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Abstract 

Starring from a compariso~i betwccn two reprcscnrational theorics of  consciousncss 
(Dcnnctt 1991, Conscio~rs?zess Explnirzed and Dretske 1995, Nntzimlizii~g the Mirzd) this 
paper aims at liighligliting ccrtain consequences of an iiitenrion characteristic of rhis kind 
of  theories, namcly the intention to do away with the usc of different cxplsnarory principlcs 
for q~rnlin and for rcpresenration. It is argued that, in case this can be donc, a 
representational theory of co~~sciousiiess sliould be anti-intcllcctualist (as Dretskc's theory 
is) and nor intellectualist (as Dcni~ett's is). The importancc of higher-order rcprcse~ltatio~ral 
states [namely bcliefs) in the explanation of  consciousness is thus restricted to what appears 
to bc the appropriate domain: i~itrospcctive knowledge. Olicc the explanatory role of llighcr- 
ordcr rcpiesentarions is restrictcd to introspection, the need to include a rhcory of what 
Dretskc calls lion cpistcmic perception in the theory of co~isciousncss bcco~iics apparent. 
There arc, howevcr, certain ontological problcins that should be faccd bcforc such a thcory 
can be put forward. 

Key-words: Qualia; pcrccption; Dennett; Drctskc; reprcscntatio~ial tlicorics; consciousncss; 
i~,trospecrion; intcntionaliry; philosophy of mind. 

1. Introduction 

It is not uncorll~xlo~~, in the philosophy of mind, that intentionality (or 
content, or representation) a ~ l d  conscious~~ess are dealt with separately. This 
means, of course, adniitting that different kinds of explanation are in order 
for, on the one hand, prepositional mental states (such as the belief that 
3 is a prime number) and, on the other hand, mental states (or mental 
features) which are felt (such as the experience of green or that special qua- 
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lity, "tuhnt-it's-lilze-to-17e-ness", for a certain creature). There are, however; 
some theories, the so called represetitational theories of consciousness, that 
presuppose a continuity of co~itent and conscious~~ess in their exp lana t io~~  
of consciousness. According to these theories, which are developed ~ l a ~ n e l y  
by the two authors I will be speaking about today, D. Dretslte' e D. Den- 
nett" what we call co~isciousness simply is representation, a certain kind 
of representation. This means, to start with, that people like Dennett and 
Dretslte (unlilte for instance D. Chalnlers3 or F. Jacltso~l" refuse to consider 
the so called phenomenal conscious~less as an extra property of the world 
such as it is. The position of authors such as those mentioned, for whoill 
the theory of consciousness is a theory of that extra properry, phenomenal 
consciousness, depends on an argument for tlie existence of so~nething 
ontologically new, something else in respect to a description of all physical 
fact regarding cog~lition*. 

Not to accept tlie conclusion of any such arguinelit is the first step 
towards a representational theory of consciousness. But what does it mean 
to argue that consciousness is a sort of representation? First, from an expla- 
natory point of view, it lnealls that one will try to do away with the putative 
difference bctween tuhat's it's like to be, for a creature, and the occurrelice 
of represe~itations in its mental life. 

' DRETSICE 1995. 
' DENNETT 1991. 
' CHALMERS 1996. The notion of a zo?izl~ie, a being that is plienonienally 'off', is 

almost always used to explore the idea of plienonienal consciousness as  an extra property. 
According t o  D. Clialmers, tlrc fact that zorl16ies arc lo~icnll), but not naturally possible 
is revealing. Recognizing tliat this is tlrc case is tlie first step towards conceiving the placc 
of consciousness in our world, a problem tliat Clialmcrs investigates through tlic notion 
of (natural) sir/~eruenieilcc. Cf. I'INTO 1999. 

" JACI<SON 1983, Jt\CI<SON 1997. The ICnowlcdgc Argumunt (wliose central cliaracter 
is Mary, a ncuroscicntist who's n specialist of colour) aims at csrablishing tlrc failure o f  
logical supervenience of phenomenal conscioi~sness on physical facts. Thus, for F. Jackson 
qt~nlin are cpiplienoniennl. 

One possible argument is F. Jackson's ICnowlcdge Argument, rnentloned in the above 
note, another is the fanious bat case, explored by T. Nagcl in NAGEL 1974. Other argu- 
ments use tlic notion of zoiizbie and variations on q t ~ n l b .  For a general introduction t o  and 
dcscrition o f  this 1;iiid of theorics of consciousncss and arguments associated witli them, 
cf. PINTO 1999. 1 assume here that no  sucli argument is a knock-down argument. Anotlier 
observation about tlie "conccprual geography" of tlicorics of consciousncss: representational 
thcorics of consciousncss should be considered in contrast not only with dualis~ils sucli as 
those defended by D. Clialmers and E JacLson, but also in constrast witli positio~ls sucli 
Searle's (SEARLE 1992), according to which tlie mere fact tliat wc consider something as 
mental already presupposes consciousness. 
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But it is easier to explain what oue ineans when one speaks about 
explaining consciousness as represeiltatio~i if we take higher-order repre- 
sentational theories such as \V. Lycan's6, D. Annstrong's7, D. Rosenthal's" 
and D. Dennett9's as an example, rather than first order represeiltatio~ial 
theories such as Dretslte's. Higher-order theories explain the fact that 
certain mental states of a cognitive system are co~~scious  iii virtue of the 
fact that other mental states of the same cognitive system have them as their 
object. The highe~order  states can be either perceptions -that's what D. 
Ar~nstrong and W. Lycan, for instance, propose -or beliefs- that's what D. 
Rosenthal e D. Dennett suggestIfl. Conscious creatures are those in which 
represeiitations with such characteristics occiur. 

Although I have included Dennett iii this list, his theory of co~isciousness 
isn't the first example coiniiig to mind when higher-order represe~itational 
theories are discussed. It isn't too hard to find out why it is so: Deniiett's 
theory of consciousness consists pinzn fncie, it1 a model, the Multiple Drafts 
Model, which I would call cognitive rather than specifically pliilosophical, 
plus an eliminative arguiiie~lt about q~lnlin. Apparently, nothing substa~itive 
is said about the liature of consciousness. However, Dennett's contribution 
for the theory of conscio~isness is not that poor: what he has to offer is 
in fact a representational theory, 01; to be more specific, a belief-like higher- 
order representational theory. What I want to do now is to compare 
Dennett's proposals about the nature of consciousness with Dretslte's. The 
first thing to notice is that, in fact, in their theories of mind, Dellnett and 
Dretslte share important points -namely both are teleoficizcio~zalists (accor- 
ding to teleofui~ctioiialis~n we can accoutit for the nature of representations 
by means of an appeal to f ~ ~ ~ i c t i o n s  of designed devices) and extet.nalists 
(according to externalisin the tlieory of mind does uot have as its object 
the physical interior of cog~iitive systems but rather relations those vehicles 
stand in with what's external to them). However, they end up developing 
rather different theories of co~isciousness. This is why I tliinli a comparison 
between them would be useful. In fact I think sucli a comparison will 
inevitably highlight the kind of decisions which are at  stalie the rnolnelit 
one decides to develop a representational theory of consciousness, parti- 
cularly a representational theory which starts from the general positiotis 

" LYCAN 1797. 
' ARMSTRONG 1777. 
R ROSENTHAL 1797. 

DENNETT 1771. 
"'I will considcl. 'bclicf-like' and 'pcrccption-Iikc' sccotid order rcprcscntational thcorics 

of  conscio~~sncss (corresponding to what is usually lncntioncd as H O T  and HOI' thcorics). 
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about the nature of mind that I have mentioned above. There's another 
reason which makes me want to contrast Dennett's and Dretske's positions 
on the nature of consciousness: I think Dennett's theory of consciousness 
fails in part because Dennett treats the problem of consciousness as if it 
were above all an epistemological problem. Now, unlilte Dennett (and like 
Chalmers or Jacltson) Dretslte does not consider the problem of cons- 
ciousness to be epistemological. It is the metaphysics of consciousness that 
interests Dretkse, although he, exactly as Dennett does, works on a repre- 
sentationalist, continuist, theory of consciousness". 

2. Representational facts 

Before I move on, I will try to be more explicit about what I takc to 
be a representational theory (of consciousness, or of mind in general). A 
representational theory is about represelztationnl facts. The expression 
'Representational facts' refers to what is represented in representation. That 
means that representaciolial facts are not facts about the vehicles of repre- 
selitatioli (for instance, about what goes on inside a creature's brain). Thus, 
the difference between mind and brain is the following: as Dretslte would 
put it, mind is the representational aspect of the brain (that's is, by the way, 
the rationale for the division of labour between neuroscience and philo- 
sophy). Practically speaking, it means that it won't be by looking inside, 
considering the inner workings of cognitive systems (as a neuroscientist 
does) that we will ever understand the nature of mind and of mental facts. 
Why is tliat so? I will introduce a fetish example of Dretske's (an example 
of non lnelital and lion human representational facts) to illustrate this point. 
Think about a fuel gauge in a car's dashboard. First, the material it is made 
of is quite indifferent when it comes to its representional fi~lictioii. What 
fuliction is that? That for which the device was designed, in this case to 
represent the level of fuel in the fuel tank. Why is it that we say that is 
the device's function? This is where teleofiinctionalisni comes in: a functio~i 
is that for which a device is designed, and that is not an internal or intrinsic 
property of tliat device but rather something which depends 011 the Iiistory 
of tliat kind of devices. There's more: the position of the pointer represents 

" I iisc this expression to rcfcr t o  the position from which I started: the fact tliat 
rcpresentatio~ial theorics of consciousness assume a continuity bctwccn content and 
consciousness tvlien explaining coiiciousness. In other words, it is assumed that 
consciousncss is a kind or  rcprcscntation and that the principles involvcd in the theory of 
representation and in the thcory of consciousness are thc same. 
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not the pointer but rather something which is external to it, and to which 
it is connected in terms of covariation. Imagine now representational devi- 
ces to which the same principles apply, plus circumstances in which 110 one 
told us what the "pointers" are for and there are no scales. That's appro- 
ximately the situation the philosopher of mind finds himself in when he 
stands before the brain trying to conceive the nature of representation". 
One way to express what I have just said in the language used in the 
philosophy of mind is to say that representational facts do  not supervene 
on a cognitive system's internal physical facts. That leads us to externalism: 
to understand conscious mind or the nature of the mental in general is not 
the same as understanding mechanisms or vehicles of the lnental in the 
interior of cognitive systems about which we call speak in terms of causa- 
tionI3. In order to understand what such vehicles do, namely representing, 
we must consider the exterior of the system (more examples, again of non 
mental representations: it won't do just to consider the inner mechanism 
of a thermometer to ltnow what it represents, or what is the nature of that 
which it represents, namely temperature. Representational facts are not 
facts about the vehicles of representatiolls but rather facts about the relation 
between the occurence of representatiollal vehicles and the system's envi- 
ronment, what's exterior to it. So far Dretske and Denllett would agreeI4. 
My problem is to understand where the difference between them lies and 
to understand what that difference shows about the decisions illvolved in 
a representational theory of consciousness. 

This is, by the way, where an hypothesis such as Jerry Fodor's Language of Thought 
finds its place. 

Externalisrn about ~iiental content is the position according to which vehicles of 
representation are 1 occur in the interior of cognitive systcliis hut that which makes them 
the kind of mental states that they are is not inside those systems. \Vhat 'gives' them 
intentional content, nboutness, are relations that stand between internal occurences and 
wliat goes on 1 exists in the exterior. It should be noticed that externalism is not just a 
nietaphysical stand on tlie nature of mental content, it  is also a general conception of the 
nature of representation. If we consider, for instance, a piece of written text, sucli as tliis 
page, what makes it tlie case that A represents B are not intrinsic properties of A (sucli 
as for instance the ink used to print tlie words) but soniething about the purpose or function 
of A in an informational context. In order to grasp and conceive that function one has to 
consider relational facts. 

' T h i s  is in fact an exaggeration: Dennett and Dretske disagree when they disci~ss the 
nature of intentionality or representation, if  what's at  stake is "intrinsic intentionality" as 
opposed to "attributed intentionality", or the "instrumentalism" involved in attributing 
intentionality (cf. MIGUENS 2001). That is however a disagreement within conirnon basic 
positions. 
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3. Dennett 

I will start with Dennett. The Multiple Drafts Model lie presents in 
Consciozisizess Explailzed is lnealit to explain the character of the pheno- 
lnenological experience of cognitive systems such as ourselves in which on 
the physical level, the hrr~dware level, there is parallel distributed processing 
of information and on the functional level there are competing agents, 
producing iuultiple drafts, that is, content-fixations Dennett refers to as 
i?zicrotnkings o r  nzicrojtrdge~~ze~rts. These two levels are subpersonal levels. 
At the subpersoilal level Dennett's theory i~icludes explanatory hypothesis 
about certain characteristics of our conscious experience, such as its unity, 
centrality, control and sense of present or presence. According to Dennett, 
those are virtual characteristics, depending on interfaces. It is based on such 
virtual unification, control and centrality that mental life appears to cons- 
cious beings such as ourselves and it is considering the epistemic status of 
the reports about their own mental life made by beings in which such devi- 
ces are 'implemented' that Dennet discusses and 'p ines '  (that is, eliminates) 
qualin. 

For Dennett, the term qzialia naines those intrinsic, ineffable, private, 
uncorrigibly known characteristics of our mental lives (or, to put it simply, 
the fact that there are such characteristics in our mental lives). From the 
moment one defines qunlin thus (as epistemic properties, features of the 
Itnowledge a system has about its own mental states), when one defends, 
as Dennett does, that there are no qualia in our mental experience, what 
one means is that there could not be, in a subject's mental experience, some- 
thing that is iiiiinediately known and ineffable, something that the subject 
does not explicitly "perceive" (i.e. something the subject does not believe 
he's aware of). 

To take one of Dennett's examples: one of the cases in Qztining Qualia" 
is that of the coffee tasters Chase e Sanborn whose job consists in making 
sure that the flavour of the coffee they taste remains the same across time. 
They have both, however, lost the pleasure they used t o  feel when they 
tasted that coffee, which used to be their favourite above all others. One 
of them thinks that it happened because he became a much more sophis- 
ticated coffee taster, although that coffee's flavour remains identical, while 
the other thinks it has happened because his tasters have changed although 
the flavour of that initial coffee remains unaltered. Dennett's point is that 
none of them can intersubjectively establish which case is their case: if there 

'" DENNETT 1988. 
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are no explicit beliefs, if the subjects are not explicitly aware of any diffe- 
rence, there simply are no differences (in the putative ineffable co~~sc ious  
experience). This is the first persotz operntionnlism associated with the 
elimination of qunlin: differe~ices that do not make a difference are not 
differences. In other words, when we are dealing with consciousness, with 
awareness of, there is no logic space between reaction and appreciation. 
What follows if we agree with such an eliminative conclusion? We admit 
that self-access in conscious systems such as ourselves is not episte~nically 
incorrigible - but no one had denied that!, -and that self-acess is a matter 
of beliefs and not of qualia. 

As much as it is part of an epistelnological criticism I think that the elimi- 
nation of qualia is a relatively trivial conclusion. The eliminative co~iclusion 
does not in any way eliminate consciousness itself (nor has Dennett ever 
claimed such a thing) -it only questions certain assulnptions about self- 
access, certain presulnptions of ineffability, privacy and incorrigibility. 
Doing that, it reellacts what I would call a classical wittgensteinian position. 

I will assume, then, that it is not consciousness that is eliminated with 
the qztalin argument but rather an episte~nological and intellectualist versioll 
of qztnlia, and keep to the fact that Dennett never says that the cognitive 
system (in which and for which he denies that there are qztnlin) is not cons- 
cious. In fact, the theory of conscious~iess is about those systems, among 
intentional systems (or representational systems) in general, which are 
conscious creatures. It is their consciousness that is explained through 
higher-order mental states, namely beliefs about first order cognitive states 
of the same system. This is where (after the sketch of a cognitive model 
and an epistemological criticism) a represelitatiollal theory of consciousness 
steps in. According to this theory, there is consciousness in that systelii i f  
and only if higher-order mental states, mental states which are about other 
mental states of the system, occur. These liiental states are beliefs, not per- 
ceptions. Dennett adds a qualification that makes his theory a dispositiona- 
list theory: fist order cognitive states (for instance, an instant of visual 
perception in one of us) co~ild bring about Inany beliefs. Now, these beliefs 
do not have to be explicit: in order to assure the possibillity of conscious 
cognitive states it is sufficient that first order cognitive states are kept in 
the system's memory so that they are available to be the object of belief. 
There's something in this dispo~itionalism'~ which I think is worth noticing: 
dispositionalism is supposedly an answer to an irrealistically excessive con- 
ception of the cognitive task involved in the self-monitoring of the cognitive 

'' In  contrast  with D a v i d  Rosenthal's theory o f  consciousness. 
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systeins under consideration: those authors defending an inner-sense theory 
of consciousness would incur in that excess". Let's look a t  the argument 
again: the reason for favouring disposicionalism seeins to be cognitive, that 
is, what Dellnett has in mind when he subscribes to this dispositionalism 
is the way he conceives of cognition at a subpersonal level. The replacement 
of explicit presence of mental states with availability in memory (so that 
those contents may be the object of beliefs) is connected with a cognitive 
principle that is important to Dennett, the 'Illusion of Im~nanence"~. 
According to this principle mental beings such as ourselves are not capable 
of distinguishing, by means of introspection alone in their own mental lives 
what has always been there, and been there explicitly and that which needs 
expliciting when self-exortation occurs (when I want to know what I think, 
namely by means of introspection). That is ill~iminating of the kind of move 
Deniiett typically maltes in his theory of consciousness: most of Dennett's 
suggestions are about how consciousness can exist in a certain system and 
not -what consciousness is. Standing up for dispositionalism, Dennett 
has in mind the inner functioning of systems, what happens to representa- 
tional vchiclcs a t  a functional level, as it is usual in psychological models 
of cognition 19. That's why I think there's an ambivalence here: when Den- 
nett considers collsciousness he might be thinlting of self-monitoring (self- 
monitoring definitely is the ltey to understanding consciousness) as a sub- 
personal self-scmning mechanisn~, generating interfaces, or he inight be 
thinking in terms of content or representarion, namely when he proposes 
a belief-lilte higher-order theory of consciousness (a H O T  theory). It is po- 
ssible to do both, but one must not mix things up, especially when one 
subscribes to general externalist principles about the nature of representation. 

Does Dretske do any better? 

4. Dretske 

I think he does, and without considering the problem of consciousness 
as being mainly a cognitive problem (a problem about subpersonal 

" That's tlie case with a perception-like second-order representational theory such as 
\X Lycan's. 

The expression "Immanence Illusion" is Minsky's (cf. MINSKY 1985:155) and refers 
to an idea about the status of the present for the subject himself. It is important to noticethat 
iust as the elimination of qrrnlin doesn't mean consciousness is denied of a certain creature, 
the same happens with the Immanence Illusion: it is not a denial of consciousness. 

Cf. for instance Baars and M. Minsky. 
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mechanisms) or an epistelnological problem (a  problem about a creature's 
knowledge of its own mind). Dretske starts by putting the appeal to higher- 
order mental states i'n its proper place, as what an externalist theory of mind 
should affirm about that part of our melital life that is introspective ltnow- 
ledge. Now, this decision ~naltes it clear that what's left behind by a teleofu- 
nctionalist, externalist, theory of mind that explains introspective conscious- 
ness by means of an appeal to a creature's beliefs about its own mental 
states is (in Dretske's terms) a theory of non epistemic perception. I think 
that the way Dretske deals with non epistemic perception and finds a place 
for it within a representational theory of conciousness must be compared 
with the way Dennett deals with qzinlia. 

As is well known, Dretske theory of mind starts from information theory, 
a ~nathematical theory, a theory of information whose quantity is rneas~tred 
in bits, and which exists in several supports. Inforination theory is obviously 
not about mental phenomena and does not have to consider the question 
of content. But it is starting from it that Dretslte wants to understand what 
is it that we're thinking of when we speak about content or representation. 
Dretske terms this content (or representation, or intentionality) semalitical 
information and conceives it in terms of indication or correlation. This is 
the domain of representational facts which are, as I said before, facts about 
informational functions of designed devices, the vehicles of representation 
(for instance neural goings-on in a biological creature). Now, what Dretslte 
sustains about semantical content is good not just for the intentional, belief- 
lilte, aspects of the mental, but also for the ones whose nature is harder 
to figure, i.e. qzinlin. According to Dretske conscious experience is also 
representation. In the case of qctnlia (consider for instance the sensation 
of green) as in the case of beliefs, understanding representation is not the 
same thing as ~uiderstanding the vehicles of representation, not the same 
thing as looking inside the physical system (where nothing 'green' can be 
found). What's at stake is that which is represented, and what's represented 
is, according to Dretske, properties in the world. In a word, for an 
experience of blue to be conscious there won't have to be a perception of 
the creature's owl1 cognitive states, or a belief about the creature's own 
cognitive states, but just the world. 

The way Dretslte deals with conscious states (in terms of infor~nationai 
functions of vehicles of representation) means above ail that when he speaks 
about a system's conscious states (or in general about a system o r  a creature 
being ntuare of )  he is not speaking about self-consciousness or introspection. 
If you show how a creature represents the world according to the principles 
of semantic information, you may admit that that creature is nwnre of 
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without having to identify it with the fact that "it is aware that it is aware". 
Dretslte defines conscious states in a rather szti generis way: that which 
makes an internal state conscious is the role it has in making the global 
system, the creature, conscious. An experience of x is conscious not because 
the creature, the global agent, is aware of an experience or aware that it 
is having it, but because given the fact that that state is a certain kind of 
representation, it (the state) makes the creature aware of X (an object, a 
property) that the state is a representation of. Experiences are conscious 
not because the creature is aware of tliem but because it is aware with them. 
Conscious states thus defined, unlike the creatures in which they occur, are 
not, obviously, aware of anything whatsoever. Coliscious creatures are 
creatures in which such representations occur and that is obviously not a 
question of beliefs or explicit perceptions for the system / the creature. This 
is the position that makes the difference between Dretslte's first order theory 
and higher-order theories. We must remember that according to higher- 
order theories of the HOP type (higher-order perception) a mental state will 
be conscious if it comes to be the object, by means of the operation of an 
inner sense, of another mental state of tlie same system, this second order 
state being a perception. In H O T  (higher-order thought, that is, belief-like 
second order theories) a mental state will be coliscious if it comes to be 
the object of a belief. According to Dretslte, liowevel; declaring that a 
mental state is conscious because it is the object of a second order 
representation simply leaves the problem open. The first thing one has to 
know is how tlie first order state is represented. Representing it as a brain 
state, for instance, isn't enough: i f  it was technologically possible for a 
creature to come to be perceptually aware of its own neural states that 
wouldn't ~nalte tliem conscious. To put it in Dretske's terms, such vehicles 
would have to be, represented as represelitations. According to Dretslte, 
tlie main mistake of inner sense theories such as Lycan's (i.e. HOP theories) 
is ignoring that tlie lnonitorizatioli of content vehicles through the 
operations of an inner sense would never be enough for tlie existence of 
meta-representations, representations of representations as representations 
(an analogy: if we lnalte a photocopy of a photograph we don't get a 
representation of that photograph as a representation of X, only, for ins- 
tance, a represe~itatioli of the photograph as a dark rectangle). 

On the other hand, the main objection Dretslte poses to second order 
theories, which associate consciousness in general to the existence of beliefs 
about the creature's own ~iiental states, is the following: if a creature is 
conscious only i f  it has beliefs about its own mental states, attributing 
consciousness to small children and animals (the type of creatures that pose 
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a big problem to Dennett) becomes illegitimate. Dretske overcomes this 
difficulty by deciding that coiiceptual awareness, which is so important for 
Dennett, must have a different place in the theory of mind, a less intrusive 
place than that which Dennett gives it when he uses conceptual awareness 
to explain consciousness tout corrrt: For Dretslte, conceptual awareness is 
properly placed in the theory of introspection. 

5. Introspection 

Even if we accept externalism and develop an externalist theory of 
representation, itltrospectioil seems to resist. The situation where a subject 
ltnows what he thinlts (for example "I think today is Friday") clearly seems 
to be a case of talting a look at some ltitid of interior. Besides that, intros- 
pection, as direct knowledge a mind has of itself, non inferential ability of 
being aware of one's own mental occurences, is, in a way, the paradigm 
of what we call consciousness. But if we assume that mental facts, as repre- 
sentational facts, concern not inner vehicles but some ltind of relations these 
stand to with what goes oil in the interior; how would it be possible that 
talting a look inside we \vould ltnow what we think? How is it possible 
to account for introspection (as opposed to a non mental representation, 
such as a fuel gauge or a picture) in an externalist theory of mind? To define 
representational facts within an externalist framework seems to endanger 
not just first person epistemic authority but conscious experience itself. 

But what interior is that that we are thinlting of when we consider 
introspection? Let's consider again the situation when someone ltnows what 
they're thinking (that today is Friday or that they're listening to someone 
speaking Portuguese). What is going on? We're not dealing with a process 
by means of which that person's interior is in some way observed: those 
mental facts we try to find out about by means of introspection are not 
"inside our heads", in the sense of sltulls and brains. Introspective know- 
ledge is knowledge of mental facts, not knowledge of neurophysiological 
facts. The sensation of green which we Itnow we're having wouldn't be 
found inside the system nor would the thought "today is Friday" which 
we know that thinking. In our case, only a working living brain would be 
found, and neurophysiological, electsochemical processes going on. Now, 
that's not what introspectioil gives us (at  least in my own case introspection 
gives me my mental life). And the same way we don't find that sensation 
of green or the thought that p inside the system we won't find introspective 
thoughts such as "I know that I think that p". The whole situation must 
be conceived in terms of content or representation. 
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Dretske has a suggestion to make: introspection is not some kind of 
perception of one's own mental states20 but rather awareness of facts, ltno- 
wing that, conceptually coming to ltnow via indirect perception. Conceptually 
coming to know should be coinpared to the following situation: someone 
weighs himself and looking a t  the scale comes to know not only that there 
is a silver scale in front of his eyes but also a fact about himself, that he 
weighs X. Defending that introspection is knowledge of facts is admitting 
that the situation is more similar to coming to ltnow, being irrformed, that 
we have some disease than to directly feeling that disease (unlilte what an 
inner sense theory would lead us to think). Far from being the very para- 
digm of consciousness, introspection is just a case where a mind concept- 
ually represents itself as representing, something obviously not all minds 
do (small children and animals don't)". 

The representational theory of coilsciouslless Dretslte puts forward thus 
iilvolves an important difference between introspection and conscious states 
in general. Interestingly, what Dretske says about introspection coines very 
close to the way Dennett conceives what he generally calls consciousness. 
Restricting conceptual awareness to introspection, Dreske may admit that 
consciousness in general, what it is like for a creature to be aware of, does 
not have to be that explicit know-that Dennett thinks it must be. On the 
other hand, Dretslte calls for something else in the theory of consciousness, 
some account of that ltii~d of ntuareness that is in no way identifiable with 
the conceptual awareness that according to Dennett siinply is the whole 
of conciousness. An example: let's think about a situation where a child, 
who cannot yet count, visually perceives, in succession, seven fingers and 
then eight fingers. The example is parallel to those Dennett evoltes when 
he is spealting about qualia and wanting to d o  away with the "imaginary 
differences" involved (i.e. when he wants to conclude that differences that 
do not make a difference do not exist, and so that there are 110 qtinlin). 
The difference is that for Dretske differences in awareness, even if the 
subject is not aware of them, do exist: "the experience of eight objects and 
the experience of seven objects are different conscious experiences, not be- 

"' One of the arguments for that is the fact that introspection does not have its own 
phenoinenology, besides the phenomenology of sensory modalities. 

" *The fact that experiences are identified and individuated by their relational properties 
(what thcy have the systemic function of indicating=what they represent-S) does not 
preventthe pcrson in whom thcy occur from knowing what kind of experience he or  she 
is having. You are in a better position than I to know what is going on in your mind - 
what sensations you are experiencing -even though what is going on in your mind is not 
in your headn (DRETSKE 1995: 124). 
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cause one is aware that they differ, but because these experiences make one 
aware o f  different things -eight objects in the one case seven in the other"". 
Admitting non epistemic perception means that we accept that being aware 
o f  F does not necessarily involve being aware o f  F as an F (being aware 
o f  seven fingers or eight fingers isn't necessarily being aware o f  them as 
seven fingers and as eight fingers, visually perceiving an apple isn't necessa- 
rily perceiving the apple as an apple). It is perfectly possible that a creature 
is aware o f  something and not aware that it is aware ( o f  anything) or aware 
o f  what exactly it is that it is aware o f .  The  main argument for a first order 
representational theory o f  consciousness is this: i f  there can be conscious 
differences in the experience o f  a creature, differences the creature is not 
aware o f ,  then it cannot be the creature's awareness o f  its own  mental states 
that makes them conscious states. N o t  all awareness is knowing-that; this 
is what allows for the existence o f  differences in conscious states not 
explicitly conceived o f  by the global system, that is, the creature. 

6. Conclusion 

T o  s ~ l m  up: I think that what colnes out o f  the comparison between Den- 
nett and Dretske is a point about the i~nportance o f  conceptual awareness, 
awareness o f  facts, in the explanation o f  consciousness. Dennett's theory 
o f  qunlio makes it plain that for him awareness o f  facts is what counts i f  
we're going t o  get it straight about consciousness: for Dennett, consciousness 
is t o  be defined so as t o  make it impossible t o  conceive o f  such a thing 
as non episteinic consciousness. Therefore, Dennett is compelled t o  identify 
as consciousness only those cases when a cognitive system is disposed t o  
state-that (that's w h y  he quines qzinlia and wonies about what t o  say about 
babies and aniinals -eventually deciding that they are not coiiscious). 

But to  think that consciousness has to  be epistemic perception is the 
intellectualist bias o f  Dennett's theory. W h y  bias? Because i f  all consciousness 
is epistelnic perception that which is known ('epistemically perceived') has 
t o  be known by a subject, a unified and self-conscious entity. Now,  that 
is not what an externalist theory would lead us t o  think it is there fist when 
we think o f  mind. W h a t  does someone like Dretske -who shares Dennett's 
externalism but considers Dennett's theory o f  qzmlin, his first person 
operationalism, as cartesian- propose.instead? Dretske must admit and try 

' l  DRETSICE 1995:116. 

205 AGORA (2002). Vol. 21. no 2: 193-208 



Sofia Miquens Oualia or non eoisternic oerceotion: D. Dennet's.. 

to explain the nature of what Dennett rejects as the "bizarre category of 
the objectively subjective", that the subject could not declare or assert. And 
that Dretslte calls non epistemic perception. Non epistemic perception will 
then be explained by means of the representational nature of conscious 
states, whereas fact awareness, epistelnic awareness, will be restricted to 
a particular kind of consciousness: introspection. Only in introspection 
must there be self-consciousness, in the (restricted) sense of mental states 
which have other rnental states as their objects. Even those are not expe- 
riences: it takes no inore than beliefs to account for that kind of conscious- 
ness. Besides, when there is introspection, i.e. a situation in which there 
are creatures who know what they think, there definitely exists something 
that must be learned, something one year old children and animals are not 
in any way aware of, and in the case of animals will never be: the fact that 
they think. As Dretske would put it, that's exactly what is to be expected 
of an externalist theory of mind. 

The argument by which Dretslte restricts the scope of higher-order the- 
ories to introspection seems convincing. But one cannot help noticing that 
another problem comes up here, and I want to end by pointing it out. From 
the moment we accept the division of labour Dretske suggests, the next 
thing to do, in the theory of mind, is not a theory of the s~tbject hut a theory 
of 'the world', a theory of properties, so to speakz3. But if that is the task, 
just how far does the line of argument we've followed, a line of argument 
that has come t o  urge us to pass the theoretical task from a theory of mind 
to a theory of properties, has to commit us to 'a ready made ontology', 
to a view of the world as a world whose properties are what they are inde- 
pendently of the cognitive systems that represent them? That is not a 
decisioli to be taken lightly, especially because i f  that's what we are 
coinn~itted to we might have to consider again the precedence of a theory 
of content or representation in respect to a theory of consciousness (this 
is something all representational theories of mind are committed to) and 
also a fundalnental element of Dennett's theory of qzralin I haven't men- 
tioned. This is the point: elitninating qzralin isn't just eliminating epistemic 
evidence in self-awareness. It is also eliminating the ready-made character 
of the perceived world. In fact, what Dennett does best in is theory of 
content is t o  argue that, froin the moment there is mind, things do not work 

" "If, in accordance with the Representational Thesis, we think of all mental facts as 
representational facts, the quality of experience, hou) things seem to us at the sensory level, 
is consritued by the properties things are represented as having" (DRETSKE 1995: 1). 
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that way, in terms of ready made properties and realism. From the moment 
there is mind in the world what comes to be is the possibility of non 
alignment between awareness and the nature of that which is perceived. 
And that, I think, has to be taken into consideration by any theory of non 
epistemic per~eption'~. 
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