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The Senses and the Struct@r of Experience

John OODea

Abstract

Representationalitheoriesof experiencareoftenthoughtvulnerable
to the existence of apparently non-representationaldifferences
betweenexperiencesn differentsensorymodalities. This goesback
at leastto Grice® amgument,in OSomeéRemarkson the Senses,that
the sensesare distinguishedby Ointrospectibleharacte©Employing
J.J.Gibson8usefuldistinctionbetweenexploratoryand performatory
behaviour | amgue that the sensescan be distinguishedconsistently
with representationalismby recognisinga proprioceptiveelementto

perceptualexperience. When we perceivewe are awareof using a

senseorgan,anddifferencesn this respeciaccountadequatelyor the

felt difference between the sense modalities.

Onwhatdo we baseour judgementsaboutthe sensemodality of occurrent
perceptuakxperiencesPartof the interestin this questionarisesnot intrinsically
butin virtue of its connectiorwith anotherissue,namelythetruth or otherwiseof
the Representationdlheoryof ExperiencgRTE). Thatconnectiormotivatesthis
paper Accordingto the RTE, the contentsof a perceptuakxperienceareall that
we areawareof in havingit, andthereforeall thata theoryof experiencaeneedso
explain! Thoseopposedo RTE tendto hold thatin additionto whata perceptual
experienceis of, we are also awareof what the experiencefeelslike, and that
thereforeany theory of experienceneedsto accountfor both elements. A major
source of disagreementbetween representationalist&nd their opponentsis
thereforenot so muchthe extentto which experienceganbe explainedin terms
of their content,as the sorts of propertieshad by experienceghat needto be
explained.

One reasonto think that anti-representationalistare right to insist that
experiencesave a Ofeeld addition to their contentcomesfrom an agument
given by Grice (1962) that unlesswe acknowledgehat we can be awareof the
Ointrospectibleharacter©f perceptuakxperiencen additionto its contentthere
is no way to properly accountfor the division of the sensesinto different
modalities. Grice arguedthatit is a conceptuatruth thatwhatmakesa perceptual
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experience visual, auditory, tactile, olfactory or gustatory is its distinct
introspectible character If Grice is right, the representationaltheory of
experience is in troubke.

This makesit an interestingquestion,whatis it abouta visual perception
Nif anythingNsuch that it is, specifically visual? Here | will discussthe
standardanswergo this question,andthe problemswith each,beforeoffering a
novelanswerthatis consistentvith anappropriatelybroadconstrualof RTE, and
yet acceptdhe commonintuition that drives Grice®conclusion. The accountOll
offer draws, in a way to be explained,on a Gibsonianinsight that perceptual
experience is proprioceptive as well as exteroceptive.

Grice®paper asit werethe locus classicusof this issue,is a fascinating
early attemptto understandow transparencgonsiderationgthat we seemto see
"through™ an experienceo its object) can be madeconsistentwith the intuition
that experienceshave an introspectible"feel”, some decadesbefore the issue
receivedanythinglike the attentionit now enjoys. For reasond won®explore
here,l think it is a failed attempt,but a far more interestingfailure than recent
attemptsto do the samething. IndeedGrice wasin effect trying to bridge what
Block has infamously labeled "the greatestchasmin philosophy of mind,"
something attempted as rarely as the label implies.

Thediscussiorin "SomeRemarkson the Sensesfs ostensiblyconfinedto
the issue of the distinction betweenthe senses;of what it is abouta visual
experience for example,suchthat it is, specifically a visual experience. He
concludesjn part, that all visual (etc) experiencesharea specialintrospective
charactern(a "genericresemblance"}hat non-visualexperiencedack, and that a
differencein this respecimakesfor a differencein respecof sensanodality But
this sitsuneasilywith his acceptancéhatexperiencearetransparentandsothere
follows a discussionwhich | will not describehere,of how thesecould be made
compatible.

Was Grice right thatin orderto distinguishbetweenthe sensesve must
impute a "special introspectiblecharacter'to senseexperience? This is the
guestionto be exploredin this paper An obviousplaceto beginthe explorationis
with a clear senseof the alternatives. In this respectGrice® paperis an ideal
startingpoint; he presentaus with a list that hassurviveddiscussiorof the issue
overthelastforty years.Thesearethe possiblealternativesaccordingto Grice (|
am paraphrasing):

I.  Thepropertiesve aremadeawareof by the experiencécolours,sounds,
etc) B the kinds afitentional contentas we would now put it.

Il. The Ospeciahtrospectiblecharacter®f the perceptuakxperiencatself,
which we might reasonably translate as the OqualiaO of the experience.

lll. The external conditions, or stimuli, connected with the perception.
2
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IV. Theinternalprocesse® the senseorgansandso forth B connectedvith
the perception. (p.135)

For the sakeof handylabels,let me call theserespectivelythe Content
criterion, the Qualia criterion, the Stimulus criterion and the SenseOrgan
criterion. Before going further, it is worth mentioninga modern responseto
Grice® questfor the criteria for distinguishingthe sensespamely that Osense
modalityOmay be a Ocluster@onceptsuchthatseveralkriteriaarerelevantto the
concept,but nonenecessaryand in different contexts,different criteria may be
weighteddifferently Evenif OsensmodalityOpr Ovision@ a clusterconceptin
this sense,the question of which cluster remains relevant to contemporary
discussionssinceone of the main foci of debateon the distinction betweenthe
sensess, in effect, whetherthere are any circumstancesn which qualitative
characteras distinct from contentis relevantto the distinctionNor, in other
words, whether the cluster includes qualitative character Grice succeedsn
showingthatit is if he canshowthattherearesomecontextsin which qualitative
characteplaysa decidingrole. And, of courseto showthatqualitativecharacter
sometimeglayssucharole is enoughto show amongotherthings,that at least
some sense experiences really do have it.

Forthenextfour sectiond will discusseachpossibilityin turn,in thelight
of recent debates. | begin with the least defended, the Stimulus criterion.

So-calledsensorysubstitutionsystemscreatean interestingproblem for
the Stimuluscriterion. Theseare apparatiwhich transformone sort of stimulus
into another The most well known of theseis Bach-y-RitaTVSS (Tactile
Vision SubstitutionSystem),which detectslight wavesand producespressure
signalson a grid on the skin. Othermechanismsletectlight and producesounds
or mild electric shocks. In thesecasest is an interestingquestionwhetherthe
stimulus is light wavesor soundwaves (/pressure/electricity). It dependson
whetherwe areinclined to include the mechanisnitself as part of the perceiver
Thereis no a strongreasoneitherfor this or againstit, which meansthatthereis
no strongreasonfor or againstsayingthat the wearerof thesedevicesseesthe
obstaclesn her environmentas opposedo hearingthem or feeling them. It is,
however clearthatvisual sensorysubstitutionsystemsarenot, literally, a cure for
blindness.Theyaremerelyaidsfor the blind, andthis is not merelya questionof
detail. Although it is true that sensorysubstitution systemsprovide poorer
informationthanaretypically availablethroughthe eyes|| takeit thatit would be
no lessabsurdto say that thesesystemsare restoringpartial sightto the blind,
though clearly they are restoring certabilities.

Moreoverthereis not as strongcorrelationbetweentypesof stimuli and
the sensemodalitiesas a first glancesuggests. The light wavesresponsiblefor
seeingcanalso be responsiblor the tactile feeling of heatNgive or take a few
nanometres of wavelength; sound waves can be felt tactilely; and so on.
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A%

There are a numberof ways we might, as per the intentional content
criterion, try to draw the distinction betweenthe sensesusing the contentsof
perception. For a first attemptwe might go throughthe list of propertieswe
perceiveand divide them up into five groupsaccordingto the modality that
perceivesthem. This won® work, however becausea lot of propertiesNthey
even have a collective name,the commonsensibleSlare commonto different
senses.Theseare mostly spatialpropertiesNsize shapejocation,andso on; but
we might alsoincludesweetnessere,sincearguablyit is perceivedoy smelland
by taste.

Anotherway is to distinguisheachsenseby a single property which is
unique to that sense. So, for example,what makessight sight is that it is a
perceptionofNamong other thingsNcolour; hearingis a perceptionof, among
otherthings,sound The problemwith thisis thatsomesensegerceivemorethan
one property uniquely Touch, for example,includesthe perceptionboth of
pressureand of temperatureuniquely in both cases. The OuniquepropertyO
criterion would make it mysterious why pressureand temperaturearen©
considereduniquesenses. And beforeyou startto saythattheyoughtto be,even
sight, a single senseif thereis sucha thing, perceivesmore than one property
uniquelyNhueandbrightnessto name two. So this way ism0ing to work.

A third way to try to usethe contentcriterion is in termsof a range of
properties. This is actually Fred Dretske®proposal. According to this, we
identify a sensemodality with a uniquerange of propertiesperceived. So, for
example we characterissight by the fact thatwhenwe seewe areawareof size,
shape,location, movement,hue, brightnessand saturation,and maybe a few
more. The different lists for the different sense modalities will overlap,
particularlyin respectof the commonsensiblesbut therewill be a uniquelist for
each modality

But this proposalhasproblemstoo. Thefirst is that althougheachsense
has a unique list of propertiesattachedto the list, without some underlying
principle tying the membersof the list to one anotheyr thereseemano reasonfor
preferring one set of membersto another Grice saw this problem, and he
consideredhe following answer Under certainconditionseachmemberof the
list will sharewhathe calleda Odetection-link@ith the othermemberf thelist.
So, for example,we are always perceptuallyaware either of both hue and
brightnesspr of neither The perceptionof themgoestogether Whenour only
contactwith anobjectis visual, it will likewise bethe casethatweOreitheraware
of the object® colour, shapeand size, or weOllbe aware of neither; all three
propertieswill therebysharea detectionlink. Grice®reply to thisideaNthe right
oneit seemsto meNis that the detectionlink isn®alwaysthere. Whenwe are
seeingand touchinga coin, for example,the perceptionof shaperemainseven
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when one closesone®eyes, so the detectionlink betweenthe membersof the
visual list is lost. In these cases,however there isn® all of a suddenany
confusionaboutwhetherweOreeeingthe shapeof the coin. To put the point in
anotherwayNin the way Grice put itNthe detectionlink idea implies that in
somecasesveQOlhaveto follow a certainprocedureto figure out whetherweOre
seeing or touching a certain properties; but, he wrote

Oit seemscertain that we neverdo use any such methodONthatthe question
Onever seems in the slightest doubt.O (p.140)

Of coursewhenyou areseeingandtouchinganobject,andyou closeyour
eyes,evenif you still perceptuallyawareof the objects@hapeby touch, clearly
you no longerseeits shape. Sothereis still a detectionlink betweerthe object®
colour and its visible shape. But there doesnOseemto be any way of
characterisingisible shapewithout presupposinghe ideaof a sensemodalityN
at leastif the only resourcesat one® disposalare the propertiesperceived.
Whateveriit is to be visibly square presumablyit@ to be squae in the exactlythe
sameway thattactile squaresaresquare. Thatis to say thereis only onerelevant
way in whichthe objectitself canhavethe propertysquarenessThereis no such
propertyas visible squareness as distinct from tactile squareness.

In theabsencef furtherideasthatlack oneor otherof theseproblemswe
have to conclude that the content approach fails.

\Y,

Accordingto Qualia criterion, experiencesvithin a sensemnodality share,
or at leastresembléan respectof, qualitativecharacterandit is by that character
that we can recognisean experienceas belongingto one sensemodality or
another

Thisis in fact Grice®proposal thoughhe sawa significantproblemwith
it. If perceptionof somepropertyis aninstanceof seeingjust in caseit hasa
particular feelNwhich is different to the property perceivedNthenit ought to
make senseto say that the perceptionof exactly thosepropertieswe hearcould
havethe feel thatsightactuallyhas,andwe would in thatcaseseesounds. Grice
hadthe strongintuitionNone | think mostshareNthatwhateveris the relationship
betweencontentand characterit can©be that easyto changethe modality of a
perceptual experience.

Grice did, howevey amgue that despite this difficulty, a differencein
phenomenatharacterirrespectiveof the contentof a perception,could meana
differencein modality The basisof his argumentis a thoughtexperimentlin this
thoughtexperimentwe are askedto imaginemeetinga Martian who looks very
like the typical human,with the singleexceptionthatit possessefur eyesNone
pair in the normal place,and anotherimmediatelyaboveon the forehead. The
pairsof eyesarephysiologicallythe same andmediatethe perceptionof the very
samepropertiescolours,shapesandsoon. However it happenghatthe Martian
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useddifferentverbsto describeseeingthroughthe bottompair andseeingthrough
the top pairNsay, x-ing andy-ing. Moreover andcrucially, whenaskedwhether
x-ing andy-ing feel any different, the Martian respondOOhyes, thereis all the
difference in the world!O

In this case,Grice claims, we shouldsurely say that x-ing andy-ing are
different senses,and therefore that the question of whether there is an
introspectibledifference betweentwo perceptualstatesis indispensableo the
qguestion of whether they are in different modalities, and consequentlythat
introspectible characteris in generalrelevantto the distinction betweenthe
senses.

What Grice is attemptingto do is to try to get aroundthe questionof our
actual experiences,and in particular the vexed question of the relationship
betweencontentand character So he describesa creaturefor whom contentand
characterare distinct, putting asidethe questionof whetherthat creatureis us
Since in this case a differencein qualitative character keeping the content
constantdoesseento meana differencein sensamodality, our conceptof asense
modality must be sensitiveto qualitative characteras distinct from content.
Moreover since our conceptof a sensemodality is based,by hypothesis,on
experienceit mustbethe casethatwe experiencejualitativecharactemasdistinct
from content.

| think thereare a numberof problemswith this argument,not least of

which is the idea that phenomenakharacterand intentional contentmight be
distinctif they are actually the samething. But the main problemthat| wantto

raiseis bestbroughtout by a variation on the thoughtexperiment. Here is the
variation: ratherthan possessingwo setsof eyes,we imaginethat the Martians
arefrom all appearancesxactlylike us. Sothereis no x-ing andy-ing; thereis

just x-ing. Now insteadof proclaimingOallthe differencein the worldObetween
using one set of eyesand the other howevey theseMartians proclaim all the
differencein theworld betweerusingtheir eyesin the morningandusingthemin

theafternoon In this case despitethe qualitativedifference| takeit thatthereis

no temptationto suggesthatin the morningthey are using one sensemodality
andin the afternoonthey are usinganother So whateveris going on in Grice®
thought experiment,we cannot draw from it the simple conclusionthat a
difference in qualitative character makes for &ed#ince in sense modality

Vi

Finally, the SenseQOrgan criterion has beendefendedby a number of
people,on a numberof grounds. Here | focus on a recentargumentby Brian
Keeley Thoughl! will amguethat Keeley®argumentfails, | go on to proposean
alternative type of sensegan account.
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Keeley (2002) arrives at the senseorgan criterion via a processof
elimination. He writes thatthe problemof distinguishingthe sensessn®merely
an abstractphilosophicalproblem;it is alsoa biological one,discussedt length
by biologistsin relationto the starnosedmole. It is controversialwhetherthis
mole® noseNor what looks like a noseNis part of a senseof smell or a novel
sensesuch as an electrical sense. This problemlooks very much like Grice®
original problem, namely of how to assessa claim that a creaturepossessea
novel sense, so it is very interesting to see how biologists actually try to solve it.

For our purposesthe most significant thing they do is to dismiss
psychologyentirely The moveisn®defendedy the biologistswho are party to
the debate put Keeleydefendsit for them,in the following way. In orderto use
the contentsof experiencedo differentiatethe senseswe needto distinguish
directfrom indirectcontent. For example althoughthe perceptiorof temperature
is if anythinga kind of tactile senseywhenwe seea glowing redhot platewe often
saythatit lookshot; alternativelywe might sayof arosethatit looksfragrant. We
needto be able to ignore theseindirect contentsif we areto be ableto usethe
contentcriterion. Grice also sawthis problemfor the contentview and Keeley
endorsessrice@solution,which is to makethe distinctionin termsof qualitative
character;so, to directly perceive rednessis for rednessto be part of the
qualitativecharacteiof the experience.In casef indirectperceptiorthereis no
associatedjualitativecharacter So, in orderto distinguishthe sensesn virtue of
the contents we needto be able to refer to the phenomenakharacterof the
experience¢Dretskel999,at least,hassinceaddressethis problem,successfully
| take it, by introducing a distinction between property-awarenesand fact-
awareness; but | grant the point here for the sake of gjuenant).

The problem,thenis this: in the caseof the starnosedmole, for familiar
reasonsit is impossibleto say what the characterof its experiencesare; or,
crucially, whetherthe mole evenhasexperiencesvith phenomenatharacter But
evenif we supposedhat the mole in fact hasno phenomenakxperiencesthat
doesnOseemto dissolvethe problem. It still makessenseto ask whetherthe
mole® noseis part of a senseof smell or of electricity Therefore neither
psychologicakriteriawill work, leavingthe senseorgancriterion asthe only one
left standing. This doesnOmeanthat the problemis solved,sinceit remainsto
discoverwhat distinguishessenseorgans from one another Keeley gives an
interestingand detailedaccountof what that distinction amountsto, but | won®
follow that up here. Instead| want to focus on Keeley® argument that
psychology doeshéally matter to the distinction.

It seemsunaguablethat our actualbasisfor judging of ourselveshatwe
areusingonemodality ratherthananotheiis experiential Comparefor example,
the differencebetweenbeing touchedon the tongueand being touchedon the
nose,with the differencebetweena sweettasteanda sweetsmell. In the former
casethe differenceis simply a matter of location; but the latter differenceis
clearly more thanthat. Or take the differencebetweenfeeling a vibration with
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one® skin and hearing it. Again, the fact that one is an instanceof touch
perceptiorandthe otheris aninstanceof auditoryperceptionis just obviousNthe
nature of the respective experiences makes it plain.

To saythis isn®to go out on alimbNthe ideais extremelycommonin the
literature. Nudds(2003)takesasgiven Otheobviousnes®f the fact thatwe have
five senses@.31); Grice, on the questionof whetherany given perceptionof a
spatial property is visual or tactile, writes that Otheanswerto such a question
askedaboutourselveseverseemsn the slightestdoubtQ(p.140);mostrevealing
of all, evenKeeleyhimself, in the very beginningof his paper makesthe claim
that Ooneof the moststriking phenomenologicaactsaboutthe humanperceptual
experiencef theworld is thatit is dividedinto mode©(p.5). Soevenfor Keeley
one can make senseof the division into sensemodalities in terms of the
phenomenology of perceptual states.

Somefurther evidencefor this comesfrom cross-culturatesearch.If the
division into five sensess a constantacrosscultures,this would suggesthatit is
basedmore or lessdirectly on experienceThis is what we find. Accordingto
JYtte(2005), the list of five senseghat we are familiar with is the samelist we
find beingtakenfor grantedin recordsfrom ancientGreece)ndiaandChina.One
would expectcross-culturalvariation if the list we have of the five sensess
compiledthroughevena small amountof theorizing (or even,for that matter a
small amountof arbitrariness). Sincethis seemso be lacking, we cantakethis
lack as supportfor the idea that the list is basedmore or less directly on
experience.

Now it doeshappento be the case,of course,that a differencein sense
modality comeswith somephysiologicaldifferenceor otherat the periphery So
there is perhapssome room for arguing that while, as it were, our Osurface
judgements@bout sensemodality are phenomenologicallybased,what those
judgementsactually end up picking out are the physiological differencesNon
analogywith the distinction betweensurfacejudgementabout the presenceof
water and the chemicalkind that thosejudgementsactually pick out. The big
problemwith this is thatwhile the surfacepropertiesof waterarealsothe surface
propertiesof H20, it is very implausiblethat the surfacepropertiesof a sense
modalityNby hypothesists phenomenologyNare¢he surfacepropertiesof sense
organs. Senseorgansmay causeexperiencesbut it would be a very odd view
according to which sensegams themselves had experiential properties.

To this problemwe canalsoaddthe implausibleconsequencef Keeley®
view thatprostheticdevicescannotrestoreperceptionn a sensenodality; at most
they canadda new modality By all accountshowever hearingimplantsreally
can enable a deaf persiterally to hear

So what about the starnose mole problem? Without accessto its
psychology doesthis meanthat the sensemodality associatedvith its noseis
inaccessible?l think the answeris yes. But thereis an analogougproblemthat
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isn@inaccessible.Let me call this the PhysiologicalProblemof the Senses.This
is more or lessthe questionthat occursto us whenwe seethe star noseon the
mole, namelyOWhabn Earthdoesthatthing do?O Is it a limb or a senseorgan,
and if the latter what information is it collecting and how? Theseare all

interestingquestiongo ask,andindeedthey are the focus of the starnosemole
problemasit is discussedn biological circles. But becausenoneof them are
straightforwardlylinked to how, if at all, the mole becomesawareof whatever
information is being detected,they are at most analogousto the traditional
guestionof whetherthe noseindicatessomenovel sensemodality  Which is not,

obviously to say that the biologists@juestionsaren©fascinatingquestiontheir
own right; they are simply dérent questions.

Sowhy isn®thatthe endof the matter? Whatisn®it enoughto simply say
thattherearefive sensesiccordingto one conceptionNsensg sayNand twenty-
oneaccordingto sensg, andthereis nothingmoreinterestingto add? Theanswer
is thatto the extentthatweOrénterestedn the first conceptionijt still isn®clear
onwhatbasisit dividesperceptuabtatesnto vision, hearing.etc. Althoughl said
earlierthat the problemof the starnosemole is insolublefor what we can now
recogniseas the traditional senseof sensemodality, this was only so on the
assumptionthat we lack accessto the mole® psychology But we don@Nor
won®alwaysNcompletelylack accesgo the mole® psychology so we can still
ask what we would have to know aboutit in orderto know which senseso
attributeto it. And thisis in effectto askwhatit is aboutour psychologyNabout,
in particular our perceptuakxperiencesNuponvhich we makejudgementsabout
sensamodality. In the nextsectionl draw on suggestionsnadeindependentlyby
D.M. Armstrong and J.J. Gibson.

VI

It is usualto treatthe SenseOrgan criterion as physiological. Onefairly
obviousreasorfor this is thatsenseorgansare generallythemselveshoughtof in
physiologicalterms;aseyes,ears,andsoforth. Keeley(2002)hasshownthatthe
notion of a senseorgan is poorly understood,and although he nevertheless
assumes biological notionaswell, it seemgo methatthereis roomfor a partly
psychologicalnotion of a senseorgan. Take, for example Armstrong®(1968)
characterisatiorof a senseorgan (noted by Keeley) as Oaportion of the body
which weEmove at will with the objectof perceivingwhatis going on inEour
environment.O(pp.211-213F.  This seemsto me a perfectly plausible
characterisatiorof a senseorgan in the ordinary senseof the phrase. Now
although sense organs so characterisedare portions of the body, and so
physiological, they are portions picked out psychologically by referenceto a
OwillO. 1 think this is exactlyright: the eyesarewhat we useto see the earsare
whatwe useto hear andso on, whereOuse@ustbe treatedintensionally | use
my eyesto seebut | do not useNnot in the samesenseNmyorbital musclesto
see,eventhoughit is in fact my orbital muscleghat! amusingwhenl swivel my
eyesin their sockets.Arsmtrong€characterisationf a senseorganis really a sort

9



most likely forthcoming as a book chapter

of subjective characterisationthat is to say an accountof the psychological
significanceof senseorgans. ThoughArmstrongdoesnot say so, it is plausible
thatthis significancearisesearlyin the cognitivechain;indeed,it seemdo me, at
the level of the perceptualexperienceitself. The eyes are characterisedn

perceptualexperiencenot asbiological entitiesbut rather asit were,astools. Or

so | will ague.

What is the significanceof this? Note again that the main difference
betweenGrice® Omartian@hought experimentand my variation is that in the
formerthe Martian hastwo setsof eyes,andin thelatteronly one. Thisis thekey
differencebetweenthe two scenariosandit seemso makeall the differenceto
our intuitions. Giventhat there are different senseorgansinvolved, qualitative
charactereally doesmakea differenceto our intuitions aboutsensemodality. |
think thereis a reasonthat our intuitions are sensitiveto this combinationin
particular; that thereis a specific aspectof our experiencewhich capturesthe
combinationNwhat! will call, for want of a bettername,the feeling of usinga
sense ggan

Writing of the Ofeeling®f using a senseorgan will be provocativeto
some. | might equallyhaveusedthe term Oawareness@therthenOfeelingOPart
of a perceptuakxperiencds an awarenessof the senseorganbeingused. | use
the term Ofeeling@ expresssomeagreementvith anti-representationalisisho
claim thata perceptuakxperiencenvolvesmorethanjust awarenessf the object
of the perception. Plainly, being awarewhenyou are seeingthat you are using
your eyesis to be awareof morethanwhatyou areseeing. Theidea,to borrowa
phraseof Gibson§) is that perceivingis proprioceptiveaswell as exteoceptive
and that the senses themselves are distinguishable proprioceptively

Indeed the idea that the phenomenologyof an experienceis directly
informative of the senseorgan involved has similarities with a position put
forward by J.J.Gibson(1966). Gibsonis mostwell knownfor a thesisaboutthe
contentof perceptuakxperienceNthatt is not directly of objectsand properties
but ratherof possibilitiesfor action,or Oaffordances@she putit. Thisis not the
ideaof Gibson&that| havein mind. Oneof his lessradicalproposalsvasthatit
is wrong to think of the psychologyof perceptionin purely passiveterms.Some
our behavioursNsomeof the actionswe performNare distinctly perceptual An
obviousexampleis moving one®eyesDb that is to say looking around Gibson
calledthesesortsof behaviourexploratorpehaviours@ndcalledattentionto a
history within psychologyof notingthis specialclassof perceptuahctions,going
back at leastto Pavlov (1927), who termedthem Oinvestigatoryesponses®e
argued that each of the five sensesinvolve a distinct set of exploratory
behaviours,and that, moreovey for any perceptualexperience,jmplicit in the
experience itself is an awareness of the corresponding set of behaviours.

Now thesedifferent setsof exploratorybehaviourshave what we might
call differentfoci. In the caseof vision, the focusof behaviouris the eyes. The
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headis involved, of course put clearlyit is no accidentthatin the vernacularOto
lookOis Otouseyour eyesO.We can roughly identify this focus of action with

senseorgans\not in the sensesimply of the partsof the body that sensethings,
but rather as the parts of the body whichuseto sense things.

Sohow do we getfrom anawarenessf the appropriatesetof exploratory
behavioursas| had originally put it, to awarenes®f using your eyes There
seemsto me a naturaltranslationbetweenthe two. To seeis not simply to be
having an experiencethat representghat things are thus and so in the world in
front of oneNthough of courseit is partly that. It is alsoto know whatto do to
seewhattheworld is like to one©rightor left. And thisinvolvesbeingaware that
| amdoing somethingn orderto seeexactlywhatl amseeingthatmy awareness
thatthe world is thusandsoin front of me is madepossibleby whatl am doing
with my eyes. In seeing,] am awarethat the world is thusand so, and that my
eyes are responsible for my being so aw& Gibson put it:

The perceptuakystemsasit turnsout, correspondo the organsof active
attentionwith which the organismis equipped. They bearsomeresemblancéo the
commonly recognisedsenseorgans,but they differ in not being anatomicalunits
capableof beingdissectedut of thebody Eachperceptuabystemorientsitself in
appropriatewaysfor the pickup of environmentainformationE Headmovements,
earmovementshandmovementsposeand mouthmovementsand eye movements
are part and parcel of the perceptualsystemsthey serve. These adjustments
constitutemodesof attentionEandtheyare the sense®nly asthe manin the street
uses the termsiot as the psychologist does. (My emphasis; p.58)

There are a numberof reasonsfor thinking that perceptualexperiences
really doincludeanawarenessf senseorganaspartof their phenomenologyand
thatthis groundsour intuitions aboutsensemodality, which in turn explainswhy

there are traditionally only five senses.

Firstly, althoughtheideathat perceptuakxperiencesncludeanawareness
of usinga senseorganis not explicitly raisedin the philosophicalliterature,it is
suggestedby variousremarks. Norton Nelkin (1990),for example arguesthatwe
might historically havedistinguishedhe sensesiccordingto a noticedcorrelation
between the phenomenalcharacter of a perception and the sense organ
responsiblePeterRoss(2001),gettinga bit closer holdsthat Oitis obviousto us
which sensoryorganwe useto perceivea particularproperty(@p.504),meaningin
the contextthat it is obviousin experience Dominic Lopes(2000), closersitill,
assertsthat Oit seemsthat the phenomenatharacterof eachsenseincludesor
makespossiblean awarenessf the organsby which the senseoperates.Whatit
is like to touchthingstells usthatwe touchwith the skin, aswhatit is like to see
makesus awarethat we seewith the eyes.((p.45) Indeed LopesGssertionis
exactly my positionsansthe Oor makes possibleO clause.

Secondly if we acceptthat some of our actions are Oexploratory@n
Gibson®sensejt is necessaryo positsomekind of proprioceptiveawarenessf
the sourceof sensoryinformation. Actual explorationof the world tendsto
requireat leastan implicit knowledgeof the link betweenthe informationthatis
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comingin andthe meansto control the appendageesponsibléor its comingin.
Thisis of courseGibson&point, andit is this thatin our caseconstitutes) claim,
the Ofeeling®using a sense @an that is part of perceptual experience.

Thirdly, as mentionedearlier it is an odd fact that someratherobvious
sensesvereneverincludedin thetraditionalfive. TheaccouniOnproposingcan
explainthis, in the following simpleway: thatin thesecaseshereis no feeling of
usingany senseorganat all. The mostvivid examplesof this are proprioception
andthe sense®f balance. Proprioceptionwhich usedto be called Othemuscular
sense(n the 19" century is the senseof whereone®limbs are positioned. It is
how you know, whenyou closeyour eyes,whereyour armsand legsare. But
whereado look is to useyour eyes to proprioceptisn®to useanything;at leastN
andthis is the crucial partNnot consciouslyanyway You aresimply aware of the
positionof your limbs (indeedpeopletendnot to be awarethatthey do know the
position of their limbs otherthanthroughsight or touch; try asking). Similarly
with the sensef balanceyou don®needvisual, tactile,or any othercues tcknow
which way the groundis. But thereis no part of the body that weOreawareof
usingto find thatinformationout. If my accountis correct,it makessensethat
these were never counted as sixth or seventh senses.

Finallyy, and most importantly as far as the debate about
representationalisngoes, it is well worth pointing out that this accountis
compatiblewith RTE, sincewe canconstruethe feeling of usinga senseorganas
arepresentatiorof which senseorganis beingused.This raisesthe possibility of
misrepresentation Not only do | acceptthis possibility, in fact| think areactual
casef it. Whatl havein mind are casesof so-calledOfacialisionObroughtto
my attention by Lopes (2000).

OFaciavisionOs aphenomenomvherebysomepeopleNparticularlyblind
peopleNareableto perceivethe roughsize,shapeandlocationof objectsaround
them through a sensatiorthat is describedas one of Opressure@n the face. It
turns out that the auditory systemis responsiblefor these perceptions,by
gathering echolocatory information about the space around the perceiver

Those who experiencefacial vision reportedly think of it as a tactile
experience.And, indeed,we canbelievethatis a tactile experienceinsofarasit
is the skin onthe facewhich it seemso themthatthey areusingNandwhich, no
doubt,the peoplein questionmoveaboutin orderto facially perceivebetter But
it is anillusory experience.The ears,not the facial skin, arethe organsactually
usedin facial vision. In this casethe behaviouratonsequencesf the mistakeare
minimal, sincethe sortof movemenbnewould performknowingthatthe earsare
the responsibleorgan, are more or less exactly the sort of movementsactually
performedin any case;the earsand the skin of the face not being capableof
independentmovementandin closeproximity. No doubtthis is the reasonthe
illusion is never discovered as such except through careful tests.

12



most likely forthcoming as a book chapter

Vi

The accountiOmgiving hereallows us to countsensesbut it doesnyet
allow us to answerGrice® question,or solve the starnosemole problem. If it
feelsto the mole asthoughit is usingthe noseto perceivethenusingour criteria
for judging suchthingsit countsasa distinctsensepn my view. Butisit asense
of smelP It is not clearto me whatto sayhere,thoughno doubttherearesome
things one could say It is not, however part of this paperto engagein a
conceptualdebateat this level. What | am proposingis not primarily a claim
aboutthe bestanalysisof the conceptof a sensemodality Rather it is a claim
aboutthe phenomenologyf experienceand in particularaboutthat aspectof
senseexperiencewhich is responsiblgor our judgementsaboutsensemodality.
It is a claim aboutwhatit is aboutvisual experiencesuchthatwe judgethemasa
group to be distinct from other experiences;and so on for auditory tactile,
olfactory and gustatoryexperiences. If | am right that perceptualexperience
includes a proprioceptiveelementin the senseexplainedabove, then we can
accountfor Grice®intuition that we needmore than simply the (exteroceptive)
contentof perceptionto accountfor judgementsabout sensemodality without
being committedto denyingthatin havinga perceptualexperiencewe are only
awareof its content; proprioceptivecontentsare still, after all, contents. The
Representationalheory of Experiencehasits problems,butit turnsout thatthe
difference between the sense modalities is not one of them.
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