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Abstract Roderick Chisholm argued that ‘look’ can be used in three different ways: epistemically, comparatively and non-comparatively. Chisholm’s non-comparative sense of ‘look’ played an important role in Frank Jackson’s argument for the sense-datum theory. The question remains 1



whether Chisholm’s distinction is a genuine semantic distinction and if so, which conclusions follow concerning the contents of perception. I argue here that Chisholm’s distinction is a genuine semantic distinction: while ‘look’ itself is only two-way ambiguous between an epistemic and a non-epistemic sense, ‘looks’ reports are three-way ambiguous. I then argue that both comparative and non-comparative ‘looks’ reports are phenomenal reports, and that phenomenal ‘looks’ reports reflect contents of perception. However, I argue, this conclusion does not lend support to the sense-datum theory. Instead it lends support to a representational account of perceptual content.



O. Introduction: Chisholm’s Distinction Chisholm familiarly identified three distinct uses of ‘appear words’ (1957: chap. 4): the epistemic, the comparative and the non-comparative (non-epistemic) use. Henceforth I shall follow Chisholm in taking ‘non-comparative’ to be shorthand for ‘non-comparative nonepistemic’. Epistemic ‘looks’ reports purport to convey information about what the speaker’s total subjective evidence indicates. To take an example from Jackson: If I notice that the neighbors’ yawn has not been moved for weeks, the curtains are down and the doorbell is unanswered, I might say ‘it looks like the neighbors are away’. In this case I am saying, roughly, that my experience as of the lawn being unmoved, the doorbell unanswered and windows closed, together with other evidence I may have, support the proposition that the neighbors are away. The evidence in question need not be visual. For example, if I hear on the radio that a public health care reform has been accepted, I may say ‘it looks like I won’t need my private health insurance anymore’. Unlike epistemic ‘looks’ reports, comparative and non-comparative ‘looks’ reports make implicit reference to visual experience. Synchronically the non-epistemic use is the more fundamental, and the epistemic use has come about through metaphorical processes. Comparative ‘looks’ reports tell us that two visual experiences have certain subjective properties in common. For example, ‘Anna looks like her sister’ purports to report that a visual
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experience of Anna share certain phenomenal features in common with a visual experience of Anna’s sister. Non-comparative ‘looks’ reports purport to describe the phenomenal properties of visual experience directly (rather than comparatively). For example, ‘this shirt looks red’ conveys that the speaker’s visual experience of a certain short is a phenomenally red experience. Chisholm’s distinction seems intuitively plausible. It plays an important role in Jackson’s argument for the sense-datum theory in Perception. Roughly, Jackson thought that the fact that there are accurate phenomenal ‘looks’ reports shows that we do not perceive the world directly but perceive it via a veil of appearances. But, as several authors have pointed out, not enough has been said about Chisholm’s distinction to determine whether it has any consequences for the nature of perception. I will argue here that it does: non-epistemic ‘looks’ reports reflect contents of perception. However, I will argue, this conclusion does not lend support to the sense-data theory. Instead it lends support to a representational account of perceptual contents.



1. The Epistemic Use of ‘Look’ If I hear on the radio that a public health care reform has been accepted, I may say ‘it looks like I won’t need my private health insurance anymore’. This is the use of ‘look’ which Chisholm called the ‘epistemic use’. When ‘look’ is so used, the description sentence containing it does not purport to describe visual experience but purports to describe a cognitive state concerning what is indicated by the speaker’s total subjective evidence. Thus, ‘it looks like I won’t need my private health insurance anymore’ can be paraphrased as ‘my total subjective evidence indicates that I won’t need my private health insurance anymore’. It is, of course, possible that s’s total subjective evidence indicates that p, even if s does not believe that p. But it would be irrational for s to believe not-p or fail to believe p if her total subjective evidence indicates that p. So, when ‘look’ is given an epistemic reading, ‘it looks like p but not-p’ and ‘it looks like p but I don’t believe p’ reflect that the speaker is subjectively 3



irrational. Hence, if subjective rationality is a condition on proper assertion, we can explain the inappropriateness of these kinds of assertions. Epistemic ‘looks’ reports are evidence-bearing. It cannot epistemically look as if p if one’s total evidence indicates that not-p. For example, if I hear a radio host announce that Facebook just took the top spot among social media sites but I have good reason to believe that Twitter just took the top spot, then I cannot accurately assert ‘It looks like Facebook just took the top spot among social media sites’. So, when epistemic ‘looks’ reports are accurate, they give us information about the speaker’s total subject evidence. It has sometimes been suggested that epistemic ‘looks’ reports are those that contain the phrases ‘it looks as if’ or ‘it looks like’, where ‘it’ is a grammatical marker rather than a deictic pronoun. But as the following example illustrates not all epistemic ‘looks’ reports have this form:



(1) Michael Vick looks ready to go



Suppose Michael Vick has had a leg injury. A journalist calls the team leader to ask whether Michael will be ready to play when the Philadelphia Eagles hosts Jacksonville next Thursday. The team leader says that Michael has recovered from leg surgery and will be able to play next Thursday. The journalist correctly writes 1(a) as a headline of his story the next day. ‘Look’ here plays the role of informing us that the speaker’s total subjective evidence supports the proposition that Michael Vick is ready to go.



2. The Comparative Use of ‘Look’ Comparative ‘looks’ reports tell us that two visual experiences have certain properties in common but they need not tell us what the properties are. For example, if I notice that Anna is 4



visually similar to her sister, I can say ‘Anna looks like her sister’. I have then said that visual experiences of Anna and her sister share certain properties in common but I have not said what these properties are. At least some comparative reports are epistemic reports. For example, suppose I say about war 1: ‘this looks like war 2’. That’s comparative but plausibly epistemic. So, there will be non-comparative epistemic reports. However, not all comparative ‘looks’ reports are epistemic reports. Epistemic reports are evidence-bearing but comparative ‘looks’ reports are not always evidence-bearing, witness ‘It looks like a cow but it’s really a horse’. Comparative ‘looks’ reports have a distinctly comparative structure. Hence, they are structurally related to more familiar comparative sentences. Here are some examples of comparative sentences:



(2) (a) John is taller than every girl is. (b) Ellen is as rich as her father (c) John dances like Tom (d) Mary eats like a bird



A lot has been written on the semantics of comparative sentences. On one influential account due to Irene Heim (2006), comparative sentences are to be analyzed as containing semantically vacuous ‘wh’-items in the sentence structure. 2(a) can be read as: ‘John is taller than every girl is wh’. To a first approximation, ‘every girl is wh’ is to be read as: ‘every girl x: x is this tall’. This item scopes out of the comparative clause, and the ‘wh’-item raises to a wide-scope position. Hence, 2(a) has the following underlying structure:
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[wh1[every girl is t1]]2 [John is taller than t2]



The truth-condition for 2(a) is as follows: for every girl x, there is a height y such that John's height is greater than y. Likewise, 2(c) can be read as: ‘John dances like Tom does wh’, where ‘Tom does wh’ is to be read, roughly, as: ‘Tom dances this way’. This item scopes out of the comparative clause. So, 2(c) has the following underlying structure: ‘[wh1[Tom dances t1]]2 [John dances t2]’. We can assign the following truth-condition to 2(c): for some way w such that w is a way that Tom dances, John dances that way too. 2(d) is to be read as: ‘Mary eats like a bird does wh’, where ‘a bird does wh’ is to be read as: ‘most birds x: x eats this much’. This item scopes out of the comparative clause. So, 2(d) has the following structure: ‘[wh1[a bird eats t1]]2 [Mary eats t2]’. We can assign the following truth-condition to 2(d): there is an amount x such that most birds eat x and Mary eats x too. If we suppose that putatively comparative ‘looks’-reports are truly comparative, which their grammar suggests, then it makes sense to apply Heim’s analysis of comparative sentences to them too. The natural way to do so is as follows. Following Heim, ‘ X looks like Y’ contains the implicit wh-clause ‘wh1[Y looks t1]’. This item scopes out of the comparative clause. This then yields the underlying structure: ‘[wh1[Y looks t1]]2 [X looks t2]’. For example, ‘Anna looks like her sister’ is to be read as containing the implicit clause wh-clause: ‘wh1[Anna’s sister looks t1]’. This item scopes out of the comparative clause. So, the sentence has the following underlying structure: ‘[wh1[Anna’s sister looks t1]]2 [Anna looks t2]’. We can assign the following truth-condition to this structure: there is an x such that x is how Anna’s sister looks, and Anna looks x. It may be useful to compare comparative ‘looks’ reports to knowledge-wh reports. ‘John knows where the talk is’ has the following truth-condition: there is an x such that John 6



knows that x is where the talk is. The reports quantifies into the complement of ‘know’. It attributes to John the knowledge that x (for some x) is the location of the talk. Though it does not mention where the talk is, it nonetheless purports to describe John’s state of knowledge. Comparative ‘looks’ reports are similar to knowledge-wh reports in this respect. ‘That table looks like my dining room table’ purports to convey that there is a property which the speaker’s visual experience has in common with a typical experience of the speaker’s dining room table but without stating explicitly what the property is. My linguistic analysis of comparative ‘looks’ reports offers the full answer to the question of how to analyze comparative ‘looks’ reports linguistically, at least assuming that these sentences are genuinely comparative sentences. However, it does not provide the full answer to the question of how to assign truth-conditions to the underlying linguistic forms. The reason is that the analysis makes unreduced appeal to a notion of ‘look x’. This notion needs further analysis in non-comparative terms. One issue in this regard is that of whether ‘X looks x’ is best interpreted as ‘it looks as if X is x’ or is better interpreted as the adverbial construction ‘X looks x-ly. It is prima facie plausible that the truth-condition for ‘X dances like Y’ involves ‘X dances P-ly’. One could hold that the truth-condition for ‘X looks like Y’ likewise involves ‘looks x-ly’. That would still fit with Heim’s analysis. Below I will argue that the truth-condition for ‘X looks like Y’ does not involve ‘looks x-ly’.



3. The Non-Comparative Non-Epistemic Use of ‘Look’ Non-comparative (non-epistemic) ‘looks’ reports purport to describe the properties of visual experience directly (rather than comparatively). For example, if I look at my red chair and say ‘the chair looks red’, what I said is plausibly a non-comparative report. Both comparative and non-comparative (non-epistemic) reports purport to convey information about the phenomenal properties of visual experience. Whose experience is purportedly described by ‘looks’ report is determined either by extra-linguistic context or by a higher operator, as in ‘John believes that 7



table looks like his dining room table’, or by an explicit ‘to x’ modifier, as in ‘that table looks like my dining room table to John’. For the case of bare ‘looks’ reports such as ‘that table looks like my dining room table’ the relevant experience is the speaker’s. For instance, ‘that table looks like my dining room table’ can be paraphrased as ‘That table looks like my dining room table to me’. Some apparently non-comparative ‘looks’ reports are implicitly comparative. For example, ‘John looks drunk’ is plausibly a contraction of ‘John looks like someone who is drunk’. Drunkenness, like hunger, is not a directly visually observable feature but can only be observed indirectly through e.g. visible, auditory, and olfactory evidence (e.g. slurred speech, loud voice, uncontrollable laughing, failure to walk straight, smelly breath, etc). The comparative report gets this right. If John looks drunk, then a visual experience of John has certain features in common with visual experiences of people who are drunk (e.g., the inability to walk straight, unfocused gaze, etc). It may be suggested that so-called non-comparative (non-epistemic) reports are really epistemic reports. For example, one might suggest that ‘x looks red’ can be analyzed as ‘x is inducing in me the belief that x is red (Armstrong 1961). But it’s implausible to think that all uses of ‘x looks red’ are epistemic. Epistemic reports are evidence-bearing. However, there is nothing incoherent in saying ‘x looks red but it really is white’. But in this case ‘x looks red’ is not evidence-bearing and hence the sentence is not used epistemically (for discussion see also Maund 1986). Alex Byrne (1999) and Kathrin Glüer (1999) take perceptual experiences to be beliefs. On their views, non-comparative ‘looks’ reports reflect the contents of beliefs. However, even on their views, it is clearly ‘look’ in the non-epistemic sense that figures in ‘looks’ reports purporting to report the contents of perceptual experiences. For them, not all beliefs are created equal. For Byrne, ‘x looks red’ reflects the belief content that x is red but the belief is more primitive and perceptual than genuinely cognitive belief. Hence, it is possible to believe primitively that x is red and yet believe cognitively that x is not red. For Glüer, ‘x looks red’
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reflects the belief content ‘x looks red to me’. Hence, it is possible to believe that x looks red and also believe that x is not red. It may be argued that all apparent non-comparative (non-epistemic) reports are implicitly comparative. For example, ‘The chair looks red’ is plausibly a contraction of ‘The chair looks like an object that is red’. The latter sentence could be true if the chair caused experiences as of greenness. However, there are three reasons to resist this sort of pessimism about noncomparative (non-epistemic) ‘looks’ reports. First, as we have seen, comparative ‘looks’ reports plausibly just are existentially quantified non-comparative ‘looks’ reports. Second, even if we were wrong about the linguistic analysis of comparative ‘looks’ reports, it is evident that we cannot successfully reduce all non-comparative ‘looks’ reports to comparative reports. ‘That chair looks red’ and ‘that chair looks the way a red object looks’ plausibly have the same truth-conditions. In this world, they are plausibly true just in case the demonstrated chair looks purely qualitatively red. Likewise, ‘That chair looks purely qualitatively red’ and ‘That chair looks the way a purely qualitatively red object would look’ plausibly have the same truth-conditions. However, the latter two reports are true just in case the demonstrated chair looks purely qualitatively red. Hence, the comparative report presupposes a non-comparative use of ‘looks’. So, not all non-comparative ‘looks’ reports reduce to comparative reports. Third, as Chisholm (1957: 51) points out, if ‘look red’ is given a comparative reading, ‘red things look red in daylight’ is an analytic truth. It says ‘things that are red look the way things that are red look’, which is trivially true. If, on the other hand, ‘look red’ is given a noncomparative reading, then ‘red things look red in daylight’ is a synthetic truth. Even before she started studying neuroscience and physics Frank Jackson’s Mary knew that in daylight red things look the way red things look. But she didn’t know that red things looked noncomparatively red. So, ‘red things look red’ has two readings, one of which is a noncomparative (non-epistemic) reading.
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People will sometimes say that the non-comparative (non-epistemic) ‘looks’ reports are exactly those with the surface structure ‘x looks [adjectival phrase]’. But, as we have already seen, epistemic ‘looks’ reports too can take this form. And as the following examples illustrate, non-comparative non-epistemic ‘looks’ reports can take the form ‘It looks as if p’ and ‘It looks like p’:



(3) (a) The new robot looks green (b) It looks like the stationary rock on the side of the waterfall is moving (c) It looks as if the table is red



Re 3(a): you are looking at the new robot in the demonstration room. You know that the robot looks pale blue in good lighting conditions. But in the demonstration room it looks green. You utter 3(a) to notify the institute leader of the bad lighting conditions. Your total subjective evidence clearly does not indicate that the new robot is green. Hence, your report is not evidence-bearing and hence is not be an epistemic report. Re 3(b): you have just been looking at a waterfall and you now move your gaze to a stationary rock on the side of the waterfall. The motion aftereffects makes the rock appear to be moving in an upwards direction. You utter 3(b). Your report does not convey that your total subjective evidence indicates that the rock is moving. So, your report is not epistemic. Re 3(c): you are teaching a perception seminar. In order to make your explanation of the phenomenon of illusion more vivid, you have brought in a white table and a red lamp that makes the white table look red. You utter 3(c). As your report does not convey that your total evidence indicates that the table is red, your report is not epistemic.
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There is even reason to think that the adjectival structure can be used even for comparative cases. For example, ‘that looks fishy’ can be used to say that it looks the way that fishes look. These considerations suggest that while there is a way to identify comparative ‘looks’ reports based on grammatical structure, there is no way of discriminating between epistemic and non-comparative non-epistemic reports based on their grammatical structure.



4. Is ‘Look’ Adverbial? I now turn to the issue we raised at the end of section 2. It is prima facie plausible that the truth-condition for ‘X dances like Y’ involves ‘X dances P-ly’. For example, ‘Amy dances like Eli’ is true if Amy and Eli both dance wildly with their eyes closed. When an adverb occurs in a final position it describes the manner of the activity picked out by the verb. Consider:



(4) (a) John spilled the beans clumsily (b) John dances clumsily



4(a) means ‘John spilled the beans in a clumsy manner’, and 4(b) means ‘John dances in a clumsy manner’. Adverbs that describe the manner of the activity picked out by the verb are also known as ‘manner adverbials’. 4(a) can be assigned the following truth-condition using Davidsonian event semantics: ‘∃e[spill(e, John, beans) & clumsily(e)’. 4(b) can be assigned the following truth-condition using Davidsonian event semantics: ‘∃e[dance(e, John) & clumsily(e)’.
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But now, one could hold that the truth-condition for ‘X looks like Y’ likewise involves ‘X looks x-ly’, where ‘x-ly’ is a manner adverbial. ‘The tomato looks red to me’ would be assigned the truth-condition: ∃e[look(e, tomato, me) & redly(e). In other words, there is a looking event with the tomato and I as participants (agent and patient respectively), and the event takes place in a redly manner. This would be consistent with an adverbial theory of perception, according to which perceiving is an object acting upon a perceiver in a certain manner. Roderick Chisholm is a legendary defender of the adverbial theory. Wylie Breckenridge is one of its contemporary defenders. However, there are several good reasons to think that ‘X looks x’ cannot be analyzed this way. Here are five: First, the verbs ‘to seem’, ‘to appear’, ‘to feel’, ‘to prove’, ‘to turn out’, ‘to find, ‘to deem’, ‘to assume’, ‘to believe’, ‘to expect’ sometimes function as so-called ‘subject raising verbs’. 1 I will use ‘raising verbs’ as shorthand for ‘subject raising verbs’. Raising verbs, like linking verbs (e.g., ‘to grow’ as in ‘to grow stronger’), join the sentence subject with an adjectival or infinitive complement, as in ‘Lisa seemed angry’, ‘John turned out to be a crook’, ‘publishing in the top journals proved to be difficult’, ‘Alice’s students were expected to turn in their papers on time’. Now, ‘to look’ as it occurs in ‘to look red’ also functions as a raising verb. Verbs that function as raising verbs can also function as so-called transitive verbs, as in ‘John looked (shy, shyly) at Mary’, ‘Tom (eagerly) expected the car crash’ and ‘Alice (enthusiastically) tasted the soup’. When they function as transitive verbs, they describe acts or actions of the referent of the semantic subject. When they function as intransitive raising verbs, they describe a passive experiential or epistemic state of an implicitly or explicitly mentioned perceiver. For example, ‘Lisa seemed angry to Paul’ describes a passive experiential or epistemic state of Paul, and ‘The tomato looks red’ describes a passive experiential or epistemic
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In ‘Alice expected her students to turn in their papers on time’, ‘her students’ is the object of ‘expected’, but, as we will see below, the underlying form of the sentence is ‘Expected-A[her students to turn in their papers on time’. So, ‘her students’ is a subject of the subordinate clause. This process of moving from the underlying form where ‘her students’ is a subject to the surface form where ‘her students’ is an object is known as ‘subject-to-object raising’. 12



state of the speaker. Raising verbs are always followed by adjectives or infinitive clauses rather than adverbs. The ‘to be’ of infinitive clauses always takes an adjectival complement, not an adverbial one, as in apparent in ‘John was found to be missing’ and ‘Susan turned out to be guilty’. Hence, while complements of raising verbs can be modified by adverbs, as in ‘extremely beautiful’, they cannot themselves be adverbs or be ‘to be’ plus adverb clauses. Second, and relatedly, unlike adverbial modifiers, the adjectival complements of raising verbs and the corresponding infinitive clauses have the same meaning. The reason that they have the same meaning has to do with the underlying form of the sentence in which they occur. As I will argue below, raising verbs function as sentential operators. ‘John seemed worried’ has the underlying form ‘Seemed (John is worried)’. This underlying form is then transformed into the surface form ‘John seemed to be worried’. This can then undergo deletion of the predicate infinitive to become ‘John seemed worried’. The same goes for ‘looks’. ‘X looks red’ has the underlying form ‘Looks (X is red)’. This underlying form is then transformed into the surface form ‘Looks(X is red)’. This underlying form can then be transformed into the surface form ‘X looks to be red’, which through infinitive deletion is transformed into ‘X looks red’. The infinitive construction ‘X looks to be red’ is thus a pleonastic paraphrase of ‘X looks red’. In the case of ‘John dances clumsily’, on the other hand, there is no equivalent infinitive construction. For example, ‘John dances clumsily’ and ‘John dances to be clumsy’ have different truthconditions. ‘Clumsily’ here functions as a manner adverbial. Third, manner adverbials typically allow a wide range of possible positions, as in ‘(Stupidly,) they (stupidly) have (stupidly) been (stupidly) buying hog futures (, stupidly)’ and ‘this bridge (*badly) was (badly) designed (badly) by Brunel (badly)’. But ‘red’ can only occur in final position in ‘look’ constructions, witness the infelicity of ‘*The tomato red looks to me’, ‘*Red the tomato looks to me’, and ‘?The tomato looks to me red’. Fourth, verbs can occur without a manner adverbial, but ‘look’ constructions require a complement. Thus, ‘John slowly gave the chair to Mary’ and ‘John gave the chair to Mary’ are both felicitous, but ‘The tomato looks to me’ is ungrammatical.
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Fifth, ‘look’ does not assign the same case as verbs that allow manner adverbials. Only agentive transitive verbs allow manner adverbials. A transitive verb is one that has an object (a noun-phrase complement) and a subject. The subject and the object may consist of an agent and a patient or an experiencer and an object theme. Patient and theme differ with respect to the idea of affectedness. A patient is affected by the action described by the verb. A theme is unaffected by it. Consider:



(5) (a) John sawed the wood (to pieces) (b) John saw the wood (*to pieces)



The wood is affected by the sawing but not by the seeing. Hence, ‘the wood’ is called a ‘patient’ in 5(a) but a theme in 5(b). Agentive transitive verbs assign so-called structural case. Following Noam Chomsky (1986), structural case is assigned to an object based not on the properties of the verb, but on the structure in which it appears. For example, in ‘John kicked her’, ‘kick’ assigns accusative case to the position it governs. Hence, any phrase occupying the position will be assigned that case. So, ‘her’ is in the accusative case because it fills the role governed by ‘kick’. Inherent accusative is assigned by a morphological feature in the verb’s lexical entry and is thus independent of structural considerations. Inherent case is assigned by a particular case assigner to a lexically specified argument and it can therefore only be assigned to a phrase that is thematically related to the case assigner. For example, in ‘John’s belief [of [the rumor]]’ the head noun ‘belief’ assigns its complement ‘the rumor’ inherent case, which is here a genitive that is morphologically realized via ‘of’. The same goes for ‘The new look of [the [president]]’, in which ‘look’ assigns a genitive case morphologically realized via ‘of’. Verbs that assign structural case are true agentive verbs. For example, ‘kick’ as it occurs in ‘John kicked her’ assigns structural case to ‘her’ and hence is a true accusative. Verbs that assign inherent case are not true accusatives. For example, ‘believe’ as it occurs in ‘John
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believed in her’ assigns inherent case to ‘her’ and hence is not a true accusative. The same goes for ‘good’ in ‘it’s good for her [to be happy]’, where ‘good’ is used with a dative. Only transitive verbs that select affected objects (agentive transitive verbs) allow manner adverbials:



(6) (a) John dried the dishes enthusiastically (b) *John resembled her carefully (c) *John aggravated me revoltingly (d) *Mary desired a raise slowly (e) Mary walked to school quickly



Of course, ‘John resembled her closely’ and ‘Mary desired a raise immensely’ are fine. But ‘closely’ and ‘immensely’ are not manner adverbials. It does not specify the way of resembling or desiring but the quantity. Now, ‘look’ does not assign structural case. ‘Methinks’ is a modern construction of an old English dative form: ‘it seems me’ [‘thyncan’ = ‘seem’]. ‘Me’ in ‘seems to me’ is thus a morphologically marked dative case rather than a true accusative. The same goes for ‘looks to me’, as in ‘The tomato looks red to me’. So, ‘look’ is not a truly agentive verb. But only true agentive verbs allow manner adverbials. The adjective ‘red’ as it occurs in ‘the tomato looks red to me’ thus does not function as a manner adverbial. Hence, the adverbial reading of ‘look [adjectival phrase]’ cannot be right. These five reasons are my prime reasons against the adverbial view that takes apparent adjectival complements of ‘look’ to be manner adverbials. I will now offer what I believe to be the right semantics of ‘look’. I propose that when ‘look’ takes an adjective it functions semantically in the same way as the raising verb in the following sentences:



(7)
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(a) Tom was found missing (b) Susan was proven guilty (c) A laptop was reported stolen (d) Patrick was assumed dead [after disappearing in South America in the 1970s] (e) Some 67% of the students’ writing was deemed outstanding or good



Note that the sentences in (7) cannot be analyzed on the model of object or subject depictives. Depictives are stage-level predicates of states of individuals in subject or object position which are linked to the time of the event denoted by the verb, as in ‘John left the meeting angry’ and ‘John ate his dinner raw’. Here ‘angry’ picks out a property of John at the time at which he left the meeting, and ‘raw’ picks out a property of the dinner at the time at which John ate it. The first is to be assigned the truth-condition: Left(John, Meeting) & Angry(John). The second is to be assigned the truth-condition: ∃x[dinner(x)] [John ate (x) & raw(x)]. But ‘Tom was found missing’ cannot be assigned a similar truth-condition: ∃x[x found John & missing(John)]. The sentences in (7) are pleonastic paraphrases of ‘Tom was found to be missing’, ‘Susan was proven to be guilty’, ‘A laptop was reported to be stolen’, ‘Patrick was assumed to be dead’ and ‘Some 67% of the students' writing was deemed to be outstanding or good’. They are thus structurally similar to sentences with raising verbs and infinitive predicates such as ‘John is expected to arrive on time’, ‘Mary is believed to have stolen two library books’, ‘The summer promises to be great’, ‘Tom was seen eating a sandwich’. As ‘looks’ is a raising verb when it occurs as an intransitive verb (but not when it occurs transitively, as in ‘John looked at Mary’), the sentence ‘the tomato looked red’ is a pleonastic paraphrase of ‘the tomato looked to be red’.
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Transformational grammar has taught us that sentences with raising verbs do not have the surface form that they appear to have. On the face of it, these sentences seem to have the same surface grammar as ‘John wanted to be happy’. However, this is not so. One of the big advances of transformational grammar was that it offered a way to distinguish between the different underlying forms of sentences like ‘John wants to be happy’ and ‘John looks to be happy’. The ‘want’ sentence has the underlying form ‘John wants [John to be happy] and the ‘looks’ sentence has the underlying form ‘Looks[John to be happy]. The surface forms are produced by applying the transformation rules Equi-NP-Deletion and Subjectto-Subject-Raising to the sentences respectively. Equi-NP-Deletion allows identical phrases, for example noun-phrases or ‘for’-phrases, to be deleted, as in ‘It’s good for her for her to stay here’ or ‘It’s good for her for her to stay here’ (Partee 1975). In Subject-to-Subject-Raising a subject that belongs semantically to a subordinate clause becomes realized in the surface-grammar as a constituent of a higher clause. In the case of ‘John looked happy’ the subject ‘John’ is the surface-grammatical subject of the raising verb ‘looked’ but it is the semantic subject of ‘to be happy’. ‘John looked happy’ has the underlying derivational structure ‘[e looks [John to be happy]]’. In the transformation of deep grammar into surface grammar ‘John’ becomes raised to become the subject of ‘looks’. The subjects of raising verbs like ‘seem’, ‘proven’ and ‘look’ thus have no semantic relation to the verbs. Rather, they are associated with the infinitive predicate or the verb of the embedded clause. For example, in ‘the apple looked to be red’ the subject ‘the apple’ is associated with ‘to be red’ and in ‘John seemed to prefer red wine’ the subject ‘John’ is associated with the verb ‘prefers’. The formal way to put this is that raising verbs do not assign a theta-role to their subjects. Raising is specified in the lexical entry of raising-verbs. For example, ‘Look’ states in its lexical entry, among other things, that it subcategorizes for an infinitive clause to which it doesn’t assign a theta role. One piece of evidence for subject raising is that we can express the same meaning by raising different elements in the 17



derivational structure. For example, ‘John seemed to be the main author of the article’ and ‘The main author of the article seemed to be John’ have the same meaning. This shows that ‘seem’ does not assign a theta-role to ‘John’ and ‘The main author of the article’. Rather, these semantic roles are assigned in the subordinate clause ‘John to be the main author of the article’. In their un-raised surface form raising verbs often take an expletive, or dummy, subject, as in ‘It was proven (that) she was guilty, ‘It seemed (as if) she was turning red’, or ‘It looks (like) she is done’. There are different theories of why raising happens. In Relational Grammar subject-tosubject-Raising is driven by the rule that in English all clauses must ultimately have a subject, which can be either the expletive subject ‘it’ or the raised subject (Postal 1974). In Government and Binding Theory Subject-Raising it is an instance of DP movement (Chomsky 1981).



5. Is ‘Look’ Ambiguous? If there are three uses of ‘look’, then one might suspect that ‘look’ is ambiguous. Here we need to distinguish between unsystematic ambiguity and systematic ambiguity, also known as lexical ambiguity and polysemy, respectively. If a string of letters is lexically ambiguous, then the fact that the same string of letters spells two different words is a linguistic coincidence. ‘Bank’ is a good example of this. If a string of letters is polysemous, then the given string of letters spells a single word with different but related meanings. ‘Fine’ is a good example of this. ‘Fine’ as it occurs in ‘a fine restaurant’ and ‘fine’ as it occurs in ‘finely shaped features’ have different but related meanings. Polysemy can be explained semantically or pragmatically. A polysemous word is a semantically underspecified lexical entry. Because the lexical entry is underspecified, linguistic or extra-linguistic context is required in order to determine which proposition is conventionally conveyed by a sentence containing it. Whether the full proposition conventionally conveyed is best treated as semantically expressed or pragmatically conveyed by the sentence will depend on further theoretical assumptions. 18



There are various linguistic tests of ambiguity. One is the translation test. If a word is ambiguous, it will tend to translate into different words in other languages. The translation test doesn’t strongly differentiate between lexical ambiguity and polysemy. If it is a linguistic coincidence that a single string of letters spells two different words, then we can expect the term to translate into different words in at least some other languages. If, on the other hand, a word has two closely related and contextually determined meanings, we should expect the different meanings to be lexically manifest in at least some other languages. We might divide the translation test into the unsystematic and the systematic translation test. If a word is lexically ambiguous, we should expect the word to translate into different words in most other languages. If a word has different closely related meanings, we should expect it to translate into different words in some other languages. ‘Look’ passes the systematic translation test. In French, the ‘look’ in ‘it looks as if’ and the ‘look’ in ‘looks [adjectival phrase]’ translates as ‘semble’ and the ‘look’ in ‘she looks like’ translates as ‘resemble’. Similarly, in Danish, the ‘look’ in the first two constructions translates as ‘ser ud’ whereas the ‘look’ in the third construction translates as ‘ligner’. But in many languages there is no difference between epistemic, comparative, and non-comparative ‘looks’ constructions, which suggests that ‘look’ is systematically ambiguous (polysemous) but not unsystematically ambiguous (lexically ambiguous). A second test of ambiguity is the coordination test. Most ambiguous and polysemous verb phrases impose incompatible requirements on the extension of the subject or predicate. For instance, when combined with a subject term that denotes a person ‘to expire’ means to die but when combined with a subject term that denotes a legal document it means to cease to be valid. So, if we combine ‘expire’ with a subject term that conjoins a description or name of a person and a description of a legal document, the result should be infelicitous, as indeed it is. For instance, ‘John and his driver’s license expired on Tuesday’ is infelicitous, because there is no reading of ‘expire’ that applies both to living things and legal documents. The coordination test predicts that ‘look’ is ambiguous between an epistemic and a perceptual reading. Suppose my blue car is parked in a car garage with bad lighting that makes 19



the car appear phenomenally green to me. Suppose further that I just heard on the radio that a new public health care reform has been accepted. The following is infelicitous in the envisaged circumstances: ‘It looks as if (I won’t need my private health insurance anymore and my car is green)’. Likewise, ‘Premise 2 looks suspect and purple’ is infelicitous even in a scenario in which I am looking at a proof written with purple ink. ‘Look’ fails the coordination test in some cases. Consider:



(8) Michael Vick looks unwell but ready to go



(8) sounds fine, at least without a specified background context. However, I suspect that (8) sounds alright because it admits of a perceptual reading, perhaps one where ‘looks unwell but ready to go’ is interpreted comparatively. Suppose, for instance, that Michael Vick looks pale and his muscles shrunken but that he is dressed in a team uniform. In these circumstances, (8) is acceptable. However, it is not hard to imagine a scenario in which (8) would be infelicitous. Suppose you are visually observing Michael Vick. His face has a pale color, his muscles look shrunken, and he is dressed in hospital clothes. However, you receive a phone call from his highly reliable agent who tells you that Michael Vick is well and will be playing next week. In this sort of scenario your visual experience indicates that Michael Vick looks unwell and your total subjective evidence indicates that Michael Vicks is ready to go. But it is not the case that your visual experience or your total subjective evidence indicates that Michael Vicks looks unwell and ready to go. Hence, (8) is infelicitous in these circumstances. It thus seems that ‘look’ is systematically ambiguous between an epistemic and a perceptual reading. It may also be thought that ‘look’ is ambiguous between a comparative and a non-comparative reading. The coordination test seems to give us this result. For example, ‘my chair looks purely qualitatively red and like a sofa’ is infelicitous. However, if 20



comparative ‘looks’ reports are ultimately analyzable in terms of non-comparative existentially quantified ‘looks’ reports, as I have argued above, then the ambiguity probably is not an ambiguity in ‘look’ itself but rather an ambiguity in the phrases ‘looks [adjectival phrase]’ and ‘looks like x’. So, while ‘looks’ reports are three-fold ambiguous (or polysemous), ‘look’ itself only has two senses.



6. Are Non-Epistemic ‘Looks’ Reports Phenomenal Reports? To what extent can comparative and non-comparative (non-epistemic) looks-reports really be said to be phenomenal? Frank Jackson (1977) distinguishes between comparative and phenomenal ‘looks’ reports. However, prima facie the phenomenal vs. non-phenomenal distinction is orthogonal to the non-comparative vs. comparative distinction. Whether there really is a single distinction can only be determined after more careful scrutiny of the question of which kinds of ‘looks’ reports (if any) are phenomenal reports. Until now we have left it open whether non-comparative looking is to be analyzed as phenomenal looking. Some may resist this claim. So, it needs to be addressed. A phenomenal ‘looks’ report (if there are any) is a ‘looks’ report made by a ‘looks’ sentence that reflects phenomenal properties of perceptual experience. Do non-epistemic ‘looks’ reports reflect phenomenal properties of perceptual experience? To answer this question, we must say a bit more about what we mean by ‘reflect’. ‘To reflect’ can in some contexts mean ‘to give (subjective) evidence of’ as in ‘his actions reflect what he really believes’, ‘his treatment of her reflects badly on him’, and ‘evolution of office spaces reflects changing attitudes’. However, this is not the relevant meaning here. I propose the following definitions of ‘S reflects property P’ and ‘S reflects content p’:



Phenomenal Property Reflection
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A report that describes experience e reflects a phenomenal property P iff [necessarily, the report is true iff P is a phenomenal property of e]



Content Reflection A report that describes experience e reflects a content p iff [necessarily, the report is true iff p is a content of e].



Phenomenal Property Reflection and Content Reflection are meant to be restricted to reports that are tokens of sentences that can have true tokens when uttered by us. Without this restriction, my report ‘John, a human, looks exactly like an egg inside and out to me in good viewing conditions’ reflects phenomenal redness. For, my report is necessarily false and it is necessarily false that my current visual experience instantiates phenomenal redness (I am looking at a black and white screen). So, the right-hand side is true. So, it follows that my report ‘John, a human looks exactly like an egg inside and out to me in good viewing conditions reflects phenomenal redness. We can avoid this counterexample by restricting the definition to reports that are tokens of sentences that can have true tokens when uttered by us. Sentences that do not have true tokens do not reflect any phenomenal properties. The question then is whether at least some non-epistemic ‘looks’ reports reflect phenomenal properties of perceptual experience. I argued earlier that comparative ‘looks’ reports, if truly comparative, reduce to non-comparative reports. So, what we need to show is that some non-comparative ‘looks’ reports reflect phenomenal properties of perceptual experience. I shall divide this question into two sub-questions. The first is whether ‘looks’reports mirror properties represented in perception. The second is whether these properties at least sometimes reflect distinctly phenomenal representation. In answering the first question I shall stay neutral on what exactly is meant by ‘x looks red’. According to Jackson, ‘x looks red’ is true when x has an experience that is red. According to representationalists, ‘x looks red’ is
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true when x has an experience that has the phenomenology characteristic of perceptions of red things. Below I will offer an argument for this interpretation. As for the first question, we have already seen that ‘looks’, used as an intransitive verb, functions as a sentential operator at the level of logical form. ‘X looks red’ has the underlying structure ‘Looks(X is red)’. In the transformation of the underlying structure, ‘X’ raises to become a constituent of the higher clause ‘X looks to be red’. This then undergoes infinitive deletion to yield ‘X looks red’. ‘X looks red’ thus has the same underlying structure as ‘John has been proven guilty’ and ‘Tom has been found missing’. In all of these cases the underlying structure contains a subject-predicate subordinate clause with a predicate that expresses a property attributed to the referent of the semantic subject term. For example, ‘John has been proven guilty’ says that it has been proven that John is guilty. The subordinate clause thus attributes the property of being guilty to John. Likewise, ‘X looks red’ says that it looks as if X is red. The subordinate clause thus attributes the property of being red to X. ‘Looks’ reports thus attribute properties to the subject of the subordinate clause. It follows that non-epistemic (or ‘perceptual) ‘looks’ reports mirror properties represented in perception. I turn now to the second question. The second question is whether at least some ‘looks’ reports reflect distinctly phenomenal properties. Here is an argument for the hypothesis that they do. Let ‘X looks [ADJ] to O at t’ be a non-comparative ‘looks’ reports. Let the domain consist of properties that correspond to ‘[ADJ]’. Now, for some property P, if ‘X looks [ADJ] to O at t’ does not reflect P, then either the report is necessarily false, or it is not necessary that it is true iff P is a phenomenal property of O’s experience. As for the first horn of the dilemma: I do not see how ‘X looks [ADJ] to O at t’ can be necessarily false for all values of ‘X’, ‘[ADJ]’, ‘O’ and ‘t’. If I look at a ripe tomato in good lighting conditions and say ‘That looks red to me now’, that obviously is true. As for the second horn of the dilemma: Here it will be instructive to look closer at the semantics of non-epistemic ‘looks’. For Jackson, 'x looks red' is true when x has an experience that is red. However, this is not how to interpret ‘x looks red’. As we have already established, ‘look’ expresses a perceiver’s experiential attitude relative to a represented 23



property. When used non-epistemically ‘look’ is a marker of experiential modality as opposed to epistemic modality. A non-epistemic ‘looks’ report states that the world as experienced is the way indicated by the subordinate clause. By making a ‘looks’ reports one thus seeks to eliminate the set of possible situations at which the subordinate clause is false. When used epistemically ‘look’ is a marker of epistemic modality. An epistemic ‘looks’ report states that the world as believed is the way indicated by the subordinate clause. Both experiential modality and epistemic modality relativize truth to individuals (perceivers or believers) by relating their current experiential state or their current state of belief to the content of their expressions. One difference between raising verbs (both epistemic and non-epistemic) and epistemic modals, such as ‘may’, ‘might’, ‘should’ and ‘must’, is that raising verbs often indicate the source of the perceiver’s experiential attitude or the believer’s belief. ‘The tomato looked red’ indicates that the perceiver was looking at the tomato. ‘The table felt hard’ indicates that the perceiver was feeling the table. ‘Tom was seen eating a sandwich’ indicates that the perceiver saw Tom. ‘John is expected to arrive on time’ indicates that the believer was inferring a proposition. Now, when a perceiver is in an experiential state, there is something it is like for her to have the experience. Let e be an experience, and let P be a property of e that contributes to what it is like to have e. We will furthermore suppose that P corresponds to ‘[ADJ]’. It can be shown that it is necessary that if ‘X looks [ADJ]’ is true, then there is then an experience with property P. For example, it is necessary that if ‘the tomato looks red’ is true in my mouth, then there is a tomato experience with the redness of my current experience. Of course, there could be a possible world in which the string of letters ‘the tomato looks red’ is true but in which there is no tomato experience or in which there is a phenomenally green tomato experience. But if the string of letters is used the way I use them, then ‘red’ refers to a property that gives rise to phenomenal redness in me. So, it is necessarily the case that if ‘X looks [ADJ]’ is true, then there is an experience with property P. But it is also necessarily the case that if there is an experience with property P, then ‘X looks [ADJ]’, as used by me, is true. By the definition of ‘reflect’, a token of ‘X looks [ADJ]’ that describes e reflects the property P. So, non-epistemic ‘looks’ reports reflect phenomenal properties. 24



7. Do Non-Epistemic ‘Looks’ Reports Reflect Non-Representational Phenomenal Properties? I have shown that some comparative and non-comparative (non-epistemic) ‘looks’ reports are phenomenal reports. But the question remains whether phenomenal ‘looks’ reports reflect representational contents of perceptual experience. How should we understand ‘the representational content of visual experiences’? As I shall understand ‘content’, the content of a visual experience is conveyable information, something which, at least in principle, could become the content of a belief or judgment grounded in the experience. If the content is representational, it must furthermore be what is represented by the experience. There are two sorts of phenomenal properties an experience can have: representational phenomenal properties and non-representational phenomenal properties.2 Nonrepresentational phenomenal properties are properties of experiences that contribute to their phenomenology but which do not correspond to a representational content or a property in the representational content. In order to show that phenomenal ‘looks’ reports reflect the content of experience, I need to establish the truth of two other hypotheses. One is the hypothesis that phenomenal ‘looks’ reports do not reflect non-representational phenomenal properties that do not correspond to representational properties. The other is the hypothesis that phenomenal ‘looks’ reports reflect representational phenomenal properties. I will start with a defense of the claim that phenomenal ‘looks’ reports do not reflect non-representational phenomenal properties. Suppose I have a rough and imprecise experience of John, because I am not wearing my glasses. My experience then has the representational phenomenal property of representing a 2



One might, of course, deny that perceptual experience has representational phenomenal properties. This assumption will not be defended here. For arguments in favor of the view that perception has representational content see Siegel (2009). 25



certain content in a rough and imprecise way. It also has the non-representational property of being rough and imprecise. But I cannot accurately report the roughness and imprecision of my experience using:



(9) John looks rough and imprecise



‘My experience represents John in a rough and imprecise way’ and ‘My experience is rough and imprecise’ do not entail ‘my experience represents John as being rough and imprecise’. My rough and imprecise experience does not give rise to an appearance that attributes roughness and imprecision to John. Imprecision is similar to consciousness in this respect. A conscious visual experience of an apple does not represent the apple as conscious. The correct thing to say here is that not all of the phenomenal properties of perceptual experience can be accurately reported using a phenomenal ‘looks’ report. There are features for which it is difficult to determine whether they are ways of representing content or properties attributed to objects. These include familiarity and salience. One reason it is difficult to know what to say about these properties is that there are felicitous phenomenal ‘looks’ reports attributing familiarity and salience to objects, for instance:



(10) (a) That man looks familiar (b) That chair looks salient



We might question the thought that 10(a) and 10(b) can be used to make phenomenal reports. However, there is little reason to think that they can only be used epistemically. Recall that
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epistemic reports are evidence-bearing. But I could utter 10(a) and then continue ‘However, I know I have never seen him before’. My utterance then is not evidence-bearing, hence my report is not epistemic. I don’t see how one could utter 10(b) and then coherently continue ‘However, the chair is not really salient’. So, uses of 10(b) are always evidence-bearing. But it is doubtful that all uses of 10(b) are epistemic. I can truly utter 10(b) if a chair stands out as a figure against a background of other things because I am attending to the chair but not the other things. In that case, I can use 10(b) to make a non-epistemic report purporting to describe my experience. Moreover, there is independent reason to think that 10(a) and 10(b) can be used to make non-epistemic reports. Intuitively, familiarity effects and effects of attention can affect the phenomenal character of experience. Seeing a familiar man and seeing a stranger can make a difference to one’s phenomenology (Siegel 2005). Seeing an object while one attends to it and seeing an object that one does not attend to can make a phenomenal difference too. The question then is whether this phenomenal difference makes a difference to the content of perception. One could hold that it does not. One could then treat familiarity and salience on a par with imprecision. A familiar experience then would be an experience that represents a particular content in a familiar way and a salient experience would be an experience that represents a particular content in a familiar way. One could then say that necessarily all utterances of 10(a) and 10(b) by us are inaccurate. But, by stipulation, 10(a) and 10(b) then do not reflect any phenomenal properties. Alternatively, one can take uses of 10(a) and 10(b) to make phenomenal reports which say what things visually look like. On this view, when 10(a) and 10(b) are used to make accurate reports, one has a visual appearance either with the content of ‘that man is familiar’ or with the content of ‘that chair is salient’. These contents are true only if the man possesses the property of being familiar and the chair possesses the property of being salient. How can objects possess properties of this kind? Here is one way. Take an object to be familiar just in case the object has certain visual manifestation properties that the perceiver has seen instantiated on earlier occasions, and take an object to be salient just in case the object is
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attended to by the perceiver. On this suggestion, uses of 10(a) and 10(b) could turn out to reflect phenomenal properties but the phenomenal properties reflected are representational. They represent the man as familiar and the chair as salient. So, 10(a) and 10(b) do not have uses that reflect non-representational phenomenal properties. Regardless of how we decide to resolve the issue of familiarity and salience, there is good reason to think that phenomenal ‘looks’ reports do not reflect non-representational phenomenal properties that do not correspond to representational properties. There are non-representationalist alternatives to representational theories of perceptual content, e.g. sense-data theory, qualia theory, and disjunctivism. Defenders of the alternative views may hold that no phenomenal properties are representational, or they may disagree with the representationalist views about which phenomenal properties are representational. Can they reject my argument for the hypothesis that ‘looks’ reports do not reflect non-representational properties of experience? Not easily. Suppose for argument’s sake that phenomenal squareness is one of the contested representational phenomenal properties. Defenders of the alternative views will then hold that phenomenal squareness does not correspond to a representational phenomenal property. This has one of two consequences. If defenders of the alternative view allows some ‘look’ reports to be true, then they must accept the following sentence as expressing a true claim (‘look’ is non-epistemic):



(11)



X looks to be square but in saying that I don’t really mean that X looks to be instantiating the property of being square



However, this undermines the assumption made by the alternative views that phenomenal squareness does not correspond to a representational phenomenal property, for (11) is a logical contradiction. Here is the argument. In English, ‘X has the property of being square’ is a pleonastic paraphrase of ‘X is square’. A sentence and its pleonastic paraphrase are logically equivalent. We can substitute logically equivalent sentences in non-hyperintensional contexts. 28



The non-epistemic use of ‘it looks as if’ provides a non-hyperintensional context. ‘It phenomenally looks as if X is the morning star’ and ‘It phenomenally looks as if X is the evening star’ are logically equivalent. By the semantics for ‘looks’, ‘X (phenomenally) looks to be square’ is equivalent to ‘it (phenomenally) looks like X is square’. Substituting ‘X instantiates the property of being square’ for ‘X is square’ yields ‘It (phenomenally) looks like X instantiates the property of being square’. By the rule of subject raising, this, in turn, is equivalent to ‘X (phenomenally) looks to be instantiating the property of being square’. It follows that ‘X looks square’ is logically equivalent to ‘X looks to be instantiating the property of being square’. Hence, (11) is a logical contradiction. The only way out for the defenders of the alternative views who desire to hold onto the assumption that phenomenal squareness does not correspond to a representational phenomenal property is to insist that when ‘look’ is used non-epistemically, ‘X looks square’ is necessarily false. However, this has the undesirable consequence that the alternative views must render reports describing known illusions as necessarily false, for instance, ‘X looks red but it really is white’. I do not intend for these considerations to be definitive refutations of the alternative views. They are only meant to give defenders of the alternative views a strong incentive to join forces with defenders of the representational views when it comes to deciding which phenomenal properties are representational. Defenders of the alternative views can still hold that properties represented are also instantiated in a sense-datum, that experience does not have a genuine propositional content, that good and bad cases of perception are of fundamentally different kinds, or that experiences’ phenomenal properties outrun their representational properties.



8. Do Non-Epistemic ‘Looks’ Reports Reflect the Contents of Perception?
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Let us turn now to the hypothesis that phenomenal ‘looks’ reports reflect representational phenomenal properties of the perceptual experience they describe. We have already established that non-comparative looking is to be analyzed as phenomenal looking. It’s a further claim that phenomenal looking is to be analyzed in terms of phenomenal representing. Here is an argument for this claim. Phenomenal ‘looks’ reports comprise comparative and non-comparative phenomenal reports but not epistemic reports. As we have seen, comparative reports of the form ‘X looks like Y to O’ have the following underlying structure: ‘[wh1[Y looks t1]]2 [X looks t2]’. This structure can be assigned the following truth-condition: there is an x such that x is how Y looks to O, and X looks x to O. If a sentence of this form is true, then there is an x such that x is how Y looks to O, and X looks x to O. Now, if the values of the variables are to be ways things can phenomenally look to observers, then the domain of values must consist of the properties that things can phenomenally look to have. The following bridge principle is true.



Looks-Representation Bridge Principle (LRB) If X phenomenally looks to be P to O at t, then O’s experience at t has the representational phenomenal property of representing something as P.



LRB links phenomenal looks for a person at a time to a phenomenal property of that person’s experience at that time. Here is an argument for LRB. Suppose LRB is false. Then X phenomenally looks to be P to O at t but O’s experience at t does not have the property of representing something as P. Then either P corresponds to a non-representational phenomenal property of O’s experience at t, or it does not correspond to any phenomenal property of O’s experience at t. Now, P cannot correspond to a non-representational phenomenal property of O’s experience at t, for, as I argued earlier, things cannot phenomenally look to have a property that corresponds to a purely non-representational phenomenal property. So, P does not correspond to any phenomenal property of O’s 30



experience at t. So, P does not contribute to what it is like for O to have the experience he has at t. But it is conceptually impossible for X to look to be P to O at t, despite the fact that P does not contribute in any way to what it is like for O to have the experience she has at t. So, LRB is true. By the LRB principle and the hypothesis that things cannot phenomenally look to have non-representational phenomenal properties, it follows that the properties which things can phenomenally look to have to observer O correspond to representational phenomenal properties of O’s experience. So, if a sentence of the form ‘X looks like Y to O’ is true, then there is a P such that the property of representing something as P is a representational phenomenal property of O’s experience, and P is how X and Y look to O. But a report that describes experience e reflects the representational phenomenal property of representing something as P iff [necessarily, the report is true iff representing something as P is a phenomenal property of e]. So, comparative phenomenal ‘looks’ reports reflect representational phenomenal properties of the perceptual experience they describe. What about non-comparative phenomenal ‘looks’ reports? Non-comparative phenomenal ‘looks’ reports typically have the form ‘X looks [ADJ] to O at t’. Sentences which have this surface form and which are not used epistemically are either implicitly comparative or implicitly non-comparative. If they are implicitly comparative, then, as we have just seen, they reflect representational phenomenal properties of the perceptual experience they describe. If they are implicitly non-comparative, and they are true, then it follows that X phenomenally looks [ADJ] to O at t. But by the LRB principle and the hypothesis that things cannot phenomenally look to have non-representational phenomenal properties, it follows that the property of representing something as [ADJ] is a representational phenomenal property of O’s experience at t. So, if ‘X looks [ADJ] to O at t’ is true, then O has an experience at t with the phenomenal property of representing something as [ADJ]. But a report that describes experience e, and is a token of a sentence S that can have true tokens, reflects the phenomenal property of representing something as P iff [necessarily, the report is true iff the property of representing something as P is a phenomenal property of e]. So, comparative phenomenal
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‘looks’ reports reflect representational phenomenal properties of the perceptual experience they describe. Both comparative and non-comparative phenomenal reports reflect representational phenomenal properties of the experiences they describe. But, now, there is a simple argument from the premise that phenomenal ‘looks’ reports reflect phenomenal properties of the experiences they describe to the conclusion that phenomenal ‘looks’ reports reflect contents of the experiences they describe. The argument runs as follows:



Look-Content Argument (1) Phenomenal ‘looks’ reports reflect representational phenomenal properties of the perceptual experience it describes. (2) Any representational property of perceptual experience is the property of having a certain perceptual content. (3) Hence, phenomenal ‘looks’ reports reflect a content of the perceptual experience they describe.



We have already established that (1) is true. Here is an argument for premise (2). It is a priori that if an experience has the property of representing p, then the experience represents p. But if an experience has representational content, and it represents p, then p is a content of the experience. So, if an experience has the representational property of representing p, then p is a content of the experience.



9. ‘Looks’ Reports and Wide Content In the previous section I argued that phenomenal ‘looks’ reports reflect perceptual contents. Phenomenal ‘looks’ reports that describe an experience e reflects content p iff [necessarily, the 32



report is true iff p is a content of e]. The contents reflected can be wide contents or narrow contents, depending on one’s theory of perceptual content. The assumption that visual experience has wide content is substantive. Hallucinatory experiences do not have mind-independent objects. One extreme kind of wide perceptual content depends for its very nature on the perceptual experience having a mind-independent object. Hence, in its most controversial form, the claim that perceptual experiences have wide content amounts to saying that there cannot be hallucinatory experiences. However, one could hold a more moderate view according to which visual experience has wide content which is gappy when the experience does not have an appropriate cause (see e.g. Chalmers 2004). It may perhaps be thought that all I have shown in the previous section is that phenomenal ‘looks’ reports reflect narrow perceptual contents (if there are any). However, this is not so. In order to show that it is not I will now apply the arguments of the previous section directly to wide perceptual contents, assuming for argument’s sake that perception has wide content. It is easy to see that non-comparative phenomenal ‘looks’ reports can reflect a corresponding wide content. Let the property of representing a certain object as [ADJ] be a wide property of O’s experience, and suppose ‘X looks [ADJ] to O at t’ is true when given a noncomparative phenomenal reading. It follows that X phenomenally looks [ADJ] to O at t. By the LRB principle, the property of representing something as [ADJ] is a representational phenomenal property of O’s experience at t. Running through the steps in the Looks-Content Argument, we arrive at the conclusion that ‘X looks [ADJ] to O at t’ reflects the content that X is ADJ. So, non-comparative phenomenal ‘looks’ reports can reflect a corresponding wide content. Of course, it could well be that no phenomenal ‘looks’ report of the form ‘X looks [ADJ] to O at t’ are true, because necessarily wide properties do not contribute to the phenomenal character of experience. But then these reports do not reflect any phenomenal properties, as stipulated above; they are just mock-grammatical non-sense, which is as it should be. What about comparative ‘looks’ reports? Consider, for instance: 33



(12) That looks like an object that instantiates the surface spectral reflectance property red to O at t.



On a comparative reading, (12) has the following underlying structure: ‘[wh1[x would look t1 to O at t]]2 [That looks t2 to O at t]’. This structure can be assigned the following truth-condition: there is a w such that w is how x would phenomenally look to O at t, and x phenomenally looks w to O at t. If a sentence of this form is true, then there is a w such that w is how x would phenomenally look to O, and that phenomenally looks w to O. By the LRB principle and the hypothesis that things cannot phenomenally look to have non-representational phenomenal properties, it follows that the properties which things can phenomenally look to have to observer O correspond to representational phenomenal properties of O’s experience. So, if (12) is true, then there is a P such that P is the property of representing something as having surface spectral reflectance property red, O’s experience has P, and that and x (some some x) both have surface spectral reflectance property red. But a report that describes experience e reflects phenomenal property P iff [the report is true iff P is a phenomenal property of e]. So, (12) reflects the representational phenomenal property of representing something as having the surface spectral reflectance property red. It seems, then, that comparative and noncomparative ‘looks’ reports can reflect both narrow and wide contents of experience.



10. Conclusion In this paper I have revisited the debate over what ‘looks’ reports purport to describe. I have argued that Chisholm’s distinction among an epistemic, a comparative (non-epistemic) and a non-comparative (non-epistemic) sense of ‘look’ is a genuine semantic distinction. I have furthermore argued that some comparative and non-epistemic non-comparative ‘looks’ reports



34



are phenomenal reports and that phenomenal reports reflect representational contents of perception.3
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