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Abstract: It is often claimed that the phenomenal character of visual experience is ‘transparent’ in that the phenomenal features of visual experience do not seem ‘mental’.  It is then claimed that this transparency speaks in favour of some theories of experience while speaking against others. In this paper, I advance both a negative and a positive thesis about transparency: My negative thesis is that visual phenomenal character is reticent in that it does not reveal whether it is mental or non-mental in nature.  This, in turn, means that, by itself, transparency does not speak in favour of (and against) the theories it is often thought to speak in favour of (and against).  My positive thesis is that the phenomenon referred to as the ‘transparency’ of visual phenomenal character is best characterized in spatial, not mental, terms.  
Introduction

Visual experiences (and other perceptual experiences) have a felt character.  Visual experiences seem a certain way—there is something ‘that it is like’ to have them.
  Let’s call this aspect of a visual experience its ‘phenomenal character’. Many theories of experience equate the phenomenal character of a visual experience with broadly ‘mentalistic’ features (in the sense that they identify phenomenal character with mind-dependent features).  For example, some theories equate a visual experience’s phenomenal character with intrinsic features of that experience, some equate it with features of a sense datum, and some equate it with mental paint—the features of an experience that determine its representational content but which are not, themselves, represented by that experience.  

It has been suggested that, by itself, the phenomenal character of visual experience can speak against some (and maybe even all) of these mentalistic accounts of experience.  It has been claimed that the phenomenal character of visual experience is ‘transparent’—that visual phenomenal features do not seem mentalistic in nature. ‘Try as hard as you can to find something that seems mentalistic in the phenomenal character of your visual experience of a tomato’, it is said, ‘all you will find are phenomenal features which seem like they are features of the physical tomato’.  Interpreted in this general way, transparency speaks against all mentalistic accounts of experience (and in favour of all non-mentalistic accounts of experience).  To be clear, it is possible to interpret transparency more narrowly so that it speaks against just some mentalistic accounts of experience and not against others.  We might maintain, for example, that phenomenal character ‘doesn’t seem mental’ not in the general sense of not seeming mind-dependent, but rather in the more specific sense of not seeming like a particular kind of mind-dependent feature—e.g. not seeming like an intrinsic feature of experience.  Under a narrower reading of transparency, transparency might speak against some mentalistic accounts of experience but not others.

‘Representationalism’ (also sometimes called ‘Intentionalism’) is a theory of experience that is widely thought to be in a position to benefit from an appeal to transparency: A Representationalist maintains that the phenomenal character of a visual experience is determined by the representational claims that experience makes.  If she wishes to, a Representationalist can posit that these representational claims are about physical objects and properties in the surrounding environment.  This, in turn, puts a Representationalist in a position to maintain that visual phenomenal character is neither a form of ‘mental paint’ nor in any other way ‘mentalistic’ and, thus, puts her in a position to accommodate the transparency of visual phenomenal character (as explicated above).
  

For this reason, it is not surprising to find that discussions of transparency are often deeply intertwined with discussions of Representationalism.  Closer examination, however, reveals that the connection between transparency and Representationalism is not as straightforward as it initially appears: Harman [1990], for instance, is a Representationalist who seems to think that the transparency of visual phenomenal character speaks against the sense-datum theory, while Tye [2000], also a Representationalist, thinks that transparency does not speak against the sense-datum theory.  So who is right, Harman or Tye?  Suppose a Representationalist maintained that visual phenomenal character was determined by representational claims about sense data.  Would such a theorist run afoul of transparency?  How about if a Representationalist maintained that visual phenomenal character was determined by representational claims about non-physical properties of experience?  Would such a Representationalist run afoul of transparency?  What if a Representationalist maintained that visual phenomenal character was determined by representational claims about neural properties?  Does the transparency of visual phenomenal character speak in favour of all versions of Representationalism, or just in favour of some?  The answers to these questions are far from obvious—although many think that there is some sense in which visual phenomenal character is transparent, there is serious confusion about what this phenomenal fact actually shows us about the metaphysical nature of experience.

I think that much of this confusion is the result of over-interpreting the phenomenal character of visual experience.  Indeed, I will argue that when it is properly characterized, the phenomenal character of visual experience speaks in favour of (and against) hardly any extant theory of experience—in short, I will argue that visual phenomenal character does not reveal much about the metaphysical nature of experience.  

But before undertaking this project, I need to comment about the nature of introspection and the role that an appeal to transparency can play in an argument for or against a given theory of experience.  In this paper, I will spend a considerable amount of time appealing to what I take to be ‘the facts’ about visual phenomenal character—i.e. ‘the facts’ about how visual experience seems.  But how do we find out how our experiences seem?  There is currently some disagreement about how we learn about the phenomenal characters of our experiences: According to one school of thought, an act of introspection makes us directly aware of how an experience seems—introspection makes us directly aware of phenomenal character.  According to a more recent competing school of thought, however, introspection makes us directly aware of something else (something other than the experience itself) and, in virtue of being aware of this other thing, we thereby come to learn about how our experience seems.  Michael Tye, for instance, claims
:

We attend to one thing—the external surfaces and qualities—and yet thereby we are aware of something else, the ‘feel’ of our experience. [2000: 51-2]


Under this alternative account, we learn how our visual experiences seem (i.e. we learn about their phenomenal characters) by first learning how other things—according to Tye, external surfaces and qualities—seem.
  As Tye points out, a sense-datum theorist could also run this account of introspection.  A sense-datum theorist could maintain that we learn how our experiences seem to be by first learning how other things—in this case, sense data—seem.  


For expositional purposes, I will follow the first school of thought on introspection—I will assume that an act of introspection makes us directly aware of the phenomenal character of our experiences (i.e. it makes us directly aware of how experience seems).  My reason for following the first school of thought is this: It is hard to motivate the second school of thought without already making some assumptions about the nature of transparency—assumptions that I do not wish to make prior to my investigation.  In particular, the second school comes close to presupposing that the stuff that introspection makes us directly aware of seems to be something other than intrinsic features of experience
 and this is a question about transparency that I do not want to prejudge in advance of my investigation.


Now let’s consider how an appeal to transparency can be used in an argument in favour or against a given theory of experience. I would like to distinguish between two options. Option 1: One could argue that a theory of experience is to be accepted or rejected simply in terms of its ability to accommodate the phenomenal fact of transparency.  For example, if transparency were best explicated in terms of phenomenal character seeming non-mental, then a theory of experience is to be accepted if it can accommodate this phenomenal fact and rejected if it cannot.  To be clear, it is possible that a mentalistic theory of experience could accommodate transparency (given the above interpretation of transparency) if it can explain why phenomenal character that, in fact, is mental seems non-mental.  

Option 2: Alternatively, one could argue that a theory of experience is to be accepted or rejected in terms of its ability to accommodate the phenomenal fact of transparency in a way that does not make phenomenal character misleading.
  To return to the previous example, if transparency is best explicated in terms of phenomenal character seeming non-mental, then transparency would speak against mentalistic theories of experience under option 2, for even if these theories can explain why something that is, in fact, mind-dependent seems non-mental, they cannot do so in a way that does not make phenomenal character misleading—for although phenomenal character seems one way (non-mental) it is another way (mental) and, in that sense, it is misleading.


For expositional purposes, I am going to treat arguments that appeal to transparency along the lines of option 1.  In developing my negative and positive theses about transparency, I will assume that the challenge facing theories of experience is merely to accommodate transparency (as opposed to accommodating transparency in a way that does not make phenomenal character misleading).  At the conclusion of the paper I will note the implications of my account of transparency for arguments that appeal to transparency along the lines of option 2.

1. Some pre-existing descriptions of transparency

Let’s examine some of the descriptions of transparency tendered in the recent literature.  Perhaps the most influential (contemporary) description of transparency is found in Gilbert Harman’s ‘The Intrinsic Quality of Experience’.
  In the following passage from that paper, Harman appeals to transparency to undermine the claim that introspection reveals the intrinsic properties of a visual experience that, while not being represented by that experience, determine its representational content.  Harman calls these intrinsic properties the ‘mental paint’ of an experience.  He presents his case against introspective awareness of mental paint by considering Eloise, a normal perceiver who is visually experiencing a tree
:
Some sense datum theorists will object that Eloise is indeed aware of the relevant mental paint when she is aware of an arrangement of color, because these sense datum theorists assert that the color she is aware of is inner and mental and not a property of external objects.  But, this sense datum claim is counter to ordinary visual experience.  When Eloise sees a tree before her, the colors she experiences are all experienced as features of the tree and its surroundings.  None of them are experienced as intrinsic features of her experience.  Nor does she experience any features of anything as intrinsic features of her experience.  And that is true of you too.  There is nothing special about Eloise’s visual experience.  When you see a tree, you do not experience any features as intrinsic features of your experience.  Look at a tree and try to turn your attention to intrinsic features of your visual experience.  I predict that you will find that the only features there to turn your attention to will be features of the tree, including relational features of the tree ‘from here’. [1990: 39]

The work of Michael Tye contains several descriptions of the phenomenon of transparency.  For example, in Consciousness, Color, and Content, when discussing the surfaces of visually perceived objects, Tye says that—

None of the qualities of which you are directly aware in seeing the various surfaces look to you to be qualities of your experience. [2000: 46]


Amy Kind offers the following analogy for understanding transparency: 

Experience is said to be transparent in the sense that we ‘see’ right through it to the object of that experience, analogously to the way we see through a pane of glass to whatever is on the other side of it.  [2003: 226]

And in ‘The Transparency of Experience’, when discussing a case of visually examining a lavender bush in his yard, Michael Martin claims that: 

When my attention is directed at the world, the lavender bush and its features occupy centre stage.  It is also notable that when my attention is turned inward instead to my experience, the bush is not replaced by some other entity belonging to the inner realm of the mind in contrast to the dilapidated street in which I live.  [2002: 380]


These passages do a nice job of showing the difficulty of nailing down a precise account of transparency: They contain good examples of (and important insights into) the transparency of visual phenomenal character; taken together, however, they do not point to an unequivocal characterization of this phenomenon.  Is transparency best described in terms of a failure to find anything that seems mind-dependent within visual phenomenal character? Is it best described in terms of a failure to find any phenomenal qualities that seem to be intrinsic qualities of experience?  In terms of a failure to find anything that seems to be in the inner realm?  In terms of a failure to find anything that seems like mental paint?  What, exactly, is the contrast between transparent and non-transparent phenomenal character?  What would it be like for a phenomenal feature to seem mind-dependent?  What would it be like for a phenomenal feature to seem like an intrinsic quality of experience? What would it be like to experience a sense-datum?  What would make a phenomenal feature seem inner? Is a phenomenal feature’s seeming inner different from its seeming intrinsic to experience or its seeming mind-dependent?  What would it be like to experience mental paint?  Which, of any of these, is relevant to understanding transparency?

I think that philosophers who point to the transparency of visual phenomenal character are (more or less) pointing to a single genuine phenomenon. I will advance both a negative hypothesis and a positive hypothesis about this phenomenon: My negative thesis will be that the transparency of the phenomenal character of visual experience does not, by itself, speak against all or some mentalistic theories of experience while speaking in favour of some version of Representationalism.
  More specifically, I will argue that visual phenomenal character is reticent in a way that prevents it from speaking in favour of some version of Representationalism and against various mentalistic theories.  My positive thesis will be that the phenomenon known as the transparency of visual phenomenal character is not best characterized using mentalistic vocabulary (e.g. ‘mental’, ‘non-mental’, ‘intrinsic feature of experience’ etc.); rather, it is best characterized in spatial terms.

2. Restricting the scope of transparency

I need to perform some additional ground clearing before developing my hypotheses about transparency.  There is a tendency for philosophical theorizing about perception to be dominated by theorizing about a particular species of perception—vision.  This holds true for the case of theorizing about perceptual transparency—by and large, discussions of perceptual transparency focus exclusively on the transparency of the phenomenal character of visual experience.
 I will follow this trend—my investigation of perceptual transparency will focus solely on visual experience.  

It is not obvious that the phenomenal characters of all visual experiences are transparent.  For example, you might think that the phenomenal characters of certain unusual visual experiences—e.g. pressure phosphene experiences—are not transparent.
  It is also questionable whether every phenomenal feature within a normal visual experience is a transparent phenomenal feature.  For example, you might think that some of the features that constitute the phenomenal differences between visual and tactile experiences prevent our visual experiences from being completely transparent.

It is difficult to assess these reservations about the scope of transparency without having a clearer idea about what transparency really amounts to.  In order to make my investigation of transparency as uncontroversial as possible, I will restrict the scope of transparency to cover just those phenomenal features that individuate the phenomenal characters of normal visual experiences relative to other normal visual experiences.
  Hence, I will not conduct my investigation of transparency by examining either the phenomenal features that separate visual experiences from other kinds of perceptual experiences or the phenomenal features in pressure phosphene experiences or other unusual visual experiences.  As we have just seen, these phenomenal features are, at best, controversially transparent.  Instead, I will focus on the phenomenal features that constitute the phenomenal differences between normal visual experiences—I will treat the transparency of the phenomenal character of visual experience as being a thesis about this set of visual phenomenal features.  

3. Connections between transparency and Representationalism
In this section, I will sketch the Representationalist position and some of the variations within this position.  I will use this sketch, in turn, to generate two possible interpretations of transparency that speak in favour of some version of Representationalism.  (In section 4, I will show that neither of these interpretations of transparency is ultimately satisfying—they both miss the fact that visual phenomenal character is silent about whether it is mentalistic or non-mentalistic in nature.)

In its most general form, the Representationalist thesis states that phenomenal differences between experiences within a perceptual modality supervene upon differences in the representational contents of those experiences.
  There are plenty of variations possible within the Representationalist camp; with respect to the issue of transparency, one of the most important distinctions between Representationalists has to do with the content of the relevant representational claims.
  In the case of visual experiences, many Representationalists maintain that the relevant representational claims are about physical objects (and their properties) in the surrounding environment (including claims about how those objects are situated relative to the perceiver).  Call this specific Representationalist thesis, as applied to visual experiences, ‘Environmental Representationalism’.  It is important to note that there is nothing inherent in the Representationalist thesis that mandates that Representationalists must be Environmental Representationalists
; there is nothing to stop a ‘Mentalistic Representationalist’ from maintaining that the relevant representational claims are about sense data, or about a mind-dependent visual field, or even about intrinsic features of the experience itself.


Different interpretations of transparency can speak in favour of some versions of Representationalism while not speaking in favour of other versions.  If, for example, we interpret transparency in terms of the relevant visual phenomenal features seeming like physical features of objects in the surrounding environment, then transparency would speak in favour of Environmental Representationalism but against versions of Mentalistic Representationalism.  If, however, we interpret transparency in terms of the relevant visual phenomenal features seeming like represented features (as opposed to seeming like features that are involved in the representing of some state of affairs while not themselves being represented), then transparency would speak in favour of all versions of Representationalism.  In section 4, I will show that neither of these interpretations is ultimately satisfying—I will argue that visual phenomenal character does not reveal much about its own metaphysical status and that this prevents it from speaking, by itself, in favour of either Environmental Representationalism or Representationalism more generally. 

4. How much of the metaphysical nature of visual experience is revealed by its phenomenal character?
In the previous section, we saw that different interpretations of transparency are capable of speaking in favour of different versions of Representationalism.  More specifically, I gave an interpretation of transparency that speaks in favour of Environmental Representationalism and one that speaks in favour of Representationalism more generally.  In this section, I will argue that neither of these interpretations is satisfying; I will argue that visual phenomenal character is reticent in that it does not reveal much about the metaphysical status of experience. 
A.  By itself, visual phenomenal character does not tell us whether its phenomenal features are mental or non-mental in nature 

Consider the following interpretation of transparency: To say that visual phenomenal character is transparent is to say that the relevant phenomenal features—those separating normal visual experiences from one another—do not seem mental (in the sense that they do not seem mind-dependent).  (Recall that we could treat their not seeming mental in the more specific sense of not seeming like a particular kind of mind-dependent feature.  For instance, we could say that visual phenomenal character is transparent insofar as the relevant set of phenomenal features does not seem intrinsic to experience, or insofar as they do not seem like features of sense data, etc.  For simplicity, I’ll stick with the more general reading of ‘does not seem mental’ where it means ‘does not seem mind-dependent’.)  

I think that this general interpretation of transparency is true but misleading (and I think the same is true of the more specific versions of it).  Here’s why: It is tempting to think that if the relevant visual phenomenal features do not seem mental, then they must seem non-mental, and, thus, that transparency speaks in favour of a theory—like Environmental Representationalism—that identifies visual phenomenal features with something non-mental (e.g. physical features of objects in the surrounding environment).  But there is a lacuna in this line of reasoning:  Simply because the relevant visual phenomenal features do not seem mental, it does not follow that they must seem non-mental. It is possible, instead, that visual phenomenal features do not seem mental AND that they do not seem non-mental; it is possible that how visual phenomenal features seem is silent on whether they are mental or not.

Allow me to expand on this point:  Either visual phenomenal features are mental or they are not mental (in the general sense of ‘mental’—i.e. either they are mind-dependent or they are mind-independent).  But must there be something about how visual phenomenal features seem that reveals whether they are mental or non-mental?  Some have argued that the intrinsic natures of phenomenal features are fully revealed by a given visual experience.  Borrowing some terminology from Mark Johnston [1997], let’s call this idea ‘Revelation’.  If Revelation is true, then visual phenomenal features have to either seem mental or seem non-mental (because they either are mental or are non-mental).  So, given Revelation, if they do not seem mental, that’s reason to believe that they are non-mental.  And this, in turn, would support a position like Environmental Representationalism that identifies visual phenomenal features with something non-mental.

But if we deny Revelation, we reject the claim that the intrinsic nature of visual phenomenal features must be fully revealed within visual experience.  This, in turn, means that we can deny that visual phenomenal features must either seem mental or seem non-mental—perhaps their status as mental or non-mental is a feature of their intrinsic nature NOT revealed within visual experience.  If this were the case, then we could acknowledge that visual phenomenal features do not seem mental while rejecting the claim that they seem non-mental.  To put it another way, visual phenomenal character not seeming mental need not be evidence against mentalistic theories and in favour of non-mentalistic theories if, in addition to not seeming mental, visual phenomenal character also does not seem non-mental.
I reject Revelation.  Furthermore, I think that one of features of the intrinsic nature of visual phenomenal features not revealed within visual experience is whether they are mental or non-mental in nature.
  In what follows, I will argue that visual phenomenal character is ‘reticent’ in this regard.

It’s a little weird to try to argue that visual phenomenal character seems one way (e.g. reticent) rather than some other way (e.g. mentalistic or non-mentalistic).  As Martin [2002] puts the point—‘How can there be a debate about perceptual appearances, about how things seem to one?’ [376, my emphasis].  If visual phenomenal character really seems a particular way, then shouldn’t it be obvious that it seems that way?  And if it’s not obvious, how should we go about trying to convince our interlocutor that visual phenomenal character is the way we say it is?  In what follows, I will argue that most of us at least implicitly acknowledge that visual phenomenal character is reticent on whether the relevant visual phenomenal features are mental or non-mental in nature.  I will make this point by testing your intuitions about what steps certain theories of visual experience have to take in order to accommodate the transparency of visual phenomenal character.  

For starters, consider the following ‘projectivist’ theory of phenomenal character. Under this account, some of the (intrinsic) qualities of visual experience are projected onto the surfaces of objects in the surrounding environment and thereby experienced as being qualities of these surfaces.
 (For examples of projectivist theories developed roughly along these lines, see Baldwin 1992; Robinson 1998; Perkins 1983.
) According to the projectivist, some of the phenomenal features of experience (the standard examples are the phenomenal colours) are intrinsic qualities of experience, but these features are ‘misplaced’ in that they are experienced as qualifying the surfaces of objects in the surrounding environment.

Suppose, for sake of argument, that such a position is coherent.
 Now consider the following question: Does the projectivist have to do anything else (in addition to claiming that visual phenomenal features seem to be located in the surrounding environment) to accommodate the transparency of visual phenomenal character? Does she have to also posit that these phenomenal features seem non-mental?  The answer, I think, is no: It seems to me that the projectivist needs to do nothing more than maintain that these intrinsic features of experience are experienced as being in the surrounding environment to avoid running afoul of transparency—there is no need to also maintain that these features seem non-mental.

The lesson that this discussion of projectivism imparts is that, by itself, visual phenomenal character does not tell us whether the relevant phenomenal features are physical features of objects in the surrounding environment or if they are intrinsic features of experience that are projected onto those objects.  While visual phenomenal character makes a claim about where the relevant phenomenal features are located, it seems to make no claim about whether these phenomenal features are mental or non-mental in their nature.

We can reach a similar conclusion through a different route.  This time, consider the sense-datum theory espoused by Frank Jackson in Perception [1977].  Unlike other sense-datum theorists, Jackson maintains that sense data are, at least in many cases, located in physical space with physical objects.  A pain, for example, is a mind-dependent entity that, at least in normal cases, is located in some part of your physical body—say your leg.  Similarly, visual sense data are mind-dependent entities that are located in the surrounding environment (and not in a private mental space that is distinct from that environment).

Now consider the following question: To accommodate transparency, does a theory like Jackson’s have to claim that visual phenomenal features (or the objects they appear to qualify) seem mind-independent? Or is it enough to claim that these features seem to be located in the surrounding environment?  I think that there is no need for someone like Jackson (or at least the Jackson of 1977) to make these extra stipulations to accommodate the transparency of visual phenomenal character.  By itself, visual phenomenal character does not tell you if the relevant phenomenal features are features of physical objects located in the surrounding environment or if they are features of sense data located in the surrounding environment.  


These reflections on projectivism and Jackson’s sense-datum theory suggest that visual phenomenal character is reticent with respect to the question of whether the relevant phenomenal features are mentalistic or non-mentalistic in nature.  This fact, in turn, has important repercussions for the relationship between transparency and Environmental Representationalism: Although the relevant phenomenal features of my visual experiences do not seem mental, this does NOT mean that they seem non-mental and, thus, it does NOT mean that, by itself, visual phenomenal character speaks in favour of Environmental Representationalism and against mentalistic accounts of experience.  If the phenomenal character of visual experience is silent on whether it is mental or non-mental in nature, then, by itself, it cannot speak against or in favour of any theory that identifies it with something mental or non-mental.  If visual phenomenal character is silent on whether it is mental or non-mental in nature, then, by itself, it is silent on whether mentalistic accounts (e.g. the sense-datum account, projectivism, etc.) or non-mentalistic accounts (e.g. Environmental Representationalism) are superior as theories of experience.
My claim that visual phenomenal character is reticent on the question of the mentalistic/non-mentalistic status of its phenomenal features must resist challenges from those who think that the relevant phenomenal features seem non-mental as well as from those who think that the relevant visual phenomenal features seem mental.  Up to this point, I have focused on the question of whether visual phenomenal character seems non-mental in a way that is difficult for mentalistic theories like projectivism or Jackson’s sense-datum theory to accommodate.  I argued that it does not.  Now I will briefly turn to the other side of the challenge—does visual phenomenal character seem mental?  
Amy Kind [2003] suggests that it though it may be difficult to attend directly to our visual experiences, it may not be impossible to do so.  Analogously, one might be tempted to say that though it may be difficult to find a phenomenal feature of visual experience that seems mentalistic, it may not be impossible to do so.  There are far too many purported examples of experiences that seem mentalistic to discuss them all, so I’ll restrict my attention to a particularly popular case.  

Perhaps the strongest examples of visual phenomenal features seeming mental (under some reading of ‘mental’) involve abnormal visual experiences such as afterimage and phosphene experiences.  Since I have restricted the scope of transparency to include just those phenomenal features of visual experience that separate a normal visual experience from other normal visual experiences, I don’t have to address the phenomenal character of afterimages, phosphenes, and the like as counter-examples to my thesis.  That said, I suspect that when people claim that the phenomenal characters of, say, their afterimage experiences ‘seem mental’, what they are actually doing is: 1) introspectively noting that the phenomenal characters of these experiences seem weird and unusual in certain ways, and then 2) concluding that since these phenomenal characters seem weird and unusual in these ways they must, in fact, be mental in nature.
  Notice, however, that if this is what is going on, then, by themselves, the phenomenal characters our afterimage experiences do not really seem mental.  Rather, they seem some other way and on the basis of their seeming this other way it is concluded (perhaps not explicitly) that they must be mental in nature.  Hence, even in the abnormal cases visual phenomenal character could still be reticent on whether its phenomenal features are mental or non-mental in nature.


In summary, although visual phenomenal features do not seem mental, this fact does not speak in favour of non-mentalistic theories of experience and against mentalistic theories of experience.  The reason why is that in addition to not seeming mental, visual phenomenal character also does not seem non-mental.  In this way, then, it can be misleading to characterize transparency using mentalistic vocabulary, for doing so can imply that transparency speaks against certain (or all) mentalistic theories of experience and in favour of non-mentalistic theories of experience.

B. By itself, visual phenomenal character does not tell us whether it is a representational report or not 

In this section, I will consider another way of interpreting transparency so that it speaks in favour of Representationalism.  For the record, I do not think this interpretation of transparency is as popular as the one I discussed in section 4.A., but I do think it is lurking around in some of the discussions of transparency and Representationalism and is worth making explicit.   Under this alternative approach, the idea is to interpret transparency in terms of visual phenomenal character seeming like a representational report.  Under this approach, the phenomenal character of a visual experience of a tomato is ‘transparent’ insofar at it seems like a representational claim—a claim about the tomato (or something else) having certain features.  

It is important to realize that saying that visual phenomenal character seems like a representational report does not necessarily commit one to a belief theory of experience such as the theories developed by Armstrong [1961] and Pitcher [1971].  One can, for instance, maintain that visual experience carries a ‘non-conceptual’ representational content and, thus, that visual experiences are a form of representational state that differs from belief.
  One could also maintain that visual experience carries a ‘conceptual content’ but still differs from belief in that this content is entertained in a different ‘mode’—perhaps actively as opposed to passively.
 

Under this interpretation, the phenomenon of transparency speaks in favour of Representationalism as a general thesis, and not in favour of some versions of Representationalism—e.g. Environmental Representationalism—and against others—e.g. mentalistic forms of Representationalism.  Why?  Because there is nothing in transparency, interpreted in this way, about visual phenomenal features seeming mental or seeming non-mental—rather, there is just the assertion that they seem like representational reports.  

But what does it mean to say that visual phenomenal character seems like a representational report?  How else might it seem?  One possibility is that visual phenomenal character might seem like a form of bare thing-awareness—the phenomenal character of our visual experience might seem like it consists of an awareness of a thing (e.g. a physical object, a sense datum, an experience, etc.) without an awareness of that thing as being a certain way.  Another possibility is that visual phenomenal character might seem like a form of bare property-awareness—the phenomenal character of visual experience might seem like it consists of an awareness of certain properties without an awareness of those properties as qualifying something. 
As several philosophers have recently pointed out [Byrne 2001; Thau 2002], we need something more than just bare thing-awareness to explain the phenomenal similarities and differences between visual experiences. To explain the phenomenal difference between a visual experience of a red apple and one of a green apple, for example, we need to posit more than just a bare thing-awareness of a red apple (or of a red apple-experience, or of a red apple sense datum, etc.).  We need an awareness of this apple (experience, sense datum, etc.) as phenomenally red.  The phenomenal character of a visual experience constitutes how that experience seems, and to account for differences in how our visual experiences seem we need something more than just bare thing-awareness—we need an awareness of something as being a certain way.  Hence, it seems that visual phenomenal character itself speaks against equating phenomenal character with a form of bare thing-awareness. 

What about bare property-awareness?  The phenomenal character of most our visual experiences does not seem like it consists of a form of bare property-awareness.  My visual experience of a red apple, for instance, does not seem to consist of an awareness of phenomenal redness without an awareness of this property as qualifying something.  On the contrary, the phenomenal redness seems to qualify ‘the apple’.
  It might be objected that in at least some cases of visual experiences, we seem to have bare property-awareness.  The experience of looking at a perfectly blue sky, for instance, seems to involve a phenomenal colour—phenomenal blueness—in absence of that phenomenal colour seeming to qualify an object or even a surface (it is not as if we experience the sky as being a surface that is located a determinate distance above our heads).  Notice, however, that we still experience this phenomenal blueness as qualifying a volume of space.
  Hence, we still experience the phenomenal blueness as qualifying something—namely, a volume of space.  Thus, upon closer examination we see that this experience is not an example of our having bare thing-awareness of some phenomenal feature.  


Let’s review:  Visual phenomenal character does not seem like it consists of bare thing-awareness or bare property-awareness; rather, visual phenomenal character seems like it consists of an awareness of something (be it a physical object, sense datum, experience, volume of space, etc.) as having some feature.  But does this phenomenological fact speak exclusively in favour of Representationalism (considered as a general thesis)?  Does this amount to saying that visual phenomenal character seems like a representational report?

The answer is no.  It is true that the relevant visual phenomenal features seem like they are features of something.  The problem, however, is that equating visual phenomenal features with represented features is not the only way to accommodate this phenomenological fact.  Consider, for example, an account that posits that the phenomenal character of our veridical visual experiences is the result of our being directly acquainted with certain states of affairs, where ‘acquaintance’ is defined in such a way as to exclude it as being a form of representational awareness.
  Under this account, the relevant visual phenomenal features would still seem to be features of something (e.g. features of a physical object, of an experience, of a sense datum, of a volume, etc.) despite the fact these features were not being represented as features of that thing.
  Hence, simply from the fact that visual phenomenal character seems to involve our being aware of something as having some feature, it does not follow that this form of awareness must be representational in nature; the fact that visual phenomenal character does not seem like it consists of a bare thing-awareness or a bare property-awareness does not speak exclusively in favour of Representationalism (as a general thesis).

In summary: We have seen that visual phenomenal character is reticent in a way that prevents it from speaking in favour of Representationalism (or some version of Representationalism) and against theories like projectivism, Jackson’s version of the sense-datum theory, and acquaintance theories of experience.  It’s true that visual phenomenal character does not seem mental, but this fact does not speak against mentalistic theories of experience because visual phenomenal character also does not seem non-mental.  And it’s also true that visual phenomenal character seems to consist of an awareness of something as being a certain way, but this fact does not exclusively speak in favour of Representationalism (as a general thesis) because visual phenomenal character is reticent on whether it involves a representational report or an acquaintance with a state of affairs.  (To be clear, it does seem that visual phenomenal character speaks against accounts that identify it with a form of bare thing-awareness or bare property-awareness.)  In short, attempts to interpret the transparency of visual phenomenal character in a way so that, by itself, it speaks in favour of some version(s) of Representationalism typically end up over-interpreting the phenomenal character of our visual experiences.  

5. The spatial interpretation of transparency
A. Introduction to the spatial interpretation

I think that philosophers who point to the so-called ‘transparency’ of the phenomenal character of visual experience are, by and large, pointing to a genuine phenomenon.  As we have seen, however, characterizations of this phenomenon are easily tainted by the desire to have transparency speak in favour of some form (or maybe all forms) of Representationalism and speak against some of the competitors of this theory.  In this section, I will give a description of this phenomenon that does not commit this mistake.

In section 4.A., we saw that a projectivist can accommodate transparency (despite positing that phenomenal features are intrinsic features of experiences) by maintaining that phenomenal features are experienced as being located in the surrounding environment.  We also saw that a sense-datum account like Jackson’s can accommodate transparency (despite positing that phenomenal features are features of sense data) by maintaining that phenomenal features are experienced as being located in the surrounding environment.  The lesson I draw from these cases is that what really matters about transparency is the experienced location of the relevant visual phenomenal features.  Under what I will dub ‘the spatial interpretation of transparency’, the phenomenon of transparency is explicated solely in terms of the experienced location of the relevant visual phenomenal features (and not in terms of whether they are mental or non-mental in nature).  According to this interpretation, to say that visual phenomenal character is transparent is to say that the relevant phenomenal features—those that individuate the phenomenal characters of normal visual experiences relative to one another—are all experienced as being in the same space.  (In beings like us, the space in question is experienced as being before our eyes.  I will argue in 5.C., however, that the fact that (in us) this space is experienced before the eyes is not essential to transparency.)


Visual phenomenal features are experienced as being located in the same space in virtue of being experienced as qualifying ‘objects’ (or volumes) that appear to be located within the same ‘spatial field’—a ‘spatial field’ is a field of ‘objects’, volumes, etc. that are all experienced as bearing spatial relationships to one another.   As I am using the expression, the ‘experienced spatial field’ of visual experience is a theory-neutral description of the experienced spatial field of vision—I will not take a stand on whether this field is composed of mind-dependent objects, mind-independent objects, intentional objects, patches of space-time, experiences, or combinations thereof. 

The idea that visual experience involves an experienced spatial field (in the above theory-neutral reading of ‘experienced spatial field’) is neither new nor controversial.  What is relatively new, however, is the suggestion that we interpret transparency solely in terms of this experienced spatial field.  The spatial interpretation says that the phenomenal character of a visual experience is transparent if and only if: 1) that visual phenomenal character involves an experienced spatial field, and 2) the relevant visual phenomenal features are all experienced as being within this field.

B.  Evidence in favour of the spatial interpretation

As I noted earlier, it’s weird to try to argue for an interpretation of transparency.  Transparency is supposed to be a characterization of how visual phenomenal character seems and how can there be an argument about how visual phenomenal character seems?  How can I go about giving you evidence that visual phenomenal character really seems the way that I say it does?  In this section, I will try to argue in favour of the spatial interpretation by showing how it is present (either explicitly or implicitly) in much of the contemporary discussion of transparency.  This, in turn, provides evidence that the spatial interpretation of transparency is endorsed (at some level) by many who theorize about the transparency of visual experience. 

Consider, for example, Charles Siewert’s recent discussion of transparency [Siewert 2004].  After arguing that visual phenomenal character does not speak against theories that identify visual phenomenal features with intrinsic features of experience (a conclusion that I endorsed in section 4.A.), Siewert offers the following positive account of transparency
: 

You cannot attend to how it appears to you, by turning your attention away from something that appears to you, and towards your experience.  [35, his emphasis]


This seems very much in the spirit of the spatial interpretation of transparency: The spatial interpretation says that the relevant visual phenomenal features all seem to be located in the same spatial field; Siewert says that when attending to the phenomenal features of our visual experience, you do not turn your attention away from the spatial field that seems to be before your eyes.  Hence, at some level, Siewert seems to be endorsing the spatial interpretation. 


Spatial terms such ‘inner’ and ‘outer’ are ubiquitous in discussions of transparency.  But in many of these discussions, transparency ultimately gets interpreted in more than just spatial terms—for instance, it might get interpreted in a way so that it speaks in favour of Environmental Representationalism and against various mentalistic accounts of experience.  Why do so many philosophers interpret transparency in more than just spatial terms?  Here’s one explanation: We notice that the relevant phenomenal features of our visual experiences all seem to be located within a spatial field.  This spatial field seems to be located before our eyes.  If we assume that intrinsic features of experience cannot be experienced as being located before our eyes, then (given the previously mentioned introspective data) we have an argument that visual phenomenal features cannot be intrinsic features of experience.  Likewise, if we assume that sense data cannot be experienced as being located before our eyes, then (given the introspective data) we have an argument that visual phenomenal features cannot be features of sense data.   Notice, however, that in both of these cases we need additional assumptions to use transparency to argue against these theories of experience.
In short, my account of what’s gone wrong in theorizing about transparency is this: Visual phenomenal character is transparent to an experienced spatial field.  In normal human beings, this spatial field is experienced as being before the eyes.  These facts about the phenomenology of visual experience, when combined with the right assumptions, can be used to generate arguments against various mentalistic theories of experience.  Sometimes, however, philosophers jump the gun and over-interpret the phenomenal character of visual experiences as somehow by itself speaking against certain theories of visual experience.  They don’t acknowledge that they need extra assumptions to use the phenomenal characters of visual experiences as evidence against mentalistic theories of experience.  In this way, the spatial interpretation of transparency actually helps to explain why so many philosophers say the diverse and misleading things they say about the transparency of visual phenomenal character: Combining the spatial interpretation with various additional assumptions can lead one mistakenly to conclude that, by itself, visual phenomenal character can speak against various mentalistic accounts of experience and in favour of Environmental Representationalism (or some other version of Representationalism).

C. What would a non-transparent visual experience be like?

Earlier, I challenged those who write on transparency to describe the difference between transparent and non-transparent phenomenal character.  In this section, I will answer this challenge.  What would it be like, under the spatial interpretation, for visual phenomenal character to fail to be transparent?  I am going to warm up to this question by first considering a related question: Can a theorist mischaracterize the nature of the experienced spatial field and still respect the transparency of visual phenomenal character?

Some philosophers—Bishop Berkeley in An Essay Towards A New Theory of Vision, to cite a famous example—have argued that the experienced spatial field of vision is two-dimensional.  For the record, I think that this claim is false; I think that we directly experience depth in our visual experiences.  However, if a philosopher like Berkeley posits that all the relevant phenomenal features of visual experience are located in a two-dimensional spatial field, I think he or she will have still respected transparency.  Although transparency requires that all the relevant phenomenal features be experienced as being spatially related to one another, it does not (under my account) require that these spatial relationships include that of depth.  Thus, it is possible for someone like Berkeley to respect transparency (under the spatial interpretation) while also maintaining that we have no phenomenal experience of depth.  In a case like this, someone manages to respect transparency (in virtue of claiming that the relevant phenomenal features are all experienced as being in the same spatial field) while mischaracterizing the nature of that field.  

Now consider a being that has visual experiences that seem to make it aware of various things that are both before its eyes and behind its eyes (i.e. it visually experiences certain things—e.g. the surrounding environment—as before its eyes and other things—e.g. some of its brain states—as behind its eyes).  The visual experiences of this being are not like our visual experiences—our visual experiences seem to only make us aware of stuff before our eyes.  Is the difference between our visual experiences and the visual experiences of this other being a relevant difference with respect to transparency?  Are the phenomenal characters of the visual experiences of this other being not transparent?  I think that the correct thing to say is that the phenomenal characters of the visual experiences of this being are still transparent, but they are transparent to an experienced spatial field that has a different character than the one that our visual experiences reveal.  The phenomenal character of visual experiences of this being involve it experiencing all the relevant visual phenomenal features as being in a single spatial field, but this spatial field is larger than the one we experience.  Hence, just as Berkeley can mischaracterize the nature of the experienced spatial field and still accommodate transparency, I think a being can have visual experiences that make it aware of stuff that seems to be behind its eyes and still have transparent visual phenomenal character.

So what does it take to have non-transparent visual phenomenal character?  To violate transparency, under the spatial interpretation, one must posit that some of the relevant phenomenal features are not experienced as being within a single spatial field; to violate transparency, one must posit that visual phenomenal character makes us aware of something that does not seem to bear spatial relationships to the other stuff of which we are visually aware.  One way this could occur is if the relevant phenomenal features were experienced as divided into two completely disjoint spatial fields (e.g. one that seems to be located in the surrounding space and another that seems to be located in a completely distinct space).  The other way that a visual experience could violate transparency is if some of the relevant phenomenal features were experienced in a way that is silent about their locations.  

6. Conclusion: What does transparency speaks in favour of or against?

Earlier, I distinguished between two different options for how transparency can be used in an argument in favour or against a given theory of experience.  According to option 1, transparency speaks in favour or against a given theory of experience to the extent to which that theory can accommodate the phenomenal fact of transparency; according to option 2, transparency speaks in favour or against a given theory to the extent to which that theory can accommodate the phenomenal fact of transparency in a manner that does not make visual phenomenal character misleading.  Now that I’ve leveled my complaints against attempts to interpret transparency in mentalistic terms and offered my alternative spatial interpretation, I’d like to close by seeing what, exactly, transparency can speak in favour of or against.   I’ll start option 1.

The spatial interpretation of transparency has the consequence that almost anyone—the sense-data theorist, the idealist, the projectivist, the Representationalist, the naïve realist, the so-called ‘qualia freak’, the defender of acquaintance, etc.—can accommodate transparency.  For to accommodate transparency, a theory of experience must:

1) accommodate a theory-neutral description of the visually experienced spatial field, and 

2) maintain that the relevant visual phenomenal features—those that separate the phenomenal characters of normal visual experiences relative to one another—are all experienced as being within this field.

So far as I can tell, there is nothing in the general mechanics of any of these theories that prevents them from meeting the above two conditions.  To be clear, under the spatial interpretation the relevant phenomenal features will seem to be features that qualify ‘objects’ or volumes of space within a spatial field.  Hence, a theory that equates the phenomenal character of visual experience with a form of bare thing-awareness or a form of bare property-awareness will not have the resources to accommodate transparency. But I don’t think any of the aforementioned theories are forced to equate visual phenomenal character with a form of bare thing-awareness or a form of bare property-awareness.

Similarly, there is nothing in the general mechanics of these theories (including Representationalism) that prevents them from violating transparency. For to violate transparency, all one has to do is fail to meet the aforementioned conditions.  (Given that no one denies that normal visual experiences involve the presence of the experienced spatial field mentioned in (1), anyone who violates transparency will probably do so in virtue of denying (2).)  To put it bluntly, transparency (properly understood) speaks in favour of (and against) hardly anything. 

A sense-datum theorist can give an account where the experienced spatial field ends up being a construct of mind-dependent entities.  To accommodate transparency, all he or she has to do is posit that the relevant phenomenal features are all experienced as being within this field.  In section 5.C., I argued that a sense-datum theorist can accommodate transparency even if he or she maintains that the experienced spatial field is two-dimensional.  Indeed, I think a sense-datum theorist can respect transparency even if he or she maintains that the spatial relations that one experiences as obtaining between visual sense data are not the spatial relationships that obtain between physical objects, but are rather ‘counterpart’ relations—relations that are analogous to the spatial relations obtaining between physical objects while being distinct from those relations.
 As long as all the relevant phenomenal features are experienced as bearing these counterpart relations to one another, transparency is respected.

Similarly, an account that identifies the relevant phenomenal features with intrinsic features of visual experience can respect transparency as long as it maintains that these phenomenal features are all experienced as being in the same spatial field.  (In order to capture the sense in which our visual experiences are transparent, this spatial field needs to be specified so that it seems to be located before our eyes.)  The same holds true for almost any theory of visual experience.  Hence, under the spatial interpretation, it is simply false that, by itself, transparency speaks in favour of Representationalism or any other particular theory of experience and against some (or all) mentalistic accounts of experience.  

Now consider an argument from transparency along the lines of option 2.  Under this way of arguing from transparency, transparency speaks in favour or against a given theory of experience to the extent to which that theory can accommodate the phenomenal fact of transparency in a manner that does not make visual phenomenal character misleading.  I have argued that the proper way to characterize transparency is in spatial terms.  Hence, under option 2, transparency speaks in favour or against a theory to the extent to which that theory can accommodate the phenomenal fact that the relevant visual phenomenal features all seem to be in the same spatial field in a way that does not make these visual phenomenal features misleading with respect to their actual locations.  As such, transparency speaks against projectivism (which says that although the relevant visual phenomenal features seem like they are features of objects in the surrounding environment, they are actually features of experience located in our heads).  

It can also speak against sense-datum theories that maintain that sense data seem to be somewhere other than where they really are.  Notice, however, that it does NOT speak against Jackson’s sense-datum theory.  According to this theory, sense data are mind-dependent entities that are located in the surrounding environment. In short, under Jackson’s account, the relevant visual phenomenal features really are where they seem to be, so (under the spatial interpretation of transparency) Jackson’s sense-datum theory can accommodate the phenomenal fact of transparency in a manner that does not make visual phenomenal character misleading.  And so, I think, can Bishop Berkeley’s theory.  

Although transparency does speak against some mentalistic theories of experience under option 2, it does not speak against as many mentalistic theories as it is traditionally thought to do.  Furthermore, the reason it speaks against these theories does not really have to do with the fact that these theories identify the relevant visual phenomenal features with something mental; rather, it has to do with the fact that they identify them with something that is at a different location than where these visual phenomenal features seem to be.

We have seen that under option 1 transparency speaks for or against hardly any extant theory of experience, and that under option 2 it speaks against some mentalistic theories of experience, but not for the reason you might think.  In closing, I’d like to note that the spatial interpretation shows us that it is somewhat misleading to characterize the phenomenon under discussion in this paper as the ‘transparency’ of visual phenomenal character.  The issue is not, as the name suggests, whether we can ‘see’ through our experiences to their objects in a way analogous to how we can see through a pane of glass to what is on the other side.  As we have seen, one can give an account where visual phenomenal features are intrinsic features of experience or intrinsic features of sense data or something else mentalistic and not necessarily violate transparency.  Properly understood, the so-called ‘transparency’ of visual experience does not consist of the inability to find something that seems mental within the phenomenal character of visual experience; rather, it consists of the fact that all the relevant visual phenomenal features are experienced as being located in a spatial field and experienced in a way that is reticent on whether they are mental or non-mental in nature.
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� This expression comes from Nagel 1974 and Farrell 1950.


� Representationalism is not the only theory poised to benefit from an appeal to transparency (when this phenomenon is understood in something like the above general manner).  Any theory that can equate visual phenomenal features with non-mental features can reap this benefit.  (Martin 2002 is an example.)


� A similar account of introspection can be found in Dretske’s [1995] discussion of introspection as ‘displaced perception’.


� It is important to note that Tye does not think that this means we are aware of an experience’s phenomenal character by inference; he just thinks that our awareness of phenomenal character is not as direct as the first school of thought thinks it is.


� How else could one motivate the conclusion that introspection does not make us directly aware of experience except by arguing that the stuff that introspection makes us directly aware of seems to be something other than experience?


� I am indebted to an anonymous referee for pointing out the possibility of option 2.


� G.E. Moore [1903] is often credited as first introducing considerations of perceptual transparency into philosophical theorizing about experience.  I will not be examining Moore’s appeal to transparency, although it is interesting to note (as pointed out by Kind [2003]) that immediately after Moore introduces the idea that perceptual experience is transparent, he appears to retract the claim.  


� Harman seems to assume that properties of a sense-datum count as being intrinsic properties of experience; as we have already seen, this is an assumption that Tye rejects.


� As we will see later, when we interpret the argument from transparency along the lines of option 2, then transparency will speak against some mentalistic accounts.  But even in this case, it doesn’t speak against as many of the mentalistic theories as is traditionally thought.


� Michael Tye [2000] is an exception to this trend.  Tye maintains that the phenomenal characters of all modes of perceptual experience are transparent, as are the phenomenal characters of bodily sensations, emotions, and moods.


� Block [1996] and Kind [2003] both seem to think this.


� I’m intentionally leaving the distinction between normal and abnormal visual experiences a little vague; suffice it to say that visual experiences of tomatoes count as normal while phosphene and afterimage experiences count as abnormal.


� Tye [2000] and Byrne [2001] give similar expositions of the core idea of Representationalism.


� Don’t forget that I am working with a restricted conception of transparency; I am just talking about the phenomenal features that constitute the phenomenal differences between normal visual experiences.  Hence, by the ‘relevant representational claims’ I mean the representational claims that a visual experience makes which separate the phenomenal character of that visual experience from the phenomenal characters of other normal visual experiences.


� This point is made in Byrne 2001. 


� To be clear, there are different ways of individuating the representational contents that our visual experiences carry and, thus, different ways in which a mental element might enter into these contents. Under a Russellian conception of content, for instance, ‘Mentalistic Representationalism’ would be the position that the phenomenal differences between visual experiences supervene upon (or are identical with) differences between Russellian contents involving mentalistic extensions. Under a Fregean conception of concept, in contrast, ‘Mentalistic Representationalism’ would be the position that the phenomenal differences between visual experiences supervene upon (or are identical with) differences between Fregean contents involving mentalistic modes of presentation.


� Smart [1959] famously argued that our concepts of sensations were ‘topic-neutral’ in that they picked out various similarities and differences between those sensations without specifying what the differences or similarities consisted of. In contrast, I maintain that the phenomenal character of our visual experiences is ‘reticent’ in the sense that it does not reveal whether it is mental or non-mental in nature.


� Shoemaker [1990] distinguishes between literal and figurative projectivism.  According to the literal projectivist, experiences project qualities onto external objects that in fact belong only to experience.  According to the figurative projectivist, experiences project qualities onto external objects that in fact belong to nothing.  My discussion is of literal projectivism. 


� Boghossian and Velleman [1989] also advocate a projectivist theory, but under their account it is features of the visual field that are projected onto objects.


� Not an uncontroversial assumption—Shoemaker [1990], for example, would deny it.  


� In Schroer 2004, I develop this line of argument in more detail.  Clark 2000 and Tye 2000 also contain discussions of the in which the phenomenal characters of afterimage and phosphene experiences seem weird and unusual which do not assume that these phenomenal characters must be ‘mentalistic’ in nature.


� This strategy is adopted by Dretske 1995, Evans 1982, and Tye 1995; 2000.   


� I am indebted to an anonymous referee for pointing out this possibility.


� I’ve used quotation marks to indicate that there are different ways of interpreting what the apple amounts to in this context—it could be a physical object, a sense datum, an apple-experience, an intentional object, etc.


� Tye [2000] also maintains that visual phenomenal features can be experienced as qualifying volumes.


� I do not wish to take a stand on whether there is really something like acquaintance (as explicated above); I am just using this notion for illustrative purposes. (For a recent account of acquaintance as a non-representational forms of awareness, see Fumerton 1995.) 


� What can an acquaintance-theorist say about cases illusion/hallucination?  If one maintained that in the veridical case we are acquainted with sense-data or intentional objects (and some of their properties), then one could maintain that in cases of hallucination we are still acquainted with those sense-data or intentional objects.  Another option would be to maintain that in the veridical case we are acquainted with physical objects (and some of their properties) and then adopt a ‘disjunctivist’ position and simply deny that veridical visual experience and visual illusion/hallucination are the same kinds of mental states.  This second option, in turn, would require one to interpret transparency as only being a thesis about veridical visual experience.  


� I am not sure whether Siewert would endorse the other conclusion I reached in section 4.A.: namely, that visual phenomenal character also does not speak in favour a theory that equates visual phenomenal features with intrinsic features of experiences.


� I take the expression and idea of a ‘counterpart relation’ from Sellars [1968].


� I would like to thank Charles Carr, Eric Cave, David Hilbert, Don Merrell, Marya Schechtman, Jeanine Schroer, and several anonymous referees for their comments on this paper.
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