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Qualia and Introspection

Abstract

The claim that behaviourally undetectable inverted spectra are possibl&deas
endorsed by many physicalists. | explain why this starting point rulestantiard
forms of scientific explanation for qualia. The modern ‘phenomenal concafsgst

is an updated way of defending problematic intuitions like these, but | thladwt
cannot help to recover standard scientific explanation. | argue that Chalmgght:

we should accept the falsity of physicalism if we accept this gnrtiic starting
point. | further argue that accepting this starting point amounts to at legsiaitly
endorsing certain theoretical claims about the nature of introspectioheretore
suggest that we allow ourselves to be guided, in our quest to understand Qualia,
whatever independently plausible theories of introspection we have. |gertipat we
adopt a more moderate definition of qualia, as those introspectible pregpeavtich
cannot be fully specified simply by specifying the non-controversrdhyspectible
‘propositional attitude’ mental states (including seeing x, experienciragno,so on,
where x is a specification of a potentially public state of afjaiQualia thus defined
may well fit plausible, naturalisable accounts of introspection. If soh @iccounts
have the potential to explain, rather than explain away, the problematidiomsii
discussed earlier; an approach that should allow integration of our understanding of
gualia with the rest of science.

1. Introduction

We are concerned with the definition of consciousnéss;is, we are discussing the
nature of thetarget of explanation in our scientific or philosophical study of
consciousness. As Vimal (this issue) clarifies, tl@@emany views about how to pin
the target down. Ought we to be trying to explain constiess conceived of as a
cognitive property? As a phenomenal property? As somehbtated to awareness and
attention?

The present paper is concerned with the phenomenal adpamtsciousness: with
qualia; with the ‘something it is like’ to have an experiehcghis is not to completely
ignore the many other aspects present within the brazeept of ‘consciousness’,
as covered by Vimal. Indeed, it is my hope that many ostrof these aspects will
prove to be intimately related to each other, withia tight theoretical framework.
Nevertheless, there is a certain mystery to the @menal aspect of consciousness in
particular. It seems especially hard to find a placethat aspect within our growing
understanding of the natural world (Levine, 1983; Chalmers, 1995).

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

There is quite a lot to be unpacked here, about whatgaphers mean when they
talk like this. To get the discussion started, | neadttoduce two assumptions which
| share with the position | am critiquing. The firsttiigs: when | introspect and come

! Qualia are the characteristic properties of phenomenasciousness: something is a state of
phenomenal consciousness if and only if it has such preperti
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to think that it is ‘like this’ for me to see red (foxample), then my thought refers to
some fact: a fact about ‘what it is like’ (or, equivdlgnabout what the phenomenal
feel is). We can call such facfgthenomenal factsand knowledge of such facts
phenomenal knowledgdhe second shared starting point is this: it is posdible
discover the existence of regular co-occurrence betwpkysical facts and

introspectible phenomenal facts. If so, we would be &btiiscover that when certain
physical facts about a creature (‘neural correlatesamfsciousness’) or, perhaps
better, about a creature in its world (physical coreslaif extended mind), are true,
then certain phenomenal facts are always true.

Given these shared starting points, &ghposterioriapproach which | am critiquing
goes on to claim that the existence of this regulabamsrence between public
physical facts and introspectible phenomenal facts coatidhave been worked out in
advance, purely by conceptual analysis, however well wersiiaghel what we mean,
when we say that we ‘know what it is like’ and howewerll we understand the
public physical facts which co-occur with the phenomenasfact

David Chalmers has called this kind of approgablenomenal realisniChalmers,
2003). As Chalmers rightly states (2003), and as | will st@ow, certain very
common presuppositions about phenomenal facts (spegjfiedther or both of the
inverted spectrufor zombié claims about qualia) directly entail that there is this
kind of a posteriorirelation between physical and phenomenal facts. Chalaieo
states that it is not possible to “take consciousnegsuse/” (Chalmers, 1996, p.xii),
without adopting starting points which lead directly twls a view. For the purposes
of the present paper, | will use the lalsglbbng phenomenal realisfor such views,
since my main aim will be to claim that there aresotivays to take qualia seriously.

The biggest problem with su@hposterioriapproaches is that they rule out (on the
basis of presuppositions built into their definition of kp)aa certain extremely
standard form of scientific explanation. In sectionl 2yill outline the model of
explanation in question. Then, in section 3, | willggmat one historically popular (and
still influential) approach to naturalising qualia whichvill use as an example, to
make clear why these starting points rule out this typexpfanation. In section 4, |
will outline the modern phenomenal concept strategy, wblaims that physicalism
can be preserved, even if we adopt sacposteriori claims about qualia. | will
present reasons to agree with Chalmers that this cawaorét

The final parts of this paper question whether theoresadlyr are entitled to such
problematic starting assumptions. In section 5, | wijug that such starting points
amount to implicittheoreticalclaims about the nature of introspection: claims which,
if true, are themselves justified by introspection. lll vooint out that there is
widespread disagreement about the nature of introspectimh | will suggest that
there is a widespread tendency to build presuppositions abmid iour theories of
sensory experience. As such, | will argue that theri$tsol am critiquing are not
justified in endorsing such problematic starting points.

Finally, in section 6, | argue that it is possible to pres a moderate form of
phenomenal realism (there really are qualia, we rellknow them in introspection),
without these problematic starting points. To do this, dppse a more moderate
definition of qualia, which allows our theorising aboutrthi® be guided by whatever

2 The claim that there can be creatures which arsighly (or functionally) identical to each other, but
which have different phenomenal mental lives.

% The claim that there can be creatures which areigailys (or functionally) just like us, but with no
phenomenal mental lives at all.
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independently plausible theory of introspection we havevill argue that this
moderate definition still looks to have the ability txpkin, rather than completely
explain away, many intuitions about qualia, including somfiethe problematic
starting points above.

2. Normal Scientific Explanation

In this section | will briefly present an account ofery standard form of scientific
explanation. My claim is that this form of explamatiis so ubiquitous, that for any
property which science recognises, the existence optogierty is either a) believed
to be explicable in terms of more fundamental propeitethis way, or b) is treated
as a fundamental fact about our universe.

A paradigm example is the explanation of the propedfevater (the way it freezes
and boils, its transparency, its viscosity, and so orgims of the properties of, and
interactions between, 4@ molecules (the shape of the molecule, the formind) an
breaking of hydrogen bonds between molecules, and so on).

Philosophers often like to emphasize the fact thatelation between water and
H>O molecules can only be knovenposteriori that the existence of such a relation
could not have been worked out in advance of the relearapirical discovery, even
with the most careful reasoning. But this is a misdpson, or at least an over-
simplification. As Loar (1997, p.608) and Chalmers (2006), antootiers, have
noted, there is aa priori entailment between the low level properties g®OHand the
high-level properties of water.

It is possible to be too prescriptive about exactly wduath ara priori entailment
involves (see note 4), so | will try to put it as nellgras possible: having mastered
the concepts involved in describing the low and high lewtelgpuld not be rational to
believe that certain high level facts dotapply (e.g. that there is stuff which behaves
like water round here) when certain low level factshagihat there is a large number
of H O molecules with a certain energy distribution, ,eatound here). This is amn
priori conceptual entailment, in that the existence of thenal link in question
follows purely from an understanding the concepts invqlwath no further empirical
research necesséry

Note, also, that it is @ne wayconceptual entailment: the fattabout HO
molecules entail that a mass of them behaves theweadgr behaves, but the facts
about the way water behaves do not entail that itaidamf a mass ofJ@® molecules.
| would agree that it is not rational for someone infed by modern science to claim
that water isnot (mainly) made of KHO. But the logic in this direction is fund-
amentallya posteriorj based on induction from thdiscoverythat what has been

* In fact, this is not aa priori entailment in the strict philosophical sense: a stqpireag no empirical
knowledge whatsoever. This is because the kind of praot@stery of the concepts required to see the
connection between the high and low lewédesrequire empirical knowledge and experience. The
account I'm giving therefore claims that we use comnanrss, at the point where the more traditional
‘deductive nomological’ account of scientific explanatiediiction would claim that we use ‘bridge
laws’; but | don’t think anything in the main line of argent hinges on this difference from the
perhaps more familiar account. For these and variows athsons, the account | am giving is not quite
that of Chalmers and Jackson (2001).

®> A note on how I individuate facts in this paper: | trém fact that ‘HO molecules are present’ as a
different fact from the fact that ‘water is presergv€n when they refer to one and the same state of
affairs), because of the (one-way) conceptual independmiaeen the levels of description involved,;
conversely, | would treat the fact that ‘a bachelopriesent’ and the fact that ‘an unmarried male is
present’ (when they refer to the same state of alfais the same fact, because there is no conceptual
independence between the two descriptions involved.
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found to explain wateriness round here always has be@n Fhis relationship
between concepts, whichaspriori in one direction bu& posterioriin the other, can

be contrasted withwo waycases such as the relationship between ‘bachelor’ and
‘unmarried male’ & priori in both directions), or that between ‘son of Barack Ohama
Senior’ and ‘44 president of the United States of America’ fosterioriin both
directions). | am claiming that the special, one wiayl lof relationship is essential for
scientific explanatioh It is important to be clear that the high level pmips do not
somehow disappear once we have such an explanatismnty in talking at the high
level that we can express what needed to be explandtifirst place. In fact, the
concepts of the high level need not even be applicabledow level.

This pattern is not specific to water and(H it is widely repeated, in scientific
explanation. The same pattern holds between the rfacts-of modern genetic
theory (transmission of DNA, gene-expression during gotic development, etc.)
and the macro-facts of inheritance with variation regiifor Darwinian evolutiof
or between the micro-facts of statistical mechanasd the macro-facts of
thermodynamics, and so on and so on.

Unfortunately, many views which take qualia seriously, incigdnany which see
themselves as varieties of physicalism, build elemmtstheir definition of qualia
which rule out any chance of providing explanations of gpe.t

3. TheNature of Functionalism

There is a historically popular brand of functionalismmich tries to argue that
inverted spectra are perfectly possible, and are compatithenormal science. The
view was advocated (with subtle differences, on whidah mere below) by Lewis
(1980), the Churchlands (1982) and Shoemaker (1975), amongst bawissays:

“As philosophers, we would like to characterize pain ®rpr... As materialists, we want to

characterize pain as a physical phenomengretvis, 1980, p.123)

An a priori characterisation of pain would be one which makes ¢hesr certain
facts (e.g. wincing, groaning, withdrawing from noxious siifi) etc.) are two way
conceptually identical to facts about pain. Suchagpriori characterisation of pain
would presumably be just a small part of ampriori characterisation of the entire
mental level (including belief, desire, perception andsp applicable to any agent
with a mental life.

It is a general characteristic of functionalism (just of the particular variant being
discussed here) that it supposes that there exists sweleolf characterisation of a
creature which is ‘the mental level', and that ther @ther facts about that creature
which can vary, independently of the mental level. TH@ems to me to be the right
kind of approach (with caveats about exactly how this@ggr should be understood,
which | will explain below). In the case of the typefanctionalism | am discussing
here, however, this strategy net followed through to what might seem its logical
conclusion. For tha priori characterisation of the mental level is supposed, byethes
authors,not to capture everything mental which there is to say abatstibject.
Specifically, it does not capture what it is like tothe subject; it is supposed that

® See section 3.1 for a brief discussion of an opposing vie

" As in many such cases, we have enough of the detail tsih¢heelation between the levels no longer
seems ‘in principle’ mysterious — even though manyaittetremain to be discovered, and our
understanding of both levels may no doubt be refinedeipthcess.

8 Or, at least, a tendency towards such behaviours, whighbe masked by other factors but which
could be revealed by suitable experimentation.
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there could be two subjects who are the same, in tefrtisis publicly observable
mental level of behaviour, but where it neverthelesdsfone way to be one subject,
and another way to be the other.

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

“to imagine someone ... [who has] a sensation of readliand only those circumstances where you

have a sensation of green, and so fdrf@hurchland and Churchland, 1982, p.122)

The Churchlands explicitly claim that:

“These cases are indeed imaginable, and the connectiwadmetjuale and functional syndrome is

indeed a contingent one{Churchland and Churchland, 1982, p.122)

In a similar vein, Lewis asks us to:

“Suppose that the state that plays the role of pain forays phstead the role of thirst for a small
subpopulation of mankind, and vice vefsg.ewis, 1980, p.128)

Lewis argues that in such a case:

“there is no determinate fact of the matter about vénetie victim of the interchange undergoes

pain or thirst’ (Lewis, 1980, p.128)

This claim would be false if the phenomenal feel wkeré determined by the
functional role: if so, a groaning, writhingagent would be unequivocally in pain,
whatever was the case about the physical states cangtitiie agent. But the authors
guoted here think that there are two meanings to paima tt@ori meaning, where
pain simply refers to that state where a creaturplalis (or tends to display) pain
behaviour, and the posteriori meaning, which refers to whatever physical state
science has determined to fill this functional rolegipopulation}®.

| will describe such views asybrid functionalismsince they combine elements of
the earlier identity theory (‘the physical stuff deteres the feel', c.f. Lewis, 1980,
p.124) with what would otherwise be ‘pure’ functionalisime(tlaim that the mental
facts are fully captured at the in principle publicly etvsible mental level).

Why, though, believe that a difference in “physicalizaéion” has any “bearing
on” the introspectible facts about “how that statdsfé@e(The quotes are from Lewis,
1980, p.130.) The Churchlands flesh out this part of the vienoire detail:

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

inferential belief, “My pain has a searing quality.” Buthal, the property you opaquely distinguish

as “searingness” may be precisely the property of lypg80 Hz as a spiking frequency.”

(Churchland and Churchland, 1982, p.128)

The claim is that the physical state of 60 Hz neuraidiror whatever physical
state it really turns out to begwhat we introspect, when we introspect a searing pain.
Equally, in some other agent, the same functional mogght be filled by a different
physical state, such as inflation in hydraulic cavities he feet (Lewis’ semi-
humorous suggestion as to the state which might plagoteeof pain in Martians). A
difference like this is supposed to be the right kind ofed#ince to account for a

° On any plausible priori account of the mental, it must be supposed that theiggpand writhing is
suitably integrated with other aspects of the agentlsawieur, quite possibly including their
rationality. This is a point which both the Churchland982, p.128) and Shoemaker (1990, p.71)
make.

9 There are issues here, to do with whether, and in sérate, sub-system states could possibly be role
fillers for mental level states such as pain (seg, 8hoemaker, 1990, p.67). | won't say much about
this, though | will point out later that such sub-systeéatescan't be the states we introspect, if (or to
the extent that) the states we introspect are whole-agamtal states (footnote 27).
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difference in introspectible feel, of the kind involvedthe inverted spectrum (see
also Shoemaker, 1975, e.g. p.310).

There is a problem with such views, though, if we warlbtdk for an explanation
of qualitative feel of the kind outlined in section 2islhot that there are no low level
differences with which to explain the alleged diffexenn feel; as we have just seen,
there are. The problem is that there would seem tmlegh level difference at all, in
the central case of behaviourally undetectable invertetrspéor two such creatures
will do and say exactly the same things. Each will ‘#afeels like this”. If you ask
them how it feels, they will say all the same things as eaclerofe.g., “it feels
searing”). And so on, and so on. The above modeliehsfic explanation can only
work if we have differences at the loand the high levels (e.g. certain stable
hydrogen bonds are formed; water freezes). With noeriffce at the publicly
observable mental level, we are left looking for a oea® suppose that there is any
mental level difference at all. It is at this poinattithe various authors mentioned
differ.

3.1 Explanation and Reduction

We only have a problem, as regards giving an explanaticdheotype outlined in
section 2, if there are indeed two different levelgdlate: a level of mental facts
(which do not entail any lower level, non-mental factsxd some non-mental facts
(whose existence is not entailed by the mental féctisywhich might — if a standard
explanation can be given — entail those facts). Adawee seen, this is no more nor
less than is the case with water versu®© Hor with heat and temperature versus
statistical distribution of energy across microsdatelowever, in the case of the
mental, the existence of such a conceptually sepagtterievel can be denied.

To see what would be involved in this denial, we need toenthiat there are two
different ways of understanding the proposal that weulshtook for ana priori
analysis of the mental, only one of which | would endoisendorse the claim that
there is ara priori relation between the public notion of pain, and a tengdémeards
certain behaviours such as wincing, groaning, withdrawing fromfydastimuli, etc.
But | am endorsing this as a relation amongst fattthe same levelThus pain,
wincing, groaning, etc. are all (in the first instano®ntallevel facts', just as the
properties of macroscopic water (boiling, melting, ettc,) are all ‘water level’ facts.

There is an entirely different reading of the sataént which | wouldnot endorse.
On this reading, wincing, groaning, withdrawing, etc. are toclael as entirely non-
mental facts, and the claim being made, in that dasthat the mental level is not
conceptually independent of such entirely non-mentalkfatit is right that the
mental is identical (on careful reflection) to somen-mental level of description,
then it could be coherently claimed that introspectiregfeel of pain is conceptually
the same thing as subpersonal detection of a subpersgtatalsuch as 60 Hz neural
firing (when this occurs within the right, surrounding sulspeal context).

If this fully ‘operationalizeda priori analysis of the mental can be carried out, then
we don't need to look for an explanatory relation between levels of description
(as outlined in section 2), because there is really onk level of understanding in
play.

Endorsement of this latter kind & priori analysis is a very strong form of
reductionism about the mental (which is sometimes natrlglenough distinguished

1 At least, wincing and groaning are mental facts, to @kent that they occur with the right
connections to the rest of the mental — see note 9.
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from the process ofxplanationoutlined in section 2). In many ways, this strongly
reductive approach looks like a denial of the realityhef mental levéf, especially
when it is made clear that no such conceptual reduciorvolved in the explanation
of many much less contentious propeffieé\s such, in the rest of the paper, | will
discuss what follows if we assume that thisra conceptually separate mental level,
and that what we are looking for is arplanatoryrelationship between non-mental
facts and mental facts (or, at least, an understandimghy we cannot have such a
explanatory relationship). On this, at least, | agréd Whalmers, with the authors
working on the phenomenal concept strategy (section 4wéhda least one of the
authors who historically argued for hybrid functionalism.

3.2 Phenomenal Knowledge

The above strongly reductive analysis would indeed give nieason to believe in a
mental difference between some functionally idehtiegents: if the analysis is
correct, a physical difference of the right tyjse mental difference. However, if we
don’t accept the reductive analysis, then we have no thisbpeaeason to believe
that there is a mental difference between the supbioserts. That this is so follows
in two steps. Firstly, there is no reason at the pubbatal level to suppose that there
is a difference, for such agents dhe sameat that level. Secondly, the publicly
accessible difference which does exist between alleged snyert the hybrid-
functionalist view) is a physical difference: it liasa level of description which is not
(without further argument) mental. Without the reductitaina, and considering
purelythe third-person facts, there is no reason to betieatthat public difference is
(or causes, or amounts to) a mental difference.

But not all of the authors who have argued for the coritiati of functionalism
and the inverted spectrum intuition endorse a strongly teohst analysis.
Shoemaker, for instance, was not and is not a redudtiabeut the mental, but he
took and takes the inverted spectrum intuition seriously adading point for
theorising about qualia (Shoemaker, 1975, 1994a, 1994b). It shoulddiesred,
then, that it follows logically that, if one endordée strong phenomenal realist view,
but rejects reductionism, omeusttake oneself to havefast-personreason to believe
that the inverted spectrum is posstldt is worth emphasising clearly what this
means. Without reductionism, there cambereasorto believe in inverted spected
all, unless it is a reason which fundamentally involvest-faerson knowledge. If such
views are right, wenustbe able to come to know by introspectidthat ‘what it feels

2 One might call such an approaeliminative reductionbut it isnot the same thing as the outright
eliminativismwhich the Churchlands argued for elsewhere, concerninpefief-desire framework of
folk psychology (see, for instance, the sectionslioniativism in Churchland and Churchland, 1998);
one cannot hope to show that ‘introspecting phenomenadl iseelonceptually identical to some
reasonably well-defined set of subpersonal processeseifalso wishes to show that ‘introspecting
phenomenal feel’ is part of a bad conceptual scheme wlbiet not refer very well to anything at all.

13 1n fairness to the Churchlands’ position, | should melkar that they did not accept the analysis of
scientific explanation which | have given. Instead thesedted that the pattern of conceptual analysis
of role, coupled witha posteriori discovery about role filler, is normal elsewhere iriesce
(Churchland and Churchland, 1988, e.g. p.78).

1| am ignoring the complications which might follow fr instance, someone claimed that the
inverted spectrum intuition was grounded in fundamentaltypsd-person knowledge.

15| will treat ‘introspection’ as identical to ‘the #ity to gain knowledge in a fundamentally first-
person way'’; even if the relevant knowledge is not ghergirelythrough introspection (in this sense),
it must be gained in a way whielssentiallyinvolves introspection.
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like’ is the kind of thing which could differ, even as beténdwo agents who act in all
the same ways.

Now we can see the connection between the strong pheabmsalist starting
points (specifically, the zombie or inverted spectrumntta though we are mainly
considering the inverted spectrum claim, since this is the mopular with many
physicalists) ana posterioriknowledge. For the knowledge which one is supposed to
have, on such accounts, is knowledge which cannot be entail¢just) the third-
person facts, since none of those facts (taken apart introspective knowledge)
give us any reason to believe that there is a merntf@rehce, as we have seen.
Equally, if we are not being reductionist about the memetl| then there is no
reason to suppose that the mental facts on their(owtuding any facts known by
introspection) entail any lower level, non-mentalt$acSo here, we have a pure (i.e.
two way) a posterioridiscovery — there are certain phenomenal facts whiafow,
when | ‘look’ inwards (i.e. introspect) which | could nbave known by looking
outwards’.

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

Even with the need for this unusual kind of knowledge, ggesht might still be
argued that these views are not so implausible after~all whilst this is a very
special kind of knowledge (c.f. Chalmers, 1996, p.193 ), iiss &nowledge of a
special kind of state. Perhaps we shoedghectourselves to have non-standard and
intimate knowledge of those states which partly constiug? Indeed, in some sense
of this suggestion, | would agree with it. But perhaps théscase that such intimate
knowledgeought to have these strange posteriori features? Considerably more
would need to be said here, to defend this suggestion. As faam aware, the hybrid

18 Informal conversation indicates to me that a largenimer of (though not all) thoughtful non-
philosophers do indeed take themselves to know exactly théy, take themselves to know,
presumably on the basis of introspection, that therieglespectrum scenario is ‘obviously’ possible.
So this starting intuition, if wrong, is widely (thougbtruniversally) shared, at least in this culture.

" The disconnect between this alleged knowledge and kdgeslef publicly accessible facts is much
stronger than the ‘disconnect’ between public knowledge and indexicawledge (first-person
knowledge such as “l am in Sussex”, “It is Sunday”, efith)s is because the fact that | can only have
indexical knowledge when | am a certain statéollows from the publicly observable facts, plus an
understanding of the concept of indexical knowledge (see @hslamd Jackson, 2001; related points
are made in Beaton, 2005). Whereas the phenomenal knowlidige (allegedly) grounds our belief
in the possibility of the inverted spectrum has to be gbi¢e different type: it might well be possible
to learn (a posterior) that when | am in a certain physical state, | idlin a certain phenomenal state,
but there can be no communicable understanding of thieenaitthis phenomenal state which could let
someonevork out(a priori) that when an agent is in the physical state, ¢feaanustbe in the related
phenomenal state.

18 Actually, these starting points only strictly rule outemailment from physical facts to mental facts.
There could still be (just) the reverse entailments™ould make (at least some) mental facts more
fundamental than any physical facts. This is a form dligi, and certainly not a rebuttal of the claim
that strong phenomenal realism rules out physicakgmich is what | am trying to establish.
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functionalists whose position was outlined above neat it'°, but more recent work
in the philosophy of mind has stepped in to fill the gap.

4. The Phenomenal Concept Strategy

Loar (1997), and the other proponents of ‘the phenonwalept strategy’, embrace
the point which | have just made, that what we knowualgualia from the first-
person is two-way conceptually independent of any factshwddence might access.
Thus Loar says:

“Phenomenal concepts are conceptually irreducible instirise: they neither a priori impg@ nor are

implied by, physical-functional concepts. Although thadesied by analytical functionalists ... ,

many other physicalists, including me, find it initegly appealing.”(Loar, 1997, p.597)

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

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

value, accepting introspective concepts and their concaptedicibility, and at the same time take

phenomenal qualities to be identical with physical-fumeaigproperties of the sort envisaged by

contemporary brain science(l.oar, 1997, p.598)

How could such a view work? The general strategy (sharedoby and others
who've published variants of this view) is to concetgran the special way which we
have of introspectively thinking about our own phenomestaies. The claim is that
the phenomenal conceptsnvolved in such thoughtsttiis feeling’; ‘like this) are
special, in that they are “conceptually isolated” (Cdmeus and Veillet, 2007) from
the third-person concepts which we use when we think aboutclyubtcessible
facts. The claim that phenomenal concepts are conchpisalated does not mean
that they cannot occur in the same thoughts as publiglicable concepts. But it
does mean that no amount cfasoning can lead from facts expressed using
phenomenal concepts (e.g. ‘my experience istlkenow’) to facts expressed using
publicly applicable concepts (e.g. ‘my physical-functiostake is this, now’), ovice
versa

Apart from this general point about conceptual isolatibe,views vary as regards
the specific nature of phenomenal concepts which is seggosexplain the isolation.
Loar (1997) and others have equated phenomenal concepts omith ®rm of
recognitional concept; Perry (2001) has equated phenomenal comadptsome
form of indexical concept; Papineau (2002) has suggested thaimé&eal concepts
are ‘quotational’ (“my red is like this: ", where the riiais filled in by the
experience itself). As such, all these views are tryfingive a more detailed account
of the first-personacquaintancewhich we have with our own quaffa— i.e. an

19 Of course, for the reasons outlined, the Churchlands deenlsuch account. For suggestions from
Shoemaker along these lines in more recent work, seengtker (1994b, Section V).

2 Loar is referring to the thoroughgoing variety of funotilism which takesverythingmental to be
analysable in terms of its (at least counterfacttgftion to publicly accessible behaviour (i.e. he is
not referring to the hybrid variety of functionalism Megust been discussing).

2 Concepts, in the sense used here, do not require langasber, rthey are the recombinable
components of rational thought. In the same veinpmatity itself, as used here, should be understood
in a sense whereby a rational agent is one whichmederational decisions, not necessarily one which
can make rational decisions by thinking them through, stegtep, in the manner of the most complex
human thought.

22 More accurately (c.f. Chalmers, 2003), an account oktfevledge which such acquaintance can
grant us. In the sense in which Chalmers uses the teeracquaintancetself comes in simply having
the quale; but this acquaintance is the fundamental griourater first-person, conceptual knowledge
of the quale. It should be noted that a moderate phenomeakdt, type-A (Chalmers, 1996)
materialist (i.e. the position which | am trying tofeled, or at least open a space for, in the present
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account of exactly what seemed to be missing, in thantaof functionalism outlined
above.

Can such a view successfully preserve physicalism? Ade been written about
the phenomenal concept strategy, and | don't wish to dsnti out of hand.
Nevertheless, there is a very general argument agamgidssibility of phenomenal
concepts preserving physicali§in if physicalism is understood as requiring an
explanation of the presence of consciousness in tihmenautlined in section 2.

First of all, it is worth noting that the posteriori claim about the nature of
phenomenal knowledge (which is so central to the phenalhwncept strategist’s
position) is not merely entailed by the inverted spectrtantisg point (as | have
already shown, in section 3.2), but also entails its&e why this is so, note that the
denial of the inverted spectrum starting point amountsdaldim that theres always
a behaviourally detectable difference, for every diffeeem qualia. The notion that
there exists special posterioriknowledge of the phenomenal is not compatible with
this denial of the inverted spectrum. That is, the phenahsamcept strategist cannot
accept an analysis of phenomenal concepts which stmtsfor every difference
known that way, there must be an observable differeamdeehaviour at the public
mental level®. If there were such an analysis, a difference insjgisysufficient to
explain these publicly observable differences would bdicgrit to explain the
difference in quali& (on the model of the explanation of the propertiewater). The
connection between the physics and the phenomenalviewdtl not bea posteriorj
after all.

It might be thought that the phenomenal concept stetteguld still claim that,
whilst there can be no conceptually necessary differenbehaviour corresponding
to a difference in qualia, there still might be a congaly necessary difference in
behaviour corresponding to an ag&nbwingone thing as opposed to another about
their own qualia. But actually, they cannot accept thikeei Even if qualia are
‘covert’” when not known about, and only become ‘overtiew known about, the
normal model of explanation can get a grip. Any physicatm@®on which shows
why there are these behaviourally observable differeificeshe cases where the
differences are overt) and why there are no behavialifidrences (in the cases
where the differences are not overt) will once agaiplain the physical nature of
gualia (on the model of the explanation of water).&again, the connection between
the physics and the phenomenal level would nat pesteriorj after all.

| don’t think any of this pushes the phenomenal conceptegfists to a position
which they would be unwilling to accept. It seems vdoge to (and perhaps actually)
explicit in the approach that certain phenomenal difiees (and, equally, certain
differences in phenomenal knowledge) will not resulany behaviourally detectable
difference.

paper) can, | think, feel very sympathetic to much of twblaalmers (2003) says about the nature of
acquaintance; that is, can feel that very much of ihbtg be naturalisable (for a little more on this,
see section 6).

% The quick argument given below is very closely relatechéodentral argument towards the same
conclusion presented in Chalmers (2006). The main differén¢hat | proceed directly in terms of
explicability, rather than via conceivability.

% They could perhaps accept the bizarre position that wthiése is no reason (which we could ever
understand) for there to be such a difference in eva&sg,dt nevertheless turns out that there is such a
difference in every case.

% |t is important to the argument that | specified thatefeerydifference known, there is a difference
in behaviour — this is what the phenomenal concepegisitcannot accept.
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The trouble with all this is that it makes quite cléaat the phenomenal concept
strategy is entirely incompatible with an explanatiornih& status of qualia along the
lines outlined in section 2. Not only are qualia themsehasnaturalisable along
these lines, but the special type of knowledge which is sgubto save physicalism
is (and must remain) inexplicable for the very sameamsas We seem to be back to
square on&, with no third-person reason to believe that knowledgais type exists.
Even if we do have a first-person reason to believe(émd the final sections of this
paper argue against that claim), we are left with antisfgag, purely ‘ontological’
physicalism in which we can have no explanation of whyagethings are part of the
physical world, merely an acceptance that they are.

In fact, | wonder whether things are not worse thhais, tfor the phenomenal
concept strategists. Their claim is that the existenicéhis type of phenomenal
knowledge is itself not entailed by anything which physicsteaoh us (however well
we understand the physics, and the concept of phenorkaoalledge). If this is
correct, then surely Chalmers (Chalmers, 1996) has hgknhall along? Surely all
the physical facts might have been exactly the santketrEnphenomenal facts might
have been different, or absent altogether? At laashis is not so, physics can't
explain why it is not. As such, it looks to me as if {Dirs has been the most honest
here, all alonglf you start from the assumption that there is a pure ifi.dooth
directions)a posteriorirelation between the phenomenal and the physicaf, yaru
start from the assumption that behaviourally undetectatlerted spectra are
possible,then you should end up where Chalmers ends up: sfoauldaccept that
phenomenal properties, and any principles bridging them tonalophysical
properties, are fundamental facts about our universe.

In the final part of the paper | want to ask two questiéinst, what justifications
are there for taking the problematic strong phenomeiadiktestarting point? Second,
if the relevant justifications are found wanting, wkatld we use as a replacement
starting point, if we still want to naturalise qualia?

5. ThePropertiesof Sensory Experience

Qualia are properties of sensory experience broadly agwhtio include states such
as seeing, hallucination, sensory memory, sensory intagmaand so on.
Furthermore, as we have seen above, if there is aspmda believe that qualia are
problematic in the way in which the strong phenomenalstealaims they are, this
reason must be introspective.

But there is very little agreement about what sens@perence consists in, and
even less agreement as to what the introspectible piegpeftsensory experience are
(c.f. Crane, 2008; Gertler, 2008). | know that | am seeingcpd ®n the desk in front
of me (it is cold round here, right now!); but can | nthat | am seeing this in virtue
of some more direct kind of acquaintance with sense?d8&nse data theorists
certainly thought so, but this view is now widely agreetiadalse. Can | know that |
am seeing the scarf in virtue of, or at least accomgalye qualia which can vary
free of the physical facts? Chalmers and many others haaght so; but many

% Actually, as Chalmers notes (2005, Section 4) the phemaingencept strategy has at least made the
genuine contribution of clarifying that strong phenomeralism requires an account of this type of
knowledge. | would argue (and again, | think most phenomenakpbrstrategists would be quite
happy to agree with me) that the main aim of such acsounst therefore be to convince us that we
are wrong to want an explanation of the type | havertest; in the case of qualia or of phenomenal
knowledge: that physicalism does not require this.
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others agairdon’t share this certainty. On a related note, the reducti@pptoach
taken by the Churchlands entails that what we know inspection (of pain states, of
colour experience, and so on) includes opaque knowledge ghtfsécalnature of
certain sub-personal states which underpin these seesperiences; this, too, is
impossible according to many other theories of introspefti

Note that all of the above mentioned claims abperiception (that it involves
sense-data; that it entails the possibility of intexgive knowledge of the physical
states underlying it; that it is accompanied by behavigunatidetectable qualia)
constrain our eventual theory oitrospection which has to be such as to allow for
introspective knowledge of the problematic states intgpresMoreover — arguably in
all cases, and certainly in the case of the view wlsdbeing critiqued here (strong
phenomenal realism) — whatever plausibility theseistppoints have itself derives
from introspection.

Sense-data theorists certainly did take themselves ® inerospective knowledge
of sense-data. It strikes me as highly plausible thab#gamption was an input to the
sense-data theory, not an output from it; that therthenade explicit what already
seemed introspectively obvious. But, it is widely agreedthikery was false — we
have no such knowledge for there are no sense-data.

Equally, as we have seen, at least some physicalisicaths of the inverted
spectrum have taken themselves to have opaque introspé&ciiwveledge of the
physicalnature of certain of their internal states. Agairthis input or output? With
certain implicit, but theoretical, assumptions abaitoispection under one’s belt, it
can seem more or less obvious that we do have peotise knowledge of the
physical states which constitute us. But actually, thencthiat introspection is like
this is a major theoretical assumption. It cannojulséfied as a starting point, unless
we already (i.e. entirely pre-theoretically) have introspectivddgsed knowledge,
which entails that it is true. Do we have such knowl@dgseems to me very hard to
see how we can decide the case either way, simplgtinspecting ‘harder’ or ‘more
carefully’, and very easy to become misled by onegetétical commitments.

The same points certainly apply to strong phenomenésmeaAs we have seen,
the starting point of the view is this: there is something which we Wnby
introspection, which is a valid basis for the claimttphenomenal facts cannot be
deduced from publicly observable fdétsViewed with some perhaps healthy
scepticism, this looks very like an implicitpt necessarily justifiedtheoreticalclaim
about introspection, which has managed to work itself thi framework of all
strong phenomenal realist theories.

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

On the other hand, if we make no proclamations hea#l, dhen we have no way of
specifying our target of explanation as we try to undedstpralia. Is there a middle

" Indeed, this is impossible on any theory in which thetsf introspected are all at a conceptually
independent mental level, e.g. Sellars (1956), Shoemaker )(1986& follows as long as the
conceptual independence of the mental level from theigdlyis at least as strong as (but it need be no
stronger than) the conceptual independence of the watdritern the HO level.

2 And, as we have seen, the view also builds in thiemc{which again must be introspectively based,
if true) that this non-deducibility is so in a significanitronger sense than the agreed, but far less
surprising, sense in which it is so for indexical faoisté 17).
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ground? Is there a way to sanything whilst remaining neutral as between
competing theories of introspection? In the final sectiowill argue that there is.

6. Some M oderate Subjective Properties

For my part, | am much more certain that theresamethingsubjective about my
mental life, and that | know this ‘something’ by introji@t, than | am that what |
know in this way transcends all physical and functiomaths. Therefore, | am
proposing that we allow ourselves to be guided, in our daesualia, by looking for
an independently plausible account of introspection; Spatif, we should look for
gualia amongst the properties which are introspectibleswrh an independently
plausible accoufit.

| have just said that qualia are ‘subjective’ propertiest of course anything
introspectible is subjective in a certain sense, fopsgpection consists in the ability
of a subject to come to know properties of itself in alhmentally first-person way.

However, | am prepared to concede that some ‘subjegiregerties, in this sense,
are the wrong type of thing to be qualia. Imagine, for ms#aa subject seeing a red
ball as a red ball (where red, in this case, shouldhbeight of as a public, if
gerrymandered, property). Essentially any account of introspectiarstrallow that
the right kind of subject can introspectively kndhat she is seeing a red ball when
she is. This is a specific example of a general typetafspection, whereby a subject
becomes aware that they have some ‘propositionatud@dtitype relationship
(believingx, desiringx, seeingx, remembering, imaginingx, etc.) to some (perhaps
only counterfactually existenfublic object(s) or state of affairs | will be at least
this much of a phenomenal realist: if independently pideisheories of introspection
only allow that we have introspective knowledge of this tyiphen such theories do
not have the materials to naturalise qualia. If thingsewe turn out thus, | should
(and | think would!) accept that theaee no qualia, and that | am as much in need of
Dennettian therapy (Dennett, 1988) as are all those wdiatam that qualia have
non-naturalisable properties in the ways discussed iadaHer parts of this paper.

But there seems a very natural next step to take, whichvieonder whether there
might not be introspectible properties which are subjective slightly stronger
sense: to wit, introspectible properties which cannofully specified, simply by
specifying any number of the non-controversially intrasipde properties just
mentioned.

So now, imagine two subjects each seeing a redaballred ball. Imagine, also,
that both have agreed on a common language for refdwipgblic properties (red,
ball, etc.) and to the ‘propositional attitude’ type esafincluding seeing, etc.).
Evidently things could be thus, even whilst there are fatisut each subject’s
relation to the world which differ on a perfectly natigtac account; for example,
affective or motivational facts, and facts about tharnt associations between
properties (e.g. red reminds one agent of blood and painhanathier of celebration
and good fortune). Now, these facts are subjectivetim ybird sense: they are partly

% This does not amount to the requirement that qualia dredwiys be introspectible. Whether or not
non-introspectible qualia exist will hinge on the detailswf theory of introspection, and on the details
of any plausible candidate-properties for qualia within sadheory. For instance, on Shoemaker’'s
account of introspection, mental states whose nasute be introspectible can nevertheless exist in
creatures which lack the resources to introspect théime{B8aker, 1988, Section 3).

% This is Dennett's usage, it means that the outlines laft\vis and isn’t red may depend on the
constitution and interests of creatures like us, rathen ton anything more fundamental about the
world.

May, 2009 - Journal of Consciousness Studies 16(5): 88-110

13/17



Michael Beaton Qualia and Introspection

constitutive of the subject’s relationship to the wolit what is not yet clear (at
least, until we have an independently motivated accolimtrospection) is whether
any such further facts can be known (perhaps, opaquelydraspection. If they can
be, then they are subjective facts in all three sensebjective qua partially
constitutive of the subject; subjectigeia introspectible; and subjective in the sense
just defined, of going beyond the most non-controversialtpspectible facts.

In stating that the above is possible, | have not eeddsehaviourally undetectable
inverted spectra: for the differences | have mentionedldvall be behaviourally
detectable. Even so, the situation described is noesntinlike the standard inverted
spectrum starting point. There could indeed be two subjectssetia red ball as a
red ball (who even agree, in a shared language, thatites ball, and that each is
seeing it) whilst there are bona fide introspectible fattsut their experience which
differ. As such, this seems to me a moderate approathtind potential to explain,
rather than completely explain away, the widely heldaelbéhat qualia are invertible.

The suggestion that we concentrate on ‘motivationap@ative and affective’
facts is just one proposal, intended to be compatilile tive idea of being guided by
an independently plausible theory of introspection. Bwtrd is a general problem
with any proposal of this type, directly related to thw tways of understanding
priori analysis noted earlier (section 3.1). It could be takamply that the properties
in question have been thoroughly “operationalized”: thaexgressed idully non-
mental terms (setting aside the issue of whethembthis is truly possible). | have
already suggested that that approacta tpriori analysis leads to an overly strong
reductionism which should be resisted. Indeed, if qualigratg mental-level facts,
then there is no reason to expect that anything whicknees introspectively about
them need entail any fully non-mental faasen if qualia can be explained on the
normal scientific modefremember that the water facts do not entail th© Khcts).
So the “operationalized” proposal is not the kind of propbam making.

Instead, the associative, motivational and affectaets (or whichever facts turn
out to best fill the required role) should be read as ptiggeat the independent
mental level of description. The question at issue, whermproposal is read this way,
is whether there is a conceptual independence betweetype of mental description
(a thinking, introspecting agent in a certain motivatiostate, say) and another (an
agent having introspectible qualia, say). My suggestion fsabamay well be able to
find a two-way conceptual interrelation between qualid e right set of not-so-
obviously-qualitativemental concepts. If there is, then we would have a coherent
account of the entire mental level, including introsgetiqualia; and this whole
account might yet map ontsomé&' appropriate description of the physical in the
normal way.

Of course, a standard response here is to claim tigagitite conceivable that our
gualia are independent of any such (motivational, assesjaifective, etc.) facts.
Perhaps so, but | am not sure how (or indeed whethe®Ww that. | have suggested
that the prior ‘knowledge’ of this ‘fact’, which many puoese themselves to have,
may be grounded in (implicit) endorsement of perhaps akest theories of
introspection.

The strategy proposed here may also offer the posgibiliexplaining, rather than
explaining away, other intuitions about the nature ofligua am thinking here,

31 Lest | be misunderstood, | explicitly want to leave ropiee possibility that the currently popular
information processing and representational descriptiogs not be best suited for the low-level role
in such an explanation.
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particularly, of Shoemaker's defence of a “moderateté&s@nism” (Shoemaker,
1988), which looks to be an entirely naturalisable accoust i@ther direct type of
acquaintance we shou&kpectto have withany introspectible property, on at least
one independently plausible, apparently naturalisable uatads introspectioft.

Of course | need, for consistency’s sake, to allow mmaown presuppositions can
be overruled. For any given prior intuition about the natfrqualia, if there are no
facts which explain why this intuition was broadly (@en roughly) correct, then
qualia do not have the intuited property. And, as | haneady conceded, if none of
our intuitions about qualia could be naturalised (not @tenintuition that therare
introspectible subjective properties, in the above serie)y there would be no
gualia. But there does not yet seem to be any good reasoketout the suggestion
that we may find such properties, within some independgitdlysible account of the
mental level in general, and of introspection in paldicu

7. Conclusion

| have argued that what Chalmers calleenomenal realisnfChalmers, 2003) (and
what | have calledstrong phenomenal realigmautomatically rules out a certain
standard form of scientific explanation. | have agre@tl @halmers that the modern
phenomenal concept strategy cannot prevent this coonluSherefore, if Chalmers
is right that the only way to “take consciousness sshyd (Chalmers, 1996) is to be
a strong phenomenal realist, then a physicalist accofidonsciousness cannot
succeed. This is certainly the case if physicalism rcewed of as a quest for this
type of explanation of the nature of qualia, as | thinkhiould be. But | have also
briefly given reason to agree with Chalmers that phyisitacannot succeed amy
reasonable interpretation, given these starting points.

| have then tried to throw doubt on the strong phenomesadist starting point
which leads to these objectionable conclusions. | heyged that whatever we know
about the problematic aspects of qualia, which is supposdéatb us to strong
phenomenal realism, must be known through introspedtibave noted that there is
much evidence that we are entirely unclear about whatamentrospect. | have also
suggested that, historically, many theoriespefceptionhave built into themselves
unjustified theoretical commitments as to the naturenwbspection | have argued
that strong phenomenal realism (an account of the eatficonscious perception)
may well be guilty of this same sin.

| have therefore proposed that we take a different apprcand have suggested
that, as theorists, we should look for qualia amongsptbperties introspectible on
some independently plausible theory of introspectidravie noted that on essentially
any theory of introspection, we can introspect certpmpositional attitude’-style
states, including “seein” and “experiencingX’, where x is some (at least
counterfactually) public state of affairs. | have tlfiere defined ‘subjective’
properties, as those introspectible properties (if anyclvisan still vary (within or
between agents), however many of the basic, uncomsiailg introspectible
propositional attitude style properties have been fixedollkbws directly from this

32 Nothing in the present paper establishes that ther@ny properties which are introspectible on
Shoemaker’s model of introspection, and which are subjeatithe sense outlined above. Equally,
there are certainly those who argue that Shoemakertsuat of introspection is not plausible (Kind,

2003). Finally, | should emphasize that the approach toalsing qualia which | am proposing

remains fundamentally different from Shoemaker's presgproach (1994a, 1994b), even though |
think his model of introspection is well-suited to heegrated with the approach | offer.
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definition that if thereare such properties, they aigso factathe right kind of thing to

explain, rather than explain away, the inverted spectmtoition. Not, that is, to

explain the classic inverted spectrum, which remains incompatilbh physicalism,

but to explain how something which sounds very much liks physically quite

possible. | have also noted that such properties may ketaldxplain, rather than
explain away, other apparently problematic intuitionswlour epistemic relationship
to qualia.

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

In sum, my proposal is that it is plausible and workabledéfine qualia as
subjective, introspectible properties in the above modesatese. Adopting this
proposal allows us to be guided, in our attempt to understard,gbg whatever
independently plausible accounts of introspection we hHEwere currently seems no
reason to rule out the suggestion that we may find such npiegpavithin an
independently plausible, naturalisable, account of intrdgpec
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