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Back to Brentano?

Abstract: For acou pleof decades, higher-order theoriesof con sciousnesshave
enjoyed great pop ular ity, but they haverecently been metwithgrowingdissatis
faction. Many have started tolook el sewherefor viablealter natives, and within
thelast few years, quite a few haveredis cov ered Brentano. In this paper such a
(neo-)Brentanian one-level account of consciousness will be outlined and dis-
cussed. It will be argued that it can contribute impor tant insightsto our under -
standing of the relation between consciousness and self-awareness, but it will
also be argued that the account remains beset with some problems, and that it
will ultimately make more sense to take a closer look at Sartre, Husserl, and
Heidegger, if oneisonthelook out for promisingalter nativestothehigher-order
theories, than to return all the way to Brentano.

I: The Rise and Fall of Higher-Order Theory

Itiscustomary to distinguish betweentwo usesof theterm‘ conscious', atransi-
tive and an intransitive use. On the one hand, we can speak of our being con-
scious of something, be it x, y, or z. On the other we can speak of our being
conscious simpliciter (rather than non-conscious). For the past two or three
decades, a dominant way to account for intransitive consciousness in cognitive
science and analytical philosophy of mind has been by means of some kind of
higher-order theory (cf. Armstrong, 1968; Rosenthal, 1986; Lycan, 1987;
Carruthers, 1996; etc.). The distinction between conscious and non-conscious
mental states has been taken to rest upon the presence or absence of arelevant
meta-mental state. One way to illustrate the guiding ideais by comparing con-
sciousness to a spotlight. Some mental states are illuminated; others do their
work in the dark. Those that are illuminated are intransitively conscious, those
that are not, are non-conscious. What makes a mental state conscious (illumi-
nated) isthefact that it istaken asan object by arel evant higher-order state. Itis
theoccur renceof the higher-order rep re sentationthat makesuscon sciousof the
first-order mental state. In short, acon scious stateis a state we are con scious of,
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or as Rosenthal putsit, ‘the mental state’s being intransitivelyconscioussimply
consists in one’s being transitively conscious of it' (Rosenthal, 1997, p. 739).
Thus, intransitive consciousness is taken to be a non-intrinsic, relational prop-
erty (Rosenthal, 1997, pp. 736-7), that is, aprop erty that amen tal state only has
in so far asit stands in the relevant relation to something else.

There have generally been two ways of interpreting this. Either we become
aware of beinginthefirst-order mental state by means of some higher-order per-
ception or monitoring (Armstrong, 1968; Lycan, 1997), or we become aware of
it by means of some higher-order thought, that is, the state is conscious just in
casewehavearoughly contem poraneousthought totheeffect that we arein that
very state (Rosenthal, 1993a, p.199). Thus, the basic divide between the
higher-order perception (HOP) and the higher-order thought (HOT) model has
pre cisely been on the issue of whether thecon scious-making meta-mental states
are perception-like or thought-like in nature." In both cases, however, conscious
ness has been taken to be a question of themind direct ingitsintentional aimupon
itsown statesand oper ations. Self-direct ed nesshasbeentakentobeconsti tutiveof
(intransitive) consciousness, or to put it differently, higher-order theories have
typically explained (intransitive) consciousness in terms of self-awareness.?
As Van Gulick putsit, it is ‘the addition of the relevant meta-intentional self-
awareness that transforms a nonconscious mental state into a conscious one
(Van Gulick, 2000, p. 276).

For aperiod, the higher-order theoriesenjoyed great popularity, butinrecent
yearsthey havebeenmet withgrow ingdissatisfaction (cf. Byrne, 1997; Siewert,
1998; Zahavi, 1999; Van Gulick, 2000; Thomasson, 2000; Baker, 2000; Lurz,
2003a; Kriegel, 2003a). Thecriti cism hasbeen mul ti fac eted, but et memention
afew of the counter-arguments.

All higher-order models, be they of the HOT or the HOP variant, share
common assumptions. One of the most frequently criticized is the idea that the
relation between two otherwise non-conscious pro cesses can make one of them
con scious. Conscious states are not something that onesim ply has, like coinsin
one’s pocket. On the contrary, conscious states are characterized by having a
subjective‘feel’ tothem,i.e., acertain phenomenal qual ity of ‘whatitislike' or
what it ‘feels' liketo havethem. Accordingtothehigher-order theoriesacertain
mental state must stand in theright relation to asec ond-order thought or per cep-
tionin order for it to mani festitself phenomenally. Butitisquiteunclear how a
state without subjective or phenomenal qualities can be transformed into one
with such qualities by the mere relational addition of a meta-state having the
first-order state as its intentional object (cf. Van Gulick, 2000, p. 294).

Oneof thequestionsthat ahigher-order the ory hasto answer isthefol lowing:
What is it that makes one mental state conscious of another mental state? For
Rosenthal a‘higher-order thought, B, is an awarenessof themental-statetoken,
A, simply because A is the intentional object of B’ (Rosenthal, 1993b, p. 160).

For aninfor mative com par i son of the HOT and HOP mod els, see Van Gulick (2000).

Inthefol lowing, | will not distinguish‘ self-con sciousness’ and‘ self-awareness', but rather use the
twotermsinter changeably.
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Rosenthal readily admits, however, that the relation between the higher-order
state and thefirst-order stateis of arather special kind. On the one hand, we only
regard mental states as being con sciousif weare con scious of themin somesuit-
ably unmediated way, namely non-inferentially. Otherwise, a non-conscious
mental process would qualify as conscious, simply because we could infer that
wewould haveto beinit (Rosenthal, 1997, p. 737). On the other hand, Rosenthal
arguesthat for amen tal stateto be con scious, it isnot suf fi cient that we are non-
inferentially conscious of the state, we also have to be conscious of being our-
selves in that very mental state. ‘Only if one’s thought is about oneself assuch,
and not just about some onethat hap pensto beoneself, will themental statebea
con scious state’ (Rosenthal, 1997, p. 750, cf. p. 741).3 To put it differently, it is
not enough to explain how acer tain state becomes con scious, thethe ory also has
to explain how the state comes to be given as my state, as a state that | am in.
Why? Because this first-personal givenness is an ineliminable part of what it
meansfor astate to be con scious— it con cernsthe fact that acon scious mental
state feels like something for somebody — and for a theory of consciousness to
leave this aspect out isto leave somethingabsolutely crucial out.

The decisive question, however, is whether the higher-order theories are
capable of accounting for this feature in a satisfactorymanner.

Rosenthal has argued that if one wishes to come up with a non-trivial and
informative account of con scious ness one must at any price avoid the claim that
consciousness is an intrinsic property of our mental states. To call something
intrinsicis, for Rosenthal, to imply that it is some thing unanalysable and myste-
ri ous, and consequently beyondthereach of sci entificandtheoreti cal study:‘We
wouldinsist that being con sciousisanintrin sic prop erty of mental statesonly if
wewereconvinced that it lacked artic u lated struc ture, and thus defied explana
tion' (Rosenthal, 1993b, p.157). Although Rosenthal acknow! edgesthat thereis
something intuitively appealing about taking consciousness to be an intrinsic
prop erty, hestill thinksthat this approach must be avoided sinceit will impedea
naturalistic (and reductionistic) account, which seeks to explain consciousness
by appeal to non-conscious mental states, and non-conscious mental states in
non-mental terms (Rosenthal 1993b, p. 165; 1997, p. 735). But as Baker has
recently pointed out, although Rosenthal’ s account of consciousness requires a
first-per son per spec tive— afirst-order mental stateisto be con sciousby being
accompanied by a non-conscious higher-order state that only a being with a
first-person perspective could have — his theory simply presupposes this
first-per sonper spective, ortoputitdif ferently, ‘ thefirst-per son per spectivethat
is required for the explanation of conscious states is itself left unex-
plained’ (Baker, 2000, p. 84).

Thisobjectioncanbeelaborated and ampli fied by meansof someof theclassi-
cal analyses of first-personal self-reference found in the writings of Castafieda,
Perry, Shoemaker, and others. These analyses have purported to show that the
types of self-reference available from a first-person perspective and from a

In mak ing this claim, Rosenthal explic itly refersto the work of Castafieda, Chis holm, Lewis, and
Perry (Rosenthal, 1997, p. 750).
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third-person perspective are utterly different. | can refer to a publicly available
object by way of a proper name, a demonstrative, or a definite description, and

occasion ally thisobject hap pensto be myself. When | refer to myself inthisway,
thatis, when| refer tomyself fromthethird-per son per spective, | amreferringto

myself in exactly the same way that | can refer to others, and oth erscan refer to

me (the only difference being that | am the one doing it, thus making the refer-

ence into a self-ref er ence). But thistypeof objectifying self-ref er enceisnei ther

necessary nor sufficient if one is to be aware of oneself in the proper first-

personal man ner. Inorder for aper cep tion of asun set to be given as my per cep-

tion, asaper ceptionl amin or living through, it is not suf fi cient for meto know
that Dan Zahavi or a36-year old Daneiscur rently per ceiv ing asun set etc., since
| can be in possession of knowledge that identifies me from athird-person per-

spective, and still fail to realize that | am the person in question. Since thereis
alwaysagap between grasping that acer tainthird-per sondescriptionappliestoa
person, and grasping that | am that person, i.e., since there is no third-person

descriptionsuchthat graspingthat it fitsacer tain per songuar anteesthat | real ize
that | am that person, first-per sonal self-ref er encecannot beregarded asinvolv-

ing the identification of an object by any third-person description (Castafieda,

1967). Nor is such third-per sonidentificatory knowl edgenecessary, sincel can

be in a state of complete amnesia and be ignorant of all those properties that

wouldidentify mefromathird-per sonper spective, andstill remaininpossession
of first-personal self-reference, still remain aware that this unpleasant experi-

enceis mine, and that it ismewho is undergoing it.

Why is first-personal self-ref erencedif ferentfromthird-per sona self-ref erence?
A natural replyisthat first-per sonal self-ref er enceowesitsuniquenesstothefact
that we are acquainted with our own subjectivity in away that differs radically
from the way in which we are acquainted with objects. In first-personal self-
reference oneisnot aware of one self asan object that hap pensto be one self, nor
is one aware of oneself as one specific object rather than another. Rather, first-
personal self-reference involves a non-objectifying self-acquaintance. It
involves what has alter nately beencalled* self-ref erencewithoutidenti fi cation’
(Shoemaker, 1968) and ‘ non-ascriptive ref er enceto self’ (Brook, 1994).

But why isitimpossi bleto account for first-per sonal self-ref er enceintermsof
a successful object-identification. Why is self-awareness not a type of object-
consciousness? Shoemaker has provided a classical argument. In order to iden-
tify something asone self one obvi ously hasto hold something true of it that one
already knowsto betrue of one self. This self-knowl edge might in some casesbe
grounded on some further identification, but the supposition that every item of
self-knowledge rests on identification leads to an infinite regress (Shoemaker,
1968, p. 561). Thiseven holdstruefor self-identi fi cation obtained throughintro-
spection. Thatis, it will not doto claimthat intro spectionisdistinguished by the
fact that its object has a property which immediately identifies it as being me,
since no other self could possibly have it, namely the property of being the pri-
vate and exclu siveaobject of exactly my intro spection. Thisexplanationwill not
do, sincel will beunabletoidentify anintrospected self asmyself by thefact that



(4

70 D. ZAHAVI

itisintrospectively observed by meunless| know it isthe object of myintro spec-
tion, i.e., unless| know that it isin fact methat under takesthisintrospection, and
thisknow! edge can not itself bebased onidenti fi cationif oneistoavoid aninfi-
nite regress (Shoemaker, 1968, pp. 562—3). Moregen er ally, one can not account
for the unique features of self-awareness by sticking to a traditional model of
object-con sciousnessand thensim ply replacing the exter nal object withaninter-
nal one. When oneisaware of one' sthoughts, feel ings, beliefs, and desires, one
does not seem to be given to oneself as an object at all (cf. Shoemaker, 1984,
pp.102-5).

Any convincingtheory of con scious nesshasto account for thefirst-per sonal
givenness of our con scious states, and hasto respect the dif fer ence between our
consciousness of afor eign object and our con scious ness of our selves. Any con-
vincingtheory of con sciousnesshastobeableto explainthedistinction between
intentionality, which is characterized by an epistemic difference between the
subject andtheobject of experi ence, andsel f-consciousness, which implies some
form of identity. But thisis precisely what the higher-order the ory, which seeks
toprovideanextrinsicandrelational account of consciousness, per sistently fails
todo (cf. Zahavi, 1999; 2002; 2003a).* Every higher-order theory oper ateswitha
duality. One mental state is tak ing another men tal state asitsobject, and con se-
guently we have to distinguish the two. Given that their relation is supposed to
account for the mineness of the first-order state, i.e., for the fact that the con-
scious mental stateisgiven asmy state, as astatel amin, the pro cess must some-
how cir cumvent thedivi sion or dif fer encebetweenthetwo statesand posit some
kind of identity, namely that of belonging to the same mind or stream of con-
scious ness. But how isthat sup posed to work? Just as| can not rec og nize some-
thing asmineunless| am already aware of myself, a non-con scioussecond-order
mental state (that per definition lacks consciousness of itself) cannot recognize
or identify afirst-order men tal state as belong ing to the same mind asitself. To
suggest that the second-order state might be furnished with the required self-
inti macy by being taken asintentional object by athird-order mental state— and
what other option does a higher-order theory have — would obviously generate
an infinite regress.

On some occa sions, Rosenthal has explic itly argued that a higher-order thought might occur in the
absence of the mental state it is purportedly about. He even writes that ‘a case in which one has a
higher-order thought along withthemental stateitisabout might well besubjectively indistinguish-
able from the case in which the higher-order thought occurs but not the mental state’ (Rosenthal,
1997, p. 744). Thismight make Rosenthal’ sHOT posi tion safefromtheobjectionjust out lined, but it
alsoturnshistheory into arather strangetype of higher-order the ory. If one can have ahigher-order

thought about a first-order state even when the first-order state doesn’t exist, consciousnessis not

really explainedintermsof arelation betweentwo dif fer ent states, nor doesit really makesenseto say
thatintransi tiveconsciousnessisarelational prop erty, aprop erty that thefirst-order state acquiresif

oneistransi tively con sciousof it. Infact, sincethere can bephenomenal con sciousnesseven in the
absenceof afirst-order mental state, itlooksasif the higher-order thought itself issuf fi cient for phe-

nomenal consciousness (cf. Byrne, 1997, p. 123). But — to repeat — in that case, it seems rather

doubt ful that we arestill deal ing with ahigher-order account of con scious nessthat takes conscious-

nessto bearelational and non-intrinsic prop erty.
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Il: The Return of Brentano

The growing disenchantment with higher-order theories has made people ook
elsewherefor aviablealter native, and withinthelast cou ple of yearsquiteafew
have taken a closer look at Brentano (cf. Zahavi 1998; Thomasson, 2000;
Hossack, 2002; Kriegel, 2003b,c).

Brentano’ smaincontri butiontothetopicunder discussioncanbefoundinhis
Psychologie vom empirischen Standpunkt (1874). According to Brentano, all
mental states — or psychical phenomena, as he calls them — are characterized
by their intentional directedness, they are all conscious of objects. But are they
themselves also necessarilyconscious, or should one rather admit the existence
of non-conscious (or unconscious) psychical phenomena (Brentano, 1874,
pp. 142-3)7?

Oneof thetradi tional argu mentsin defence of the existence of non-conscious
men tal statesinsiststhat only the non-con scious can save usfrom aviciousinfi-
nite regress. If all occur rent men tal stateswere con scious, in the sense of being
taken as objects by an inner con sciousness, andif thisinner con sciousnesswere
itself con ceived of asanew occur rent mental state, ititself would also haveto be
taken as an object by a further inner consciousness, and so forth ad infinitum.
Fur ther more, as Brentano points out, thiswould not betheonly prob lem. If, say,
the per cep tion of asun set werereally the object of ahigher-order aware ness, the
sun set would be given asan object twice (first asan object for the per ception, and
sec ond as an object for the higher-order state). And in thethird-order aware ness
of the sec ond-order aware nessof the per ception of thesun set, wewould havethe
sun set as object thrice, whereasthe origi nal per cep tion would be given twice as
object, and so forth. Thus, the regress would be of an exceedingly viciouskind,
imply inginaddi tiontothesimpleinfi niteiter ationasimul taneouscompli cation
of itssinglemem bers. Sincethiscon sequenceisabsurd, thatis, sinceit isabsurd
that even assim plean experi enceastheper ception of asun set shouldinvolvean
infinite com plex series of con scious states, one hasto end the regress by accept-
ing the existence of non-conscious intentional states (Brentano, 1874, p. 171).

Needless to say, thisis precisely the posi tion adopted by the defend ers of the
higher-order theory. For them the second-order perception or thought does not
have to be con scious. Thiswill only bethe case, if it isaccom panied by a (non-
conscious) third-order thought or perception (cf. Rosenthal, 1997, p. 745).

In Psychologie vom empirischen Standpunkt, however, Brentano rejects this
‘solution’. He claims that it has an impli cation that isjust as absurd asthe posi-
tion it seeks to avoid, the implication namely that consciousness can be
accounted for in terms of the non-conscious. (It is worth emphasizing that the
vicious infinite regress outlined at the end of section | cannot be avoided by
means of the non-conscious; quite on the contrary). Obviously, Brentano also
wantstoavoidtheinfi niteregress, how ever. How does he man ageto pull off that
trick? Brentano denies one of the crucial premises, and argues that the inner
consciousnessin question, rather than being anew mental state, issim ply aninter-
nal feature of the primary experience. Thus, a mental state is conscious not by



(9]

72 D. ZAHAVI

being taken asan object by afur ther mental state, but by tak ingitself asobject, and
according to Brentano, this prevents any infinite regress from getting off the
ground.

Whileseeingasunset, | amaware of seeingit. What isthe struc ture of my con-
sciousnessinthiscase, accordingto Brentano?| haveaper ception of thesun set,
and an awareness of the perception, and consequently two objects. The sunset
andtheper ception. Contrary to appear ance, how ever, | donot havetwo dif fer ent
mental states. As Brentano points out, the perception of the sunset is united so
intrinsically and intimately with the awareness of the perception of the sunset,
that they only consti tuteonesinglepsy chi cal phenomenon. Their appar ent sep a
ration is merely dueto aconceptual differentiation:

In the same mental phenomenon in which the sound is present to our minds we
simul taneously apprehendthemental phenomenonitself. Whatismore, weappre
hend it in accordance with its dual nature insofar as it has the sound as content
withinit, andinsofar asit hasitself ascontent at the sametime. We can say that the
sound isthepri maryobject of theact of hear ing, and that theact of hear ingitselfis
the secondary object(Brentano, 1874, pp. 179-80 [1973, pp. 127-9]).

Brentano consequently claims that every intentional experience has a double
object, apri mary and asec ond ary. In the case of the seeing of asun set, the pri-
mary and thematic object is the sunset; the secondary and unthematic object is
theseeing. Thus, itisimpor tant to emphasizethat thefocus of attentionisonthe
pri mary object, and that our aware ness of the mental stateitself isnor mally sec-
ondary andinci dental. Infact, accordingto Brentano, theexperi enceisinprinci-
ple incapable of observing itself thematically, it cannot take itself as its own
primary object. Only in recollection, where one psy chi cal act cantakeapreced
ing act as its primary object, can we pay attention to our own mental life
(Brentano, 1874, pp. 41, 181).

How does Brentano’s theory differ from the higher-order theories? At first
sight the difference seems obvious. In contrast to the higher-order model that
claimsthat con sciousnessisanextrinsic prop erty of thosemental statesthat have
it, aprop erty bestowed upon them from with out by somefur ther states, Brentano
argues that the feature that makes a mental state con sciousislocated withinthe
state itself; it is an intrinsic property of those men tal statesthat haveit.> But on
closer inspection, this difference might conceal some striking similarities (cf.
Kriegel, 2003c, pp. 486-9). Both the higher-order theories and Brentano’s one-
level theory construe consciousness in terms of self-awareness. In both cases,
consciousness is taken to be a question of the mind directing its intentional aim
upon its own states and operations. Moreover, both types of theory argue that
consciousstatesinvolvetworepresentational contents. Inthecaseof aconscious
per ception of asunset, thereisan out ward directed first-order content (that takes
the sun set asitsobject), and aninward directed sec ond-order con tent (that takes
theper ception asitsobject), and their only disagree ment isover the question of

And of course, oneshould distin guishtheview that con sciousnessisintrin sictothose statesthat pos-
sessitfromthemoreradi cal view that consciousnessisintrinsictoall mental states(cf. Thomasson,
2000, p. 197).
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whether there are two distinct mental states, each with its own representational
content, or only one mental state with a twofoldrepresentational content. Thus,
both typesof theory arguethat for astateto be con sciousmeansforittoberepre-
sented, and they only differ in whether it is represented by itself or by another
state. To use Kriegel’ s notation:

A mental stateM of asubjectxat atimetisconsciousonly if xisawareof M att.

Sinceawarenessof anobjectinvolvesamental representation of that object, a
mental state M is conscious if the subject has a mental state M*, such that M*
represents the occurrence of M. The question is merely whether M = M* or
whether they are two dif fer ent mental states (Kriegel, 2003b, pp. 107-8).

For Kriegel this structural similarity between the higher-order model and
Brentano’s one-level theory counts as an argument in favour of a (neo-)
Brentanian account. If twotheoriesarealmostidenti cal, but if one hasthe added
advantage of being phenomenologically adequate (since it conceives of con-
sciousness as an intrinsic property), it is the latter that wins the day (Kriegel,
2003c, p. 488). Not all neo-Brentanians agree with this appraisal, how ever. The
close proximity between the two accounts could also be taken as an indication
that both are problematic. Thomasson, for instance, concedes that athough
Brentano has been seen by some as an early defender of a higher-order take on
consciousness(cf. Glizeldere, 1997, p. 789; Siewert, 1998, p. 358), hewasinfact
seek ingtodevelopanalter nativetothehigher-order theories, analter nativethat
conceived of consciousnessin terms of a one-level model. But as she then con-
tin ues, the questioniswhether Brentano really suc ceeded in stay ing clear of the
pitfalls of the higher-order view. Is it really consistent to defend a one-level
account while at the same time claiming that each conscious state involves not
only apri mary aware nessof itsobject but also asec ond ary awarenessof itself, or
does the latter claim turn Brentano’'s supposedly one-level theory into a
higher-order theory in disguise (Thomasson, 2000, pp. 190-2, 199)?

According to Thomasson, it is misleading to speak as if consciousness
involvesan aware ness of our men tal states. To speak in such aman ner sug gests
that in order to have con scious mental stateswe must be aware of them asobjects
(Thomasson, 2000, p. 200). Thus, it could be argued that Brentano's claim that
every con sciousintentional statetakestwo objects, apri mary (exter nal) object,
and a second ary (inter nal) object, remainscom mit ted to ahigher-order account
of consciousness; it simply postulates it as being implicitly contained in every
conscious state. ‘It wants', as Thomas puts it, ‘the benefits of a first order
account of consciousness while illegitimately smuggling in a second order
(higher order) view aswell’ (Thomas, 2003, p. 169).°

This danger is rather apparent in Kriegel's reconstruction of Brentano's
theory. Although Kriegel admits that self-awareness has special features that

[6] Van Gulick has argued that it might be worthwhile trying to develop a higher-order theory that
stresses the iden tity between the lower and the higher-order state (Van Gulick, 2000, p. 296). This
proposal, whichisconsider ably moreattractivethan thestan dard higher-order theory, might in fact
remind one of Brentano’ sposi tion. Butitisalso vul ner ableto the samekind of objections.
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distinguishitfromother mental phenomena, henev er thelessspeaksof itinterms
of an intentional self-representation (Kriegel, 2003c, p. 497). But one thought
that comesto mindiswhether ‘ self-representation’ istheright term, or whether it
would not have been better to speak of self-presentation, self-presence, or
self-manifestation.” Our acquain tance with our own experi encesseemsto havea
presentational immediacy that is not easily captured by the term ‘representa-
tion’. In fact, in most cases my experi encesare present to me, rather thanrepre-
sented to me. There is no representational mediation. Moreover, to argue, as
Kriegel does, that consciousness of an object involves a mental representation
and that our mental states must there forealso berep re sented if weareto be con-
scious of them, strongly suggests that self-aware nessistaken to be aspe cies of
object-consciousness. Kriegel is, as already mentioned, prepared to admit that
theremight be something special about self-aware ness, and hetherefore pro poses
that the self is represented as a subject and not as an object in self-awareness.
But giventherepresentational structureinvolved, what thismeansissup posedly
that we in self-awarenessis intentionally confronted with arather peculiar kind
of object, namely a subject. This reading is supported by the fact that Kriegel
suggests that the special character of self-awareness might also be captured by
saying that the gap between subject and object collapses, so that the self is
represented both as subject and as object (Kriegel, 20033, p. 19).2 Thus, object-
consciousness apparently remains the paradigm.

I'sthere a better way to cap ture Brentano’ scoreinsight? Thomasson’ssimple
but inge nioussug gestionisthat we should adopt an adverbalist inter pretation of
the secondary awareness. We should construe the secondary awareness as a
prop erty of thepri mary act, and the best way to do soisby think ing of con scious-
nessinadver bial terms. Rather than say ing that our con sciousmental statesarein
possessionof asecond ary aware nessof them selves, rather than say ingthat there
is a per ception of an object, andinaddi tion an aware ness of the per ception, itis
better to say that we simply see, hear or feel consciously (Thomasson, 2000,
p. 203). Thedeci siveadvantage of thisphrasing isthat it avoidsinter pretingthe
secondary awareness as a form of object-consciousness. This temptation will
remain as long as we keep talking about conscious states as states we are con-
sciousof. But what isgained by add ingtheadverb ‘ con sciously’ ? As Thomasson
pointsout, thedif fer encebetween thosemental statesthat remain non-con scious
and thosethat make uscon sciously aware of (exter nal) objectsisthat inthelat ter
case objects seem a certain way to us. The difference between a non-conscious
perception of a sunset, and a conscious perception of the sunset, is that thereis
somethingitisliketoconsciously per ceiveasun set. So although my attentionis
ontheobject, the experi enceitself remains con scious. Not inthe sensethat | am

Atonepoint, Kriegel actu ally doesuse both of thelat ter terms (Kriegel, 2003a, p. 13). But hedoesn’t
do so consistently, and hedoesn’t seemto real ize that they both have quite dif fer ent con notations
fromtheterm* self-representation’.

A rather simi lar ideahasbeen defended by Fichtein 1797 (cf. Fichte, 1920, pp. 527-9) and criticized
by Henrich (1966).
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aware of it, but in the sense that there is something itisliketo bein that state, it
has phenomenal qualities (Thomasson, 2000, pp. 203-4).

In my view, Thomasson’s adverbalist account has some decisive advantages
over Brentano’s own view. In fact, the question is whether we are still moving
within a broadly conceived Brentanian framework, or whether we are rather
faced with a new the ory. Thomasson her self admitsthat the view sheis pro pos-
ing might look asif it israther far removed from Brentano, since sheispre cisely
discarding his idea of an ‘inner consciousness'. But in her view, the idea of an
inner con sciousness, theideathat con sciousnessisbased on an aware nessof our
own men tal states as objects, was never cen tral to Brentano to start with. Rather
what iscru cial tothe Brentanian model istheideathat con sciousnessisan aspect
of themental statethat pos sessesit, rather than something that isconferred upon
it by a higher-order state, and this is precisely the idea that she is trying to
develop (Thomasson, 2000, p. 204).

| disagreewith thisappraisal. First | take the distinction between the primary
and the secondary object of consciousness as well as the idea that mental states
are either non-con sciousor given asobjectsto beintegral featuresof Brentano's
theory. And | think that if one jettisons these ideas, as one rightly should, one
will also takeleave of the Brentanian framework. And sec ond, even moreimpor-
tantly, thereisaslit tlereasonto desig nateevery one-level account of con scious-
ness as Brentanian or neo-Brentanian asthereisto call every non-reductionistic
theory of intentionality, Brentanian or neo-Brentanian.’ Thismight per hapshave
been defen si bleif Brentano’ sthe ory had been the only one-level gameintown.
But that is not the case, since a number of twentieth-century phenomenologists
have defended a one-level account of consciousness much more unequivocally
than Brentano.

In section 1V, | will have more to say about the phenomenological alterna-
tives, but let usfirst take another ook at some of the recent attemptsto develop a
one-level account of consciousness.

[11: Consciousness and Self-consciousness

Aswe have just seen, Thomasson argues that thereis somethingitisliketo con-
sciously perceive an object. This link between phenomenality and conscious
intentionality has also recently been explored by Lurz in his criticism of the
higher-order theories(Lurz,2003a,b). Lurz’ sspecifictar getisthehigher-order
thought theory. The HOT theory argues that the only way to be conscious of
one smen tal statesisto be con scious of thefact that one hasthem. But asLurz
points out, this view confronts the HOT position with a rather uncomfortable
dilemma when it comes to ascribing consciousness to animals and infants. It
can claim that both groups lack the cognitive resources to entertain higher-
order beliefs. And in that case, they must obviously also lack consciousmental
states. This posi tion has been explicitly defended by Carruthers. In hisview, the

Thus, | would per son ally take excep tion to being described myself as arecent defender of a neo-
Brentanian account (Kriegel, 2003, p. 481).
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subjectivefeel of experi encepresup posesacapacity for higher-order awareness,
and as he continues,‘ suchself-awarenessisaconceptually necessary condition
for an organism to be a subject of phenomenal feelings, or for there to be any-
thing that its experiences are like' (Carruthers, 1996, p. 152, cf. p. 154). To be
more pre cise, Carruthers arguesthat in order to be able to think about your own
thoughts and experiences you must be in possession of the con cepts of thought
andexperi ence. Sincesuch conceptsgettheir signif i cancefrombeingembed ded
in afolk-psychological theory concerning the structure and functioning of the
mind, what thisulti mately meansisthat only creaturesin possession of atheory
of mind are capableof enjoy ing con sciousexperi ences(Carruthers, 1996, p. 158;
2000, p.194). In other words, creaturesthat lack athe ory of mind — such asmost
ani mals, young infants, and sup pos edly autists— will also lack con scious expe-
riences. Thereis nothing it is like for them to feel pain or pleasure (Carruthers,
1998, p. 216; 2000, p. 203). Carruthers concedes that most of us believe that it
must be like something to be abat, acat or anew born baby, and that the experi-
ences of these creatures have subjective feels to them, but he considers this
common-sense belief to be quite groundless (Carruthers, 1996, p. 223).'° But
apart from being counterintuitive— and it is extremely counterintuitiveto claim
that thereisnothingitislikefor infantsor ani malsto feel pain or pleasure— and
apart from being vul ner abletotheprevi ously mentioned objectionsagainst the
higher-order theories, Carruthers' conclusion is also confronted with the prob-
lem that quitealot of ani mal and infant behav iour can be predicted and explained
rather well by ascribing conscious mental states to the creatures in question
(Lurz, 2003a). The other possibility, of course, is for the higher-order thought
theory to con cedethat even ani malsandinfantsarein possessionof higher-order
beliefs about their own mental states and that this makes them in possession of
consciousmental states. But althoughit cer tainly seemsplau si bleto ascribecorn-
scious mental states, such as emotionsor per ceptual experi ences, toinfantsand
(some) ani mals, it seemsquiteimplau si bleto claimthat, say, catsand new born
babies are in possession of something as cognitively sophisticated as higher-
order thoughts about their first-order mental states, i.e., it seemsimplausible to
claim that they are aware of the fact that they are hav ing mental states. Thus, we
should not for get that the HOT theory — incontrast tothe HOPthe ory — denies
that we are observationally acquainted with our first-order mental states. Andto
claimthat acat in order to have con scious experi ences must have thoughts about
unobservable states occurring inside its own body is surely not avery attractive
option (cf. Lurz, 2003a).

Lurz’sown pro posal isthat acreature can be con sciousof itsthoughtsand expe-
ri ences by being con sciousof what it thinks or experiences and that this does not
entail that it hasto be con scious of thefactthat it thinksor hasexperi ences(Lurz,

[10] Although Carruthersisingeneral quite unequiv o cal about deny ing con sciousexperi encesto young
infants(cf. Carruthers 1996, p. 221; 2000, pp. 202-3), heoccasion ally leavesadoor openfor adif fer-
ent conclusion. As he writes at one point, it might be that infants are capable of discriminating
between their experi ences (and hence capable of enjoy ing con sciousexperi ences) even whiledill
beingincapableof conceptual izingthem (Carruthers 1996, p. 222).
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2003b, p. 24). When, say, an infant points at adoll and says‘that ismy doll’ she
appears to say what she believes, and how should she be able to say that unless
she was con scious of what she believes? But although the infant is con scious of
what she believes, i.e., of what a particular belief of hers is about — and how
could she be that if she were not con scious of the belief — it is not obvi ousthat
theinfant iscon scious of thefact that shebelievessomething. Thecaseissimi lar
with (some) ani mals. A cat can be pay ing atten tion to move mentsin the bushes.
But if it were com pletely unaware of what it was seeing, it would not be ableto
attendtowhat it wasseeing. Insofar asit makes senseto say that thecat ispay ing
attentiontowhat itisseeing, it makessenseto say that itiscon sciousof what itis
seeing. But that does not mean that the cat is conscious of the fact that it sees
movements in the bushes. In being conscious of what it sees, the cat is simply
con sciousof what itsvisual stateisabout, anditishardto under stand how the cat
could becon sciousof thisif it werenot in someway con sciousof themental state
itself (Lurz, 2003a; 2003b, p. 31-2).

In recent writings, Dretske has argued that we should call states conscious if
they make us conscious of other things, and that we should not conclude that
because the states are conscious, then we must also be conscious of them. In
short, con scious men tal states are stateswe are con sciouswith, not stateswe are
con sciousof (Dretske, 1995, pp. 100-1). But oneprob lemwiththisview isthat it
gives us no means to distinguish between conscious and non-conscious inten-
tional states, all of which make us directed at objects in environment. For
Dretske they would all be conscious. Is Lurz committed to the same view? Is
every state that is about something also a conscious state? No, rather Lurz's
account per mitshim to distin guish betweenthe casewhereasubject isper ceiv-
ing an object, the case where the subject is con sciousof what sheis perceiving,
and the case where she is conscious of the fact that she is perceiving. A
blindsight subject, for example, might (non-consciously) be perceiving some-
thing intheblind region of her visual field, asevinced from her per for manceona
forced-choice test, but she would not be conscious of what she was perceiving
(Lurz, 2003Db, pp. 232-5).

Inshort, Lurz’ sproposal isthat wecandistinguishbetweentwodif fer entways
of being acquainted with our own thoughts and experiences. We can be
acquainted with them by being conscious that we have them, and we can be
acquainted with them by being con sciousof what our thoughtsand experi ences
are about. Whereas the first type of self-acquaintance is a form of higher-order
con sciousness, thelat ter typeisnot. Oneadvan tage of thispro posal isthat it can
avoid the dilemma confronting the HOT theory. It does not have to deny con-
scious states to animals, but neither does it have to argue that animals have
higher-order thoughts about their own mental states. One prob lem with the pro-
posal, however, is that Lurz apparently thinks that in order to be conscious of
what our thoughts and experi ences are about we al so need to be con sciousof the
mental states themselves. But it is easy to amend his proposal by means of an
adverbalist reformulation. We could stay clear of the idea that in order to have
conscious men tal states we must be aware of them as objects by saying that we
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are conscious of what our thoughts and experiences are about when we
consciously perceive or believe something.

How does this analysis relate to the idea that consciousness should be
accounted for in terms of self-awareness? Does it support the idea that a con-
sciousstate dif fersfrom anon-con sciousstate precisely by entail ing self-aware-
ness? Yes, and rather neatly, in fact, although Lurz doesn’t address the issue
him self. Thewholethrust of theargu ment isthat for astateto be con sciousisfor
the sub ject to be aware of what the state is about, and that this presupposesthat
thesubject hasdirect experi ential accesstothemental stateitself. But thisispre-
cisely what self-awareness — according to one classical definition — amounts
to: Experiential access to one’s own consciousness. Thus, to undergo a con-
sciousexperi ence( totaste cof fee, tofeel pain, to remem ber apast jour ney onthe
Rhine) necessarily means that there is something ‘it is like' for the subject to
havethat experi ence. Butinsofar asthereissomethingitislikefor thesubjectto
havetheexperi ence, thesubject must in someway have accesstotheexperi ence,
must in some way be acquainted with the experience. Moreover, although con-
sciousexperi encesdif fer from oneanother —what itisliketo tasteice-cream, is
different from what it is like to smell a bunch of roses or to admire a statue of
Michel angelo—they also sharecer tainfeatures. Onecommonal ity isthequal ity
of mineness, the fact that the experiences are characterized by a first-personal
givenness. When | am aware of an occurrent pain, perception, or thought from
the first-person perspective, the experience in question is given immediately,
non-inferentially and non-criterially as mine. That is, the experi enceisgiven (at
least tacitly) as an experience | am undergoing or livingthrough. First-per sonal
experience presents me with an immediate and non-observational access to
myself. All of this suggests that we are dealing with a (minimal) form of self-
awareness. This self-awareness is not something that only emerges the moment
onescruti nizesone sexperi encesattentively, rather itistherethemoment | corn-
sciously experi encesomething. |t doesnot exist apart from the experi ence, asan
addi tional mental state. Rather, itisanintrin sic feature of theexperi ence, andis
not brought about by some kind of reflection or introspection or higher-order
moni toring. Giventhisoutlook, itisobvi ousthat adiscussion of self-awareness
isof perti nencefor anunder standing of phenomenal consciousness. Infact, phe
nomenal consciousness must precisely be interpreted as entailing a primitive
form for self-aware ness (cf. Zahavi, 1998, 1999, 2002, 2003b).**

A rather similar view has recently been defended by Kriegel, who has intro-
duced a distinction between transitive and intransitive self-consciousness.

[11] Letmeforestall apossi bleobjection, namely that thisdef i ni tion of self-awarenessistoo broad and
thatitsimply includestoomuch. That is, sinceit doesn’t match our every day notion of self-awareness
(that tendstolink thenotionwith our abil ity torec og nizeor identify our selvesinathematic way) the
presentuseof thetermisinap propri ate. | don'’ tthink thisobjectioncar riesal ot of weight. From acon-
ceptual point of view, therearenointrinsicproblemswhat soeverinusingtheterm* self-awareness’ to
designateasit uationwherecon sciousnesshasaccessto or isbeing acquainted withitself. Moreover,
it is a simplefact that many of theclassi cal philosophi cal theoriesof self-awarenessaswell as the
morerecent con tri bu tionsby such think ersasBrentano, Husserl, Sartre, Henry, Henrich, Frank, etc.
have exactly been dis cus sions of this broad notion (cf. Zahavi, 1999).
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Whereastransi tiveself-consciousnessdesignatesthesit uationwhereasubjectis
self-conscious of her thought that p (or of her perception of x), intransitive
self-con sciousnesscan becaptured by say ingthat thesubject isself-consciously
think ingthat p (or per ceivingx).*

What is the difference between the two types of self-consciousness? Kriegel
listsfour dif fer ences, and claimsthat whereasthefirst typeisintro spective, rare,
vol untary, and effortful, the sec ondisnoneof these (Kriegel, 2003b, p. 104). But
Kriegel also pointsto another rel evant distinction. Ashepointsout, intransi tive
self-consciousness the state of self-consciousness is numerically distinct from
the thought that p, since the latter is the object of the former. Thus the state is
self-conscious in virtue of the object it takes. In intransitive self-consciousness
by contrast, the self-con sciousnesssim ply modi fiesthethought, it doesnot take
it as an object, and one might therefore say that the state is self-conscious in
virtue of theway it is had by the subject (Kriegel, 2004).

According to Kriegel, the latter type of self-consciousness, intransitive self-
consciousness, captures one of the important senses of consciousness. We use
theadjective‘conscious' toindi catethepresenceof intransi tiveself-con scious-
ness. Thisiswhy Kriegel can claim that intransitive self-con sciousnessisanec
essary condition for phenomenal consciousness. In fact, intransitive self-
consciousness should be understood as an implicit type of self-consciousness
that is shared by all our conscious mental states (Kriegel, 2003a, p. 20; 2003c,
p.478). Unlessthemental stateisintransi tively self-con sciousthereisnothingit
is like to be in the state, and therefore the state cannot be a phenomenally
consciousstate. Ortoputit dif fer ently, amental statethat lacksintransi tive self-
consciousness is a non-conscious state (Kriegel, 2003b, pp. 103-6). As Kriegel
writes, ‘It isimpossible to think or experience something consciously without
thinking or experiencing it self-consciously, i.e., without being peripherally
aware of thinking or experiencing it (Kriegel, 2004).

Kriegel's distinction between transitive and intransitive self-consciousness
bears a striking resemblance to the classical phenomenological distinction
betweenreflectiveand pre-reflective self-awareness; adistinction| will returnto
inamoment. Thissimi lar ity isalsoreadily acknow! edged by Kriegel (2004). But
thereisalso anotice abledif fer ence, which hasto do with thefact that Kriegel —
as we have aready seen — ultimately persists in taking self-awareness as a
species of object-consciousness.

To say that asub ject hasamen tal state self-con sciously isto say that the sub-
ject is implicitly or peripheraly aware of her having the state, or of the state
being her own. Thus, for Kriegel the distinctionbetweenintransi tiveandtransi-
tive self-consciousness can also be cashed out by means of the distinction
between focal and peripheral awareness. Weareconfrontedwithtransi tiveself-

[12] | find the locutions ‘self-conscious of her thought that p' and ‘self-consciously thinking that p'
problematic, sincethey caneasily bemisunder stood. | think it would have been better if Kriegel had
simply saidthat asubjectisin possessionof transi tive self-con sciousnesswhen‘ sheiscon sciousof
her thought that p’ and in possession of intransitive self-consciousness when ‘she is consciously
thinkingthatp'.
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consciousness when the subject is focally aware of being in a specific mental
state, whereaswearedeal ingwithintran si tive self-con sciousnesswhenthe sub-
ject is only periph er ally aware of being in the mental state (Kriegel, 2004).

It is certainly quite appropriate to distinguish focal and peripheral modes of
consciousness.™ There is an obvious distinction to be made between my focal
awareness of my computer, and my peripheral awareness of the myriad of
objects surrounding it. We also need to dismiss any narrow conception of con-
scious nessthat equates con sciousnesswith attention and claimsthat weareonly
con scious of that which we pay attentionto. But the questioniswhether thisdis-
tinction between focal and peripheral consciousness — a distinction between
two types of object-consciousness — is pertinent when it comes to an under -
standing of therelationbetweenthetwotypesof self-consciousness. Inaregular
intentional experience, | am directed at and preoccupied with my intentional
object. When | consciously perceive the computer, | do not ordinarily attend to
myself and my perceptual experience. But although | lack a focal awareness of
myself, and although | do not take my experience as a thematic object, | am still
inpossessionof intran si tiveself-con sciousness. | agreewiththisanal y sis, but |
do not agree with the claim that intransitive self-consciousness entails that my
experiences remain in the background as potential themesin precisely the same
way as, say, the hum of the refrigerator. This would suggest that intransitive
self-consciousness is a kind of peripheral, inattentive, transitive object-
consciousness, but that cannot be right. As Husserl pointed out in 1906:

One should not mistake the consciousness of the objective background
[gegenstandlichen Hintergrund] and consciousness understood in the sense of
experiential being [Erlebtseing. Lived-experiences as such do have their own
being, but they are not objects of apperception (in thiscasewewould end in aninfi-
niteregress). Theback ground, how ever, isgiventousobjectively, itisconsti tuted
through a com plex of apperceptivelived-experi ences. Wedo not pay attentionto
these objects]...], but they are still givento usin aquitedif fer ent man ner than the
merelived-experi encesthemselves|...]. Theattentional con sciousnessof theback
ground and con sciousnessinthesenseof mereexperi ential givennessmust becom
pletely distinguished (Husserl, 19844, p. 252).

The attempt to model intransitive self-consciousness on peripheral object-
consciousness is misleading since it remains stuck in the subject—object model
andisvul ner abletotheargumentspresented against thehigher-order theories. A
common line of thought is that our experiential life must either be given as an
object or not be given at all, and that the only remaining question (and allowed
variable) is whether it is given as an object focally or merely peripherally. But
thisline of thought isflawed, sinceit erro neously assumesthat thereisonly one
type of givenness or manifestation, namely object-givenness. But had that in
fact been the case, real self-awareness would have been impossible. Object-
consciousnessnecessar ily entail san epistemicdivide, adistinction betweenthat
which appears and that to whom it appears, between the object and the sub ject of
experi ence. For somethingto begivenasan object of experi enceisforittodif fer

[13] For aclassi cal account cf. Gurwitsch (1974).
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fromthesubjectiveexperi ence, that takesit asan object. Thisisonereason why
object-consciousness is singularly unsuited as a model for understanding self-
aware ness. Another reason, whichwasalready spelled outinsection|, isthat the
attempt to construe self-awareness as a type of object-consciousness generates
an infinite regress.

IV: Back to Phenomenology

Inthefol lowing, | wishtocall attentionto someof the philo sophi cal resourcesto
befoundinthe phenomenological tradi tion. Inparticularly, | wishtoshowthat it
contains a clear and sustained defence of a one-level account of consciousness
that is free from the equivocations still to be found in Brentano.

Let us start by taking a look at a very early phenomenological appraisal of
Brentano’ s theory of inner consciousness; an appraisal that can be found in the
first edition of Husserl’s Logische Untersuchungen (1901).

How does Husserl assess Brentano's theory? Rather negatively, in fact.
Husserl denies that there is any phenomenological evidence in support of the
claim concerning the existence of a constant and continuous inner perception,
and he consequently rejects Brentano’'s theory as a piece of construction
(Husserl, 1984b, pp. 367, 759). There are two ways to interpret Husserl’s criti-
cism. Intheone, Husserl istak ing Brentano to beclaiming that we are con stantly
thematically aware of our occurrent experiences. If this reading is correct,
Husserl would be right in rejecting the thesis, but wrong in ascribing it to
Brentano. As we have already seen, Brentano explicitly warns against taking
inner consciousness as a kind of thematic observation (cf. Brentano, 1874,
p. 181). The other possibility is that Husserl is criticizing Brentano for having
heldtheview that wearecon stantly objectifying our own experi ences. Thiscriti-
cism would be right on target, and there is no question that this is a view that
Husserl rejects. In the First Investi gation, Husserl writesthat thesen sationsare
originally simply lived through as moments of the experience; they are not
objectified and taken asobjects. Thisonly hap pensinasub sequent psy chologi ¢
al reflection (Husserl, 1984b, p.80). This assertion is then followed up in the
Second Investigation, where we find the following significant observation:

That anappro pri atetrain of sen sationsor imagesisexperienced, and isin thissense
con scious, does ot and can not mean that thisisthe object of an act of con scious
ness, inthe sensethat aper ception, apresentation or ajudg mentisdirected uponit
(Husserl, 1984b, p. 165 [2001, I, p. 273)).

Obviously the central word is the term ‘con scious'. Husserl isdeny ing that our
sen sationsare aphenomenological nought. Onthecontrary, they are con scious,
that is, experientially given, when they are lived through, and as he points out
this givenness does not come about as the result of an objectification, does not
come about because the sensations are taken as objects by an (inter nal) per cep-
tion. Thesen sationsaregiven, not asobjects, but precisely assub jectiveexperi-
ences. The very same line of thought can be found in the Fifth Investigation.
There Husserl writes that the intentional experiences themselves are lived
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through and experienced (erlebt), but that they do not appear in an objectified
man ner, they are nei ther seen nor heard. They are con sciouswith out beinginten
tional objects (Husserl, 1984b, p. 399). Thisis not to deny that we can in fact
direct our attention towardsour experi ences, and thereby take them as objects of
an inner per cep tion, but this only occursthe moment wereflect (p. 424).

In the light of these state ments, the con clu sionisrather easy to draw. In con-
trast to Brentano, Husserl does not seek to identify the givenness of our experi-
ences with the givenness of objects. Husserl does not believe that our
experiences are con scious by being taken as sec ond ary objects. Asheexplicitly
states in the Sixth Investigation: ‘ To be experi encedisnot to be made objective
[Erlebtsein ist nicht Gegenstandlichsein]’ (Husserl, 1984b, p. 669 [2001, II,
p. 279]). Thus, Husserl operates with a distinction between perceiving
(Wahrnehmen) and experi encing (Erleben): prior to reflec tion one per ceivesthe
per ceptual object, but oneexperi ences( erlebt) the per cep tion. Although | am not
intentionally directed towards the perception (this only happens in the subse-
guent reflec tion, wherethe per ceptionisthematized), the per cep tionisnot non-
conscious but conscious, that is, pre-reflectively given.

In general, one should not overestimate the homogeneity of the phenomeno-
logical tradition. It is a tradi tion span ning many dif fer ences. But whenit comes
to the question concerning the relation between consciousness and self-
consciousness, literally all of the major figures (Husserl, Scheler, Heidegger,
Sartre, Merleau-Ponty, Henry, Ricoeur, etc.) reject the higher-order model and
advo cate some kind of one-level account.

The phenomenologist best known for advo cat ing thisview is Sartre, and sinceit
would beimpossi bleto cover all thedif fer ent figuresindetail, let mefocusonhim.

Sartre's account of the relationship between consciousness and self-aware-
nesscan pri mar ily befoundinthreedif fer enttexts: Inhisfirst philosophi cal pub-
lication La transcendance de I’ ego from 1936, in his principal work L’ étreet le
néant from 1943, and in an article from 1948 entitled ‘ Conscience de soi et
connaissance de soi’.

According to Sartre consciousness is essentially characterized by
intentionality. It is as such a consciousnessof something. He also claims, how-
ever, that each and every intentional experience is characterized by self-aware-
ness. Thus, Sartre takes self-awareness to constitute a necessary condition for
being con sciousof something. Toconsciously per ceiveasignpost, anice-cream,
oracomfort ablechair without being awareof it, i.e., without hav ing accesstothe
experience in question, is for Sartre a manifest absurdity (Sartre, 1943, pp. 18,
20, 28; 1948, p. 62).

Thisline of thought is elaboratedintheimpor tantintroductiontoL’étre et le
néant, where Sartre claims that an ontological anal y sisof intentionality |eadsto
self-awareness since the mode of being of intentional consciousness is to be
for-itself (pour-soi), that is, self-aware. An experience does not simply exist, it
exists for itself, i.e., it is given to itself, and this self-givenness is not simply a
guality added to the experience, a mere varnish, but on the contrary constitutes
the very mode of being of the experience:
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Thisself-con sciousnessweought to con sider not asanew con sciousness, but asthe
only mode of existencewhichispossi blefor a con sciousnessof something (Sartre,
1943, p. 201956, p. liv]).

Originally, my intentional experi encesarenot (possi ble) objectsfor con scious-
ness, but (actual) modes of con scious ness, and as such they are self-aware.

As we can see, Sartre emphasizes quite explicitly that the self-awareness in
guestionisnotanew conscioushess. Itisnot something added totheexperi ence,
it is not an additional mental state, but rather an intrinsic feature of the experi-
ence. Thus, when he speaks of self-awareness as a permanent feature of con-
sciousness, Sartre is not referring to what he calls reflective self-awareness.
Reflection (or to usethemorecur rent name* higher-order representation’) isthe
process whereby consciousness directs its inten tional aim at itself, thereby tak-
ingitself asitsown object. But accord ing to Sartre, thistype of self-awarenessis
derived. It involves a subject-object split, and the attempt to account for
self-awarenessin suchtermsisfor Sartreboundtofail. It either gen er atesaninfi-
nite regress or accepts a non-conscious starting point, but Sartre considers both
of these options to be unacceptable (Sartre, 1943, p. 19).

Sartre readily admits the existence of reflective self-consciousness. We can
for instance reflect upon — and thereby be thematically conscious of — an
occur rent per ception of aSwissArmy knife. Inreflectionwe candistinguishthe
reflectingexperi enceandtheexperi encereflected-on. Thefirsttakesthelat ter as
its object. But for Sartre both of these experiences are aready self-conscious
prior to reflection, and in both cases the self-awareness in question is of a non-
reflectiveand non-posi tional kind, i.e., it doesnot haveareflectivestructure, and
it does not posit that which it is aware of as an object (Sartre, 1936, pp. 28-9).*
AsSartrewrites: ‘[T]hereisnoinfi niteregresshere, sinceacon sciousnesshasno
need at all of areflect ing con sciousnessin order to be con scious of itself. It sim-
ply does not posit itself as an object’ (Sartre, 1936, p. 29 [1957, p. 45]). Thus,
Sartre speaks of pre-reflective self-awareness as an immediate and non-cog ni-
tive ‘relation’ of the self toitself (Sartre, 1943, p. 19).

In other words, every positional consciousness of an object is at the same time a
non-positional consciousness of itself. If | count the cigarettes which are in that
case, | havetheimpressionof disclosinganobjectiveproperty of thiscol lection of
cigarettes: they are a dozen. Thisprop erty appearsto my con scious nessasaprop-
erty existingintheworld. Itisvery possi blethat | haveno posi tional con sciousness
of count ing them. Then | do not know myself ascounting. [...] Y et at the moment
when these cig arettesarerevealed to measadozen, | haveanon-thetic con scious
nessof my addingactiv ity. If any onequestioned me, indeed, if any one should ask,
‘What areyou doingthere? | shouldreply at once, ‘| amcounting.” Thisreply aims
not only at theinstantaneouscon sciousnesswhich | canachieveby reflectionbut at
thosefleeting consciousnesseswhich have passed with out being reflected-on, those
which are for ever non-reflected-onin my immedi ate past. Thusreflec tion hasno
kind of primacy over the consciousness reflected-on. It is not reflection which
reveas the consciousness reflected-on to itself. Quite the contrary, it is the

[14] Whereasthe early Sartre speaks of anirreflective or non-reflec tive self-aware ness, helater increas-
ingly optsfor theterm ‘pre-reflective self-awareness'.
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non-reflective consciousness which renders the reflection possible; there is a
pre-reflec tive cogito which isthe con di tion of the Car te sian cogito (Sartre, 1943,
pp. 19-20 [1956, p. liii]).

If I am engaged in some conscious activ ity, such astheread ing of astory, my
attentionisnei ther on myself nor on my activ ity of read ing, but onthe story. But
if my reading is interrupted by someone asking me what | am doing, | reply
immediately that | am (and have for some time been) reading; and the self-
consciousness on the basis of which | answer the question is not something
acquired at just that moment but a consciousness of myself which has been
present to me all along.

When Sartre says that every posi tional con sciousnessof an objectissimul ta:
neously anon-posi tional con sciousnessof itself, it isessential to emphasizethat
this pre-reflective self-awareness is not to be understood as an intentional,
objectifying, or epistemicact, and con sequently nei ther to beinter preted assome
kind of inner perception, nor more generally as a type of knowledge (Sartre,
1936, pp. 234, 66; 1943, p. 19). Thisimpliesthat the self-aware nessin question
mightvery well beaccom panied by afundamental lack of knowl edge. Although |
cannot be unconscious of my present experience, | might very well ignoreit in
favour of itsobject, and thisisof coursethenat ural atti tude. Inmy daily lifel am
absorbed by and preoc cu piedwith projectsand objectsintheworld. Thus, per va
sive pre-reflective self-awareness is definitely not identical with total self-
comprehension, but canrather belik enedtoapre-com prehension, that allowsfor
a subsequent reflection and themati zation.

To put it differently, consciousness has two different modes of existence, a
pre-reflective and a reflective. The first has priority since it can prevail inde-
pendently of the latter, whereas reflective self-consciousness always presup-
poses pre-reflective self-consciousness. So to repeat, for Sartre pre-reflective
self-awareness is not an adden dumto, but acon sti tutivemoment of theorigi nal
intentional experi ence. The experi enceisaware of itself at thetime of itsoccur-
rence. If | con sciously see, remem ber, know, think, hope, feel or will something|
am eo ipso aware of it.*®

What about Thomasson’ sobjection?lsit notincon sistent to claim on the one
hand that we are aware of our thoughtsand experi enceswhenthey are con scious
and on the other that consciousness is not given to itself as an object

[15] Asalready indi cated thisview isshared by most of the other phenomenologists. To pro videjust one
fur ther exam ple: Inthe early lec ture course Grundprobleme der Phanomenologie from 1919/1920,
Heidegger arguesthat oneof thetasksof phenomen ol ogy isto disclosethenon-objectifyingand non-
theoreti cal self-under standingthat bel ongstoexperi enceassuch (Hei degger, 1993, pp. 155-7). Thus,
Heidegger clearly acknowl edgesthe existence of apre-reflec tive self-acquain tancethat ispart and
par cel of experi ence. Any worldly experi encinginvolvesacer tain com po nent of self-acquaintance
and-familiarity, any experi encingischar acterizedby thefactthat ‘| amalwayssomehow acquainted
with myself’ (p. 251). And as Heidegger repeat edly emphasizes, thisbasic famil iar ity with oneself
does not take the form of a reflective self-perception or a thematic self-observation, nor does it
involve any kind of self-objectification. On the con trary, we are con fronted with apro cess of lived
self-acquaintancewhosedistinctivefeatureisitsnon-reflectivechar acter, and which mustbe under-
stood asanimmedi ateexpression of lifeitself (pp. 159, 165, 257-8). For amoreexten sive acoount of
Heidegger’ sposi tion, cf. Zahavi 2003c.
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pre-reflectively? In other words, doesn’'t Sartre commit the same mistake as
Brentano? But Sartre has anticipated this objection. As he points out, it is only
the neces sity of syn tax which has com pelled himtowrite that we are pre-reflec-
tively aware of our experi encesandthat thereisapre-reflectivecon sciousnessof
self. (In French the term for self-consciousness — consciencedesoi —literally
means con scious ness of self). Thus Sartre readily admits that the use of the ‘ of’
(or ‘de’) isunfor tu nate sinceit sug geststhat self-con sciousnessissim ply asub-
type of object-consciousness, as if the manner in which we are aware of our-
selvesisstructur ally com parableto theman ner inwhichweareaware of apples
and clouds. We can not avoid the ‘ of’, but in order to show that itismerely therein
ordertosatisfy agrammati cal requirement, Sartreplacesitinsideparentheses, and
frequently speaks of a‘conscience (de) soi’ and of a‘conscience(de) plaisir’ etc.
(Sartre, 1943, p. 22; 1948, p. 62). Thus, although Sartre ulti mately optsfor another
typographi cal solutionthan Thomasson’ sadverbalist proposal, hismoti vationfor
avoiding aphrasing that might misleadingly sug gest that wein order to have con-
scious mental statesmust beaware of them asobjectsisprecisely thesameashers.
Sartre' sphenomenol ogical account of self-awarenessisfar morecom plex and
wide-ranging than suggested by this brief presentation. But hopefully it should
already have become evident that Sartre’s defence of a one-level account of
consciousness is preferable to Brentano’s. Whereas Brentano flirts with the
higher-order account, Sartre’s rejection is unequivocal .*® Both share the view
that self-awareness (or inner consciousness) differs from ordinary object-
consciousness. The issue of controversy is over whether self-awareness is
merely an extraor di nary object-con sciousnessor not an object-con sciousnessat
al. In contrast to Brentano, Sartre (and the other phenomenol ogists) thinks the
latter, more radical, move is required. The fact that Sartre’s analysis is further-
more integrated into and to befound inthe context of an exami nation of anum-
ber of related issues, such asthe nature of intentionality, embodi ment, self hood,
temporality, attention, sociality, etc. should only count in its favour. Thus, as
part of his anal y sisof thestruc ture of con sciousness Sartre al so discusses—to
mention just afew of the topics — (1) whether one should opt for an egological
or non-egological account of con sciousness, i.e., whether or not every epi sode of
experi encingawaysinvolvesadistinct sub ject of experi ence; (2) how to under-
stand the temporality of the stream of consciousness; (3) whether pre-reflective

[16] Thishasunfortunately beenover looked by someof thefew analyti cal philosopherswhoactually refer
to Sartre. In TheSignifi canceof Consciousness, for instance, Siewert writesthat Sartrearguesthat all
con sciousnessiscon scious nessof itself, and hethen claimsthat the argu ment pre sup poses Sartre’' s
flawedidenti fi cation of (a) anunconsciousstate, (b) astatethat ignoresitself, and (c) astate of which
thereisno consciousness (Siewert, 1998, p. 357). But aswe havejust seen, Sartre doesnot makesuch
anidenti fi cation. Siewert then continueshiscriti cismby arguingthat since Sartreison the one hand
claimingthat all consciousnessisconsciousnessof itself and ontheother hand deny ingthat this ubig-
ui tousself-con sciousnessisreflective, thetic, posi tional, epistemic, and objectifying, hisaccount is
inconsistent, confused, extremely misleading, and totally unclear (Siewert, 1998, p. 360). Is this
rather harshjudge mentjusti fied?1 think not. When Sartreclaimsthat all con sciousnessisconscious-
ness of itself he means something quite specific, and it is only if one over looks his quite explicit
remarkscon cerningtheproblematic useof theprop osi tion* of’ that onewould beledtothe ideathat
hewascontradictinghimself.
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self-awareness is characterized by any internal differentiation or infrastructure;
(4) to what extent self-awareness is always embodied and embedded; (5) how
social interaction might change the structure of self-awareness; (6) whether
reflection is able to disclose the structure of pre-reflective consciousness or
whether it necessarily distorts its subject matter; (7) and to what extent self-
aware nessalthough not beingitself aform of object-con sciousnessnev ertheless
presupposes the intentional encounter with the world.}” Although some of
Sartre’ sfur ther findingsand con clu sionsmight beprob lematic, heispointingto
issues that should be taken into account by a theory of (self-)consciousness;
issues that Brentano to alarge extent remained silent about.

V: Conclusion

Let meby way of conclusionbriefly recapit ulatethe main lineof thought. Intran
sitive consciousness should be accounted for in terms of self-awareness, i.e., a
conscious mental state differs from a non-conscious mental state by entailing
self-awareness. Given that the attempt to provide a relational, higher-order,
account of thisself-aware nesshasbeen unsuc cessful, it makesbetter senseto opt
for a one-level account. Some have suggested that Brentano's account in
Psychol ogie vom empirischen Standpunkt might serve as a good starting point,
and have then gone on to defend neo-Brentanian positions. In contrast, | have
argued that a number of twentieth-century phenomenologists have defended a
one-level account of consciousness more unequivocally than Brentano. And |
would sug gest that it would make con sid er ably more senseto take acloser look at
Sartre, Husserl, and Heidegger, if oneison the look out for promisingandworked
out alternatives to the higher-order theories, than to return al the way to
Brentano.'®
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