 
mind or intellect~ it comes into being as soon as the man stru"ts to think 
about a unicorn and it ceases to be as soon as he stops. [Chisholm, 1970, p. 
136] 

Brentano provides the relocation theorist with an intentional object, but it is an 

object of the wrong kind. For it is a mental object and as such the relocationist 

cannot accept it as a suitable support for phenomenal qualities. 

INTENTIONAL OBJECTS A LA MEINONG 

The better part of the ensuing disclIssion of intentional objects was driven by an 

attempt to rid oneself of the troublesome ontological liability of mental 
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inexistents. Brentano himself was among the first to attempt such a purge. But 

this laudable drive towards ontological parsimony is one that the relocation 

theorist cannot embrace wholeheartedly. For he must make sure that he does not 

end up empty handed: that is, he runs the risk that after the successful 

elimination or reduction of intentional objects he is left with nothing that could 

plausibly be styled as a support for qualia. Suppose, by way of an example, that 

you are able to argue successfully that our intentional attitudes are really directed 

towards linguistic entities. What is the relocation theorist to do under these 

circumstances? He cannot plausibly maintain that the phenomenal qualities of 

experience are intrinsic properties of linguistic entities. This form of linguistic 

reductionism of intentional objects is therefore one that the relocation theorist 

must resist. Only those accounts of intentional objects will merit the 

relocationist's attention that construe intentional objects as nonmental objects to 

which phenomenal properties can plausibly be attributed. I shall now argue that 

the attempt to construe intentional objects as Meinongian objects-objects beyond 

being and non being-succumbs to just this problem. The objects with which this 

account furnishes you cannot do the kind of work that the relocationist requires 

an intentional object to do. 

One way to guarantee that you are not dealing with a mental object, i.e., 

an object that exists in the mind, is to make sure that you are dealing with an 

object that does not exist: if it does not exist, it does not exist in the mind. This 

insight provides the basis for a different conception of intentional objects, one 

that is closer to the one that Harman, Armstrong, and Lycan seem to have in 

mind. Nonexistence is the one feature of intentional objects upon which Hannan, 

Armstrong, and Lycan agree. Harman and Lycan both claim that the person 
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suffering a non-veridical experience is related to a an object that does not exist; 

Armstrong calls it a non-real object. This strongly suggests a Meinongian view 

of intentional objects. According to Meinong the objects of our sensations 

(Empfindungsgegenstiinde) are "homeless objects" [Meinong, 1907, pp. 8-14]; 

homeless "because there would seem to be no place for [them], either in Plato's 

heaven or on earth." [Chishohn, 1973, p. 37] They are mnong Meinong's fmnous 

at{/Jerseiend objects-objects that have no form of existence, being, or reality 

whatever-of which it is, nevertheless, true that they have certain properties. 

Their Sosein is independent of their Sein. Can these objects that are, in another 

one of Meinong's phrases, beyond being and nonbeing, be considered a 

satisfactory home for the extradited phenomenal properties? 

Here I can do no more than admit my inability to understand how 

homeless objects are supposed to afford a home for qualia. I can best express my 

puzzlement by asking H.H. Price's question: "[H]ow can an unreal tomato be 

really red?" [Price, 1954 (1932), p. 105], p. 105) Both the exemplification 

problem and the causation problem cry out for an answer on the Meinongian 

construal of intentional objects. We are owed answers to two questions: First, 

What is it for a homeless object to be red? Second, What good would a red 

homeless object do us? 

One may be tempted to answer the first question in the language of 

possible worlds: "For a homeless tomato to be red is for there to be a red 

tomato in some possible world that is not that actual world. And what it is for a 

tomato to be red in a nonactual possible world is no more clear or obscure than 
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what it is for a tomato to be red in the possible world that is the actual world."64 

But I think that no answer along these lines will do. For a tomato that exists in 

some possible world is not a homeless tomato; its home is the possible world in 

which it exists. 

This rejoinder may prompt a second attempt to answer the first question 

in the language of possible worlds: "A homeless red tomato is one that does not 

exist in any possible world." But this will not do either. First, it seems to me 

that this answer does not advance our understanding of the question with which 

we began. For it is no more clear what it is for a tomato that does not exist in 

any possible world to be red than what it is for a homeless tomato to be red. 

Whoever has a problem with homeless red tomatoes will also have a problem 

with the redness of tomatoes that do not exist in any possible world. Second, the 

answer that we are now considering has turned our red tomato into an impossible 

object, which is more than we had bargained for. Meinong would, of course, 

agree that there are impossible homeless objects-he makes much of the round 

square. But he would deny that all homeless objects are impossible objects. 

Therefore the notion of a homeless object cannot be cashed out in terms of the 

notion of objects that do not exist in any possible world. For all such objects are 

impossible objects. 

But let us assume that there is a good answer to be had to the first question 

and that it is an unproblematical affair for a homeless object to be red. Can the 

relocation theorist rest content with the claim that non veridical experience 

ti4 I think that the second part of this mlswer is prohlematical. See the next section for a discussion of !lIe 
question what it is for something to he red in a nOll-actualized possihle world. 
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acquaints us with phenomenal properties of homeless objects? Does the 

Meinongian have an answer to the causation problem? What, short of a miracle, 

could make it the case that [ experience phenomenal red in virtue of there being 

a red homeless object, an object for which there is no place "either in Plato's 

heaven or on earth"? 

INTENTIONAL OBJECTS AND POSSIBLE WORLDS 

I have argued that the framework of possible worlds does not offer adequate 

interpretative resources for Meinongian intentional objects. But from this it does 

not follow that the apparatus of possible worlds can shed no light on intentional 

objects. The connection between these two domains will appear more clearly if 

we proceed as follows: instead of using the apparatus of possible worlds to 

interpret the notion of an intentional object that we anived at independently, we 

shall try to fashion our notion of an intentional object along the lines that the 

framework of possible worlds suggests. This approach urges us to take a merely 

~ intentional object, like the hallucinated red tomato, to be an object that fails to 

exist in the actual world but does exist in some other possible world-a non

actualized possible or a mere possibile in short. Since we are now working 

without a preconceived view about the existential status of intentional objects, we 

shall stipulate that intentional objects exist in precisely the way in which objects 

in non-actualized possible worlds exist, whatever that may be. But this claim is 

too unspecific as it stands. For there is no one way in which mere possibilia 

exist. Different accounts of possible worlds yield different stories about mere 

possibilia. And since the differences between rival accounts of possible worlds 

are profound, the resulting accounts of mere possibilia differ significantly too. 
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U sing possible worlds to explicate the notion of an intentional object does not 

yield an unequivocal result. That is, whether the project of explicating the 

notion of an intentional object by relying on the framework of possible worlds 

can be judged a success, will depend, to a large measure, on which particular 

account of possible worlds you chose. There are, of course, numerous extant 

accounts of possible worlds. Following David Lewis, I shall distinguish only two 

kinds of stances towards possible worlds: the Lewisian realist stance and the 

Ersatzist stance. Depending on whether you are a Lewisian realist or an 

Ersatzist your account of the nature of mere possibilia (Le., of intentional 

objects) will differ greatly. I shall argue that, in the end, it does not matter 

which branch you chose. Neither one of the resulting notions of intentional 

objects can do what the relocationist needs them to do. But they fail for different 

reasons. I shall argue that theories of intentional objects conceived in the spirit 

of Lewisian realism can solve the exemplification problem but fail to solve the 

causation problem. The ersatzist theories of intentional objects either fail to 

solve the exemplification problem and therefore don't even get a shot at solving 

the causation problem; or, if they do provide an answer to the exemplification 

problem, they cannot deal with the causation problem. 

LEWISIAN REALISM 

For the Lewisian realist all possible worlds exist in the mo::;t robust sense of the 

word. Possible worlds are and contain good solid physical objects, just like the 

ones we encounter every day. Mere possibilia are regular physical objects and 
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can exemplify phenomenal properties with the smne ease the actual objects of this 

world exemplify them.65 Since mere possibilia are, on this account, robust 

physical objects they also would seem to be the right kind of objects for us to be 

causally related to in experience. But here the Lewisian realist encounters a 

hitch. Possible worlds and the possible objects they contain are spatio-temporally 

and causally separated from the actual world. No physical transaction of any 

kind transpires between possible worlds. If intentional objects were Lewisian 

possibilia, then suffering a non veridical experience would not be like anything 

for the experiencer. For there is no naturalistically respectable way for his 

qualia-Iaden intentional objects to color his experience. So all the many worlds 

full of wondeIfully colored and sweet smelling possibilia m·e in vain. Becoming 

a Lewisian realist about intentional objects does not advance the cause of the 

relocationist. 

ERSATZISM 

The case of the ersatzers is less straightforward, if only because their number 

and their disagreements are great. I shall therefore not focus on individual 

ersatzers but on a general feature shared by many of their constructions. 

realize that this procedure has the drawback of always appearing to be an attack 

on a straw man specifically constructed so as to be easily overcome. 

The common trait of ersatz worlds is that they are understood to be 

abstract objects, properties, propositions, or states of affairs, for example. If we 

65 Thc issuc whetilcr any physical objccts, actual or mercly possihle, can excmplify phcnomcnal propcrtics 
is an issuc timt will hc discusscd undcr tile heading "Thc Argument from Atomism." 
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focus on states of affairs we can say, following Alvin Plantinga, that a possible 

world is a maximal possible state of affairs. That is to say, a world w is a state 

of affairs such that for every state of affairs S, w either includes S (S must obtain 

if w obtains) or precludes S (S cannot obtain if w obtains). [Plantinga, 1976, p. 

258] What does this setup have to offer the relocationist in his effort to secure 

an intentional object for the person hallucinating a pink rat? 

One might try the following: "Our world does not include that states of 

affairs of the rat's being pink. But the state of affairs of the rat's being pink 

obtains in some other possible world. This latter state of affairs is the intentional 

object of the person who hallucinates a pink rat." 

This will not do, however. Qua abstract objects states of affairs are the 

wrong kinds of objects to stand in for intentional objects. For what would it be 

for an abstract object like a state of affairs to be phenomenally pink? That is not 

to deny that the state of affairs of the rat's being pink obtains. It is just to deny 

that this state of affairs itself or its obtaining could be phenomenally pink. The 

rat's being pink is not pink; neither is the obtaining of the rat's being pink pink. 

What one wants to say is this: if anything is pink it is not the state of affairs 

itself but rather the rat which, so to speak, is a constituent of the state of affairs 

that consists in the rat's being pink. But which rat is that? It is not one of the 

rats that exist in the actual world: there is no rat, pink or otherwise, in the 

hallucinating person's environment. Should we say, then, that it is, quite 

literally, an otherworldly rat; one that does not exist in this world but does exist 

in some other possible world? Now if this otherworldly rat is to be the bearer of 

the phenomenal pinkness which Ollr hallucinating person experiences then it will 

have to be a concrete rat, of the sort that David Lewis believes in. But we have 
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already seen why Lewis's concrete possibilia cannot serve as intentional objects. 

In an attempt to retreat from the concrete p'1ssibile you just got stuck with, you 

might attempt to "thin out" the problematical concrete rat into something like the 

state of affairs of the rat's being. But now you are back at abstract states of 

affairs that will not support pink (or any other) qualia. "Thinning out" the 

otherworldly rat even more until one ends up with one of Meinong's homeless 

rats will not improve matters. I have already argued that homeless objects 

cannot serve as intentional objects. Thus I do not see how embracing ersatzism 

will help the relocation theorist. None of the states of affairs containing rats nor 

any of the types of rats that might go into the making of such states of affairs 

seemed to be of the kind that could comfortable exemplify phenomenal pinkness. 

Thus it would seem that the ersatzist cannot solve the exemplification problem. 

The ersatzist will impatiently reply that I have overlooked the most 

straightforward and obvious solution of the exemplification problem in the 

frmnework of ersatzism. What one should say is simply this: the rat in question 

is one of the actual world's rats. Had things been relevantly different there 

would have been an actual pink rat in our hallucinator's field of vision. That, 

then, is the rat that bears the phenomenal pinkness that the hallucinator 

experiences. Since this rat is a respectable physical object, its being pink is no 

more problematical than any physical object's being pink. Thus the 

exemplification problem is easily dealt with. 

But if this is the route the ersatzist wants to take he gets himself impaled 

on the causation problem. How can my actually experiencing a pink Quale be 

explained by the fact that a rat which, as a matter of fact, is not pink, might have 

been pink? The rat might, after all, also have been green (or blue, or yellow); 
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why, then, do I experience a pink quale rather than a green one? It would seem 

that the possibility that a particular grey thing might have been pink is too 

unspecific a state of affairs to bear the explanatory burden that the relocationist 

wants to place on it. 

This reading of the ersatzist position bears some similarity to Lewisian 

realism. The intentional objects that bear the phenomenal pink are neither 

Brentano's mental objects nor Meinong's nonexisting objects. They are physical 

objects much like the ones we interact with every day. The robustness of the 

objects that are involved allows these theories to deal successfully with the 

exemplification problem. But the two positions pull apart when we look at the 

reasons for their incapacity to solve the causation problem. Lewis's pink rat 

cannot account for the hallucinator's experiencing a pink quale because Lewis's 

pink rat is in a world that is sealed off causally from our world. The ersatzist's 

pink rat cannot account for the hallucinator's experiencing a pink quale because 

in the actual world, where the rat's color could cause one to experience a quale, 

the rat is grey. To say that there is a world in which this very rat-is pink and 

could, therefore, cause one to have a pink quale does not help. For on this 

scheme of things that merely mnounts to saying that this rat could have been 

pink. It must, of course, be granted that the grey rat could have been pink. But 

this is not the kind of fact that one can appeal to when one endeavors to explain 

why a person is actually experiencing a pink quale in a situation in which the 

relevant possibility is not fulfilled. 

I conclude that neither Lewisian realism nor ersatzism serve up workable 

notions of qualia-bearing intentional objects. Hence the relocationist is still faced 

with the problem of providing an intelligible notion of intentional objects that 



203 

will get him out of the problems posed by nonveridical experience. A simple 

appeal to possible worlds will not do. 

THE ARGUMENT FROM ATOMISM AND 

ILLUSORY QUALIA 

I have argued that non veridical experience of the sorts that the argument from 

illusion focuses on poses a rather fonnidable problem for the relocation thesis. 

But perhaps nonveridical experience does not deserve so much attention. After 

all, these instances of non veridical experience constitute only a minority of 

corrupt cases within the vast number of veridical experiences. In fairness to the 

relocation theorist we should, therefore, test his theory in the field of veridical 

experience where we have real physical things to support the phenomenal 

properties. If he succeeds here, he will have succeeded in making an impressive 

case for his thesis. Conversely, if he fails here, his thesis will have nothing left 

to recommend it. The ru·gument from atomism attempts to show just that, viz., 

that the relocation thesis is untenable even in the cases of veridical experience 

and that it must, therefore, be given up. 

Simply put, the problem is this: qualia don't agree with matter. The 

more we learn about matter, the less hospitable does it appear to phenomenal 

properties. From its inception up to the present time atomism (or the 

corpuscularian philosophy) has presented a picture of matter that, purportedly, 

excludes qualitative properties. It started with Democritus who held that "by 

convention color exists, by convention bitter, by convention sweet but in reality 

atoms and the void" [Hardin, 1988, the quotation appears on p. 59] and this view 

is still well and alive in our century where it found its most famous expression in 
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Arthur Eddington's claim about the two tables. There is the familiar table of 

everyday life which Eddington characterizes as extended, comparatively 

permanent, colored, and substantial. [Eddington, 1929, p. see p. ix] And then 

there is the scientific table: 

My scientific table is mostly emptiness. Sparsely scattered in that 
emptiness are numerous electric chm'ges rushing about with great speed; 
but their combined bulk mnounts to less than a billionth of the bulk of the 
table itself. [Eddington, 1929, p. x] 66 

Although Eddington does not explicitly assert that the two pictures are 

incompatible, this view seems to be implied by what he goes on to say. He tells 

us that "modern physics has by delicate test and remorseless logic assured me that 

my second scientific table is the only one which is really there-whatever 'there' 

may be." [Eddington, 1929, p. xii] Thus the ordinary table of everyday life

"strange compound of external nature, mental imagery and inherited prejudice" 

[Eddington, 1929, p. xii]-loses its status as a real thing. And towards the end of 

his investigation Eddington informs us that "[o]ur conception of the familiar 

table was an illusion." [Eddington, 1929, p. 323] 

Clearly Eddington's assertions could be reconstructed as an argument to 

the effect that a realistic interpretation of physical theory forces us to give up 

our commonsensical view of ordinary physical objects. Tables-i.e., real 

66 Six years beforc Eddington's scientific attack on tJle solidity of ordinary tables BertnUld Russell mounted 
a similar offcnsivc against tablcs (and, heing of a morc radical temperamcnt than Eddington, also against 
chairs): "To tJ1C cyc or to tJ1C touch, ordinary matter appears to be continuous; our dinncr-table, or tJ1C 
chairs on which we sit, seem to present an unhroken surfacc. Wc think tJml if tJlcrc werc too m:UlY holes 
tJ1C chairs would not he safc to sit on. Scicncc, however, compels us to accept a quite differcnt conception 
of what we arc plcascd to call "solid" mattcr; it is, in fact, sometJling much morc likc tJ1C Irishman's 
dcfinition of a net, "a number of holes tied togetJlCr with pieces of string." Only it would hc neccssary to 
imaginc tJlC strings cut away until only tJ1C knots were Icft." tRussell, 1923, p. 11 
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scientific tables, which are the only tables that genuinely exist-are not colored. 

Science teaches us that real tables cannot support phenomenal qualities. Thus the 

attempt to relocate the color qualia I experience upon viewing a table on the table 

itself must fail. This is a sketch of the argument from atomism and how it is 

supposed to undennine the relocationist move. 

I shall not discuss the question whether the natural philosophers from 

Democritus to Eddington have been right in maintaining that a scientific view of 

matter is incompatible with the commonsensical conception of physical objects. 

Due to Wilfrid Sellars's efforts to clarify the relationship between the manifest 

and the scientific image of man-in-the-world different and much refined versions 

of the argument from atomism are now in existence.67 I avoid the question 

whether, and if so how, the manifest and the scientific images clash not because 

of a lack of intrinsic interest of this issue; but simply because such a discussion 

cannot be calTied out profitably without a solid understanding of physical theory, 

which I lack. Instead I shall focus on one aspect of a philosophical thesis that 

attempts to defend the relocationist thesis in what I take to be a most original 

way. By that I mean that this defence relies on a strategy that was undreamed of 

by the Greek atomists, the modern corpuscularians and twentieth century 

physicists such as Eddington. One thing that stood fast for all these thinkers was 

the claim that phenomenal qualities are simple, unanalyzable and completely 

known to the person who experiences them. The thesis under discussion denies 

this more or less explicitly held assumption that has governed all thought on this 

67 Sec, for example, [Sellars, 1962]; [Aune, 1967, Pl'. 172-175]; [Hilbert, 1987, p. 43-46]; [Lycan, 1987, 
pp. 93-111]; 
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issue. This opens up the possibility of responding to the argument from atomism 

in a new way. In what follows I shall focus on one corollary of this novel reply 

to the argument from atomism, viz., that the experience of secondary qualities 

involves an illusion. 

DIRECT REDUCTIVE COLOR REALISM 

But before zeroing in on the problematical role of illusion I shall try to place this 

new line of argument into a broader context. Focussing on phenomenal color, 

the position we are considering can be characterized as a form of color realism. 

Realism, in this context, is to be understood as the claim that the existence and 

nature of colors is independent of their being experienced. The phenomenal red 

I currently experience would be what it is even if I had not seen it now, even if I 

had never seen it, even if nobody had ever seen it, even if nobody ever could 

have seen it. The particular version of realism that interests us is a form of 

direct realism for it claims that we gain awareness of colors unaided by any 

intermediary entities, like, e.g., sense data. Colors are apprehended non

inferentially, unmediated by any kind of inference from sense data or other such 

causal middle-men as are posed by representative theories of perception. As 

characterized so far, the position we are looking at does not involve anything 

extraordinary: naive realism-allegedly the belief of philosophically 

unenlightened masses-is just such a form of direct realism. What sets this 

position apart from a naive form of direct realism is the claim that the directly 

apprehensible mind-independent phenomenal color properties are reducible to 

complexes of primary qualities. What we are dealing with, then, is a form of 

direct, reductive color realism, or reductive realism for short. Armstrong, who 
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is the most tireless defender of reductive realism, has characterized it succinctly: 

H[Sjecondary qualities are primary qualities not apprehended as such." 

[Armstrong and Malcolm, 1984, p. 185, italics added] 

The reductive reaHst acknowledges that the argument from atomism is a 

powelful objection to non-reductive forms of direct realism. In fact, Armstrong 

seems to grant that the reducibility of secondary qualities to primary qualities is 

the touchstone of physicalism: 

Suppose, however, that the secondary qualities are irreducible. The same 
will have to be said, presumably, about the qualities associated with bodily 
sensations and perhaps other mental processes, such as the emotions. The 
body and the mind will then have associated with them a range of qualities 
not to be found in ordinary physical objects. There will then be a case for 
thinking that body and mind are special sorts of objects, set apart from 
ordinary material things. For a materialist, then, much turns upon 
whether he can give a satisfactory materialist theory of the secondary 
qualities. [Annstrong and Malcolm, 1984, p. 185] 

If the atomists are right about the kinds of properties that can be ascribed to 

matter, then finding a home for the irreducible phenomenal properties will be 

problematical. Neither the physical objects to which we are related in experience 

nor our brains (or bodies) are the sort of thing that can host such irreducible 

qualia. If we continue to hold fast that such irreducible phenomenal properties 

exist, then the atomistic ally conceived world will have to give somewhere: 

something in it must be such that it can bear these unruly properties. This is the 

route leading from the argument from atomism plus the assumption of the 

irreducibility of qualia to the abandonment of physicalism. Giving up the 

irreducibility of phenomenal properties is an ingenious move on the part of the 

reductive realist. It enables her to achieve two goals at once. First, it makes it 
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possible for her to acknowledge the power of the argument from atomism in the 

context in which it was proposed. This is a welcome consequence. For if you 

claim the untenability of a historically important argument it is incumbent upon 

you to explain the argument's seductive power over the minds of your 

predecessors. By granting the argument's validity given the historically 

prominent irreducibility assumption, the reductive realist does explain the 

argument's robust appeal. Second, in giving up the irreducibility assumption the 

reductive realist eliminates the principled opposition between primary and 

secondary qualities. Collapsing this opposition renders the atomist's insistence 

that matter has (at best) only primary properties harmless. For if secondary 

properties are primary properties, then matter can have secondary properties as 

well. 

Now that we have a better understanding of reductive realism and the 

importance it attaches to the reducibility of phenomenal qualities, I can finally 

state the problematical corollary of reductive realism. Armstrong admits that 

there -is a price to pay for the reduction of secondary qualities: the reductive 

realist has to admit that "sensory illusion is a much more widespread ajfair than 

we ordinarily assume." [Armstrong, 1961, p. 164] Writing sixteen years later he 

acknowledges that, on his theory, the "perception of secondary qualities involves 

an element of illusion, " [Armstrong, 1977, p. 31] and his most recent way of 

putting it is that his view has the consequence that we suffer from "the illusion of 

concrete secondm'y quality." [Armstrong and Malcolm, 1984, p. 180] There can 

be no doubt that the appeal to illusion is a crucial and enduring trait of 

Armstrong's reductive color realism. Therefore reductive realism would be in 
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bad shape if it were to turn out that the appeal to the illusion of secondary quality 

is riddled with problems.68 

THE ILLUSION OF CONCRETE SECONDARY 

QUALITY: ARMSTRONG'S ACCOUNT 

We can begin by excluding one obvious interpretation of the illusion in question 

as unacceptable for the relocationist. On this interpretation the illusion consists 

in our failure to locate the experienced phenomenal qualities correctly. We take 

them to qualify the external object of perception. But really they are properties 

of images, sense data, or some other mental category. I think that Eddington's 

claim that the ordinary table of common sense is an illusion is most naturally 

interpreted along these lines. If this were the correct interpretation of the kind 

of illusion involved in reductive realism, reductive realism would clash with the 

68 Annstrong is not alonc in his appeal to illusion whcn it comcs to cxplaining how thc phenomenal 
qualitics of cxperience tit into thc physical world. Scllars takcs this possibility vcry scriously (but 
ultimatcly rcjects it) when hc considcrs how tllC scnsc qualitics tit into tllC ncurophysiological imagc. 
According to him, tllC following is a possibility: "tllC ncurophysiological imagc is complctc and tllC 
ultimatc homogcncity of tllC scnsc qualitics (and, hcncc, tllC scnsc qualities, tllCmsclves) is mere appearance 
in tllC vcry radical scnsc of not cxisting in tllC spatiotemporal world at a.11." [Sellars, 1962, p. 36] 

Nor is tlle appcal to illusion Iimitcd to tllOsc who arc intercsted in defcnding a fonn of rcductivc 
color rcalism. If anytlling tllC importlUlcc of tllC rolc of illusion is cven greatcr in otllcr approaches to 
sccondary qualitics. Takc, for cxmnple, Lycan's vicw tllat qualia are bomc by noncxistcnt scnsc-data. In 
rcply to tllC objcction tlmt one ClUl see tlle actual grccn aftcr image tlmt one is having hc asks us to considcr 
thc possibility tllat one is suffcring from lUl illusion. Lycan asks: "how might tllC bclicvcr dcfcnd tllis last 
claim against thc compcting hypotllCsis tlUlt itmcrcly looks to him as though tllCrc wcrc somctlling grccn 
bcforc him, whcn in rcality thcrc is not'? [Lycml, 1987, p. 88] Eliminativists constitute anotllcr group who 
nccd to appeal to illusion in ordcr to securc any plausihility for tllCir claim. Hardin, for cxmnplc, puts it w; 
bluntly as you could wish for: "Colorcd Objccts arc illusions." [Hardin, 1988, p. II I] Nor has Dcnnctt 
shicd away from appcaling to illusion whcn it comcs to climinating (mcntal) <Jualia: "Philosophcrs havc 
adoptcd various nmncs for tllC tllings in tllC hcholdcr (or propcrtics of thc heholdcr) tllat havc bccn supposcd 
to providc a safc homc for tllC colors and thc rcst of thc propcrtics tlUlt havc been banishcd from thc 
"cxtcrnal" world by tllC triumphs of physics: "raw feels," "scnsa," "phenomcnal qualitics," "intrinsic 
propcrties of conscious expcrienccs," "tllC qualitativc contcnt of mcntal states," lmd, of coursc, "<Jualia," tlle 
tcrm I will usc .... 1 scemcd to bc dcnying that therc m'c lilt)' such propcrtics. But...1 agrcc wholchcm·tcdly 
tlmt tllCrc sccm to bc qualia." [Dcnnctt, 1991, p. 372] 
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relocation thesis. Since reductive realism is supposed to support the relocation 

thesis, we shall have to search for a different interpretation for the kind of 

illusion involved. 

Anllstrong's first pass at illuminating the nature of the illusion reads as 

follows: 

When in perception we are aware of the color, sound, taste, etc., of the 
physical things, then the qualities which we are aware of are complexes of 
physical properties. The perceived secondary qualities are primary 
qualities! But we are aware of them in a unified, Gestalt, manner, a 
manner which fails to reveal the primary nature of these properties. 
[Armstrong and Malcolm, 1984, p. 178] 

Our experiential grasp of the secondary properties is misleading: we experience 

simplicity and continuity where there is structural complexity. The phenomenal 

quality we experience appears to be remarkably unlike what it is supposed to be 

on the reductive realist view. Take, for example, the secondary property of 

phenomenal greenness: the property as we experience it and the property as it 

really is differ significantly. In what sense, then, are we dealing with the one 

property of phenomenal greenness? This difficulty has not gone unnoticed: 

[W]hen a surface looks green to me, I am not attributing the 
corresponding primary quality or, indeed, any primary quality. Yet I am 
attributing some property to it. So am I not attributing a property to the 
surface which is different from the corresponding primary quality? 
[Armstrong and Malcolm, 1984, p. 179] 

So far reductive realism has fared badly. The talk of illusion has proved 

pernicious. Instead of the intended reduction of ontological baggage reductive 

realism seems to have lead to an increase in the number of properties. In 

addition to primary and secondary properties the reductive realist needs to 
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countenance properties that might be called primary property counterparts of 

secondary properties: properties that are constituted by clusters of primary 

properties. Whether the acknowledgment of these counterpart properties will 

actually lead to an inflation of the realm of properties will depend on one's 

manner of counting properties. But whichever way one counts, it is certain that 

reductive realism has not achieved its goal of increasing ontological economy. 

In order to make some progress the reductive realist must find a way to 

identify secondary properties with their primary property counterparts. 

Armstrong attempts to facilitate this identification by radically overhauling our 

notion of secondary properties. By employing the "topic-neutral maneuvers" he 

proceeds to deplete phenomenal properties of all content. He suggests that we 

should think of secondary qualities as "qualities we know not what." [Annstrong 

and Malcolm, 1984, p. 180] Thus purged of what we took to be their intrinsic 

nature, secondary qualities will not resist identification with whatever our 

science deems the most plausible candidate. This treatment of secondary 

properties closely parallels the strategy Annstrong used on mental states. The 

concept of a mental state is the concept of a state apt to bring about certain 

effects. A mental state concept of this kind does not tell us anything about the 

intrinsic nature of the state. This is the sense in which the mental state concepts 

contain a blank or gap. It takes scientific investigation to find out how this gap is 

to be filled. Armstrong alludes to this parallel when he writes: 

Suppose that our concept of red is all blank or gap? May it not be that we 
know nothing about what redness is in its own nature? May it not be that 
we only know contingent truths about redness-such truths as that it is a 
property detected by the eye and possessed, or apparently possessed, by 
such things as the surface of ripe tomatoes and Jonathan apples? Then it 
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would be possible to go on to a contingent identification of redness with a 
physical property of the red thing. [Armstrong, 1968, p. 275] 

Armstrong is well aware that this account of secondary qualities faces "an 

enonllOUS phenomenological difficulty." [Anllstrong and Malcolm, 1984, p. 179] 

For in experience we seem to become fully acquainted with the striking intrinsic 

natures of these phenomenological properties. The outrageous implausibility of 

reductive realism can be mitigated if it is possible to show that this seemingly 

unqualified grasp of the intrinsic natures of secondary qualities is really an 

illusion. 

Anllstrong relies on two considerations to unveil the illusion of concrete 

secondary quality. First, we suffer from an illusion that is similar to the headless 

woman illusion. Our failure to detect any complexity in the phenomenally given 

secondary properties creates the impression that we do notice the simplicity of 

these properties. The second and more important consideration is based on our 

awareness of the complex and systematic interrelationships obtaining between the 

secondary qualities and in particular the colors. Unaware of the real primary 

quality basis of these resemblances and differences between colors we 

erroneously take ourselves to have an awareness of the intrinsic natures of the 

secondary qualities, because 

given our instinctive taking of resemblance to be an internal relation, a 
mere perception of resemblance suffices to generate the illusion that we 
have a concrete acquaintance with the qualities which sustain the 
resemblance. A perception of the internal relation of resemblance 
generates the illusion (~l a perception of intrinsic quality. [Armstrong and 
Malcolm, 1984, pp. 180-181 J 

Now all the pieces of the picture are in place. The correct account of our notion 

of secondary qualities reveals them as mere "that whiches" whose internal nature 
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is unspecified. Scientific considerations lead us to identify them with complexes 

of primary qualities. Our mistaken impression that we are very well acquainted 

with the inner nature of the secondary qualities derives, for the most part, from 

our inability to tolerate brute similarity relationships between secondary 

qualities. The true grounds of these relationships are phenomenally inaccessible 

to us. And for want of a correct explanation we embrace the reassuring illusion 

that we have an intimate acquaintance with the qualitatively simple natures of the 

secondary qualities. 

THE ILLUSION OF CONCRETE SECONDARY 

QUALITY: SOME PROBLEMS 

Armstrong's defence of reductive realism is impressive. Nevertheless I find one 

of its central features puzzling and obscure. This feature is the reductive realist's 

appeal to illusion. Is the appeal to illusion an indispensable feature of reductive 

realism? I believe that this is so. The appeal to illusion is what saves reductive 

realism from becoming an eliminativist theory of qualia. 

When confronted with the patent difficulty that lies in identifying color 

qualia with primary quality complexes, Armstrong makes two coordinated 

moves: the topic-neutral maneuver and the appeal to illusion. Both moves are 

indispensable components of reductive realism. 

By employing the topic-neutral maneuver Armstrong strips the 

phenomenal properties of their identification resistant features. Mere "that 

whiches" have no backbone; the theoretician need respect no constraints when he 

sets out to discover the true nature of such blanks. Thus the task of identification 

becomes easy. But by turning phenomenal properties into complaisant properties 
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the topic-neutral maneuver has robbed those properties of their most interesting 

feature: their phenomenal character. What would it be like to have topic-neutral 

"that whiches"? If red confronted us as "all gap," why should it be like anything 

to have this quale? It goes to Armstrong's credit that he notices and takes 

seriously this disastrous consequence of the topic-neutral maneuver. It is the 

enormous phenomenological difficulty of which he speaks. Had he ended his 

account of reductive realism at this point we would be dealing with an 

eliminativist theory of qualia: qualia as we experience them continuously would 

have been lost. 

This is where the second move-the appeal to illusion-comes into play. 

Its purpose is to restore the phenomenological adequacy of the reductive realist 

account. The phenomenal aspect of phenomenal properties (that was banished by 

the topic-neutral maneuver) reenters the picture in the guise of an illusory 

component or our experience of phenomenal properties. Thus everybody is 

supposed to be happy. The qualophile has been provided with his warm 

phenomenal glow upon which he insists. And the scientifically minded 

reductionist has been furnished with well behaved phenomenal properties that do 

not buck identification with scientifically respectably properties. 

This, then, is the role of the appeal to illusion in reductive realism: the 

appeal to illusion prevents the theory from collapsing into a form of 

eliminativism. And now it should also be evident why the appeal to illusion is of 

crucial importance. Inasmuch as one is interested in an explanation rather than 

an elimination of qualia, the appeal to illusion is an indispensable part of the 

reductive realist project. 
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In what follows I argue that Armstrong's appeal to illusion is doubly 

problematical. First, and less importantly, I argue that Annstrong's account of 

the origin of the illusion of concrete secondary quality is quite unconvincing. 

But this does not really go to the heart of the matter. A better story about the 

genesis of the illusion may well be available. Second, and more importantly, I 

argue that a satisfactory interpretation of the illusory element is not available. It 

appears that the reductive realist is forced to admit that our experience of 

phenomenal color is wholly illusory. As a consequence the reductive realist's 

account of veridical experience of phenomenal color inherits all the problems 

that beset his account of non veridical experience. These difficulties are 

compounded by additional problems raised by the problems created by the 

argument from atomism. Hence the attempt to save reductive color realism by 

demonstrating its power in its chosen field of veridical experience must be 

regarded as a complete failure. 

ON THE ORIGIN OF THE ILLUSION OF 

CONCRETE SECONDARY QUALITY 

I want to emphasize just how speculative and astonishing the last step of 

Armstrong's defence of reductive realism is. Armstrong's account of the origin 

of the illusion of concrete secondary quality is astonishing because the intrinsic 

qualities with which we mistakenly take ourselves to be acquainted are not at all 

the kinds of qualities one would expect, given that Armstrong has told the right 

story about the origin of our belief in them. If what gives rise to the illusion of 

concrete secondary quality is our failure to perceive the true causes of perceived 

color resemblances together with our need to make sense of these perceived 
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resemblances then one would expect the intrinsic qualities with which we feign 

ourselves acquainted to be such as to explain, or illuminate, or make sense of the 

perceived resemblances between colors. But this is not so. That the illusory 

intrinsic qualities resemble each other in the ways they do seems brute and 

inexplicable to us. That phenomenal green resembles phenomenal blue more 

than it resembles phenomenal red is just a brute phenomenological fact. It 

seems, therefore, that if a need to make sense of perceived resemblance is at the 

root of the illusion of intrinsic quality, then the illusion served no purpose at all. 

The illusion does not advance our understanding of the problematical fact at all. 

There are other philosophical "feigning" theories that fare much better. 

Hume, for example, proposes a feigning theory of our belief in personal identity. 

The idea of a simple uninterrupted self is not only not underwritten by any 

impression but is positively controverted by the variability and intenuptedness 

of all our impressions. How, then, do we manage to mistake an ever changing 

bundle of distinct but resembling perceptions with an unchanging self? Hume 

holds that we can pull off this feat by feigning acquaintance with a self that 

introduces the needed unity into the diversity. He says: "In order to justify to 

ourselves this absurdity, we often feign some new and unintelligible principle, 

that connects the objects together, and prevents their interruption or variation. 

Thus we feign the continued existence of the perceptions of our senses, to 

remove the interruption; and run into the notion of a soul, and self; an d 

substance, to disguise the vm·iation." [Hume, 1973 (1739), p. 254] Hume's story 

makes sense: the feigning he ascribes to us helps to explain how we manage to 

believe in personal identity; the self is the right kind of thing to give us personal 

identity. Armstrong's story, on the other hand, lacks this virtue. The feigned 
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acquaintance with intrinsic properties of colors does not help explain the 

perceived similarities between them. For this reason Armstrong's speculative 

account of the origin of our belief that we are directly acquainted with the 

intrinsic natures of secondary properties hardly seems plausible. 

ON THE NATURE OF THE ILLUSION OF 

CONCRETE SECONDARY QUALITY 

The appeal to illusion plays a crucial role in Armstrong's version of reductive 

realism. One cannot hope to understand the theory without a clear grasp of the 

nature of the illusion involved. Unfortunately I find myself incapable of 

determining the precise character of the illusion of concrete secondary quality. 

As best I can determine the appeal to illusion remains unintelligible within the 

reductive realist framework. I argue that the appeal to illusion burdens the 

reductive realist with all of the problems that we ran into in our attempt to make 

sense of nonveridical experience. 

The question I want to ask is this: Assume that I am looking at a red 

tomato and it looks red to me. What, exactly, is the illusory component of this 

experience of mine? My sem"CIl for an answer to this question shall be guided by 

the maxim that I should pay especial attention to the phenomenal facts involved. 

The phenomenal red is, after all, the problematical property that needs to be 

accounted for. We must make sure that the "phenomenality of the phenomenal 

red does not disappear in the complexities of reductive realism. 

This maxim cannot be pushed aside as something that is gratuitously 

grafted upon reductive realism. A condition on the adequacy of the reductive 

realist analysis of phenomenal red is that, after all is done and said, we are still 
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left with phenomenal red. For reductive realism is not supposed to be an 

eliminativist or disappearance theory of phenomenal properties. As a reductive 

theory reductive realism tells us that phenomenal properties do really exist and it 

tells us what their true nature is. Thus, whatever the final reductive realist 

analysis of phenomenal red is, the analysans with which the reductive realist 

comes up must be classifiable as phenomenal red in just the same way in which 

the analysandum with which he started out was a phenomenal red. For if we 

start out with phenomenal red and end up with something that is not phenomenal 

red then we are no longer dealing with a reductive analysis. Applied to the 

example of my viewing a red tomato, this requirement on a satisfactory 

reductive analysis of phenomenal red comes to this. Assume that the reductive 

realist is given the magical power to make it so that the tomato I see has the 

property with which he identifies phenomenal red. Then a minimal condition on 

the correctness of the reductive realist's analysis is that the tomato does not 

suddenly look differently to me at this miraculous moment. This is the sense in 

which the analysandum (if it happens to be phenomenal red) and the analysans 

must both be phenomenal reds. Perhaps this requirement can be summed up by 

saylllg: the reductive realist analysis of phenomenal red has to save the 

phenomena. 

FIRST INTERPRETATION: TOTAL ILLUSION 

Perhaps we can isolate the element of illusion in my experience of the red tomato 

by asking the following question: What would it be like for me to experience the 

phenomenal redness of the tomato without any illusory admixture? Subtraction 

of this "disillusioned" experience of phenomenal redness from the ordinary 
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experience of phenomenal redness will yield the illusory component as the 

remainder. Recalling that "secondary properties are primary properties not 

apprehended as such" a "disillusioned" apprehension of the tomato's phenomenal 

redness should amount to my apprehending the complex of primary properties 

that is its phenomenal redness as such, i.e., as a complex of the kinds of 

properties recognized by physics. But when I try to imagine what it would be 

like for me to see the red tomato in this "disillusioned" manner the mind boggles. 

Am I supposed to see a conglomerate of primary qualities and nothing else? 

What would the slllface of the tomato look like if it were expedenced as having 

"bare" primary qualities? I have no idea what to imagine. More than that, I 

think that this notion of disillusioned experience of phenomenal red is 

inconceivable because incoherent. Berkeley was right in maintaining that the 

idea of a primary quality abstracted fonn all other sensible qualities "implies a 

repugnancy in its conception." [Berkeley, 1985 (1713), p. 29] Consequently we 

cannot "frame the idea" of phenomenal red as it really is, uncontaminated by 

il~asory elements. There is no such thing as a "disillusioned" experience of 

phenomenal redness. The experience of phenomenal redness is all illusion. That 

is, if I subtract the illusory component out of my current experience of the 

tomato's redness the phenomenon changes completely: the very arresting and 

striking phenomenal red is replaced by an absence of anything phenomenal. The 

"phenomenality of the phenomenal red disappears without remainder. The 

illusory component of my experience of phenomenal red accounts for the whole 

of my experience. There is nothing non-illusory about it. By declaring the 

phenomenal aspect of phenomenal red as illusory, reductive realism turns into a 

form of eliminativism. Instead of telling us that phenomenal red exists and what 
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it really consists in, it shunts the phenomenal dimension into the realm of the 

merely illusory which, by its very nature, need not be accounted for. If this is 

the correct interpretation of the reductive realist analysis of phenomenal redness 

then I should regard reductive realism about color as a complete failure. 

SECOND INTERPRETATION: PARTIAL ILLUSION 

Here is a different model with which to interpret the notion of "disillusioned" 

experience. Consider the Benhmn disk. 

The Benham disk. If the disk is rotated at a rate between 5 

and 10 times per second and viewed under a bright 

tungsten light, desaturated bands of various colors will be 

clearly seen. Their sequence will depend on the speed and 

direction of rotation of the disk. [Hardin, 1988, p. 73] 

One might want to explore the following analogy. Looking at the spinning 

Benham disk is analogous to the normal experience of the phenomenally red 

tomato. Looking at the static Benham disk is analogous to a "disillusioned" 

experience of the phenomenally red tomato. Stopping the Benham disk reveals 

the complex of achromatic smface features that is the spinning disk's phenomenal 

redness. When looking at the static disk I apprehend the complex of achromatic 

properties, that is the spinning disk's redness, as SllC/z, i.e., I apprehend the disk's 

redness as a black and white pattern. If we could "stop the tomato" in a manner 

analogous to which we can stop the rotating Benhmll disk, then we might be able 
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to apprehend the complex of achromatic properties, that IS its phenomenal 

redness, as such, i.e., as a black and white pattern. 

What does most of the work in this analogy is the switch from the 

opposition between primary and secondary properties to the opposition between 

achromatic and chromatic properties. Substituting the latter opposition for the 

former is a seductive and misleading move. The difficulty we experience in 

trying to imagine a world devoid of secondary properties is equalled by the ease 

with which we can envision an achromatic world. But the achromatic world is 

no closer to the world of the physicist than the chromatic world. We tend to 

overlook this because we are prone to forget that achromatic colors are colors. 

Our tendency to identify color with chromatic colors lets us think that the 

achromatic world is the physicist's world of primary properties. But from the 

physicist's point of view achromatic and chromatic colors are equally 

problematical features of the world. Thus an account of color in general in 

tenns of achromaticaIIy colored features of objects could not be the whole story. 

Nevertheless it would be a remarkable reductive achievement. Can we use it to 

gain a more satisfactory interpretation of reductive color realism? 

One obvious advantage of this interpretation of the nature of 

"disillusioned" experience is that it does not succumb to Berkeley's criticism. 

For this model no longer requires us to experience complexes of "bare" primary 

qualities. But the failure to be absurd is not sufficient to recommend a doctrine. 

To get a better feeling for the nature and extent of the illusion that this 

interpretation of reductive realism postulates in the ordinary experience of 

phenomenal color we shall repeat the experiment of imagining what a 

"disillusioned" experience would be like. If I managed to "stop the tomato" then 
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its surface would present an intricate pattern of microscopic structures in black, 

white, and grey. There is no incoherence in this. What we imagine seeing is 

very similar to what one sees upon looking at colored objects through the 

microscope. But if the "disillusioned" experience of the tomato is the experience 

of a grey pattern, we have to ask the question: Where did the red go? 

Subtraction of the "disillusioned" experience (the grey pattern) from the 

ordinary experience (the simple continuous phenomenal red) does seem to leave 

an uncomfortably large remainder: the phenomenal red in its entirety. 

A tomato with a highly structured grey surface is not phenomenally red. 

Thus it seems that the red that we see when we look at the tomato is an illusion. 

Again we have to say that the illusion is complete: we experience simple and 

unanalyzable phenomenal redness where there is nothing of the kind. But a 

theory that declares phenomenal redness to be illusory is not a reductive theory 

of phenomenal redness. Hence the second interpretation of the reductive realist 

analysis of phenomenal redness is no more satisfactory than the first. Instead of 

explaining how a physical object can be phenomenally red, it eliminates 

phenomenal redness by making it wholly illusory. 

THIRD INTERPRETATION: MINIMAL ILLUSION 

The first two attempts to understand the illusory component of reductive realism 

went wrong by making the illusory component too pervasive. Not only some 

aspect of phenomenal redness turned out to be illusory; phenomenal redness as 

such ended up as an entirely illusory property. What is needed is an 

interpretation of the illusion that properly restricts the extent of the illusory 

element. 
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Perhaps we can achieve a better understanding of the nature of the illusion 

by following up Armstrong's remarks on this issue. He suggests that we are 

"aware of [the secondary properties] in a unified, Gestalt, manner, a manner 

which fails to reveal the primary nature of these properties." [Armstrong and 

Malcolm, 1984, p. 174]69 He further elaborates this claim by saying that 

perception "fails to make us aware of any great complexity in the phenomenal 

qualities, and further fails to make us aware of an identity of these qualities with 

complex physical properties." [Armstrong, 1973, p. 50] Thus we suffer a 

twofold illusion when we are aware of a secondary quality: "the illusion that it is 

not a primary quality" and "the illusion that it is not a structured property." 

[Armstrong and Malcolm, 1984, p. 179] 

Let us focus on the second kind of illusion, the illusion that 

"phenomenologically, the secondary qualities lack structure." [Armstrong and 

Malcolm, 1984, p. 180] How would things change if we could rid ourselves of 

this illusion? What would it be like to experience phenomenal red with the 

appropriate structure? Armstrong's appeal to Gestalt phenomena may incline 

one to think of the kinds of illusions we can experience with mosaics or 

pointillist paintings. In both cases we can be lead to experience a structured 

aggregate of colored dots as a homogeneously colored expanse. By approaching 

closer to the painting or mosaic we can get a "disillusioned" view of the painting 

or mosaic: the homogeneollsly colored expanse dissolves into a multitude of 

colored (sometimes multicolored) specks. Thus the illusion of structurelessness 

6lJ See also [Armstrong, 1977, p. 30] 
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is easily dispelled in these cases. Can this serve as a model for the illusion of 

simplicity? 

This model does suggest a much less radical interpretation of the illusory 

element of reductive color realism. The illusion consists in a filling in of gaps 

according to some Gestalt principle of closure. Thus we suffer the illusion of 

homogeneity where there really is a discontinuous mUltiplicity. But the 

mUltiplicity involved is not one of "bare" primary properties or of achromatic 

properties; rather it is a multiplicity of phenomenally colored particulars. There 

is, then, a sense in which this version of reductive color realism is not guilty of 

eliminating the phenomenon of which it purports to present a reductive analysis. 

But to the extent that this interpretation succeeds in saving the phenomena 

it fails to be genuinely reductive. The phenomena are saved because the analysis 

is carried out in the very terms that are to be analyzed: the notion of a 

homogeneously colored expanse is analyzed in terms of the notion of a collection 

of homogeneously colored dots. This strategy pushes the problem one step back 

but does not solve it. The attempt to complete this kind of analysis by applying it 

repeatedly to ever smaller colored expanses does not promise success, for it is 

doubtful that the regress could be terminated in a satisfactory manner. The 

regress could come to an end in case there existed phenomenally red elementary 

particles in terms of whose redness the redness of larger objects is to be 

explained. But this halting point is unsatisfactory from the reductive realist 

perspective because the analysans still contains the notion of phenomenal redness. 

If, on the other hand, the phenomenal redness of suitable small expanses is 

understood in terms of complexes of bare primary qualities or in terms of 
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complex achromatic qualities, we run into the problems that were surveyed 

above. 

REDUCTIVE COLOR REALISM AND ILLUSORY COLORS 

I find myself unable to provide a satisfactory interpretation of the nature of the 

illusion that, according to reductive color realism, is involved in every 

experience of any phenomenal color property,7o Phenomenal colors as we 

experience them seem to be illusions through and through. The "element of 

illusion" involved in seeing the phenomenal red of the tomato is not merely a 

minor factor causing a slight distortion in our manner of experiencing the 

tomato-the illusion is complete insofar as phenomenal color is involved. The 

color realist is forced to banish the specifically phenomenal aspect of phenomenal 

red (whatever other aspects there might be to phenomenal red) into the realm of 

illusion. While this move may smooth the path to a reductive account of 

phenomenal red, it does leave us with the problem of accounting for these 

illusory colors. To say that they are unreal because illusory and are, therefore, 

not in need of further explanation, will not do. For illusory colors are colors 

and as such they present a problem for the would be materialist. 

By declaring phenomenal colors illusory (in the sense of not being 

literally ascribable to the external physical objects we see) one creates a problem 

rather than solving one. For at this point the return of the ill-fated intentional 

objects seems inevitable. If the real tomato is not allowed to bear the 

70 Announcing onc's inability to undcrstand x is a poor kind of criticism of x. Truc cnough. But pcrhaps 
it sufliccs to shift thc hurdcn of proof: it is now incumhcnt upon thc proponcnt of tllc ohscurc thcsis to 
cxplain himsclf morc c1carly, if hc can. 
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phenomenal redness I experience it as having, then the merely intentional tomato 

will have to stand in as a sUlTogate bearer of the experienced phenomenal 

property. And the difficulties involved in countenancing phenomenally colored 

merely intentional objects have been canvassed ad nauseam above. 

Now we have come full circle. The discussion of the reductive realist 

interpretation of the relocation thesis started out with a consideration of the 

problems that nonveridical experience poses for this theory. And these problems 

were formidable. But since the theory's ability to handle cases of veridical 

experience seemed much more relevant for the assessment of the success of the 

theory we then turned to the question how the theory fares in the domain of 

veridical experience. At first sight the theory appears to be much better suited to 

handle veridical experiences. But the close scrutiny of the case of veridical 

experiences of phenomenal color has proven this impression wrong. The 

reductive realist is forced to use the very same problematical notions in his 

analysis of veridical and nonveridical experiences of phenomenal colors. Thus 

reductive color realism is in no better shape in the domain of veridical 

experience. The problems afflicting this theory are not a minor anomaly arising 

from the odd cases of non veridical experience. All experience of secondary 

qualities, be it veridical or nonveridical, raises the smne profound problems for 

the reductive realist interpretation of the relocation thesis. 

It is worth pointing out that the second encounter with merely intentional 

bearers of phenomenal properties promises to be more problematical than the 

first. For this time around we have to consider the further question whether 

merely intentional physical objects are capable of supporting seemingly simple 

and homogeneous phenomenal properties. That is, the problems created by the 
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argument from atomism forced the reductive realist to attribute phenomenal 

properties to merely intentional objects. But it would seem that the argument 

from atomism applies all over again at this new level: merely intentional 

physical objects are no more hospitable to secondary qualities than real physical 

objects. An unedifying regress looms ahead.?! 

SUMMARY 

In this Chapter we took on the first argument for the relocation thesis: the qualia 

must be located on the mind's object because the mind itself cannot house qualia. 

In reply, two traditional objections to the relocation move were raised. First, the 

argument from illusion: what do we do with non veridical experience where 

there is no external object to bear the extruded qualia? Second, the argument 

from atomism: qualia are not the kind of property a physical object could bear. 

In response to the problems raised by non veridical experience the 

relocationist claimed that (at least in these problematical cases) qualia are borne 

by merely intentional objects. 

But intentional objects are not a good home for qualia. On one construal 

(inspired by the early Brentano) intentional objects are mental, and therefore 

undermine the relocationist's project of rendering qualia nonmental. Meinongian 

intentional objects neither have a home (they are, in his famous phrase, homeless 

objects) nor do they make a good home for qualia. Mere possibilia-whether of 

7! See [Lycan, I YX7, p. 90-91 J for a discussion of this issue. Interestingly he thinks tllat Armstrong's 
"Direct Realism" otTers a solution for tllis prohlem. As I have tried to develop tllis problem witllin tlle 
fnunework of Anl1strong's tllCory, I doubt tlUlt an appeal to Armstrong's "Direct Realism" cml help matters 
here. 
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a Lewisian or Ersatzist variety-fare no better. The exemplification problem 

and the causation problem stand in the way of identifying intentional objects with 

mere possibilia. The relocationist's ends cannot be served by an intentional 

object that is a mere possibile. 

It seems, then, that nonveridical experience poses a formidable problem to 

the relocation thesis. But since nonveridical experience only constitutes an 

anomalous case, not too much weight should be attached to it. 

The argument from atomism takes on the relocation thesis in the domain 

of veridical experience. I focus on AnTIstrong's reductive realist attempt to deal 

with the argument from atomism. Armstrong grants the atomist his conception 

of matter, but revises our notion of a secondary quality. By claiming that 

secondary qualities really are complexes of primary qualities, Armstrong can 

embrace the atomistic picture of matter and claim that the phenomenal properties 

are properties of matter. But to save the phenomena the reductive realist has to 

claim that the experience of secondary qualities contains an element of illusion. 

This is the claim I criticize in the remainder of the argument. The element of 

illusion in reductive color realism is much greater than would appear on first 

sight. Phenomenal color turns out to be entirely illusory. Thus it seems that the 

relocationist who attempts a reductive realist explanation of veridical color 

experience can only succeed if he has an adequate account of non veridical or 

illusory color experience. And I have already argued that nonveridical 

experience is more than the relocation theorist can handle. The relocationist's 

explanation of the veridical and the non veridical experience of phenomenal 

properties stand or fall together. I have tried to show that they fall together. 
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Where does this negative result leave us? It would seem that we have 

reached something of an impasse. The friends of de-men ted qualia have argued 

that the mind contains no qualia-bearers. I have argued that the nonmental part 

of the world contains no qualia-bearers. It follows that there are no qualitative 

phenomena since there exists nothing that can instantiate or exemplify qualia. 

But this is clearly wrong. In the next Chapter I shall propose a way of resolving 

this impasse. I shall argue that the hunt for qualia-bearers is altogether 

misguided. What is needed is an account of qualitative phenomena that waives 

the requirement of a qualia-bearer. 



CHAPTER 6 
CONSCIOUSNESS: THE HAVING OF QUALIA 

EXPLAINED 

LEARNING FROM MISTAKES 
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To be conscious is to have qualia. How much progress have we made in 

elucidating this somewhat cryptic slogan? Lets begin by taking stock. 

First, What have we learned about the having of qualia? I have argued 

that to have qualia is not a matter of knowing them infallibly, not a matter of 

knowing them fallibly, and not a matter of believing invariably that you have 

them. I went on to argue that this bears negatively on the thesis that the having 

of qualia is a matter of introspecting them. These were the conclusions reached 

in Chapter 2. In Chapter 3 I argued that consideration of Oscar teaches us that 

having qualia (in the way that makes for consciousness) is not a matter of 

introspecting them. For we should think of Oscar as a machine that has the 

introspection but lacks the consciousness. In Chapter 4 I introduced a further 

consideration concerning the having-question. I argued that if you make qualia 

into nonmental properties of external objects, then the question of what it is to 

have them becomes intractable. I failed to show that an account of the having of 

de-mented qualia could not be had. But I had to admit that I do not know what 

such an account might possibly look like. 

Second, What have we learned about the nature of qualia? I started out 

with the traditional assumption that qualia are mental properties and supported 

this assumption with the first appeal to phenomenology. But consideration of the 

second appeal to phenomenology undermined the phenomenological evidence for 
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the mentality of qualia. The following consideration seemed to clench the case 

against the mentality of qualia: qualia cannot be mental because there are no 

mental items fit to function as bearers of qualia. So qualia are not mental 

properties. This lead us to consider the possibility that qualia are nonmental 

properties of nonmental, external, objects. But I argued that qualia cannot be 

nonmental properties because there are no physical items fit to function as 

bearers of qualia. So qualia are not physical properties. 

In sum, we have learned nothing positive about either one of our two 

questions. We do not know what it is to have qualia. And we do not know what 

the nature of qualia is.72 It would seem, then, that our understanding of the 

claim that to be conscious is to have qualia has not been advanced. All we can 

say is that we are conscious because we are related to we know not what in a 

manner we know not how. And that is not saying much. 

But this does not mean that we have learned nothing of value. By learning 

what qualia aren't and what it isn't to have them we have learned a great deal 

about where to look for qualia and about how to think about what it is to have 

them. The negative results are not strong enough to single out a unique account 

of consciousness. But they are strong enough to suggest a direction for further 

research. To me the negative results of the preceding chapters suggest the 

following guidelines for the upcoming investigation. We want unrelocated 

qualia. For I do not have a story to tell about what it is to have relocated qualia. 

72 Actually things arc really worse on the question of the nature of qualia. It seems that there canllot be 
any qualitative phenomena at all since notlling in the world can exemplify qualia. So perhaps we have 
learned olle "positive" tlling ahout qualia, viz., tllatthere arc nOlle. In what follows I hope to show how to 
avoid tllis conclusion. 
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We want bearer-less qualia. For there are no qualia-bearers, neither in the mind 

nor in the physical world, be they actual or possible. We want self-presenting 

qualia. For neither knowing (fallibly or infallibly), nor believing, nor 

introspecting lets us have our qualia in the required way. Since I do not know 

which other activity of the mind might serve the purpose of presenting us with 

our qualia in a way that makes us conscious, I opt for the notion of self

presenting qualia. What I shall propose, then, in this Chapter is an account of 

consciousness in terms of unrelocated, unborne qualia the having of which 

consists in their presenting themselves to us.73 

ISOLATING TwO PERNICIOUS ASSUMPTIONS 

We want to make sure that the positive account of consciousness avoids the 

mistakes of its rivals. We will, therefore, be well advised to let the construction 

of the positive account of consciousness be informed by what we can learn from 

the failure of its rivals. But since one can learn from mistakes only after one has 

clearly grasped their nature, I propose to begin this inquiry with an attempt to 

isolate the roots of the problem from which the rival accounts suffered. 

The problems we encountered were of two kinds. First there IS the 

problem of the intractable nature of the qualia-bearing objects of experience. 

Second there is the problem of the nature of the mental act that makes us have 

73 I choosc thc cxprcssion "sclf-prcscnting" to cvokc two idcm;. First, tllC cxprcssion servcs as a rcminder 
tlIal having a qualc is not a mattcr of tllC conscious subjcct's acting upon it in any way. Thcrc is tllC 
conscious suhjcct, tllcrc is thc qualc, <lIld thcre is notlling tlUlt thc fonncr does in ordcr to havc tllC lattcr. 
Thc second idca tlIat tllC cxprcssion ··sclf-prcsenting" helps to rccall is tlIat thc qualc itse/f(not somc somc 
stand-in or rcprcscntation or tllC qualc) is prcscnt to us whcn wc havc it. Wcrc onc to insist on 
rcprcscntation talk I could put thc smne point by saying that tllC qualc is its own rcprescntatil)ll. 



233 

our qualia. These two problems found expression in a host of unanswered 

questions: What kinds of objects are the qualia-bearers supposed to be? Are 

they mental or physical objects? Are they actual or merely possible objects? 

Which of these candidate qualia-bearers can actually exemplify phenomenal 

properties? Which relation must a qualia-bearing object have to us so that we 

can come to have the qualia it bears? How should we think of the mental act that 

allows us to have qualia once belief, knowledge, and introspection have been 

excluded as possible vehicles for the having or qualia? Perhaps these questions 

can be answered satisfactorily, but if so, I do not know how. Therefore I must 

attempt to construct the positive account in a way that keeps all these questions 

from mising. Questions that cannot be solved must be dissolved. 

Once it is understood why these problems and questions arise in the first 

place, it becomes clear what we must do to make them go away. The problems 

arises because of two unquestioned (and often tacit) assumptions. The first 

assumption concerns the structure of experience: it is assumed that experience is 

a matter of a subject's relating itself to an object through an act. I shall call this 

the assumption of the act/object structure of experience ("act/object assumption" 

for short). The second assumption concerns the qualia-bearing object of 

experience: it is assumed that the relation of qualia-bemer to quale is that of 

substance to attribute. I shall call this the assumption of the substance/attribute 

structure of {jualitied ol~iects ("substance/attribute assumption" for short). If we 

can come up with a conception of qualitied objects that does not require an 

underlying substance or substratum then the problem of the intractable nature of 

qualia-bearing objects experience vanishes. And if we can come up with a 

nonrelational analysis of experience with which to replace the act/object model 
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then the problem of the nature of the mental act that makes us have qualia 

vanishes too. 

Our goal must be, then, to present an account of consciousness that avoids 

both of these assumptions. I shall discuss two theories of consciousness that get 

by without making these assumptions. These two theories are the adverbialist 

theory of consciousness and the neutral monist theory of consciousness. 

Adverbialism gives up on the act/object structure of experience by, 111 

effect, making the qualitied object into a modification of the subject. 

Adverbialism is an elegant and radical way of dispensing with the two 

problematical assumptions. The act/object assumption and the substance/attribute 

assumption are assumptions one makes only if one wants to answer certain 

questions. The radicalism of adverbialism consists in the fact that it prevents 

these kinds of questions from arising in the first place. The adverbialist does not 

countenance qualia understood as phenomenal properties. Thus the questions 

What supports qualia? and What is it to have qualia? don't even so much as 

arise.74 

74 A sympathctic discussion of tllC advcrbialist tllCory of consciousncss may sccm out of placc in a chaptcr 
tllat trics to dcvclop a tllCory of consciousncss tl11lt cxplains consciousncss as tllC having ofqualia. For 
docsn't advcrbialism dcny tllC cxistcncc of qualia'! And wouldn't thc trutll of advcrhialism, tllCrcforc, show 
that consciousncss is not a mattcr of having qualia? I agrcc WiUl tllis worry. Wcre I to convince mysclf 
tllat adverbialism is true I would give up tlle claim that consciousncss consists in tllC having of qualia. 
There may bc one way of resisting tllis conclusion. Onc might argue tllat tllC advcrhialist construal of 
consciousncss is ,UI ,Ulalysis of what it is to havc qualia. The hordcrlinc bctwecn elimination and reduction 
is fuzzy. But in tllis cmie I feel sure tlmt wc would hc dealing witll climination, not rcduction. Wcll, if tllis 
is so, why tllCn discuss advcrbialism in tllis chaptcr? My reason for doing so is that tlle way I sct up tllC 
prohlcm crics out for ,UI advcrbialist answcr. For advcrhialism is surely tllC first tllCory tllat comes to mind 
whcn we arc told to dcvelop a tllCory of consciousncss tllat avoids tllat act/objcct assumption and the 
suhstance/attrihute assumption. 
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The neutral monist theory of consciousness is not nearly as radical as 

adverbialism. That is, the problematical kinds of questions the mistaken answers 

to which are driven by the act/object assumption and by the substance/attribute 

assumption do arise within the neutral monist framework. The neutral monist 

does accept the existence of qualia understood as phenomenal properties. But by 

invoking the bundle theory he can avail himself of the conception of a qualitied 

object that does not commit us to some qualia-bearer or qualia-bearing 

substance.75 And by collapsing act and object into one he m-rives at a notion of a 

self-presenting quale that can be viewed as an answer to the having problem. 

THE AOVERBIALIST THEORY OF 

CON S CIOU S N ES S 

Adverbialism is most easily (but not exclusively) motivated by considering the 

problems arising from nonveridical experience. Instead of postulating some 

peculiar kind of substitute object for us to be related to in cases in which we 

perceive what does not exist, adverbialism presents a construal of experience or~ 

sensation that dispenses with the idea that in experience we are related to 

anything: 

[W]hat is ordinarily described as a case of someone's perceiving something 
that does not exist is really not a case of perception, or of any other kind 
of consciousness, of an object at all, whether of the object we ordinmily 

75 In dcvcloping my account of consciousncss as thc having of qualia I frccly hclp mysclf to thc bundle 
tJlCory. I do tJlis without so much as stopping to addrcss any of thc many objcctions tJlat have bccn raiscd 
against tJlis tJlCory. Lack of spacc anel, morc importantly, tJIC lack of philosophical cxpcrtisc kccp mc from 
attcmpting to dcvclop a full fcaturcd and dcfcnsiblc vcrsion of tJIC bundle tJlcory at this point. Thc 
assumption tJlat a viablc vcrsion of tJlC bundlc tJICory can hc had is, thcn, onc of tJIC m;~jor Iiahilitics that 
my account of consciousncss is hurdcncd witJl. 
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take it to have (a material thing) or of any other object (e.g., a sense
datum). It is really a case of someone's being in a state of consciousness 
that has a certain nonrelational (whether sortal or qualitative) 
characteristic. Since a state of consciousness is expressed most naturally 
with a psychological verb, its nonrelational characteristics would be 
expressed most naturally with adverbs modifying that verb. Hence the 
designation ... as the adverbial theory. [Butchvarov, 1980, p. 263] 

The adverbialist's project is to discover a new mode of inherence of the 

phenomenal in the mind. From this point of view the debate about the location 

of qualia-bearing objects is entirely misguided: qualia are not properties of 

things, be these things mental or physical, actual or merely possible. Thus the 

adverbialist rejects the presupposition that makes the dispute about the relocation 

thesis possible. The proper function of the tenDS that were taken to stand for 

phenomenal properties of intentional objects is to designate kinds of experiencing 

or sensing. Accordingly the delirious person must not be described as seeing a 

nonexistent pink rat, or as seeing a pink ratlike sense-datum, or as seeing a rat

appearance which is pink. Instead we should say that he senses in a-pink-rat-Iy 

manner. Intentional objects as bearers of phenomenal qualities are thereby 

rendered superfluous. We are left with only one of the original relata, the 

experiencer, and his various kinds of sensory states. In this way the adverbial 

theory makes good the promise of being a nonrelational theory of experience. 

I now turn to the critical consideration of the adverbial theory of 

experience. I shall argue that adverbialism, when spelled out more fully, 

collapses into a form of the act-object model of sensation. Therefore it does not 

keep the promise of affording a genuine alternative to a relational analysis of 

experience. To avoid the fantastic complication of the adverbs that characterize 

the kinds of sensing occurring in situations in which, as we would ordinarily say, 
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we experience a complex object, I shall focus on the simplest possible case. Let 

us look at a case which is fully described by saying that I sense something red, 

i.e., a case in which I sense redly. How is the sentence "I sense redly" to be 

understood? More particularly, how does the world "redly" function in this 

sentence? 

We can make a good beginning by looking at the critical questions that 

Chisholm asks of the later, reistic, Brentano's account of intentional objects. It 

seems that, after the necessary changes have been made, these same questions can 

be asked of the adverbial analysis of experience. The prospect of using 

Chisholm's critique of Brentano's reistic account of intentional objects to 

criticize the adverbial theory of experience is particularly enticing because 

Chisholm is one of adverbialism's leading advocates. Chisholm raises the 

following question: How is the term "unicorn" used in the sentence "John is 

thinking about a unicorn"? 

We may say, as Brentano suggests, that in "John is thinking about a 
unicorn" the word "unicorn" is being used to contribute to the description 
of John. But how does it contribute to the description of John? We are 
not saying, obviously, that John is a unicorn. We are saying that John is 
thinking about a unicorn, and so might be tempted to say that the word 
"unicorn" is being used to describe John's thought. But how does the 
word "unicorn" contribute to the description of John's thought? We are 
not saying, obviously, that John's thought is a unicorn. We are saying
again obviously-that the ol~iect of John's thought is a unicorn. But, 
Brentano tells us, statements ostensibly about the object of John's thought 
are actually statements about John. And so we have completed a kind of 
circle. For now we can ask, once again: what does this use of "unicorn" 
tell us about John? [Chisholm, 1970, p. 145 J 

These are hard questions to answer. In the paper from which I quote Chisholm 

uses them to bolster Brentano's earlier ontological interpretation of intentional 
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inexistence. In another place [Chisholm, 1982, p. 63] Chisholm uses these same 

considerations to support a Meinongian construal of intentional objects. What I 

want to do is to ask the same kinds of questions that Chishohn raised about "J ohn 

is thinking about a unicorn" about the sentence "John is sensing something red." I 

believe that Chisholm's remarks about the role of the word "unicorn" in the 

quoted passage carryover, more or less directly, to the word "red" as it occurs 

in "John sees something red." If the analogy pans out we may take it to support 

the act object analysis of sensation. Here are the Chisholmian questions that we 

may want to address to the adverbialist: 

We may say, as the adverbialist suggests, that in "John senses something 
red" [I] the word "red" is being used to contribute to the description of 
John. But how does it contribute to the description of John? [2] We are 
not saying, obviously, that John is red. We are saying that John is sensing 
something red, and so might be tempted to say that [3] the word "red" is 
being used to describe John's sensing. But how does the word "red" 
contribute to the description of John's sensing? We are not saying, 
obviously, that [4] John's sensing is red. [6] We are saying-again 
obviously-that the ol~iect of John's sensing is red. But, the adverbialist 
tells us, [7] statements ostensibly about the object of John's sensing are 
actually statements about John. And so we have completed a kind of 
circle. For now we can ask again: what does this use of "red" tell us 
about John? 

Do these Chisholmian claims and questions adequately represent adverbialism; 

and, if so, do they embarrass the adverbialist? Let us begin with [6]. The 

adverbialist has to agree that this is what seems obvious before the advent of 

adverbialism. That the term "red" in "John senses something red" serves to 

specify the color of the thing that is John's intentional object is obvious to all but 

those who have already embraced adverbialism. [6] only states what the 

adverbialist knows. It causes him no embmTassment. 
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I turn to sentences [1] and [7]. Is it true that the adverbialist holds that the 

terms which we mistakenly took to stand for phenomenal properties of John's 

intentional object are really about John in the sense of contributing to John's 

description? The adverbialist, as we have characterized him, does not explicitly 

say so. Nevertheless, the adverbialist is committed to this claim. By making 

properties of intentional objects into properties of sensory states of the 

experiencing subject, the adverbialist does, in effect, acknowledge that the term 

"red" in "John senses something red" serves to describe John rather than the 

object he senses. In describing the way in which John senses as being of the sort 

red, I contribute to the description of John. I believe that we do the adverbialist 

no injustice if we say that [1] and [7] are true of his position. But, again, these 

two claims need not cause the adverbialist any embarrassment. 

[2] and [3] are unproblematical. For John to be red is one thing; for him 

to sense redly is another. No adverbialist would want to deny that. And the 

claim that "red" is used to describe John's sensing is unspecific enough to be 

acceptable to every brand of adverbialist. 

This leaves us with [4]. [4] does adequately describe the adverbialist 

position and it should embarrass the adverbialist. For on its most 

straightforward reading [4] is false, bordering on the senseless. To say that 

John's sensing is red is no saner than to say that John's thought is a unicorn. 

Sensings or experiencings are neither red nor are they round, triangular, 

stinking, noisy, hard, or fruity. If the oddness of the notion of a triangular state 

of consciousness were not enough to convince the adverbialist of the falsity of 

sentences such as [4], the following consideration might persuade him. "John's 

sensing is red" entails "something is red." Hence, if John's sensing redly were 
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just a matter of John's sensing being red, then going adverbial would not have 

the desired result. For then "John senses redly" would entail "There exists 

something that is red," which is the very entailment that going adverbial was 

supposed to block. 

It seems, then, that we can draw the following conditional conclusion: If 

Chisholm's case against Brentano's reistic interpretation of intentional objects is 

convincing then our case against the adverbialist is strong too. 

But the adverbialist might reply that [4] admits of an interpretation that is 

more charitable to his cause. The adverbialist Chisholm, for example, has 

argued that the "red" in "red sensing" is not the "red" of "red tomato." While 

the latter ascribes a phenomenal property to an object, the former tells us of 

what kind or sort the conscious state is. And sometimes he puts this point by 

saying that the "red" in "red sensing" tells us something about the way or manner 

in which the sensing occurs. In the following passage Chisholm establishes this 

particular use of adjectives: 

[F]requently the world "blue" is used to designate a kind or species of 
appearing; a thing which may, or may not, have the secondary quality blue 
is then said to appear or to look blue. Many other adjectives are used, 
similarly, to designate ... a way of appearing, or of sensing. [Chisholm, 
1957, p. 127] 

And the following passage makes it abundantly clear that this is the use to which 

adjectives are put in the adverbial theory of experience: 

For in saying "He is appeared to white," or "He senses whitely," we are 
not committed to saying that there is a thing-an appearance-of which 
the world "white," in its sensible use, designates a property. We are 
saying, rather, that there is a certain state or process-that of being 
appeared to, or sensing, or experiencing-and we are using the adjective 
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"white," or the adverb "whitely," to describe more specifically the way in 
which that process occurs. [Chisholm, 1966, p. 96] 

What we have here is a clear cut rejection of the above interpretation of [4] and a 

new proposal of how to understand [4] correctly. Accordingly the controversial 

sentence [4]-"John's sensing is red"-does not say that John is undergoing a 

process that is red in the way in which a tomato is red. It says that John is 

sensing in a particular way or, in other words, that his sensing is of the species 

red. And the adverbialist maintains that the fact that John is having a sensation 

that belongs to the kind red neither commits one to such odd notions as a red, 

triangular, stinking state of consciousness nor does it entail that there exists a 

phenomenally red thing anywhere. Thus there no longer is a need to postulate an 

intentional object as bearer of the phenomenal redness. By relying on the new 

interpretation of the problematical sentence [4] the adverbialist can avoid the 

unwelcome consequences I wanted to pin upon him. It would seem, then, that the 

conditional conclusion that was reached above-if Chisholm's case against 

Brentano's reistic interpretation of intentional objects is any good then our case 

against the adverbialist is strong too-has to be given up. For the adverbialist 

has answered the Chisholmian questions. 

But the adverbialist gambit leaves me dissatisfied. I can express my worry 

in the form of two questions. First, is the talk about certain species or manners 

of sensing more than thinly veiled talk about the sensing of things that me certain 

ways? In other words, is there a way of understanding talk about certain species 

or manners of sensing that does not boil down to understanding it as talk about 

the sensing of things that are certain ways, that have certain phenomenal 

properties? The impression that there may not be a distinctive way of 
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understanding the "redly" in "senses redly" is reinforced if we look at 

Chisholm's attempts to elucidate such uses of words like "red(ly)" or "white(ly)." 

He tells us that the word "white" tells us something about the way in which the 

object appears, just as "slowly" may tell us something about the way in which an 

object moves." [Chisholm, 1966, p. 96] But this analogy does not help to 

improve our understanding of the problematical "redly" in "senses redly." I can 

do no better than endorse what Panayot Butchvarov has said on this matter: 

We mean by "He runs slowly" exactly what we mean by "His run(ning) is 
slow," and if we were told that the fonner should be so understood that it 
is not equivalent to the latter, we would avow that then we have no idea of 
what it means. [Butchvarov, 1980, p. 265] 

Thus we are faced a dilemma: either the phrase "senses redly" remaInS 

incomprehensible or we have to interpret it in a manner that threatens to 

undercut the adverbialist gambit. Since the first horn is unacceptable the 

adverbialist has to confront the second: 

But we cannot understand "I am appeared whitely to" as meaning the smne 
as "My (present) being appeared to is white," since the latter is either 
necessarily false or senseless. And if it made sense and also were true, 
then the curious result would follow, that after all "I am appeared whitely 
to" does entail that something is white, though not that a material thing or 
a sense-datum is white, but that a state of consciousness is white! 
[Butchvarov, 1980, p. 265] 

This, then, is the reason for believing that if we can understand the adverbialist's 

formulations at all, we can only understand them as attributing phenomenal 

properties to states of consciousness. Thus Butchvarov's critique has lead us 

right back to the original objection to the adverbialist theory of experience. The 

claim that the adverbs in the adverbialist formulas designate species of sensing 
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rather than phenomenal properties of sensings has not managed to displace the 

original uncharitable interpretation of the problematical sentence [4]. Pending a 

fuller account of the functioning of the adverbs in adverbialism, the adverbialist 

theory of experience is incapable of answering the Chisholmian questions in a 

satisfactory manner. 

The second question I want to raise can be put in a number of ways: Is the 

adverbial account of experience phenomenologically adequate? Does it "save the 

phenomena"? Do we have reason to believe that undergoing an experience of the 

species red is anything like the experiencing of a phenomenally red tomato? 

These may seem like silly questions. For hasn't the adverbialist already 

explained that the experience occurs in a red manner; that the experience belongs 

to a more detenninate species of the genus sensing, viz., the detenninate species 

sensing redly? Of course the adverbialist has said that. But may we not ask the 

adverbialist what makes my expeIience be of the particular species red? May we 

not ask on strength of what my experience occurs redly rather than greenly? In 

virtue of which of its intrinsic features does my sensing event belong to the 

determinate sensing species red? 

I cannot help but think that a satisfactory answer to these questions must 

advert to phenomenal properties or qualia. My sensing event is of the species 

red or occurs in a red manner just in case it lets me experience or have a red 

quale. This, it seems to me, must at least be a part of the correct answer. For 

otherwise I could presently be sensing in a red manner without experiencing 

phenomenal redness. And conversely, I might presently be experiencing 

phenomenal redness without the occurrence of sensing that belongs to the species 

red. But since the adverbialist theory of experience is supposed to offer an 
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analysis of states such as experiencing phenomenal redness both of the above 

possibilities must be excluded. 

If we proceed in this manner and let a sensing of the red species be one 

that allows the experiencer enjoy a red quale, then all my doubts about the 

phenomenal adequacy of adverbialism are dispelled. 

But the adverbialist would be well advised to resist this move. For this 

manner of understanding adverbially modified sensing states does not solve the 

problem the adverbialist set out to dissolve. The phenomenal properties are back 

and cry out for objects of some kind to support them. And to get rid of these 

objects was what motivated the adverbial analysis of experience in the first place. 

Thus the adverbialist must reject the above proposal, viz., to explain the notion 

of species of experience by appeal to the corresponding phenomenal properties, 

as simply being silly. 

What might the adverbialist say in a more positive vein? I cannot imagine 

what the adverbialist's positive account might look like. This may very well be 

due to the lack of imagination on my part. But the adverbialist need not give in, 

even if he cannot provide an answer to our question, viz., In virtue of which of 

its intrinsic features does my sensing event belong to the determinate sensing 

species red? For he might reject the question as not deserving of an answer. He 

might say that some sensings are of the red kind, others are of the green kind, 

yet others are of the blue kind, etc., and that is all there is to it. To even raise 

the question as to why or how this is or can be so is to misunderstand the basic or 

primitive nature of the facts involved. Thus the adverbialist might deal with my 

second question, not by answering it but by dismissing it as wrong-headed. 
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But if that is what the adverbialist says, then the doubts about the 

phenomenal adequacy of the adverbial analysis of experience come back in full 

force. After all, the adverbial analysis of an experience of something red tries to 

get by without anything that is phenomenally red. Objects-be they external or 

internal, real or merely intentional-were dispensed with wholesale. So they are 

not what is red. Neither is the experience itself phenomenally red; nor, 

presumably, does it make sense to say that it is the experiencing subject that is 

red. In short, nothing about the event of sensing redly is phenomenally red. But 

surely the phenomenal fact with which the adverbialist starts is the fact that I 

experience the quality of phenomenal redness. That this fact be preserved (that 

this phenomenon be saved) is a condition of adequacy on the adverbial analysis of 

experience. 

Given the adverbialist's refusal to further explain the nature of 

experiences that occur in a red manner, it remains an open question whether 

experiencing in such a manner does preserve the phenomenal fact in question. 

And since the adverbialist's word of honor will not do to justify our belief that 

the adverbial analysis saves the phenomena, we should, I suggest, suspend our 

judgment about this matter. While this consideration falls far short of a proof 

that adverbialism is false, it does direct us to investigate competing nonrelational 

analyses of experience. 

THE NEUTRAL MONIST THEORY OF 

CONSCIOUSNESS 

Adverbialism attempts to overcome the act-object model of experience by, in 

effect, turning the object (with its phenomenal properties) into a modification of 
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the subject. What used to be the object is now the manner in which the act 

occurs. Adverbialism's merger of act and object proceeds at the expense of the 

object: it is absorbed into the act, as it were. The resulting monism leans 

precariously towards the subject's pole of the act object distinction. As is 

indicated by its nrune, neutral monism attempts a less lopsided unification of act 

and object. By identifying act and object neutral monism ends up with a notion 

of experience that is as much subjective as it is objective. The neutral monists 

preferred to express this fact by saying that experience or sensation is neutral as 

between the act and the object or, more grandly and less accurately, by saying 

that experience is neutral as between mind and matter. 76 

THE ROUTE TO SELF-PRESENTATION: 

IDENTIFYING ACT AND OBJECT 

Why would anyone pelfonn this rather unlikely identification of the act and the 

object of a sensation? What moved the Neutral Monists was an unwillingness to 

countenance unobservables paired with a great respect for the keen blade of 

Ockham's razor. I shall support this claim by looking at Bertrand Russell's 

reasons for endorsing neutral monism. Other champions of neutral monism like, 

76 I USC UIC labcl "ncutral monism" to stand for a pmticular form of nonrclational account of cxpcricncc or 
scnsation. I should point out Ulat Ulis is a raUlCr idiosyncratic (UlOugh not cntircly unjustil1ablc) usc of UlC 
tcrm. Historically UlC Ncutral Monists likc, for cxmnplc, WiIlimn Jmncs, Ernst Mach, and Bcrtrand 
Russcll took UlCir UlCory to havc a vasUy grcatcr scopc Ulan Ulis. As UlCy saw it, Ncutral Monism was a 
comprchcnsivc 'mctaphysical' systcm on a par WiUl such mctaphysical doctrincs as matcrialism, idcalism, 
or dualism. What I call ncutral monism hcrc is a much morc limitcd doctrinc. IL is thc account of 
cxpcricncc you gct by idcntifying UlC two polcs of UIC act/objcct modcl of cxpcricncc. I do not (yct) mcan 
to cndorsc a gcncral mctaphysics Ulat constructs thc world from ncutral c1cmcnts. In ordcr to avoid 
unncccssary confusion I shall usc UIC following convcntion from now on. I writc "ncutral monism" whcn I 
want to talk about UIC limitcd doctrinc conccrning UIC nonrclational naturc of cxpcricncc; I writc "Ncutral 
Monism" whcn I want to talk ahout UIC grand mctaphysics. 
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for example, William James and Ernst Mach, were motivated by similar 

considerations. Russell reasons as follows: the subject or act cannot be 

observed; therefore the subject must be given up; therefore the relational theory 

of sensations must be given up. On the unobservability of the act he has this to 

say: 

[T]he act seems unnecessary and fictitious. . .. Empirically , I cannot 
discover anything corresponding to the supposed act; and theoretically I 
cannot see that it is indispensable. We say: "/ think so-and-so," and this 
word "I" suggests that thinking is the act of a person. [The] "act" is the 
ghost of the subject, or what once was the full-blooded soul. [Russell, 1978 
(1921), pp. 17-18] 

Later on he bases the identification of act and object on the same kind of 

consideration: 

If there is a subject, it can have a relation to the patch of color, namely, 
the sort of relation which we might call awareness. In that case the 
sensation, as a mental event, will consist of awareness of the color, while 
the color itself will remain wholly physical, and may be called the sense
datum, to distinguish it from the sensation. The subject, however, appears 
to be a logical fiction... It is introduced, not because observation reveals 
it, but because it is linguistically convenient and apparently demanded by 
grammar. .. .If we are to avoid a perfectly gratuitous assumption, we 
must dispense with the subject as one of the actual ingredients of the 
world. But when we do this, the possibility of distinguishing the sensation 
from the sense-datum vanishes; at least I see no way of preserving the 
distinction. Accordingly the sensation that we have when we see a patch 
of color simply is the patch of color, an actual constituent of the physical 
world. [Russell, 1978 (1921), pp. 141-142]77 

77 See also [Russell, 1919, pp. 305-3061 and especially [Russell, 1975 (1959), chapter 12 "Consciousness 
:Uld Experience"]. 
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This consideration proves to Russell that "the patch of color and our sensation in 

seeing it are identical." [Russell, 1978 (1921), p. 143] A question may arise as 

to how this talk of the identity of act and object is to be understood. Why not 

simply claim that what remains after the subject has been dispensed with is 

simply the object?78 Compare: if we start out believing that Atlantis is west of 

Africa and subsequently discover that Atlantis is fictitious, then we do not 

proceed to claim that therefore Africa is identical with Atlantis. But it seems 

that this is how Russell wants to proceed in the case of the act and object of 

sensation. 

I think that the talk of identifying act and object can be motivated in the 

following manner. The act may be fictitious; but the function that the act is 

supposed to perform is indispensable. The act is that which presents the sense

datum to us, that which brings us into contact with the sense-datum. Sense-data 

without corresponding acts would not be sense data to anybody, thus they would 

not be sense-data at all. This function of the chimerical act must be retained by 

whatever it is that remains after the abolishment of the act. For if nothing plays 

this role of getting us into contact with the sense-datum, of revealing the sense

datum to us, then the sense-datum will not be a datum for us, it will not present 

itself to us. 

In the framework of the act object model where the act of sensing is 

distinguished from the object sensed-the sense-datum-the sense-datum is 

"presentationally inert." It does not force itself upon us. It is we who make it 

78 This qucstion may sccm pmticularly prcssing oncc it is rcalizcd that tJlis is how Russcll charactcrizcd tJlC 
position of tJlC Amcrican Ncutral Monists and Mach. Hc dll';siticd tJlCm as rcalists "who only rctain thc 
objcct." [Russcll. 197R (1921). p. 221 
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our own by reaching out towards it in the act, i.e., by sensing it. If the existence 

of the act is denied we no longer have a means to reach out towards the sense

datum and we are doomed to live a life of inner darkness. To avoid this fate the 

act's function must now be atttibuted to the successor concept of the sense-datum. 

Whatever it is that we get after abolishing the act/object distinction must, quite 

literally, present itself to us. 

In order to avoid confusions that are otherwise inevitable, we must find a 

new name of the successor concept of the sense-datum. Appropriating a term 

that Russell introduces in a slightly different context, we can christen these 

successor concepts "percepts." Adopting this usage I can put the point as follows: 

upon discovering that the subject does not exist Russell is lead to identify the 

sensing with the sense-datum because he sees that the resulting percept has to play 

to role of both of the original terms of the sensing relation. The resulting notion 

of a percept is the notion of a selj~presellting state or ol~iect. 

ApPLYING NEUTRAL MONISM: THREE 

QUESTIONS 

While the preceding considerations do, hopefully, throw some light on the 

neutral monist theory of experience, they failed to show how this theory bears on 

the problems generated by phenomenal properties. That is, what we have 

achieved, so far, is, at best, a rudimentary understanding of the theory; not an 

understanding of how the theory is supposed to solve our problems. I want to 

raise three questions that a neutral monist theory of experience will have to deal 

with. First, what is it for us to have a phenomenally propertied state, i.e., a 
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percept? Second, does this theory provide phenomenal properties with a home? 

Third, is the theory's account of experience phenomenally adequate? 

WHAT IS IT TO HAVE A PERCEPT? THE BUNDLE THEORY OF THE 

SELF 

What is it to have a phenomenal state? One might be inclined to answer as 

follows: How can there be a problem about what it is to have a self-presenting 

state? Since a self-presenting state is a state that presents itself to the one whose 

state it is, your having a self-presenting state is just a matter of your being in 

such a state. And that is all that can and need to be said about it. 

I think that the reason that this answer does not satisfy is that the notion of 

self-presentation exudes the foul smelling aura that is characteristic of the 

miraculous. I smell this odor too and I do not know how to dispel it. Whether 

this is a good reason to reject the notion of a self-presenting state will depend on 

how well its competitor fares in this respect. What we should ask, therefore, is 

this: Is the notion of an act that presents a phenomenal object to us any less 

miraculous than the notion of a self-presenting state? I admit that we are much 

more used to attribute such presentational powers to mental acts. But how the 

act is supposed to accomplish this remarkable feat of presenting us with a 

phenomenal particulm remains in the dark. It is this notion of presentation that 

is troublesome no matter where we encounter it: in a se(f~presenting state or in 

an other-presenting act. Insofar as there is a miracle involved here, it 

embarrasses both the relational and the nonrelational accounts of experience. 

These considerations amount to no more than saying tu {Jlwque; but sometimes 
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this is the best we can do. And in this case it does seem to me that this kind of 

"argument" succeeds in redistributing the burden of proof. 

While the notion of a self-presenting state resembles that of an other

presenting act in involving the obscure notion of presentation, it differs in what 

we might call the logical structure of the presentation involved. If one motivates 

the neutral monist theory of experience in Russell's manner, viz., by denying the 

existence of the subject, then there is no self to which the self-presenting states 

(the percepts) can present themselves to. On the act object theory of experience, 

on the other hand, the sense-datum is presented to the self via the act. Again it 

may seem that the neutral monist theory is worse off than the act object theory of 

expenence. For one might m·gue: presentation is always presentation of 

something to something. And a theory that requires there to be presentation of 

something to nothing is just bad grammar. 

This is a fair objection; but one that the neutral monist can answer, if not 

without difficulty. I shall only attempt the barest sketch of an answer that the 

neutral monist's might give. The centerpiece of this answer will be a bundle 

theory of the self. The neutral monist will deny that he employs the absurd 

notion of the presentation of something to nothing. Percepts present themselves 

to the self, a self that is no longer understood as a simple substance but as a 

bundle of percepts. For a percept to be presented to the self is for it to be a 

member of the bundle that is the self. The neutral monist no longer conceives of 

presentation as something akin to the confrontation between two individuals; 

rather he sees it as matter of membership in a unified group of percepts. 

This, then, is what the neutral monist will say about the questions what it 

is for a percept to be presented to a self and what it is for a percept to be self-
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presenting. For a percept to be present to a self is for it to be a member of an 

appropriate kind of percept-bundle. And that the percept can achieve this 

presence to a subject via self-presentation is to say that it achieves this presence 

unaided by any activity of any of the other percepts of the bundle of which it is a 

member. The mere membership of the percept in the bundle guarantees its being 

presented to the self which is the bundle. 

A HOME FOR QUALIA? THE BUNDLE THEORY OF THE 

PHENOMENAL OBJECTS AND UNBORNE QUALIA 

The attempt to avoid the difficulties encountered by the act/object analysis of 

experience was what motivated the investigation of nonrelational theories of 

experience. One of the main difficulties of the act/object model was the 

intractable nature of the qualia-bearing objects. We found that none of the 

candidate objects could provide a satisfactory solution to both the exemplification 

problem and the causation problem. Some of the proposed objects were unfit to 

bear phenomenal properties. And those in which phenomenal properties could 

inhere could not enter into the appropriate causal relations to the experiencing 

subject. Thus none of the candidate objects afforded a satisfactory home for 

qualia. 

Adverbialism, the first of the nonrelational theories of experIence, 

proposed a radical solution to this problem. Instead of offering yet another kind 

of intentional object for the phenomenal qualities to inhere in, the adverbialist 

rejects the way in which the problem is posed. The problem of phenomenal 

properties will not get solved by discovering some special kind of qualia-bearing 

object. The all-important first step towards the solution of the qualia problem 



253 

consists in the insight that it is a category mistake to take the predicates for 

phenomenal qualities to stand for properties of intentional objects. By declaring 

these tenns to stand for species of sensing the adverbialist cleverly bypasses the 

difficult task of specifying a kind of object for phenomenal properties to inhere 

in. And at the same time he provides a new and unexpected function for qualia 

to play. By turning qualia into adverbial modifications of a subject the act (by 

means of which the subject appropriates her qualia) is rendered superfluous. In 

this respect adverbialism must be counted a success. 

How does neutral monism fare on this account? In what manner do the 

phenomenal properties enter into the percept that results from fusing the s~nsing 

with the sense-datum? In which sense of "in" are the phenomenal properties in 

the percept? So far the ontology of percepts has not been addressed. What 

ontological category do percepts belong to? If the neutral monist answers that 

percepts are objects of some kind that have the phenomenal properties he faces 

the same difficulties with which the friend of intentional objects had to contend. 

I have repeatedly emphasized the problems of the view that qualia can be taken as 

properties of some kind of object: the right kind of qualia bearing objects do not 

exist. If the final word on neutral monism is that percepts are substances the 

attributes of which are phenomenal properties, then neutral monism is in trouble. 

But the neutral monist does not get impaled on this problem. Very much 

in keeping with his radical empiricism and his allegiance to the principle of 

ontological parsimony he manifests a marked abhorrence of substances. 

Therefore the model upon which he construes percepts is not that of a substance 

with its attributes, but rather that of a bundle of properties. That is, rather than 

saying that a percept is a substance in which the phenomenal properties inhere, 
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the neutral monist will say that a percept just is the bundle appropriately united 

phenomenal properties. Let us again turn to Russell in order to see how he turns 

the corner to the bundle theory of mental particulars. 

We experience qualities, but not the subject in which they are supposed to 
inhere. The introduction of an unknowable can generally, perhaps always, 
be avoided by suitable technical devices, and clearly it should be avoided 
whenever possible. [Russell, 1980 (1940), p. 98] 

True to this self-imposed directive Russell proposes to trade substantial things 

for things that are constituted solely by their properties: 

One is tempted to regard "this is red" as a subject-predicate proposition~ 
but if one does so, one finds that "this" becomes a substance, an 
unknowable something in which predicates inhere, but which, 
nevertheless, is not identical with the sum of its predicates. Such a view is 
open to all the familiar objections to the notion of substance. . .. I wish to 
suggest that "this is red" is not a subject-predicate proposition, but is of 
the form "redness is here"; that "red" is a name, not a predicate; and that 
what would commonly be called a "thing" is nothing but a bundle of 
coexisting qualities such as redness, hardness, etc. [Russell, 1980 (1940), 
p.97] 

When Russell discusses the problem of how to introduce the notion of "place" 

into this construction he describes a situation in which one experiences two red 

patches. For our purposes the passage is interesting because it makes clem' that 

he means to be talking of mental "things" and moreover the passage also gives us 

an indication of the kinds of qualities from which Russell intends to construct 

percepts. 

Suppose we see simultaneously two patches of a given shade of color C; let 
the angular coordinates of the one patch in visual space be 8, f/J, and those 
of the other 8', f/J'. Then we are to say that C is at (8, f/J) and also at (8', 
f/J '). The angular coordinates of an object in the visual field may be 
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regarded as qualities. Thus (C, 6, l/J) is one bundle of qualities, and (C, 6', 
l/J') is another. If we define a "thing" as the bundle of qualities (e, 6, l/J), 
then we may say that this "thing" is at the place (6, l/J), and it is analytic 
that it is not at the place (6', l/J'). [Russell, 1980 (1940), p. 99] 

Summing up the main features of this construction A.J. Ayer points out the 

following features: 

[Russell] argues that it is possible, at least at the lowest logical level, to 
dispense with substances. Sensory properties do not need a substratum to 
support them, and the work of holding them together can be done, he now 
thinks, by a relation of compresence. . .. The complexes of qualities which 
names denote include spatial and temporal qualia, conceived as constituents 
of private sense-fields. [Ayer, 1971, pp. 45-46] 

What we have here is yet another theory about what it is for a phenomenal 

property to inhere in what it qualifies. We already looked at two other theories 

of what it is for something to have a quale. The bundle theory is the third and 

last such theory that I want to consider. We started out with an act/object model 

of experience and were lead to the question whether intentional objects are 

suitable bearers of phenomenal properties. This discussion proceeded on the 

assumption that phenomenal properties are to be taken as attributes of underlying 

substances. The difficulties encountered with the substance/attribute assumption 

lead us to consider the adverbialist theory of consciousness. On this theory 

phenomenal properties are construed as species of sensing events. The latest 

proposal, the bundle theory, explains the inherence of a phenomenal property in 

what it qualifies as being a matter of the joint manifestation of this and all the 

other phenomenal properties that, as we would ordinarily say, the object has. 

The substance that is supposedly needed to support all these properties is 

eliminated as superfluous. 
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The bundle theory is a happy combination of what is best in its two rivals: 

it preserves the good features of the substance/attribute theory and of the 

adverbial theory while inheriting the problems of neither. What is good about 

the substance/attribute theory is that it treats phenomenal properties as just that: 

properties of things. The adverbial theory fails on this account: the role it 

assigns to phenomenal properties remains obscure. What is good about the 

adverbial theory is that it gets rid of the peculiar intentional objects that 

supposedly are needed to support the phenomenal properties. The 

substance/attribute theory fails on this account: its need for substrata, for 

supports of phenomenal properties, causes numerous problems. The bundle 

theory is a most commendable mixture of the two. It is like the 

substance/attribute theory in treating phenomenal properties as genuine 

properties. And it resembles the adverbial theory in not requiring offensive 

substrata. The bundle theory delivers genuine phenomenal properties freed of 

the burden of murky substances.79 

But wait! Property instantiations without property instantiators do not 

make any sense. The sapporting substances at the core of property clusters are 

not gratuitous inventions of malicious metaphysicians; they are required by the 

very notion of property exemplification. We cannot understand the notion of an 

79 At this point a dcfcndcr of thc rclational thcory of cxpcricnce might objcct as follows: The rclational 
theory of cxpcricncc is not wedded to the substance/attribute theory. Why should not 1m adherent of tlle 
relational tlICory appropriate tllC bundlc tlICory of tllC sensory objcct and usc it to solvc tllC problcms about 
qualia-bearcrs of which you madc so much'! This objection is correct, as far as it gocs. You can have an 
act/object account of expcriencc while offering a hundle theory of tlle experienccd ohject. But this proposal 
addresses only one of tllC two main problcms tllat I raised for rclational theorics. The otllcr problcm is to 
account for tllC having-relation. And as long as you stick to thc act/objcct assumption, tlIC having-problcm 
persisL<; untcmpercd hy tllC adoption of tllC hundle tllcory. 
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"unsubstantiated" property exemplification. How should one reply to this 

challenge? I fear that the best I can do is to admit the obscurity but, at the same 

time, to point out a parallel obscurity in my opponent's position. A property 

instantiation unsupported by a substance is a queer thing. And so is a property 

instantiation that is supported by a substance. The support-metaphor can only 

bear so much weight. It must not lull us into believing that we understand how 

something can exemplify a property by "standing under it." Properties are not 

like table cloths; nothing about them suggests that they collapse pitifully absent a 

sturdy supporting structure. These remarks do not answer our opponent; but 

they may serve to shut him up by pointing out the generality of the problem he 

has raised. The nature of property instantiation is one that everybody (who is 

not a nominalist) has to deal with. On this count, at least, the neutral monist is 

no worse off than the rest. 80 

How, then, does the neutral monist propose to house the qualia? On one 

reading the neutral monist makes qualia into homeless objects. After all, he robs 

them of a substance in which to inhere in. But this reading is needlessly 

misleading. A more illuminating way to put the point is this. The phenomenal 

red that I experience upon visually experiencing a tomato inheres in the object 

that is the bundle of phenomenal properties as which I experience the tomato. 

That is, the phenomenal red is a member of the bundle of compresent 

phenomenal qualities that together constitute the tomato as I experience it. Thus 

80 Thc adoption of tropc thcory would bc lUlotllcr plausihlc rcaction to tllC prohlcm of unbornc qualitics. A 
tropc is an individual whosc cxistcncc is, in principle, no morc or Icss problcmatical than tlmt of any othcr 
individual. I did not adopt trope tllCory bccause I wantcd to takc Russcll as my guidc in dcvcloping thc 
ncutralmonist tllCory of consciousncss; and Russcll is committcd to tllC vicw that tllC hundlcs arc hundlcs 
of propcI1ics traditionally undcrstood. 
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there is a sense in which the neutral monist can acknowledge that the phenomenal 

red of the tomato is borne by an object. The object is, however, not a 

problematical substance or substrate, but an innocuous bundle of phenomenal 

qualities. It is a substance only in the metaphysically harmless sense of being an 

object of which we can say that it has (phenomenal) properties. This is how the 

neutral monist proposes to house qualia without getting stuck with a 

problematical qualia-bearer. 

THE PHENOMENAL ADEQUACY OF NEUTRAL MONISM 

Phenomenological adequacy is the first requirement that any theory of 

experience must satisfy. If "trying on" (Searle's term) the theory does not yield 

an experience that is like what we usually experience, the theory must be given 

up. I have criticized Armstrong's version of reductive color realism on these 

grounds. And I expressed my worry that adverbialism is inadequate to the task 

of preserving the phenomenal features of experience. 

As far as I can tell, the neutral monist theory of experience passes this test 

unscathed. The neutral monist theory of experience does not attempt to relocate 

the phenomenal properties onto objects that are either unfit to bear them or 

incapable of having the right kind of commerce with the experiencing subject; it 

does not reduce them away or eliminate them outright; and it does not 

reconstruct the logic of phenomenal property terms in a way that lets one doubt 

whether undergoing such a logically revamped experience would be anything 

like undergoing a regular experience. Phenomenologically speaking, neutral 

monism leaves everything the way it is. The changes are in the ontology; the 
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phenomenology stays the same. Neutral monism tells a revisionary story about 

what you experience; but how you experience it remains unchanged. 

FEELING QUALiA: THE NONCOGNITIVE 

NATURE OF CONSCIOUSNESS 

I have argued that the combination of neutral monism and the bundle theory 

provides a phenomenally adequate account of consciousness. It does so by telling 

us what qualia are and what it is to have them. I now want to discuss a 

consequence of the neutral monist's account of what it is to have qualia. I shall 

argue that the having of qualia is not a matter of knowing anything in a special 

way, not a matter of knowing anything in a fallible way, not a matter of 

believing anything, and not a matter of seeing anything with an inner eye. To 

have qualia is not to cognize them in any way. I shall express this by saying that 

we feel our qualia. I shall end by discussing a challenge to the view that 

consciousness is a noncognitive state. I conclude that the dispute about the 

(non)cognitive nature of consciousness is primarily a dispute about words that 

leaves the substance of the neutral monist account of having qualia intact. 

Percepts may fittingly be characterized by the claim that "Berkeley's 

axiom that esse est percipi is true of these states and so is Sextus Empiricus's 

concept of an object that it apprehended through itself" lHess, 1988, p. 5] In the 

percept there is no duality between its existing and its being experienced, 

between one's having a percept and one's being conscious of it. Two important 

consequences flow from this feature of percepts. First, it is in virtue of this 

feature of percepts that consciousness without introspection is possible. Percepts 

need no introduction: they announce themselves and need not be introspected to 
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make their presence felt. sl Perhaps creatures endowed with introspective 

capacities are capable of introspecting their percepts. But if they are it is not in 

virtue of this capacity that they enjoy qualitative consciousness. Perhaps this 

reflective form of self-awareness should be called consciousness of 

consciousness-the cognition that one is conscious. But if consciousness is what 

we are interested in, then we need pay no attention to such higher level 

processes. 

The second consequence of the fact that percepts are act and object melted 

into one may, perhaps, be less welcome. It is this: our way of having percepts 

must be characterized as non cognitive. The having of a percept is not a matter 

of knowing something in an epistemically special way; not a matter of knowing 

something in an ordinary fallible way; not even a matter of believing or 

accepting something. How, then, can this "having" be characterized in a more 

positive vein? Perhaps we should stick with the minimalist answer that Moritz 

Schlick gave in the Chapter he devotes to attacking the "so-called internal 

perception:" "The [percept] simply is there, and this disposes of the whole 

matter." [Schlick, 1985 (1925), p. 153] This is the least misleading way to talk 

about the matter. A large number of terms have been used in the attempt to 

provide a more full-blooded rendition of the pale having-idiom: "apprehend," 

"experience," "sense," and "feel" come to mind. All of these terms are 

81 In criticizing Lockc's claim tlult tllC mind has thc capacity to pcrccivc its own idcas Schlick makcs just 
tilis transition from thc esse est percipi fcaturc of pcrccpts (hc talks of idcas) to thc supcrfluity of 
introspcction: "Consciousncss is not rclatcd to idc,l~ ,l~ tllC stomach is rclatcd to UIC food til at it takcs in 
and digcsts. Indccd, it is idcas that constitutc consciousncss. Thcy nccd not tirst bc pcrccivcd hy somc 
spccial act; thcir vcry cxistcncc as data of consciousncss is idcntical willI tilCir bcing pcrccivcd. For thcm, 
esse is tilC smllc as percipi. Hcncc tllcrc is no nccd to postulatc a spccitic capacity to pcrccivc tilC contcnts 
of consciousncss ... [Schlick, 1985 (1925), p. 131 J 
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misleading in suggesting an act/object structure of consciousness. And this 

structure we have been at pains to avoid; for talk of the act that is directed at its 

object is just talk of the inner eye, the inner sense, introspecting the contents of 

the mind. But it is, nevertheless, convenient to have a verb with which to 

describe the manner in which we enjoy our conscious mental states. I shall use 

the word "feel" to play this role, always keeping in mind the nonintentional use 

to which it is put here. Of course this sense of the word "feel" needs to be 

distinguished from the sense in which I feel for the doorknob in the dark, and 

from the sense in which I can be said to feel that causal theOlies of content are 

hopeless. What I should like to say, then, is that I feel the phenomenal redness of 

the tomato. And by saying that I feel the red quale I am not expressing any 

cognitive or doxastic relationship between me and the quale in question. This is 

the thesis of the non cognitive nature of consciousness. 

The transition from the nonrelational account of sensation to the allegedly 

noncognitive nature of consciousness requires further comment. That 

consciousness is noncognitive is an important aspect of the present proposal; and 

it may be less than clear how this feature of consciousness drops out of the 

preceding account. My reason for wanting to insist on the noncognitive nature 

of consciousness is the fear that any construal of consciousness as cognitive will 

force me to readmit some kind of introspective mechanism into the account of 

consciousness. For in order for me to have any kind of epistemic relationship to 

my qualitative mental states I shall have to somehow represent them to myself, 

i.e., I shall have to introspect them in some sense of the tenl1. This, then, is how 

one might motivate the transition from a nonrelational theory of experience to a 

noncognitive theory of consciousness. If one holds with Russell that "[tJhere is a 
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duality which is essential in any form of knowledge ... " and that "generally, 

knowing is distinct from that which is known" [Russell, 1975 (1959), p. 104] 

then the transition from nonrelational to noncognitive wiII not seem surprising. 

The account of sensation in tenns of nonrelational percepts will have the upshot 

that percepts must be classified as noncognitive. We find Russell making this 

same move in the Analysis of Mind: 

It is of course undeniable that knowledge comes through the seeing, but I 
think it is a mistake to regard the mere seeing itself as knowledge. If we 
are so to regard it, we must distinguish the seeing from what is seen: we 
must say that when we see a patch of color of a certain shape, the patch of 
color is one thing and our seeing of it is another. This view, however, 
demands the admission of the subject, or act ... [Russell, 1978 (1921), p. 
141] 

The subject or act was, of course, already exorcised on the joint grounds of 

unperceivability and economy. This lead to the identification of the sensation 

with the patch of color and from this it follows that the percept is noncognitive: 

"A patch of color is certainly not knowledge, and therefore we cannot say that 

pure sensation [i.e. a percept] is cognitive." [Russell, 1978 (1921), p. 142] 

Similar considerations lead Schlick to build his epistemology around the 

fundamental distinction between experience (Erie ben, Kennen) and cognition 

(Erkennen, Wissen). Again it is the nonrelational character of experience that 

makes it noncognitive. Schlick argues that, if the knower were to become one 

with his object he would not thereby attain some peculiarly intimate 

nonrelational knowledge; no, the knower who thus became one with his object 

would cease to be a knower: instead of knowing "from the inside," as it were, he 

would not know at all: 
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The closest conceivable relation between two objects is that of complete 
identity, so that in reality they are not two but one. There has been no 
dearth of philosophers who profess not to be happy with any lesser 
concept of knowledge than that of a complete union of the knower with 
the known; .. .If such ideas were abandoned in the wake of scientific 
philosophy, it was because people becmne convinced that a union of the 
knowing consciousness with objects does not take place and indeed is not 
possible. But the doctrine ought to have been rejected first of all on the 
ground that even if such a union were possible, it would not in any event 
constitute knowledge. [Schlick, 1985 (1925), p. 81] 

We can read this as a reaffinnation of Russell's claim that knowledge involves an 

essential duality. Thus, were this duality is missing knowledge is missing. This, 

Schlick holds, is the case in experience. Because we encounter this identity of 

subject object in the case of experience, experience must be counted as 

noncognitive. 

[E]xperience cannot be distinguished from experiencing and from what is 
experienced; it is all one and the same. For instance, a sensation of blue is 
an absolutely simple existent; on cannot separate within it the sensing of 
the blue and the blue that is sensed. [Schlick, 1985 (1925), p. 197] 

Because experience runs act and object into one we must hold that "[p]ure 

unelaborated perception or sensation is mere acquaintance82 (Kennell)." Schlick 

continues that as far as mere acquaintance or experience is concerned "it is 

entirely wrong to speak of a "perceptual knowledge." Sensation gives us no 

knowledge whatsoever of things, but only an acquaintance with them." [Schlick, 

82 It is unfortunatc that thc translators chosc thc tcnl1 "acquaintancc" to rcndcr Schlick's "Kcnncn" into 
English. For thc tcnl1 "acquaintancc" immcdiatcly leads onc tn tllink of Russcll's knowledge by 
acqllaintance. Bcforc Russcll acccpted neutral monism hc used tllc tcrm "acquaintlUlcc" to stand for a ccrtain 
kind of knowlcdgc, i.c., for a cognitivc rclation thc ohjcets of which werc, paradigmatically, sensc data. 
Aftcr idcntifying the scnsc-datum willI thc scnsing Russcll discardcd thc notion of a scnsc-datum; 
consequently hc had to givc up tllC notion of knowledgc by acquaintancc. Schlick is, of coursc, at pains to 
deny lilat cxpcricncc or scnsation constitutc knowlcdge of any kind. 
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1985 (1925), p. 87] Thus Russell and Schlick end up endorsing the thesis of the 

noncognitive theory of consciousness for the same reasons: they hold that 

knowledge is essentially relational; they hold that what we have variously called 

experiencing, sensing, or feeling is nonrelational. And they conclude that 

therefore consciousness is noncognitive. 

REID'S CHALLENGE TO NONCOGNITIVISM 

This argument for the noncognitive character of consciousness has been 

challenged in numerous ways. Using Schlick's mildly derogatory term, we can 

say that the "prophets of intuition" deny the first premise, viz., that knowledge is 

essentially relational. To follow up on this objection would take us too far 

afield. All those who uphold some version of the act/object analysis of 

experience challenge the second premise. One might want to defend the 

act/object analysis of experience for various reasons. 83 Instead of attempting 

undermine them individually I have tried to present a rationale for embracing 

the neutral monist alternative to the act/object analysis of experience. 

83 The act/object analysis of experience had and has mlUlY able defenders. Its most celebrated defence may 
well be the one G.E. Moore gave it in his refutation of idealism. [Moore, 19031 It is worth noting that 
Russell himself provided a characteristically forceful statement of what may seem the best reason for 
upholding UIC act/ohject analysis. Reviewing Willimn Jmnes's exposition of Neutral Monism tJlC as yet 
unconverted Russell wrote: "On grounds of tJlC purest empiricism, from mere inspection of experience, I 
for my part should hold it obvious UUlt perception is in its intrinsic nature a fact of relation, involving an 
act as well m; an object" [Russell, 1912, p. 574] The smne Russell later on felt sure, again on tJlC grounds 
of purest empiricism, Ul1lt Ule self or act is a tiction. Does Ulis indicate Ulat UlCre is someUling wrong WillI 

Russell's philosophical perception'! I Ulink not. After having undergone a similarly dnunatic Gestalt shift 
in his philosophical views, Chisholm made UIC following illuminating remark about his own conversion. 
Chisholm hm; his opponent say: ""You say 'surely.' How, then could you have ulOught oUlerwise?"" To 
which Chisholm replies: "The mistake, I fear, is one Wat is frequent in philosophy. For if an assumption 
is such Umt, if it is true, UlCn it can be used to solve a great variety of difficult problems, UlCn it is very 
difticultto contemplate the possihility UIat the assumption is false." [Chisholm, 1979, p. 317] Of course, 
this rationale for radicRI change in view cuts hoth ways; UIC seductive appeal of UIC new view is surely also 
motivated, at least in part, hy its prohlem solving capacities. 



265 

But these two strategies do not exhaust all the possible objections to 

noncognitivism. I want to discuss a rival account that seems particularly 

troubling because it is so similar to the present noncognitivist account of 

consciousness in all but the crucial claim of the noncognitive nature of 

consciousness. Such a rival account is presented by Thomas Reid. The details of 

his theory are intricate and not always quite clear, but its main lines are easily 

discerned. 

Reid distinguishes conSCIOusness from introspection and insists that 

consciousness is independent of introspection. Introspection is rare and difficult 

to attain and not present in many. Consciousness of our mental operations, on 

the other hand, pervades our waking life. On the mental operation of 

sensation-the one that we have been concerned with throughout-Reid has this 

to say: 

Sensation is a name given by philosophers to an act of mind which may be 
distinguished from all others by this, that it hath no object distinct from 
the act itself. Pain of every kind is an uneasy sensation. When I am 
pained, I cannot say that the pain I feel is one thing, and that my feeling it 
is another thing. They are one and the same thing, and cannot be 
disjoined, even in imagination. Pain, when it is not felt, has no existence . 
. . . What we have said of pain may be applied to every other sensation. 
[Reid, 1785 (no year), pp. 18-19] 

And it is Reid who originally used the term "feeling" to talk about sensation so 

understood. Taken in this sense, the term "feeling" "has no object; the feeling 

and the thing felt are one and the same." [Reid, 1785 (no yem), p. 20] Up to 

this point Reid's account and the one presented here are in perfect harmony. 

Surely we have established that Reid is not one to endorse an act/object analysis 

of sensation. But neither is Reid one of Schlick's "prophets of intuition." Unlike 
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those prophets he would reject any claim along the line that genuine knowledge 

requires one to become one with one's object. A brief consideration of his 

account of perceptual knowledge makes this clear. Reid distinguishes sensation 

from perception. Sensation, he tells us, "taken by itself, implies neither the 

conception nor belief of any external object." [Reid, 1785 (no year), p. 155] 

Perception, on the other hand, "implies an immediate conviction and belief of 

something external-something different both from the mind that perceives and 

from the act of perception." [Reid, 1785 (no year), p. 155] Through perception 

we come to know about the existence of external things. This act-object account 

of perceptual knowledge shows that Reid acknowledges the relational structure of 

(at least some forms of) knowledge. That is, we have reason to believe that Reid 

would accept Russell's claim that "generally, knowing is distinct from that which 

is known" [Russell, 1975 (1959), p. 104]. It is therefore inconect to view Reid 

as just another "prophet of intuition." 

So Reid seems to endorse both of the premises of the argument from 

which I-following Russell and Schlick-concluded the noncognitive character 

of consciousness. He endorses the relational chmacter of knowledge; he endorses 

the nonrelational character of sensation or experience. Yet he holds that 

consciousness is cognitive. How does he make it work out? 

As best I can determine, Reid gets off the train by denying that all 

knowledge is relational. Consciousness affords us what he calls an immediate 

certain knowledge of our mental operations, such as "our present pains, our 

pleasures, our hopes, our fears, our desires, our doubts, our thoughts of every 

kind." [Reid, 1785 (no year), p. 375] Though sensations are not explicitly 

mentioned in this list, Reid clearly thinks that they too are objects of the 
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immediate knowledge that consciousness affords. For in another place he tells us 

that "we are conscious of all our sensations." [Reid, 1785 (no year), p. 186] 

Reid's notion of the immediate knowledge of our sensations afforded us by our 

consciousness is best understood as a nonrelational form of knowledge. It would 

be wrong to think of the consciousness of our sensations to be something in 

addition to our feeling them. For Reid tells us that the consciousness that attends 

our sensations "is the evidence, the only evidence, which we have or can have of 

their existence." [Reid, 1785 (no year), p. 24] If feeling the sensation were one 

thing and being conscious of it were another, then the consciousness of our 

sensations would not be the only way for our sensations to signal their existence 

to us. For in that case we could have evidence for the existence of our sensations 

either by feeling them or by being conscious of them. But in this case Reid's 

claim that the consciousness of our sensations is the only way in which we can 

obtain evidence for their existence would turn out to be false. Feeling a 

sensation and being conscious of it must, therefore, be the smne thing. And it is 

merely in virtue of our feeling or being conscious of our sensations that we come 

to have immediate certain knowledge of them. It would seem, then, that our 

knowledge of our sensations comes for free: for our sensations to exist is to be 

felt; for them to be felt is for us to be conscious of them; and for us to be 

conscious of them is for us to know them immediately and with certainty. No 

mental process over and above the sensation itself comes into play. There is no 

room in this story for reflection or introspection as the vehicle of immediate 

knowledge. Like our sensations themselves, our knowledge of our sensations is a 

nonrelational affair. On Reid's account, to have a sensation is to know it 

immediately. 
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How is Reid's cognitive account of conSCIOusness related to the 

noncognitivist account I have presented? How is this dispute to be resolved? At 

first sight it seems that the controversy must turn on one's resolving the 

substantial issue whether all knowledge is relational. But perhaps the stark 

opposition between Reid's cognitive and my noncognitive account of 

consciousness is more apparent than real. A remark that Chisholm made when 

confronted with a different but related difficulty points to a resolution of the 

dilelmna. While discussing the directly evident, i.e., the bedrock of all epistemic 

justification, Chisholm raises the question of the epistemic status of the directly 

evident itself: 

If we use our original characterization of the directly evident, we might 
think of the directly evident as that which "constitutes its own evidence," 
and therefore, in the terms of Sextus Empiricus, as that which is 
"apprehended through itself." But if we use the alternative 
characterization, we may think paradoxically of the directly evident as 
being that which is "evidence but not evident." In the one case, we are 
reminded of the prime mover that moves itself, and in the other, of the 
prime mover unmoved. [Chisholm, 1966, p. 30] 

We have here one phenomenon under two significantly different descriptions. 

But no matter how you construe the evidential status of the directly evident, the 

directly evident is that which is evidence for all else. Similarly we might want to 

say that the cognitivist and the noncognitivist present two significantly different 

descriptions of the same phenomenon. But no matter how you construe the 

epistemic status of phenomenal consciousness, phenomenal consciousness is our 

inner light that shines without requiring an inner eye to perceive it. 

It seems, then, that the dispute boils down to a choice: either you stick 

with the premise that all knowledge is relational and therefore involves some 
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fonn of inner representation. Then you have to go with the noncognitive theory 

of consciousness. Or you introduce a notion of nonrelational immediate 

knowledge and thus block the link between knowledge and introspection. The 

introduction of this special kind of knowledge that is peculiar to sensations (and 

maybe some other mental objects) allows you to hold a cognitive theory of 

consciousness without running the risk of having introspection sneaking into 

your account through the back door. I favor the noncognitive account because it 

strikes me as less mysterious. It does not take much to prophesy that Reid's 

notion of the immediate certain knowledge afforded by consciousness wiII be 

hard to tame. Given the arguments against the special knowledge thesis above, 

the claimed certainty must appear problematical. And in this case, where the 

knowing and the known are identical, it will be difficult to back off from the 

certainty claim gracefully. Where the knowing and the known are identical, 

there is no way to pry them apart sufficiently so as to allow the possibility of 

error to insert itself in the gap. Unlike the inner eye model of consciousness 

Reid's cognitive theory of consciousness does not hold out an easy route to 

fallibility. But even if it proved possible to domesticate Reid's theory and if, for 

some reason, we were forced to accept Reid's cognitive alternative, all would not 

be lost. We could still uphold the thesis of consciousness without introspection. 

SUMMARY 

In this Chapter I presented the neutral monist theory of consciousness as a way in 

which to understand the claim that to be conscious is to have qlmlia. Hopefully 

this claim is now no longer an empty slogan but, instead, an interesting and 

controversial thesis about consciousness. 
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An analysis of the root of the problems that plagued rival accounts of 

consciousness uncovered two assumptions a successful theory of consciousness 

has to do without. These were the act/object assumption and the subject/attribute 

assumption. I then discussed two theories that avoid these problematical 

assumptions in their respective ways. 

The adverbialist theory of consciousness pulls the rug from under these 

assumptions by simply denying the existence of qualia as phenomenal properties. 

The question what bears the phenomenal properties does not so much as arise for 

the adverbialist. Thereby the subject/attribute assumption is dispensed with. 

And by reconceiving qualia as adverbial modifications of a subject's sensing 

states the adverbialist rids himself of the need for a qualia-bearing object. 

Thereby the act/object assumption is dispensed with. 

Adverbialism was criticized on two counts. First, I argued that the 

functioning of the qualia turned adverbial modifications of sensing remains 

obscure. Second, I argued that the phenomenological adequacy of adverbialism 

is questionable. 

I then proceeded to present and defend the neutral monist theory of 

consciousness. I argued that the neutral monist theory of experience conjoined 

with a double does of the bundle theory (the subjects as well as the objects of 

experience were reconstructed as bundles) provides a satisfactory account of 

consciousness. The identification of the act of sensing with the object sensed is 

the key to this account of consciousness. It yields the notion of the percept, i.e., 

the notion of a self-presenting object of experience. The bundle theory is the 

second important ingredient of the proposed account. First, it provides neutral 

monism with an account of what it is for a subject to have a quale. For a subject 
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to have a quale is for a percept to present itself to a subject, which it does by 

being a member of the group of percepts that the subject is. Second, it provides 

a satisfactory explanation of the relation between the objects of experience and its 

phenomenal properties. For a phenomenal property to inhere in an object of 

experience is for it to be a member of the bundle of phenomenal properties that 

the object of experience has. Thus we arrive at a fuller understanding of what it 

is to be conscious, of what it is to have qualia. The experiencer is understood as 

a bundle of percepts. The self-presenting percepts are conceived of as bundles of 

phenomenal qualities. Being conscious consists in there being bundles of the 

second kind among the element of bundles of the first kind. This is what I take 

to be the correct interpretation of the claim that to be conscious is to have qualia. 

This is also what I take to be the correct interpretation of the obscure claim the 

mistaken interpretation of which lies at the heart of introspectionism: 

consciousness has built into it a directedness towards an apprehending mind. 

[n the last section I defended the noncognitive nature of consciousness. 

Being conscious is not a matter of knowing, believing, or "seeing" something. 

This is a consequence of the fact that qualia present themselves to ourselves. To 

have qualia is to feel them. I ended by discussing Reid's claim that we have 

immediate certain knowledge of our qualitative states and concluded that the 

dispute was primarily verbal. 
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I wish I could stop at this point. But the neutral monist account of consciousness 

is seriously incomplete as it stands. I therefore have to at least point out the 

direction in which the completion of this project lies. To complete the account is 

more than I can do here and perhaps more than I can do anywhere. What I have 

presented so far is, so to speak, merely the form of a neutral monist theory of 

consciousness. What is missing is a comprehensive metaphysics rich enough not 

only to accommodate the neutral monist theory of consciousness but also the rest 

of what there is. Such a metaphysics exists. It is Neutral Monism.84 Neutral 

Monism has not had many friends and the few there were have never fully 

articulated it. Thus the neutral monist theory of consciousness is burdened with 

a huge liability. Whether this liability is so great as to outweigh the many 

advantages of the theory is a judgement I shall have to leave to the reader. 

I have tried to show that the neutral monist has an account of what it is for 

something to bear a quale, of what it is for a quale to inhere in what it qualifies. 

Put another way, the neutral monist has provided a home for qualia. The neutral 

monist also has an account of what it is for a subject to have a quale. The 

proposed account does not require one to introspect one's qualia, for the qualia 

present themselves to the subject who has them. And, finally, the neutral 

monist's account of what it is to have qualia is phenomenologically adequate. To 

X4 Thc capitalization indicatcs that I am now speaking of thc grand llIetaphyskal lhcory; not of the 
fragmcnt of thc tiICOry tilat I defcnded in this chaptcr. 
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have qualia in the neutral monist way is to be conscious in the sense that it is like 

something to have your qualia by having them present themselves to you. 

Neutral Monism passes Searle's trying on test. 

Moreover I have tried to show that the neutral monist can give all these 

answers without getting caught up in the problems that plagued his rivals. Lets 

enumerate these problems and ask whether the neutral monist is susceptible to 

them. 

Does the neutral monist have to attribute phenomenal properties to mental 

objects (like the dualist's sense data) whose existence is problematical/impossible? 

No. 

Does the neutral monist have to attribute phenomenal properties to 

physical objects (like the relocationist's tomatoes) that cannot support them? No. 

Does the neutral monist have to attribute phenomenal properties to mere 

possibilia that either cannot support them (like, for example, the retreating 

relocationist's abstract states of affairs) or if they can, are "so distant" from us 

(like the retreating relocationist's Lewisian counterparts) that we cannot have the 

qualia they support? No. 

Does the neutral monist have to transmogrify qualia into something 

unrecognizable (like the adverbialist's adverbial modifications of sensings) the 

having of which is quite likely to be like nothing? No. 

Does the neutral monist have to rely on mental acts (like, for example, the 

introspectionist's introspection) the exercise of which makes the having of qualia 

be like nothing? No. 
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Does the neutral monist have to compromise the phenomenologically 

given features of consciousness (like, for example, the eliminativist who seems to 

feign general anesthesia) when trying on his theory? No. 

In cataloging the numerous advantages of the neutral monist theory of 

consciousness I have tried to present this theory in the best possible light. A 

clear aw~: ;;iless of neutral monism's many benefits will be necessary if those 

benefits are not to be outbalanced by the theories murkier aspects. On the 

negative side I see one big problem: the metaphysics of it all are obscure. 

My remarks on the metaphysics of neutral monist theory of consciousness 

will be short and, I fear, somewhat superficial. I choose this route not because 

the questions are not deserving of a fuller discussion. On the contrary, the 

questions are fascinating. But an adequate treatment of these issues would 

require a book of its own. I believe that the neutral monist theory of 

consciousness must be complemented by a metaphysics that places the apparatus 

on which this theory relies-qualia, self-presentation, the bundle theory of 

persons, the bundle theory of sensible objects-into a broader context of a 

general metaphysical theory of the world. As I shall indicate below, I believe 

that materialism does not have the resources to accommodate all this machinery. 

Dualism is much less restrictive in what it allows to exist. But the facileness with 

which dualism accommodates the ontological baggage of the neutral monist 

theory of consciousness is also what robs dualism of its explanatory power. The 

most promising background metaphysics for the Neutral Monist theory of 

consciousness is a full blown neutral monist metaphysics along the lines 

developed by Russell. 
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Lets begin by asking: How nonmaterialist is the neutral monist theory of 

consciousness? At the beginning of this Chapter I said that we want unrelocated 

qualia. That is, we want qualia that qualify mental particulars. If the mind is the 

brain, this leaves open the possibility that qualia are properties of the brain. But 

as the discussion of the relocation thesis has shown, I take a dim view of the 

possibility of reducing qualia to respectable physical properties. Thus it would 

seem that qualia come at the price of property dualism. On the other hand it 

may seem that this is all the dualism we will get. For the neutral monist 

approach was marked by a distaste for substances. Thus Cartesian substance 

dualism does not seem to be in the offing. 

I fem', however, that this simple attempt to banish the danger of substance 

dualism is hollow. It is true that the neutral monist theory of consciousness does 

not say "there are nonphysical substances." But this is simply so because neutral 

monism does not talk about substances at all. And in its own way it postulates the 

existence of pmticulars the nature of which should be no less offensive to the 

materialist than are Cm'tesian substances. For the neutral monist's percepts are 

particulars that are wholly constituted of phenomenal, i.e., nonphysical, 

properties. If physical properties-like, for example, having an atomic 

structure-were allowed into a percept, then percepts would not agree with 

phenomenal properties any better than do material substances. I am aware that 

pointing out one physical property that percepts cannot have is not to show that 

percepts cannot have any physical properties. Percepts do have some properties 

that, traditionally, have been considered marks of the nonmental. For example, 

percepts are extended. But should this be any consolation to the materialist who 

considers the neutral monist theory of perception? Does the percept's being 
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extended make them into respectable denizens of the physical brain? I think not. 

One does not get a materialistically respectable particular by investing it with 

some arbitrary selection of physical properties. An extended particular that 

aspires to be material will have to have all the properties that go with this station. 

The way we currently think about physical particulars, this will include such 

properties as having an atomic or quantized structure. And these properties 

cannot go into a bundle that is a percept.85 

Another consideration persuades me that materialism cannot be the right 

background metaphysics for the neutral monist theory of consciousness. If 

percepts are extended qualitied particulars in my brain then there should be 

phenomenally red particulars in my brain upon my experiencing the redness of a 

ripe tomato. But this is not so. This is a very plain consideration, but I cannot 

see what is wrong with it. 86 

If materialism cannot hold the correct theory of consciousness materialism 

must go. That is, I am willing to sacrifice materialism on the altar of 

phenomenological adequacy. But is dualism the obvious choice for an alternative 

metaphysics? The nonphysical realm of the dualist provides what seems like a 

bottomless receptacle for everything that seems problematical in the neutral 

monist theory of consciousness (problematical, that is, from a materialist point of 

85 It seems that Sellm·s's sensa of the completed scientific image arc just such alarmingly emaciated 
"scientilic" ohjects: extended but otiICrwise unstructured (Le., grainless) physical objects. Perhaps some 
future physics will be accommodating enough to allow for tile existence of percepts understood along 
SellarshUl lines. But until tilis future timc is hcre, percepts don't seem to lit into the physical image of tilC 
day. 
86 In chapter 4 I uscd the tcrm "colored hrain hypothesis" to refcr to a view Iikc tilC one I just rejccted. 
There I argued tilat tilCre are ways of delcnding sometiling akin to tile colored brain hypotilCsis. The lines of 
delcnce adumbrated tilCrc are not availahle to tile materialist. 
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view). Irreducibly mental properties are, of course, no problem. The colored 

brain problem does not arise; for percepts are not in the brain but in the mind. 

And the extended percepts are located in a mental space (that is distinct from the 

physical space) that also contains the subject. I am reluctant to accept dualism as 

a metaphysical framework for the neutral monist theory of experience. This 

reluctance does not stem from any special difficulties that arise from combining 

dualism with the neutral monist theory of experience. As far as I can tell there 

are no such special problems. It is my general disenchantment with Dualism as 

an explanatory theory that leads me to reject it. 

The metaphysics that offers the most promise for delivering a unified and 

comprehensible account of the place of consciousness and its place in nature is 

Neutral Monism. Neutral Monism is a reductive metaphysics because it holds 

that everything is ultimately composed of particulars of the kind with which we 

become acquainted in conscious experience, Le., percepts. It is a monism 

inasmuch as it holds that the particulars "that make a living brain are actually 

identical with those that make the corresponding mind." [Russell, 1956, p. 147] 

And it is neutral inasmuch as the particulars are themselves neither mental nor 

physical. Mental and physical events are (logically) late arrivals on the scene. 

Both are composed of the same kinds of particulars, differently grouped. 

Typical Leibniz Law objections are avoided by elaborating the principles of 

grouping that yield physical and mental events respectively. Concerning the 

manner in which percepts go into the making of the mind/brain Russell has this 

to say: 
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I do not think that my visual percepts are a "portion" of my brain; 
"portion" is a material concept. ... Observe that a "portion" of a brain is a 
set of points (or minimum volumes); an event may be a member of certain 
points (or minimum volumes) that are members of the brain, and is then 
said to be "in" the brain, but it is not "part" of the brain. It is a member 
of a member of the brain. [Russell, 1946, p. 705-706] 

This is to be taken quite literally. The objects (like, for example electrons) that 

compose your brain in the physical order of things are themselves composed (at 

least in part) by your percepts. As for matter that is not part of a living brain, it 

too is composed of similar particulars. We happen to know nothing about the 

intrinsic nature of these particulars. But there is no reason for believing that 

these particulars are intrinsically totally unlike the ones that are our percepts. 

The Neutral Monist picture allows for unrelocated, unreduced, unborne, 

self-presenting qualia and percepts. And it does not accommodate all this "weird 

stuff' by shunting it (dualism style) into some peculiar nonphysical realm, the 

existence of which causes more problems than it solves. Nor does it try to 

accommodate qualia (materialism style) by initially going. easy on the 

phenomenology and by subsequently debunking qualia as simple being ordinary 

physical items not apprehended as such. In the Neutral Monist inventory of the 

world qualia and percepts feature as basic, unreduced neutral (not mental!) 

particulars that are equidistant from the constructs we call mind and matter. 

This is the barest sketch of Neutral Monism. It accommodates percepts by 

interpreting them as the basic elements from which all other categories are to be 

constructed. By making percepts basic in the order of being it guarantees 

conscious experience a secure place in Nature. Perhaps it is possible to integrate 

the neutral monist theory of consciousness into a less adventurous metaphysics. 
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But since I cannot see how to do this, I have to admit that the neutral monist 

theory of consciousness as I proposed it is saddled with an enonnous IOU. 
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