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Abstract: Although Externalism is widely accepted as a thesis about belief, as a thesis about experience it is both controversial and unpopular.  One potential explanation of this difference involves the phenomenality of perceptual experience—perhaps there is something about how perceptual experiences seem that straightforwardly speaks against Externalist accounts of their individuation conditions.  In this paper, I investigate this idea by exploring the role that the phenomenality of color experience plays in a prominent argument against Phenomenal Externalism: Ned Block’s Inverted Earth Argument.  In the course of carrying out this investigation, I will show that challenging Phenomenal Externalism on phenomenological grounds is not as straightforward a task as it is commonly assumed to be.  

1. Belief and Phenomenal Externalism

According to Belief Externalism, the content of a given belief depends upon more than just the intrinsic features of the subject who has it. (Belief Internalism, in contrast, maintains that intrinsically identical subjects are guaranteed to have the same beliefs.)  Although Belief Externalism is not completely uncontroversial, it enjoys widespread popularity; in fact, it is close to orthodoxy in contemporary philosophy of mind.
 


The same cannot be said of the thesis of Externalism when it is applied to experience.  According to Experience Externalism, the type of experience that a subject has at any given moment depends upon more than just the intrinsic features of that subject.  Given that experiences are individuated in terms of their phenomenal character (or ‘what it’s like’ to have them
), Experience Externalism ends up being Phenomenal Externalism, the position that the phenomenal character of a given experience depends upon more than just the subject’s intrinsic features.  Phenomenal Externalism does not enjoy the popularity enjoyed by its cousin, Belief Externalism; indeed, it is widely thought to be a non-starter as a theory of experience.  As Byrne and Tye (2006) put it, Phenomenal Externalism is generally viewed as ‘…an absurd thesis, accepted by a handful of philosophers with too much respect for philosophical theory and not enough common sense’ (p. 242).
  

How do people end up occupying this unpopular position?  A Phenomenal Externalist typically starts out by being a Representationalist. (A ‘Representationalist’ is someone who identifies the phenomenal character of a perceptual experience with the representational content it carries.
)  As a Representationalist, one faces the question of whether the representational content of an experience is wide or narrow.  It is in considering this question that the well-documented successes of Belief Externalism and problems of Belief Internalism can push a Representationalist towards Phenomenal Externalism— 


…every known plausible psychosemantics makes intentional contents wide, explicating them in terms of relations to things external to the subject.  Therefore (still assuming the Representational theory), very probably qualia are wide.  Of course, the Representational theory is itself contentious; but if one grants that it is plausible or at least defensible, the further step to externalism is not a giant step.  (Lycan, 2001, p. 21) 


Now that we’ve seen how it is that some people end up defending Phenomenal Externalism, let’s turn to the charge that these people lack common sense.  Although there isn’t much explicit discussion of this point, I suspect that the reasoning behind the charge goes something like this: Anyone who paid attention to the dictums of introspection would immediately realize that the individuation conditions of experience are narrow, not wide.  In short, you don’t have to understand some complex, theoretical argument to see the problem with Phenomenal Externalism; rather, you just have to introspect.  (Perhaps this is why so many people recognize the problem with Phenomenal Externalism so quickly.)  A failure to acknowledge this problem, in turn, is a failure to abide by the common sense prescription that we should take the dicta of introspection seriously when theorizing about phenomenal character.  

According to this diagnosis, the reason why people recoil from Phenomenal Externalism is that the phenomenality of perceptual experience presents an immediate and obvious obstacle to the position.  To be clear, this is not the only possible explanation of the difference in popularity between Belief Externalism and Phenomenal Externalism.  Joseph Levine (2001), for instance, argues that the reason some people are suspicious of Phenomenal Externalism is that it presents special problems for the idea that we have privileged access to our own mental states, problems that are not presented by the thesis of Belief Externalism.  Although this is an interesting suggestion, I want to focus on the simpler (and, I suspect, more fundamental) idea that there is something about the phenomenality of experience itself (and not something about our privileged access to it) that speaks against Phenomenal Externalism.

In what follows, I chip away at the idea that the phenomenality of experience presents a straightforward obstacle to Phenomenal Externalism.  In doing so, I will not take a stand on what the phenomenality of perceptual experience is like.  My argument will be more general in character; I will argue that regardless of what it is like, the phenomenality of experience does not straightforwardly speak against Phenomenal Externalism.  (I will argue that this holds true even if one assumes that phenomenal features seem like intrinsic features of experience!)  

I will structure my investigation of these issues around an influential argument against Phenomenal Externalism: Ned Block’s Inverted Earth Argument.  In the next two sections, I frame this argument in an unusual way.  Although most people think of it as an argument in favor of Anti-Representationalism, I will treat the Inverted Earth Argument as an argument in favor of Internalist versions of Representationalism.  This atypical formulation of Block’s argument, in turn, will help us to see that the connection between an experience’s phenomenality and its individuation conditions is not as simple and straightforward as it is commonly thought to be.

2. The Inverted Earth Argument

As I noted earlier, most Phenomenal Externalists are Representationalists who are pessimistic about the prospects of Internalist theories of content. For expositional purposes, I will call this leading version of Phenomenal Externalism ‘Environmental Externalist Representationalism’ (or ‘E.E. Rep’, for short).
  According to E.E. Rep, the phenomenal character of a perceptual experience is determined by its representational content. (This is the ‘Representationalist’ part of E.E. Rep.) Many defenders of Representationalism are drawn to the idea that perceptual experience is ‘transparent’—they claim that any attempt to introspect the intrinsic features of a perceptual experience results in our attending to features in the surrounding environment.
  To accommodate this purported introspective fact, these Representationalists maintain that the subject matter of the representational content of a perceptual experience is the surrounding environment. (This is the ‘Environmental’ part of E.E. Rep.)  And finally, because they are pessimistic about Internalist theories of content, they posit that the individuation conditions for these representational contents are wide. (This is the ‘Externalist’ part of E.E. Rep.)

Ned Block’s ‘Inverted Earth’ is an influential argument against E.E. Rep (and Phenomenal Externalism more generally).
  In this argument, Block focuses on the phenomenal colors of visual experience.  According to E.E. Rep, these phenomenal features are determined by the representational claims our visual experiences make about the surface properties of objects in the surrounding environment.  These representational contents, in turn, are wide.  The Inverted Earth Argument challenges this position by presenting a case where the wide representational contents of visual experience become inverted relative to its phenomenal colors.

On Inverted Earth, objects have colors that are inverted relative to the colors of the same objects here on Earth. For example, the grass on Inverted Earth (let’s call it ‘inverted grass’) is red, not green and blood is green, not red.  And on Inverted Earth, the linguistic convention is to refer to a given color using the same word that we here on Earth use to refer to the complement color.  So on Inverted Earth, people say ‘grass is green’ even though inverted grass is the color that we Earthlings would call ‘red’. 

Imagine that you are transported to Inverted Earth and that color-inverting lenses are placed in your eyes.
  When you look at inverted grass, the phenomenal color you are aware of will be introspectively indistinguishable from the phenomenal color of your visual experience of earth grass.  Given enough time on Inverted Earth, however, the wide representational content of your experience of inverted grass will eventually shift and come to represent that grass as the color it really is—namely, red.  As a result, the wide representational contents of your visual experiences of inverted grass will eventually be inverted relative to the phenomenal colors of those experiences.
This thought experiment makes a substantial assumption about how the representational contents of our visual experiences are determined.  


Block assumes a naïve psychosemantics for intentional states, done in terms of ‘normal causes’ or causal ‘grounding’ or both, where these notions are understood more or less statistically.  That is, he assumes that when, for a given type of state, a new kind of cause comes to predominate over the state’s original normal cause, the state’s intentional content actually changes and the state then refers to the new kind of cause. (Lycan, 1996, p. 114)

In virtue of this assumption, the Inverted Earth Argument appears to rely on a weak argumentative strategy—it tries to cast doubt on all forms of E.E. Rep in virtue of targeting just one version of that position (a version that Lycan describes as naïve).
  (To be fair, Block motions towards inversions that target other versions of E.E. Rep. The inversion that he discusses in detail, however, targets only the previously mentioned version of E.E. Rep.)  This, in turn, leads to the following question: Given that the inversion that Block describes targets only one version of E.E. Rep, what reason is there for thinking that all versions of E.E. Rep are vulnerable to a similar attack?  


Block’s argumentative strategy looks considerably stronger if we assume that there is something about how the phenomenal colors seem that guarantees that our introspectively based notion of their individuation conditions will fail to line up with any Externalist account of those phenomenal features.  (In section 1, I identified this assumption as a source of the widespread pessimism surrounding Phenomenal Externalism.  In this section, I am suggesting that it also plays a role in the Inverted Earth Argument.)  More specifically, the argumentative strategy at work in the Inverted Earth Argument looks considerably stronger if there is something about how a type of color experience seems that makes it plausible that it would continue to seem that way even if the relevant facts about things external to you—facts that, according to whatever Externalist theory of content is under discussion, are supposed to determine the phenomenal colors of your experience—were different.  If this is the case, then the fact that Block’s inversion targets a particular version of E.E. Rep is irrelevant, for the real point of that inversion is simply to highlight this aspect of the phenomenality of our color experiences.  (It’s tough to tell whether Block would accept this description of how the Inverted Earth Argument is supposed to work; in giving the argument, he simply asserts, seemingly without argument, that phenomenal features are narrow.
  As a result, it’s difficult to tell if Block thinks that phenomenal features are narrow because of how they seem or if he thinks they are narrow for some other reason.) 

I’ve argued that, on a plausible reading, the real point of the Inverted Earth Argument is to draw our attention to a feature of our perceptual experiences—in particular, some aspect of their phenomenality—that casts doubt upon all versions of E.E. Rep. In the next section, I will examine whether this idea holds any water.  But before I do that, there is another point that I want to make about the Inverted Earth Argument. The people who defend this argument as a challenge to E.E. Rep are typically Anti-Representationalists—i.e., philosophers who deny that a perceptual experience’s phenomenal character is determined by the representational content it carries.  Strictly speaking, however, the Inverted Earth Argument challenges the Externalist, not the Representationalist, part of E.E. Rep. After all, it does not argue for a possible inversion between phenomenal color and representational content in general; rather, it argues for a possible inversion between phenomenal color and representational content that is wide.  (This fact is not lost on Block. He provides separate arguments against Internalist versions of Representationalism and against the Representationalist framework more generally.)  This, in turn, means that if the Inverted Earth Argument is successful as an argument against the Externalist part of E.E. Rep, then it ought to be possible to run this argument from within the Representationalist framework.  If the argument is successful, then a Representationalist who was an Internalist about representational content ought to be able to use it against Representationalists who favor Externalist theories of content.

Although this is not how people usually think of the Inverted Earth Argument, in the next section I’ll examine how it fares when it is framed as an argument against Externalist versions and in favor of Internalist versions of Representationalism.  This is not a pointless academic exercise; exploring the Inverted Earth Argument from this perspective will be a useful way of illustrating just how tenuous and controversial the connection is between the phenomenality of experience and its individuation conditions.

3. The Inverted Earth Argument, examined from within the framework of Representationalism

In the previous section, I argued that if the Inverted Earth Argument works as an attack on the Externalist part of E.E. Rep, then we ought to be able to run this argument from within the Representationalist framework.  I also suggested that this argument relies on the idea that the phenomenality of experience straightforwardly speaks against Phenomenal Externalism.  In this section, I will show that a distinction at the heart of all versions of Representationalism blunts any attempt to use the phenomenality of experience to cast doubt upon Externalist theories of experience.  This, in turn, means that when we try to run the Inverted Earth Argument from within the Representationalist framework, that argument will fail.  

According to Representationalism, the phenomenal character of a perceptual experience is determined by the representational content of that state.   More specifically, it is determined by the subject matter of that content. If, for example, a Representationalist thought that the phenomenal colors seemed like features of objects in the surrounding environment, she would claim that these phenomenal features are determined by representational contents that are about the features of objects in the environment.

When thinking about the phenomenality and individuation conditions of our perceptual experiences from the Representationalist perspective, it is important to distinguish the subject matter of the representational contents of those experiences from the process by which they came to have those contents. Facts about the subject matter of the representational content of an experience, by themselves, do not tell us much about the process by which that experience came to have that content.  And since, according to Representationalism, the phenomenality of an experience is determined by the subject matter of its representational content, it follows that facts about the phenomenality of an experience, by themselves, do not tell us much about the individuation conditions of that experience.


I can illustrate this point by considering a claim about the phenomenality of color experience that, at least on the surface, appears to be damaging to the project of Phenomenal Externalism—namely, that the phenomenal colors seem like intrinsic features of experience. (For expositional purposes, I’ll use ‘TRANS’ to refer to the idea that the phenomenal colors seem like features of external objects and ‘NON-TRANS’ to refer to the idea that they seem like intrinsic features of experiences.)  If we are careful, however, we can see that the assumption of NON-TRANS, if accepted, gives the Representationalist no reason whatsoever to doubt the Externalist part of E.E. Rep.  

Let’s begin with the question of whether a Representationalist could accept the assumption of NON-TRANS.  The core idea of Representationalism is that the phenomenal character of an experience is determined by the subject matter of its representational content.  It is a further step, a step on which Representationalists can (and do) differ, to specify that subject matter.  And although Representationalists typically don’t develop their accounts in this way, there’s nothing preventing a Representationalist from claiming that the representational content of an experience is reflexive and, thus, makes a representational claim about its own intrinsic features.
  The result would be a Representationalist theory that embraces NON-TRANS.  (We could call it a ‘Non-Environmental’ version of Representationalism.)  

Now that we’ve seen that it’s possible to accommodate NON-TRANS from within the Representationalist framework, let’s move to the next question: Does the acceptance of NON-TRANS (in the manner described above) force a Representationalist away from Externalist accounts of content and towards Internalist accounts? The answer is no, it doesn’t.  The fact that an experience carries a representational content that is about that very experience tells us nothing about the process by which that state came to carry that content; a fortiori, it tells us nothing about whether that process involved facts that all supervened upon the intrinsic features of the subject.  For example, there is nothing barring a Representationalist who embraces NON-TRANS from maintaining that these reflexive representational contents are determined by, say, the evolutionary history of the subject and, therefore, are wide.
 

From the perspective of Representationalism, it’s a mistake to think that NON-TRANS, if accepted, speaks against Phenomenal Externalism.  This mistake misses the following important fact about the Representationalist framework: Even if the phenomenal colors seem like intrinsic features of experience, it doesn’t follow that they are intrinsic features of experience (and, thus, are individuated narrowly); all that follows is that they are representational contents that are about the intrinsic features of experience.  And, as we have seen, there is not a straightforward connection between the subject matter of the content of a representational state and the process by which that state acquires that content.  

I have argued that even if we were to assume that the phenomenal colors seem like intrinsic features of experience, it does not follow that they will be individuated narrowly.  This point generalizes to any assumption about the phenomenality of our perceptual experiences. For within the Representationalist framework, assumptions about the phenomenality of our perceptual experiences will be cashed out in terms of the subject matter of the representational contents of those experiences.  And such assumptions, by themselves, will not tell us much about the processes by which our experiences came to have those contents.  

With this point in mind, let’s go back to the Inverted Earth Argument.  In section 2, I claimed that this argument is best understood as making an appeal to the phenomenality of experience.  The idea is that there is supposed to be something about how the phenomenal colors seem that makes it the case that all versions of E.E. Rep will fall prey to (roughly) the kind of inversion that Block describes.  I have just argued, however, that a clearheaded Representationalist should reject the notion that the phenomenality of experience is a guide to that experience’s individuation conditions.  And this, in turn, means that when we try to run Block’s argument from within the confines of Representationalism, the wheels should come off.  

To see that this is the case, let’s return to the idea of NON-TRANS.  If you believed NON-TRANS, you might think that the particular inversion described in the Inverted Earth Argument points to genuine trouble for all versions of E.E. Rep.
 Here’s why: According to all versions of E.E. Rep, the phenomenal colors are determined by what our visual experiences represent about the surrounding environment, and what these visual experiences represent about the surrounding environment, in turn, is determined by more than just the intrinsic features of the subject.  But if you believed NON-TRANS, then it might seem obvious that what it’s like in here (i.e., how the intrinsic features of experience seem) could be inverted relative to what tokens this type of (introspectively classified) experience represent about what’s going on out there, in the surrounding environment.  After all, two visual experiences could have the same intrinsic features while differing from one another in terms of what kind of thing in the environment typically causes them, or in terms of the evolutionary history of the organisms that have them, or in terms of (plug your favorite Externalist theory of content in here).

The problem with this line of reasoning is that it assumes that since the phenomenal colors seem like intrinsic features of experience (NON-TRANS), they are intrinsic features of experience and, hence, are individuated narrowly.  From the perspective of Representationalism, however, the phenomenal colors seeming like intrinsic features of experience entails only that they are representational contents that are about the intrinsic features of experience.  And, as we have seen, there is not a straightforward connection between the subject matter of the content of a representational state and that representational state’s individuation conditions.  So as thoughtful Representationalists, we cannot assume that just because phenomenal colors seem like intrinsic features of experience, there could be two visual experiences that are the same with respect their phenomenal color while differing with respect to their various relational and/or historical properties.  (Indeed, the only thing we can conclude on the basis of the phenomenal colors seeming like intrinsic features of experience is that the Environmental part of E.E. Rep is false!)  And once we realize that we can’t make this assumption, we’ve ripped the phenomenological heart out of the Inverted Earth Argument.  

In section 2, I claimed that if the Inverted Earth Argument presents a legitimate challenge to the Externalist part of E.E. Rep, then it ought to be possible to run that argument from within the Representationalist framework.  In this section, however, I’ve argued that there is a distinction at the heart of all Representationalist theories—the distinction between the subject matter of the content carried by an experience and the process by which that experience came to carry that content—that prevents the phenomenality of experience from straightforwardly speaking against Phenomenal Externalism.  (I’ve shown that this holds true even if we assume that phenomenal features seem like they are intrinsic features of experience.)  As a result of this distinction, when we run the Inverted Earth Argument from within the Representationalist framework, it fails to provide a compelling attack on the Externalist part of E.E. Rep. 

4. The broader implications for introspective arguments against Phenomenal Externalism

I’ve shown that from within the confines of the Representationalist framework, there is no straightforward connection between the phenomenality of an experience and its individuation conditions.  But how significant is this result?  Recall that the typical defender of the Inverted Earth Argument is an Anti-Representationalist, not a Representationalist who is an Internalist about representational content.  Why should an Anti-Representationalist care that from within the confines of the Representationalist framework there is no straightforward connection between how an experience seems and its individuation conditions given that he rejects that framework?  


Here’s another way to put the concern: There are theories of experience besides Representationalism.  Under these other theories, claims about the phenomenality of an experience could have a more direct impact upon our theorizing about its individuation conditions than they do under Representationalism. There are theories of experience where if we assumed NON-TRANS, for example, the falsity of Phenomenal Externalism would immediately follow. Consider, as an example, a theory that maintains that we are non-representationally acquainted with the phenomenal features of experience.  Under such a theory, if phenomenal features seem like intrinsic features of experience, then it follows that they are intrinsic features of experience and, hence, are individuated narrowly.
 If we were to frame Block’s argument using this theory of experience, it would no doubt look much better as an attack on Phenomenal Externalism than it does when it is framed using Representationalism.  

I grant these points.  I have not established that there is no straightforward connection between the phenomenality of an experience and its individuation conditions tout court; rather, I have only established that from within the confines of Representationalism there is no such connection.  But this conclusion still shows us something important about the widespread idea that the phenomenality of experience speaks against Phenomenal Externalism.  It shows that in order to start with an introspective claim about perceptual experience and end up with a genuine objection to Phenomenal Externalism, you will have to take a substantial detour through a non-trivial thesis about the nature of experience.  The assumption of NON-TRANS, for instance, does not somehow spell trouble for Phenomenal Externalism all by itself.  Rather, it is only when NON-TRANS is combined with a substantial thesis about the nature of experience (for example, a thesis about non-representational acquaintance) that it spells trouble for Phenomenal Externalism.  

In section 1, I suggested that most people doubt Phenomenal Externalism because they think that introspection straightforwardly speaks against it.  But this rejection of Phenomenal Externalism is too quick.  We have seen that from within the Representationalist framework, there is no direct route from claims about the phenomenality of experience to claims about its individuation conditions.  So, in order to generate a proper argument against Phenomenal Externalism on the basis of the phenomenality of experience, one needs to make a substantial theoretical assumption about the nature of experience—an assumption that, in effect, rules out the Representationalist framework while adopting one in which there is a more direct connection between how an experience seems and its individuation conditions. This fact, in turn, has important implications for the current state of disrepute of Phenomenal Externalism.  If casting genuine doubt upon Phenomenal Externalism requires more than simply introspecting your experiences, if it also requires you to defend a substantial thesis about the nature of experience, then I suspect that many of the detractors of that position (and many of the defenders of the Inverted Earth Argument) will need to re-examine their skepticism.
5. Conclusion
Despite the popularity of its cousin, Belief Externalism, Phenomenal Externalism is widely thought to be an absurd thesis, a thesis that is obviously false.  I have suggested that much of the pessimism about Phenomenal Externalism stems from the idea that the phenomenality of experience straightforwardly speaks against that position—the simple act of introspection, by itself, shows us that experiences are individuated narrowly, not widely.  A closer examination, however, reveals that there is not a simple and uncontroversial connection between the phenomenality of experience and its individuation conditions.  As a result, the greater philosophical public should exercise more caution in considering (and dismissing) this position, for it’s not so obvious after all that Phenomenal Externalism is absurd.
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Notes
� Some worry that Belief Externalism renders the semantic properties of beliefs causally inefficacious while others worry that it is at odds with the idea that we have privileged access to the representational content of our beliefs.  For discussion of the former concern, see Heil and Mele 1993; for discussion of the latter concern, see Ludlow and Martin 1998.  


� This expression comes from Farrell 1950 and Nagel 1974.


� To be clear, Byrne and Tye do not agree with the majority opinion; they are defenders of Phenomenal Externalism.


� This is a simplified statement of the Representationalist idea.  For more complicated statements of this idea, see Byrne 2001, Chalmers 2004, and Lycan 2004. 


� Another source of skepticism about Phenomenal Externalism focuses on the introspective indistinguishability of experiences that have same intrinsic features and different (wide) contents.  (For discussions of this kind of argument, see Lycan 2001 and Deutsch 2005.) But this kind of consideration also serves as a reason for doubting Belief Externalism and, hence, does not explain why people find Phenomenal Externalism more objectionable than Belief Externalism. (I am indebted to an anonymous referee for this point.)


� Prominent defenders of E.E. Rep include Dretske (1995, 1996), Tye (1995, 1998, 2000), Lycan (1996, 2001), and Byrne and Tye (2006).


� For an early statement of the idea of transparency, see Moore 1903.  For an influential contemporary discussion (and defense) of the idea that perceptual experience is transparent, see Harman 1990.  For denials of this idea, see Block 1996 and Kind 2003.  For additional defenses of it, see Tye 2002 and Schroer 2007. 


� For various versions of this argument, see Block 1990, 1996, 1998 and Stalnaker 1996.  In addition to Block and Stalnaker, other prominent defenders of the Inverted Earth Argument include Levine (2001) and Rey (1998). E.E. Rep responses to this argument can be found in Dretske (1996), Lycan (1996, 2001, 2004) and Tye (1996, 1998, 2000).


� In Block’s early version of this argument (1990), you are unaware of your move to Inverted Earth. In later versions (1996, 1998), however, Block posits that you are made aware of the move and consciously chose to ‘identify with the local culture and in effect adopt the concepts and language of the Inverted Earth language community’ (1996, p. 42).


� Some defenders of E.E. Rep have argued that we can accept the above (possibly naïve) theory of psychosemantics and simply deny that the experience of earth grass and the experience of inverted grass have the same phenomenal character; in essence, we can claim that the phenomenal character of our visual experiences of inverted grass will shift when their representational content shifts. This line of argument is supplemented with an appeal to Externalism about memory to show why memory cannot be trusted when comparing the phenomenal color of experiences of earth grass to the phenomenal color of experiences of inverted grass.  Examples of this kind of argument can be found in Lycan 1996 and Tye 1998, 2000.  This, however, is not the kind of defense of Phenomenal Externalism that I will be exploring in this paper.


� See, for example, Block 1990, p. 684 and p. 686.


� Peter Carruthers (2000) is an example of someone who maintains that perceptual experience carries a (partly) reflexive content.  For more on the general idea that experiences carry a reflexive content, see Kriegel and Williford 2006.


� The assumption of NON-TRANS might cause trouble for Externalist theories of content that are causal in nature, for under such theories it seems that a mental state can represent itself only if it caused itself.  That said, there’s no general difficulty in wedding NON-TRANS to Externalist theories of content.


� I am not claiming that Block himself is relying this particular assumption when he runs the Inverted Earth Argument.  I take no official stand on what, if any, assumptions he may have about how the phenomenal colors seem.  


� A similar point about theories that feature a non-representational form of acquaintance is made in Dretske 1996.


� The ideas at the heart of this paper were developed while I was a resident in John Heil’s 2006 N.E.H. Summer Seminar, ‘Mind and Metaphysics’, at Washington University (in St. Louis).  (I owe a special debt of gratitude to William Lycan, who gave a series of lectures on Phenomenal Externalism during this seminar.)  Some of the arguments in this paper were presented at the 2007 meeting of the Pacific Division of the American Philosophical Association.  I am grateful to Gurpreet Rattan for his comments on that paper.  Brendan O’Sullivan and Max Deutsch also provided helpful feedback on various ideas in this paper, as did two anonymous referees for this journal.
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