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Phenomenal and Representational
Character of Conscious Experience'

My aim in this paper is to critically evaluate the debate surround-
ing the distinction between phenomenal and representational
character of conscious experience which is one of the important
debates in contemporary philosophy of mind and consciousness
studies. The main objective of this paper is to seek an answer to
the question — whether the content of conscious experience is
phenomenal or intentional, or both? In the introduction, T will
introduce the phenomenal and representational as two significant
properties of consciousness. In the first part, I will articulate the
debate regarding the distinction between phenomenal and
representational character of consciousness. Here I will argue that
the phenomenal and representational properties of experience are
not mutually exclusive of each other as many philosophers have
taken them to be and one can be understood in relation to the
other. In relation to the above distinction, many theories of
consciousness have been developed emphasizing on the one or the
other property of consciousness. My second objective in this paper
Is to argue against the strong or reductive representationalism. In
relation to this, I will discuss Michael Tye's position as a repre-
sentative of strong representationalism. In the third part, 1 will
argue against it drawing sources from the works of various non-
reductive representationalists particularly from Tim Crane’s
version of representationalism.” In the final section, 1 will try to
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defend a position which may be called phenomenologicy)
representationalism where I will try to reconcile the divide betweep,
phenomenology and intentionality. In this context, I will argue,
on the one hand, against the Cartesian notion of subjectivity which
leads to pure phenomenal consciousness and, on the other hand,
against the physical explanation of consciousness which leads to
strong representationalism.

INTRODUCTION

Consciousness lies at the heart of the mind-world relationship as
the former makes the later intractable. Consciousness is one of the
most integral parts of the living organisms and understanding it
leads us to understand the latter in a better way. Conscious
experience may be regarded as one of the most significant
phenomena of human life because it is through conscious
experience, our minds engage with, and make sense of, the people
and state of affairs in the external world. Conscious experiences
contribute to the major part of the human mind and indirectly w©
human life. It is the most important factor in the life of the mind.
and one may say that our minds have their lives due t©
CONnsciousness. Solving the mystery of life certainly depends on
solving the mystery of consciousness.

The subject matter of consciousness in its different shades has
been fundamental to many pursuits of knowledge. Vavious
philosophers throughout the ages have tried to understand and
explain it in different ways. One of the important debates about
consciousness in recent times is the debate centering on the
distinction between phenomenal and representational chavacter of
conscious  experience. One can say that many philosuphic.li
discussions on consciousness, in contemporary philosophy ot mind,
revolve around this distinction. | |

In contemporary philosophy of mind, philosophical discussion
on ‘consciousness’ has taken broadly two trajectories. Some¢
philosophers discuss consciousness as consciousness of something
or some states-of-affairs. On the contrary, some philosophers take
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consciousness as in itself. Since the time of Brentano and Husserl,
it is widely held that mental phenomena or consciousness’ states
are always ‘cOnsciousness of something, directed towards or about
something. Thus, this ‘directedness’ or ‘aboutness’ feature of
consciousness or mental states is called ‘intentionality’ and mental
states that are said to be directed at or about something is called
Sntentional or representational states’.’ The representational
nature of consciousness is understood in terms of its directedness
or aboutness. Brentano called ‘intentionality’ as ‘the mark of the
mental’ and hence he used this criterion to distinguish between
mental states and physical states. However, it should be noted that
Brentano’s notion of intentionality is not the criteria to distinguish
between representational and phenomenal character of con-
sciousness. In fact, in Brentano and subsequently in phenomeno-
logical tradition, these two features of consciousness were discussed
in single account. “Intentionality” for Brentano is the criteria by
which one can distinguish between physical phenomenal and
mental phenomena, and mental phenomena here obviously
include our phenomenally conscious states.

There is, however, a different account of ‘consciousness’,
according to which consciousness is not always consciousness of
something. It is rather understood as an intrinsic property of

experience, a property which is attached to our experience due to

es of our experience as such. On this view,

the subjective featur
e directed

there are some conscious states which cannot be said to b
at or about something. These conscious states do not represent
something outside of consciousness itself. This interpretation ol
‘consciousness’ holds that the phenomenul or the subjective
property or the intrinsic quality of a conscious state is the most
Important or dominating feature of conscious state and a state
which has this feature is called a ‘phenomenal state’. Mental states,
which are phenomenally conscious states are said to be internally
conscious states. There is a subjective inner perspective attached
with phenomenal consciousness or phenomenal conscious states. In
fact, the subjectivity or first-person perspective makes our
consciousness states phenomenal. The subjective inner perspectve
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attached with every phenomenal state is also sometimes called
‘qualia’. It can be expressed in everyday language by the phrase
‘what it is like states’.* It follows from this phrase that there is
something it is like to possess a phenomenal conscious states like,
to taste pickle, to smell rose, to feel nervousness etc. What it is like
for a subject to have various experiences or to become a subject of
various experiences can be referred to as the phenomenal
consciousness or phenomenal character of consciousness. The
phenomenal character of being an experiencing subject and the
phenomenal character of various experiences that she has, are
closely related to each other. An experience without being the
experience of a particular subject cannot be called phenomenal. It
is further said that different kinds of experiences may be
phenomenally or subjectively similar. Take the example of colour
experience. There are different shades of colour red. What it is
like to experience deep red is similar to what it is like to experience
light red than experiencing black or green. It is because the
phenomenal properties involved in experience of different shades
of red are subjectively similar than phenomenal propertes
involved in the experience of black or green. Philosophers have
identified different kinds of phenomenal conscious states or
experiences out of which perceptual experiences like seeing
green, hearing music, touching ice etc. are significant. The hard
problem of consciousness, i
in'educil)ilily of |)h(f|](;n]c1m]
sclousness 1o physical or natur

can be said, arises due to the
and subjective properties ol con-
al® properties of our experience. l'he
phenomenal  consciousness has
different but closely related w

also been understood in (wo
ays by relerving o the subjects and
their conscious experience, There is something like to be a subject
nees. ‘There is also something like
to have a particular experience w

who is having different experie

ith its own [)llcnummmlu!—li"“l
richness. In spite of the subject or experiencer being the same in
various experiences, each experience comes with its own distinctive
phenomenological character. Though the phenomenal character
of consciousness is not all about the Cartesian notion of subjectivity.

nevertheless it, in an important sense, inherits the Cartesian noton
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of subjectivity. The phenomenal character of consciousness taken
i its extreme form leads to the Cartesian notion of pure
Subjectivism where consciousness is understood as pure without
having any necessary or constitutive relation with external world.
On the other hand, the representational character of experience
taken in its extreme form leads to pure physicalism or objectivism
where there is a constant denial of subjectivity. |

ARTICULATING THE DEBATE

From the above discussion one can reach the conclusion that there
are primarily two different properties of consciousness i.e.
representational and phenomenal. Representational is the
property of being directed towards objects and states of affairs-the
way conscious perceptual states represent state of affairs, while
phenomenal is what it is like to subjectively possess a conscious
experience. It is accepted by all philosophers that all our thoughts
are intentional as these are about or directed upon objects and
state of affairs. There cannot be thoughts without being thoughts
about something or some state of affairs. But in the case of other
mental phenomena like perception, sensation and mood, there are
disagreements among philosophers. Some think that these states
do not have intentional or representational properties. Those who
give importance to the representational character of consciousness
and try to define mental states or conscious states in terms of it
and think that intentional or representational nature of mental
states or conscious states explains the relationship between mind
and world in a better way, are called representntio:mlis[s or
intentionalists. Theories of this kind, following Thomasson, can be
called ‘one-level account of consciousness’.” On the other hand,
those who give importance O phcnmnenul property
phenomenal character of consciousness, and (ry o detine

conscious mental states by this feature and think that phenome
relationship between

or

nal

consciousness gives a better account of the
mind and world are called zu1l.i—rcp1'cscntuu(umllsls or
Phenomenists. Theories of this kind have been called ‘higher-
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order accounts of consciousness’.” According to representationalism
or intentionalism, consciousness is always consciousness of the
world; it represents something in the world. On the contrary,
higher- level accounts of consciousness or ‘phenomenism™ states
that, conscious states are not always directed outward or represent
something in the world; it rather consists in the awareness of the
mental states and its phenomenal character itself. The debate
between representationalism and phenomenism has been defined
by Ned Block as the ‘greatest chasm in the philosophy of mind’.
He writes,

“The greatest chasm in the philosophy of mind — may be even
all of philosophy — divides two perspectives on consciousness.
The two perspectives differ on whether there is anything in
the phenomenal character of consciousness experience that
goes beyond the intentional, the cognitive and functional. A
convenient terminological handle on the dispute is whether
there are “qualia”. Those who think that the phenomenal
character of conscious experience goes beyond the intentional,
the cognitive and functional are said to believe in qualitative
properties of conscious experience, or qualia for short.”®

The debate between intentionalism and phenomenism or
representationalists and anti-representationalists is not always
straight-forward to formulate. It is so because there are different
ways of formulating the debate between these two opposing views
as there are different versions of representational as well as
phenomenal character of consciousness. The main focus of the
debate is on whether one of the two properties is exhausted or
fully explained by the other one. The representationalists would
deal with the above issue by saying that the phenomenal character
of experience is exhausted by its representational content and
thus phenomenal content of conscious st

_ _ ates 1s nothing but
identical with or supervene'

. on representational character ot
experience. ‘They are of the opinion that what we call the
phenomenal content of experience s nothing buc just the

representational content of experience, According o this view, it
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representational content ol any two possible conscious states
differ, then their phenomenal content must also differ and if their
representational content remain the same, their phenomenal
content would also remain the same.'' Following the above view,
one can say that the phenomenal property of consciousness is
grounded in the representational content of consciousness. This
way of explaining the nature of consciousness becomes more
problematic when it is tied up with the physicalism program in
consciousness  studies. However, it is not necessary that
representationalism with regard to consciousness should always
lead to physicalism. However, in contemporary philosophical
literature on consciousness, there seems to be strong connection
present between physicalism and representationalism.

On the other hand, the anti-representationalists or
Phenomenists would suggest that the phenomenal character of
conscious states is not exhausted or fully explained by its
representational content. They are of the opinion that, it is rather
intentional content of experience which is exhausted by the
Phenomenal character of experience and to this extent;
Phenomenal character of experience does not supervene on and
I8 not identical with the representational content. According to

them, the Phenomenal content of any possible experiences may
vVary, while their representational content remain constant and
theiy pPhenomenal content may be held constant while their

re SYEY a1t T Thi i - ‘
“Presentational contents differ. This view suggests that  the
" o au : . . . b N
Cpresentational property of consciousness is grounded in o1
xplained by the

phenomenal character of  conscliousness
EXperience,

Gl The above strategy of explaining consciousness also
Is into seyeral problems because of its inheritance ot the nouon

o pure "’“"j(‘t'livily of the Cartesian variety severing the e with
”“"(‘xl.t‘nml world. However, those who are insisting upon
Pubjectivity o1 iy person  perspective need not necessarily
“mbrace j.

Many Philosophers in their attempt o explain the nature of
CONsciousness have followed the above strategy i.e. explainng,

Pathey eyl : G
ithe) explaining away one property in terms the other property
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Instead of following this approach, one could have explored the
way how these two properties co-exist in most cases of our
conscious states. It seems that in many conscious states the
phenomenal character of consciousness is not exhausted by the
representational character and vice-versa. Rather, each of these
properties enriches the other.

It is important to note that, most intentionalists and anti-
intentionalists, to some extent, would agree on the point that our
conscious states have both phenomenal and representational
character. But their disagreement is regarding whether any one
of these two properties outruns or dominates the other. The
contemporary debate surrounding the distinction between the
phenomenal and the intentional centers around the issue whether
our perceptual experience like seeing green, smelling rotten egg
etc, bodily sensations like feeling hungry, itches, pain, tickle etc.,
and various moods and emotions are intentional or phenomenal.
The is-sue l.)ecame more intense by the arguments of some ani-
1ntent10nahs_ts that there are some bodily sensations like pain, and
some emotions and moods which are purely phenomenal.
ACCOFdlng to these philosophers, these forms of conscious states
a}re no.t dlr.ected at anything and hence they lack the feature of
‘intentionality’ altogether. For example, according to Searle, there
are forms of nervousness, elation and undirected ,
not intentional. Searle writes,

“Many conscious states are not intentional,
of elation.”'

anxiety that are

e.g., a sudden sense

Searle is of the opinion that, consciousness and intentionality

are not to be taken as the same phenomena because of the t

ACt
that there are some conscious states which are not intentonal ;ul\d
on the other hand, there are some intentional states which are not
conscious states. According to him, though the class of conscious
states and the class of intentional states seem to overlap each other,
they should not be taken as identical, nor can one be reduced o
the other. The “intentional” property of mental state is not present
in every mental state. Itis only present in mental stages like beliefs.,

hopes, love, desire etc. whereas mental states like HEIVOUSIESS,
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elation and undirected anxiety etc. do not possess the
characteristics of intentionality. These mental states do not have
the feature of ‘aboutness’ or ‘directedness’ which is said to be the
necessary feature of our mental states. Someone’s nervousness or
anxiety is not to be necessarily directed at or about anything in
the world. If we ask someone, ‘what are you anxious of?’ (What
are you elated about?), he does not necessarily possess an answer
to this question, while in cases like desires, beliefs etc., he has a
definite answer to a question of the above kind, (like, ‘what is your
belief about’). Even if Searle is of the opinion that all states are not
intentional states, it would be quite controversial to call him an
anti-intentionalists because he has himself developed an important
theory of ‘intentionality’ abandoning some of the traditional and
misleading concepts about it. He has, however clearly distinguished
between phenomenal states and intentional states. According to
him, there are clear cases of phenomenal states which are not
intentional and there are clear cases of intentional states which are
not phenomenal states. He is not thereby claiming that all mental
States are intentional or all mental states entirely phenomenal.

There are many other philosophers who are of the opinion
that bodily sensations like pain, emotions and moods do not have
any intentional object. For example, Collin McGinn says,

“By sensations, we shall mean bodily feelings... as well as
Perceptual experiences. These differ in an important respect;
will call for 2 subdivision within the class of what we are calling
>éhsations. Bodily sensations do not have an intentional object
'n the way that perceptual experiences do ...""*

In similary fashion, Ned Block states that:

i
Note...that phenomenal content need not be representa-

tonal all (my favorite example is the phenomenal content ot
Orgasm) »'
" There are different versions of arguments for ‘phenomena-
IS, Primears - <cions of . ‘nisim or
Lo Primarily, there could be two versions ol phenonenism
4AnU-Intentionalism’ which may be called strong phenomenism
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and weak phenomenism. The strategy of strong phenomenism js
not only to put emphasis on the notion of pure subject or
subjectivity, but also to reduce everything into it. This is present in
some readings of Descartes and Husserl. On the other side, weak
or relaxed phenomenism though puts emphasis on subjectivity, it
tries to accommodate the view that our subjectivity itself is
constituted by the representations of the world in mind.

There are also many versions of representationalism. For our
purpose we will concentrate on two of them. Strong reductive
representationalism - strong reductive intentionalism- thesis has
been defined by Tye as:

“It is the view that both the representational content with
which phenomenal character is identical can be spelled out
in physical or functional terms and that the further
conditions on that content can be spelled out similarly.”"

Tye is one of the major proponents of ‘reductive intentiona-
lism’. According to him, the reductive version of intentionalism
holds that the condition by which the representational content
represents the objects and states of affairs in the world are
functional. According to Tye, one well known “reductive repre-
sentationalist proposal is that the phenomenal character of
experience is one and the same as its poised abstract nonconceptual
intentional (or representational) content or it’s PANIC, for short.”"
Reductive representationalists identify ‘qualia’ or phenomenal
character of experience with the qualities or features of the object
which is experienced. They do not identify it with the feature of
perceiving states themselves, According to these philosophets,
knowing what it is like o see red is just a matter of knowing what
visual quality of redness is like, Fre(| Dretske is another proponent
of this kind of view. He states (hag:

W e |t i 3 . , . .
I'here 1s no more (0 the qu;lllly ol one's experences
experiencing blue than there is o (he color blue since the

color blue is the color of one’s experiences,”V

Hence, it follows (rom this that qualia or phenomenal character
ol experiencing blue is nothing subjectively qualitative than just the
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property of blueness in the world. Phenomenal qualities of
experience are just the external qualities of the physical world
which are represented in consciousness.

The major proponents of non-reductive intentionalism are Tim
Crane, Thomasson, McGinn etc. It is just the opposite of what we
have explained about the reductive intentionalism. It has been
defined by Tye as “Non-Reductive strong intentioanlism
(Representationalism) is the view that either aspects of the content
itself or aspects of the further conditions on the content are
neither physical nor functional. On this view, phenomenal
character is identified with representational content, but the
content itself or conditions in it, are irreducibly subjective”.'®

The uncompromising distinction between phenomenal and
representational character of consciousness leads to two extreme
opposing views explaining the nature of consciousness mainly
because of two reasons. One is the way in-which the notion of
subjectivity or first person perspective has been understood
leaving aside all the worldly connections it has. The other reason
is the way in which the representational nature of consciousness is
understood leaving aside the human subject. The strategy of
explaining consciousness in terms of making a distinction between
tWo properties of consciousness and explaining one in terms of
the other has been a dominating one in contemporary philosophy.
But for many reasons this has not been a successful strategy. The
I'€presentational property of consciousness is not the dominatng
Property of consciousness as representationalists think, neither is
Ehe‘ Phenomenal property as anti-representationalists take it to be.
This way of looking into the nature of consciousness is
Problematic. Ip many conscious states, it is not even plausible to
make such distinction the way it has been made because these
Properties of consciousness are intimately linked together. 1t is not
the Phenomenal character alone or the representational character
f‘l"“(f, which can explain the nature of consciousness. Rather, the
lfll])()bsil)ilil)' to make the distinction between these two in the case
L many conscious states reveals one of the signilicant aspects ot
“Onsciousness. ‘The watertight distinction between phenomenal
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and intentional content of consciousness 1s grounded in the
opposing views of pure subjectivism and pure objectivism. Some
philosophers like Husserl disillusioned by naive objectivism
return to pure subjectivism and some others like Tye and Dretske
by being perplexed by the notion of subjectivity embrace pure
objectivism.

MICHAEL TYE'S REDUCTIVE REPRESENTATIONALISM

Michael Tye is one of the major proponents of ‘representationa-
lism’ in contemporary discussions on consciousness. As mentioned
earlier, his view of ‘representationalism’ can be called ‘strong and
reductive representationalism’. As opposed to the view proposed
by anti-representationalists, Tye claims that, any mental state
which is phenomenally conscious must have intentional content.
Any special threat, whatsoever, for physicalism, would not arise by
admitting the phenomenal or subjective qualities of our
experience. Once the concept of ‘subjective experience’ or
‘phenomenal character’ is properly understood, the physicalists
would have nothing to fear from the argument in favour of 1t.
However, the problem remains with T ye's strong 1‘epreseut;ltionn-
lism because there are several flaws in his understanding of the
phenomenal character of consciousness. According to hin
phenomenal character of experience is not only i(lt:nlit'zll with
representational content of experience, but also they can be
reduced to or explained by physical or functional terms. tHe
§uggc§l5 that, the phenomenal character of experience itsellis the
intentional content of experience. Thus, he writes:

""l'h'v ?rm“li“““l view that what it is like is a watter of
intrmsic, head - bound (or soul bound) qualities has heen in
peacetul slamber for 100 long. What (ollows is an attempt o
rouse i! and shake it apart. Sleeping dogmas should not be
left to lie undisturbed. "I'he thesis thay phenomenal character

1s representational is an idea whose time | v

n |t
15 Come.

l)./c is of the opinion that, (he phenomenal qualities of
experience are representational in nature. What it is like to se€
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red, what it is like to taste mango is not something that is intrinsic
1o the subject or resides inside head or soul in the sense that it is
beyond 1ts representational character. At the outset, it can be
pointed out that a particular experience in order to be intrinsic to
the subject does not necessarily have to depend solely on residing
in head or soul of the subject. I think the notion of ‘subject’ is much
more nuanced than its being a head or a soul. Then of course a
question would arise, as Tye thinks, if it can be shown that these
characteristics do not exist in the head, where is their place of
existence? It seems that there is no clear answer to this question
from the philosophers who argue for their existence. Countering
the above point, one can say that though ‘head’ is necessary for
having the phenomenal experience, it is not sufficient for explain
it. Tye goes on to say that “unfortunately, the different kinds of
subjectivity are frequently conflated, even by prominent philo-
sophers. The result is that many people are perplexed, but not all
of them are perplexed for the right reasons”.*® There is a paradox
involved in the heart of the philosophical reflection on phenol-
menal consciousness. If we are able to properly understand the
nature of phenomenal mind, then the paradox involved in it will
be solved. So, according to him, the phenomenal mind must be
given a physical, functional and representational explanation.

Tye has given various arguments for ‘representationalism’.
Here, for my purpose, 1 will focus on his PANIC theory of
Phenomenal consciousness. He has extensively argued for the
Yépresentational content of bodily sensations like pain, perceptual
experiences like seeing red, touching ice etc and difterent moods
and emotions, According to him, all these experiences have thetwr
epresentational content and can be  explained by their ve-
}’f'(‘ﬁt*lllalitjll;ll content. ‘These experiences are not in themselves.
Phey are, on (he contrary, object directed or intentional states.

Tye developed a representational explanation of phenomenal
characier jn relation 1o different kinds of conscious experiences.
A"Z(-‘Urdi“g to him, phenomenal character ol experience is i(l(‘lllit‘l}l
Wit intentional content of experience in the sense hat there 1s
Nothing like « phenomenal character of experience which goes
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beyond the representational content of experience. Phenomengy]
character of experience is not only explained fully in terms of the
intentional content, but also it is exhausted by the intentiong
content. The differences in the intentional content of experience go
hand in hand with the differences in their phenomenal character.
To quote Tye,

“Phenomenal character (or what it is like) is one and the same
as a certain sort of intentional content. This is the most
straightforward explanation of the fact that “what it is like”
linguistic context are intensional, of the fact that all
experiences and feelings have intentional content, of the

pairing of felt differences and intentional differences, and of
the phenomenon of transparency.”?

Another important point on which Tye emphasizes is that the
phenomenal character of experience is not a part of the mental
representation itself which occurs within the sensory modules.
Phenomenal content which is found in experiences and feelings
arises at the level of the output from the sensory modules and
Inputs to a cognitive system. Phenomenal content is found when
the output of the sensory modules like of perceptual experiences,
bodily sensations, primary emotions and mood are served as an
fnput to the higher cognitive states like belief, hope etc. The
1mplication of the above point made by Tye is that there is nothing
su};?u]ective about a particular sensation taken independently of a
T)e‘hef system. There would he nothing like to have an expel‘iéllce it
ft IS not serving as an Input to a cognitive system. A bodily sensation
15 not necessarily some one’s sensation. There is nothing like to be
the subject of a bodily sensation. A sensation gets its phc;‘nomt'llill
character when it is related L0 a cognitive system,

S necessar
as inputs (o 2 cogni
the basic sensations are

individuals who are having

j []hmk IL1s not alway y for the output of a sensory
module to serve ve system. Lven in those cases,
marked by (e

subjectivity of the
hem, |7

or Tye, it lies at the intertace ol
conceptual
phenomena. The functional role,

the non-conceptual and domains of our mental

tentional contents and internal
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structure of phenomenally conscious states are different from the
functional role, intentional contents and internal structure of belief
systelhs because of the fact that cognitive states like belief, desire
cannot have the phenomenal character. Phenomenal content of
conscious experience is non-conceptual and concepts are not
involved in phenomenally conscious states.

According to Tye, phenomenal content of conscious experience
is one and the same as poised abstract non-conceptual intentional
content which is known as ‘the PANIC theory’ of phenomenal
character. ‘Abstractness’, ‘Poisedness’, ‘non-conceptuality’ and
‘intentionality’ are the basic and fundamental defining features of
the phenomenal character or content of conscious experience. He
suggests that the representations that differ in their PANICS also
differ in their phenomenal character, and representations that are
alike with respect to their PANICS are also alike in the phenomenal
character. There can be no difference in phenomenal character
without affecting the PANIC of phenomenal character.

The ‘poisedness’ feature of phenomenal character is that the
contents which are available with the outer representations of the
relevant sensory modules must stand ready for the use by
belief/desire system and these contents should be situated in a
position to make a direct impact on the system in producing
beliefs, desires etc. This non-conceptual phenomenal content of
experience should be sufficiently available for the higher cognitive
System to produce the conceptual beliefs and desires. There is one
thing common in the above two features which is that both
Poisedness and non-conceptual feature of experience can |
understood in relation to the belief and desive system. The pomt,
the content ol

the use by

be

however, in this context can be made is that
Perceptual - experience cannot stand  ready for '
belief/desire system without itself being conceptual. IUis inlt'rcsltl"H'
Lo see, in thig context, the relationship that exists between poised
and non-conceptual content of experience. The non-conceptual
tontent of experience has to be puised enough in 01'(lcr.m l')c
available for being used by beliel system. The problem here is that
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the content of experience cannot be poised enough for being yse
by a conceptual system without itself being conceptual.

The phenomenal content of experience 1S flbs.tract in the sense
that no particular concrete object is necessary 1n 1ts content except
for the subjects of experiences in some cases. Different concrete
objects can phenomenally appear to be alike or same. So, one
object can be substituted for the other object without any
phenomenological change. According to Tye:

“So the existence of that particular leg is not required for the
given phenomenal character. What is crucial to phenomenal
character is the representation of general features or
properties. Experiences non-conceptually represent that there
is a surface or on internal region having so-and-so feature at
such-and-such locations, and thereby they acquire their
phenomenal character.”*

The above view proposed by Tye is problematic because it
undermines the phenomenological richness of our experience by
making the concrete objects irrelevant for the phenomenal
character of our experience. In most cases, our experiences of
objects have phenomenal richness not because of the abstract
properties of the object, but because of the specific properties of
the object in each context. It is not clear how we would account for
the difference in phenomenological richness among different
experiences, if no concrete object is required for making our
experience of it phenomenologically rich.

REPRESENTATIONAL CHARACTER OF PAIN

The fundamental thesis proposed by Tye about representational
character of consciousness is also applicable in the case of pain
and other bodily sensations. He is of the opinion that our bodily
sensations like pain have intentional conte

i nt, it represents some-
thing to us. Our experience

of pain represents some disturbances
to us and it represents some changes in our body. When we
eXperience pain n our finger tip, it represents something in our
finger up.
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One of the controversies regarding pain is about whether a
person can feel pain in phantom limbs. If the person can feel pain
in his phantom leg, then this can be used as a case against
representationalism because there is no object of pain as such in
this case. Tye suggests that here the context is intentional.
Someone can have a pain in her left leg even though he has no
left leg. When one has a pain, that pain represents that something
in his left leg. In the case of phantom leg, no concrete left leg is
required to represent pain in it. It should be, in this context,
noted that in the absence of concrete leg or real intentional object,
if as Tye thinks that the context is intentional, then it cannot be
entirely physical or explained by physical object or properties.
Intentional objects in some contexts can be physical, but not the
intentional context. Tye thinks that the intentional object of the
pain is an abstract left leg and its concrete existence and non-
existence does not really matter to the intentional state of pain.
Tye writes,

“That there is a hidden intentionality in statements of pain
location is confirmed by our tasks of pains in phantom limbs.
People are subject to pains in limbs that no longer exist. For
example a patient who has had his leg amputated may report
feeling pains in the leg in places where he had experienced
pain previously. Pains are also sometimes felt in phantoms ot
other body parts,”

fven though some philosophers claim that it someone does

,']fJ[ have a left leg, then it is really impossible to have a pain in i
‘Iye thinks it is not really a threat to his proposal. According o Lye,
YOmeone’s pain in the leg represents more than just that something
" the leg. If it is so, then what it obviously means is that the
r‘cp"e’_“fnlaliona] character of experience cannot  be entirely
uf].)la"":d in terms of its intentional object alone. When we h'.wv. a
{)l:n];:: feel it and while feeling it, we experience i, 'l')’t’ l.“'l“‘t-'.-“l‘_“l

nomena of bodily damage or disorder to explain it. S0 1S
Proposg] is that,
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REPRESENTATIONAL CHARACTER OF EMOTIONS
h

AII(;(-JJ‘JJII;% v I‘y(f’ there are some emotions and moods whic
f) )\“)'Jbly_ possess mtentional character. "They represent something
m.lhr Ily]llld about the objects and states ol atlairs outside of [hl‘
mind. For example, feeling elated that finally the movie is oul,

feeling € oF it i -
g bored that it is raining yet again. These states are called
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.ompound states consisting of a mood or emotion and the helief
C X .
about 1t. The belief about various happening leads to the different

ods or emotions.

Traditionally, it 1s supposed that the beliefs about emotions
.nd moods are certainly intentional. But the feeling or emotion or
moods itself are not taken to be intentional at all. According to
Tye, moods and emotions are also sensory representations like
bodily sensations as these states have intentional character. They
also represent some physical changes in the body. For example —
someone’s feeling of anger leads to some physical changes in his
body. His blood pressure will rise, his nostrils will flare, his face
will flush, his voice will become louder, and he will clinch his teeth
and hands and so on. Hence,

mo

“Their physical changes are registered in the sensory
receptors distributed throughout your body. In response to
the activity in your receptors, you will mechanically build up
a complex sensory representation of how your body has
changed, of the new body state you are in. In this way, you
will feel the physical changes. The feeling you undergo
consists in the complex sensory representation of these
changes.”*

' The above explanation of the sensory representations of pamn
suitably fits with the intentionalist view about the bodily sensations
and other perceptual experiences. Another point is that, it we do
not feel any changes in the body, then we cannot torm a clear
conception of what it is like to be angry. 1f we take away all the
Sensations that are produced out of all the bodily changes, then
lhc.‘]t seems 1o he nothing left to claim that someone 1s teeling
Pa”l-' What it is like 1o experience a pain i Just the bodily.
Ph)'&(%il changes occurring due to that pain.

: B"'“gi"g certain insights from the phcnmm-nologit‘;ll tra
l!] ,l” this context, particularly from Merleau-Ponty, would be
Ihlu"g fesponse to the way Tye has thought abou
(j?(lii)\’,é((;r}bodil'y changcfs) illl_ the u.bovc‘silcd })'q'r'.lt",'r;lph.i the I
body is very significant in this context to unders

dinon

( the nouon ol
‘I'he nouon
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phenomenological richness of lived experience particularly bodily
sensations. Merleau-Ponty writes:

“The body is to be compared, not to a physical object, by
rather to a work of art... A novel, poem, picture, or musica]
works are individuals that is, being in which the expression s
indistinguishable from the expressed, and their meaning,
accessible only through direct contact, being radiated with no
change of their temporal and spatial situation. It is a nexus of
lived meanings, not the law for a certain number of covariant

126

ferms.

Our body plays more substantial role in our life rather than just
being a complex physical entity. Merleau-Ponty has compared
our body to a novel because our body has a “nexus of lived
meanings,” the grasping of which is not possible if we take it only as
a physical object. In a novel what is being expressed cannot be
separated from the expression. In the case of body as well, we
cannot distinguish it from the meanings, relevancies and richness
of our experience and life. Our body is far more than just a
physical entity and it refers to a living organism which is richer in
meaning, so are our bodily changes. The notion of ‘lived body’
needs to be seriously taken into consideration in order
understand how, in it, the phenomenological and representational
character of our experience are indistinguishable from one another
and neither of these can be understood in terms of the purely
physical explanation of body.

TIM CRANE'S NON-REDUGTIVE REPRESENTATIONALISM
In this part, I am going to highlight the merits of a non-reductive
representationalism. A different account of intentionalism
1-reductve
hat the
i

proposed by Tim Crane may be called impure or not
form of Intentionalism. ‘Pure Intentionalism’ is the view |
conscious character of a state of mind is determined by !
intentional  content  alone  and  all  intentional content B

. ‘ , L e
propositional. Crane rejects both these - assumptions of P



phenomenal and Representational Character of Conscious Experience 79

-tentionalism’. According to him, the conscious character of a
mental state must be determined by its entire intentional nature

.nd intentional nature of a mental state must consists of three

27
factors.
. Intentional object

. Intentional content
. Intentional mode.

Crane holds that any intentionalist should explain the
phenomenal character of experience on the basis of these three
factors which constitute the intentional nature of mental states.
We can get to know the intentional object of the mental states by
asking the question to the person who is the possessor of mental
state: ‘what is his mental state is about?’ An intentional state may be
about or of one object or various objects. There is another way of
saying that some intentional states have intentional object by
suggesting that these states have concern for something. For
example, take the mental state of desire. A desire is a desire for
something, not a desire about something. Crane is of the opinion
that it is the ‘concerning feature’ of intentionality which should be
the focus of the study of intentionality and I think this ‘concerning
feature’ brings out the nuanced aspect of the intentional object.
While trying to understand the notion of ‘intentionality’ we should
not be too much attached to the words like ‘about’ or ‘aboutness’
for the reason that there are some cases of mental states in which
tzzute}l;ms like ‘E}bout’-or ‘aboutness’ are not suitably fitted into,

gh they are intentional mental states.
llnullt::t(r, , aCC()'rdjng to Crane, there are two leature of an
nal object,

Non-existence.

Self- transcendence,
lnayl :;2 ::""-CXiSlcnce feature of intentional uh_it-'(‘l |~. lh;_u,-l.h?r:j

) literally existen

These : me intentional objects which do not Stei
e m entional objects.

tentional objects are called “mere it

This |
J < 1 . + . > )
feature of Intentional object, nevertheless, 1s not appllmhlt L
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all intentional objects. The second feature of intentional object s it
‘self-transcendence’. This 1s the view that if an intentional object
exists at all, its existence transcends any intentional state which has
it as 1ts object.

The intentional content of a mental state is the way in which
the intentional object is represented to the mind. The way an
intentional object is represented to mind constitutes the intentional
content of a conscious state.

The intentional mode of a mental state, on the other hand, is
the relation the subject of a mental state bears to the object of the
mental state. The same object can be an object of different mental
states. For example, rain. Someone can be bored by the continuous
rain; someone can desire for rain, someone can hope for rain,
someone can feel cold after rain etc., hence, there is a distinction in
intentional mode.

So, these above three features taken together constitute the
intentional nature of a mental state and Crane holds that the
character of a conscious mental state should be explained by the
entire intentional nature of the mental state rather by any one or
two feature of intentional nature. I think Crane is right here in
saying that in order to understand the representational character
of consciousness, we need to take all these features into con-
sideration. Taking these three features together, one can
accommodate the phenomenological richness of experience in his
account of consciousness. But in his other works, he has

maintained that the content of perception is nonconceptual. This
will not go well with having

these three features in l‘ep1‘escul;uiun.ll
character.

How could the representation

: al character of conscous
experience involve the three

' above features without our conscous
experience being conceptual? Cy

| ane’s main aim in considerg
these three fea

tures of consciousness is (o
or physical representationalism. 1 (hink his
of making the case against physic

argue against reducine
argument will tall short

alism it the intentional wmode and
meentonal content of percepuon do not iny

Ul\’t' ulllt'cph
Crane also criucizes the second

assuinption of “pure imtentond

lism” that the content of mental state 1s always propositonal e



Phenomenal and Representational Character of Conscious Experience 81

content of all intentional states cannot necessarily be assessable as
rue or false, and to that extent it is not propositional. He states

that there are many intentional states which cannot be described
as true or false. So Crane says:

“The thesis that all intentional mental states are propositional
attitudes lacks phenomenological plausibility. To take a nice
example of Victor Caston’s: when asked to think a number
between one and ten, what comes to mind is a number, not a
proposition. And it is a familiar fact that certain emotions,
notably love and hate, can be directed on objects rather than
always on state of affairs. While the notion of a propositional
attitude must play an important role in any theory of

intentionality, it does not exhaust the application of the
concept of intentionality.”?

Crane advocates a weak or liberal version of intentionalism
along with David Chalmers, according to which, the phenomenal
character of an experience must be determined by its entire
Intentional nature. According to him, the phenomenal character
of a conscious experience must supervene on its intentional nature
rather than on intentional content alone. There cannot be two
€Xperiences which are identical in their intentional nature but
_dlﬁ"ef in their phenomenal character. 1 think, in this case also,
istead - of saying the phenomenal character of experience
SUPEIjvenes on the representational character, it is better to say that
the former supplements the latter. Our conscious experiences

>he - i ' ' ! .
; “homenologically represent various things. By saying this we
are noy putung the
beyond
Indistin,

phenomenological character of expertence
the reach of its representational character. 1t these ave
S l-’,lli§hahlc from one another in our t‘xl)m"ivlu‘c: then 1t |~.
aningless 1o say that one supervenes on or identical to the
Ullh(;]-. Morcover, it would fit well with Crane’s point of concern
tdl:é liillll::nu.n-lc]mlugi(‘al (:l?iu‘u‘('lm: (‘)i" c‘t)nsc%ousncss Sll(.)lll(l"l)’t" g'l\(l:
Nten, p(_"l‘“'“’- He quite justifiably said that while giving <
mal accoug
of Mmental giye
the task in -

it of mental state, the pImnnmm“'l“g'll‘ill ical[.lllt.
must be given due importance and in his opinion,
hich we are engaged Is a phenomenological one.
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Crane has argued for the intentional nature of all menta
states including bodily sensations, emotions and moods. There
are some non-intentionalist philosophers who have rejected the
“ntentionalism thesis’ by saying that these states do not have any
intentional object and these states represent nothing. These kinds
of states do not say anything about the external world other thap
their having a subjective feel. In case of mental states like visual
experiences, we can make distinction between the experience and
what it is an experience of, but in case of pain, we cannot
distinguish between the experience of pain and what it is an
experience of. This echoes Merleau-Ponty’s point that ‘expression
cannot be distinguishable from expressed’.

But Crane, however, denies the above view. According to him,
even in the case of mental state like pain, a distinction can be made
between pain and feeling of pain. For example, someone being
woken up from a dreamless sleep by feeling some pain. In this
case we can say that the existence of pain is prior to consciousness
of or awareness of pain and this prior existence of pain causes the
person to wake up. So a pain can exist without anyone being
conscious of it. In this line of thought, we can hold that pain is
some kind of entity on which awareness of pain is directed at in
our pain state. So feeling of pain can be held to be an intentional
state. But, how the person wakes up from sleep if she does not
have the awareness or feeling of pain? When the person is In
pain, it makes sense to her when she is aware of it. Saying ths
would not mean that her pain is about anything. In this case also.
the pain cannot be distinguishable from feeling of pain. Rather, 1t
is possible to distinguish between feeling of pain and causes of pait

In order to address the issue regarding the intentional
character of pain, Crane made a distinction between two ditterent
theories about the representational character of pain. One B
called the mental object theory and the other is called percepttt!
lh":"'j)’ of bodily sensation. According to the earlier view, the sLates

";"}“ld like pain are internally directed at the objective Pl't‘l""“c’

T N

(l)h;:l llj()(\;\ri;nlfl‘ u'.vvlu.:rtas l,m“,rlfmfll lhc‘ury of bodily St*usauull‘-‘-{'l‘“
y sensations of pain is like a form of perceptual awared!
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of one’s body. It is one form of perceptual experience. When we
experience pain, we become aware of some part of our body that
is in pain. We become perceptually aware of the felt location of
pain in our body.

The perceptual theory of bodily sensation, Crane thinks, is
sronger than the mental object theory of bodily sensation because
of its perceptual identification of ‘felt location’. That is why he
writes:

“What tells in favor of the perceptual theory is the fact that to
concentrate on the ache, I must necessarily concentrate on
the part of my body which aches; the mental object theory
cannot explain this necessity. Attending to bodily sensations
is achieved by attending to a part of the body where these
sensations feel to be. This is because bodily sensation is form

of awareness, the awareness of things going on in one’s
body.”*

When we feel a particular bodily sensation, we feel it in 2
particular location or part of the body. Suppose one has a
toothache, it is typically felt in the tooth. There may be cases where
we can feel pain but are not able to say where the pain is exactly
located. However, this does not mean that these kinds of pain or
sensations are not felt in the body at all. It must be felt somewhere
In the body. We cannot comprehend the fact that we have a
bodily sensation but that is residing somewhere away from our
body. According to him, the example of phantom limb does not
r'cajly create any problem at all, precisely because in such a
Stwation the subject feels the body to be extended to the P“i‘f‘
Where it has been hefore. So in so far as pain has a felt location, 1t
has some form of representational character. ‘ _
- In spite of adhering to the above position concerning pat,
fim Crane criticizes the pure intentionalists’ account of pain. :Tu; we
have discussed before, Tye claims that the I't‘pl't?St‘lll';ll.lUll'..ll
content of our pain experience is the part of our body Wl}'Cl‘ 15
e?lperienced as damaged, distorted or disordered. Acm-rdmg IO
Crane, though it is true that, in some cases, experience of a pain 15
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amage in the particular part of body, hy

an experience of the d
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to the subject. Instead of taking only the intentional content or
intentional object as reducti

to consider intentional objec
mode in order to show how experience of pain phenomenally

represents.

It is these three features taken together which constitute the
intentionality of pain. Hence, according to Crane, all bodily
sensations can be explained by their intentional nature. In the
hion, one can also argue for the intentional nature of
emotion and moods. Apparently it seems that feelings and
emotions have no intentional object at all, they are not about or of
anything. As a response [0 this Crane says that to possess an
intentional state, it is not always necessary for the subject to know
the intentional object and intentional content of that intentional
state. Subject may sometimes be ignorant of the intentional object
and intentional content of his intentional state. The cause of his
intentional state might lie in future or in remote past which he
could not comprehend at that moment. However, two features ot
lity are always present with every case of boduly
One is the relational structure ot
al or fine-grained
RUE

ve intentionalists have done so, we need
¢, intentional content and intentional
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intentional states like bodily sensations, emotions and moods ¢
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a particular way. Amie. L. Thomasson has put it in the following

way.
“When we are in the grip of a given emotion or mood, the
world shows up to us in certain characteristic ways: in anger
an action shows up as unjust or insulting and deserving of
retribution; in elation the world shows up as delightful; in
depression, our situation shows up as hopeless and worldly
events show up as pointless and not worth bothering about.
What it is like to have a mood or emotion is, at least in part, a
matter of the world showing up to us in these value charged
ways.”*’

Following Crane and others we can say that non-reductive
intentionalism has the privilege of being phenomenologically
superior over the strong and reductive intentionalism. A mental
state should be defined by its intentional nature, rather than by its
intentional object or intentional content. Only if we explain mental
states in terms of its intentional nature, then we can incorporate
their phenomenology in our intentional account. The phenol-
menological domain of a subject’s experience should be given due
importance, while we are giving an objective and intentional
account of the experience.

PHENOMENOLOGICAL REPRESENTATIONALISM:
RECONCILING THE DIVIDE BETWEEN THE PHENOMENAL
AND REPRESENTATIONAL CHARACTER OF CONSCIOUSNESS

The way strong representationalism explains the nature ot con-
Sciousness cannot be successful because of its phenomenological
implausibility. It cannot include the phenomenological teatures of
our experience in their explanation. The way strong reducuve
representationalism explains the nature of consciousness, it seems
that the explanation of consciousness is based on the denial ot the
existence of consciousness itself. An objective and rc*prcscm;uiuqui
account of mind-world relationship does not have to be necessarily
Physical or reductionist. ‘The distinction between internal and
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external, subjective and objective as two opposing poles gives rise
to the rigid distinction between phenomenal and intentional. It js
held axiomatic by many philosophers that the subjective excludes
the objective, phenomenological excludes the intentional. It is
obviously wrong to exclude the subjective from the objective,
phenomenal from the intentional as these properties are blended
together in our consciousness. In order for the world to have
bearings on our thought, our minds must have the feature of
intentionality. Conscious states must be necessarily representa-
tional, but it should represent the world in such a way that its
phenomenology should be taken care of. Conscious states
phenomenologically represent worldly content in relation to the
subject of these conscious states. Thoughts must have objects
because our mental states cannot represent something without
being concerned about that thing. If we assume the ontological
real distinction between mind and world, then we cannot make
sense of intentionality or representational nature of our mental
phenomena. It is in the phenomenological experiential domain of
our consciousness, the ontological gap between mind and world
can be bridged. If, in order to develop a representationalism thesis
of consciousness, we work on the ontological distinction between
mind and world, then the problem will rise regarding where to
situate the intentionality, either on the mind side or on the world
side. One can avoid this dichotomy if we take subject neither as a
mind nor as a body, but as an embodied subject.

We should be able to give a representational explanation of
the mind-world relationship where conscious states are directed
towards the objects and states-of-affairs in the world and must
iflclude the phenomenological feature of experience. Our explana-
tion of the relation between mind-world should be gmunded in a
phenomenological domain. All the interactions that take place
between subject and object must be under the purview ol
phenomenological domain. Mental states or intentional states a1¢
necessarily a constituting part of (he
The subjective character of
constitution of represe

phenomenological domattt
our consciousness enters into the
ntatonal nature of our cONSCIOUSNESS and
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vice-versa. Hence, in the phenomenological domain, one cannot
really make a distinction between phenomenal and representa-
tional character of experience. It is certainly not right to suggest,
on the one hand, that an intentional object cannot be a part of the
phenomenological domain and what it is like to experience is not
intentional, on the other hand. McDowell rightly says that:

“The most conspicuous phenomenological fact there is...
that experience, conceived of from its own point of view, is
not blank or blind, but purports to be revelatory of the world

we live in.”®!

The idea of purely qualitative states or epiphenomenalism is
highly problematic and obscure and it is the idea which makes the
mind-world relationship problematic by attracting the elements of
Cartesian dualism. We should emphasize on the idea that the
phenomenological domain itself is external, objective, intentional
and more importantly situated in the world. The phenomeno-
logical domain of our experience is not something isolated from
the objective and social world. The task on which we are engaged
ourselves here is necessarily phenomenological one. As McDowell
has rightly said:

“One of the chief objections to the psychologistic postulat?on
of implicit knowledge stems from a concern that the notion
of inner life, the life of mind, not to be made unreco-
gnizable.”*
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“Intentional content can figure in the phenomenological
domain in a far from trivial way, linked to interpretation,
and access to this phenomenology is not given by physicalist
accounts, or indeed by any other account which fails to be
interpretational.”**

Hence, both extreme forms of view pertaining to consciousness
create the problem for the relationship between mind and world.
Both pure phenomenalism and pure subjectivism on the one side
and both pure intentionalism and pure objectivism on the other
side are new forms of dualism and hence cannot be sustainable.
We should acknowledge a phenomenological representationalism
account of the relationship between mind and world where all the
distinctions would be merged and will constitute a coherent
relation. Mental states are object-directed or intentional not in the
null environment. When subjective is directed towards the
objective world, then both subjective and objective have to be
present there. The content of mental state cannot be intentional
in the empty environment. To quote McCulloch:

“No account of intentionality or content can do that. There
can be no subjectivity when the entire objective is missing. To
try to have world directed thinking in the null environment
1s to fall to the demonic dilemma and hence to lose all brief

on what thinking, world directedness is, thereby falling into
incoherence. ”*

'To understand the relationship between mind-world, there 18

a need to take the idea of subject as an embodied being serioush

mto consideration. The subjective and the objective which lead
two different and seemingly opposi

i ] 1g character of consciousness
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picture of mind-world relationship we should work on the
possibilities where all these distinctions are merged. We cannot
really compartmentalize between subjective or phenomenological
domain and objective, physical or external domain. Making a
watertight distinction between phenomenal and intentional
character of consciousness supplemented with pure subjectivity
and pure objectivity respectively would fall into sideways-on
account of the relationship between mind and world.

First person perspective of the subject is the core of what we
call phenomenal consciousness. First person perspective of the
subject is not actually detached from the world where the subject
is situated. In fact, the way the subject is situated in the world
constitutes her first person perspective. In this sense one can say
that first person perspective necessarily involves or represents the
world in various conscious states. If we take the phenomenological
account of the first person perspective into consideration, then
one can bridge the explanatory gap between phenomenal and
representational character of consciousness. The representational
and phenomenal characters of consciousness are built into each
other in case of most conscious states. It is better to say that our
conscious states phenomenologically represent states of aflairs of
the world. The reductionist approach regarding consciousness to
be successful, one has to reduce not only the experiences but also
the subject of experience into physical entities or properties.
Without reducing the subject and her subjectivity, one cannot
reduce her experiences. And reducing the subject into ftew
Physical properties is not possible.

Both  reductive and non-reductive representationalism
ad\.focau:d by Tye and Crane respectively put emphasis on the
Pomt that the representational content or nature ol conscious
€Xperience is non-conceptual. This view is specitically problematic
because of many reasons. A crucial point made by McDowell s
-lhz.it the content of conscious experience cannot be |'t-pl'<'svlllllliUllill
it is not conceptual. He, 1 think, rightly said "lel)l'('.svlIlilli()l]'..:rl
content cannot he dualistically set over against the conceptual.™
Another point which should be taken into consideration is that
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the representational content of consciousness cannot accommodate
its phenomenal character if it is not conceptual because with the
availability of concepts In our experience the phenomeng]
character of our subjectivity is being represented by various states
of our mind. The content of the world, if it is not conceptual in
some form, cannot become the content of our mind and
consciousness.

CONCLUSION

In this paper, I have tried to show that the content of conscious
experience is both phenomenal and intentional and in many cases
of experience one cannot distinguish between them. The strategy
of explaining the nature of consciousness should change in this
regard while aiming to give a unified picture of the relationship
between mind and world. Our conscious experiences phenomeno-
logically represent the world to our mind as both phenomenal
and intentional character of consciousness are built into each
other. I have tried to argue against pure phenomenism on the
one hand and pure or strong representationalism on the other
hand. One cannot completely reduce the subjectivity into the
objects or properties of the world and vice-versa. Reducing the
subject and her consciousness into physical properties would lead
to denial of subjectivity, and reducing the world into pur®
subjectivity would lead to the notion of mind which is devoid of
the worldly content.
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