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5. The Self-Ascription Of Conscious 
Experience
LUCA MALATESTI

1. Introduction
We can have thoughts that are expressible with sentences such as “I am 
having the experience of a pain in my elbow,” “I am having a conscious 
experience of red.” These thoughts involve the self-ascription of conscious 
experiences of a certain type on the ground of having such mental states. 
Philosophers investigate what is involved in the understanding of these 
thoughts to account for special features of our first personal knowledge of 
conscious experience and their nature.1

In this article, I elucidate some aspects of our understanding of these 
self-ascriptions by focusing on the concepts that concern the type of con-
scious color experiences that we have and the self. Within a controversial 
area of investigation, I characterize concepts, minimally and intuitively, as 
ways of thinking about objects, properties, and other entities. I introduce 
concepts so understood by means of that-clauses reporting ascriptions of 
beliefs or thoughts. I take that concepts are individuated by the conditions 
that a thinker must satisfy to possess them.2 

I maintain that the self-ascriptive thoughts that are here at issue involve 
thinking about the type of color experiences that we undergo by exploiting 
a way of thinking about colors that is provided, mainly, by certain obser-
vational concepts. These latter concepts are applied, and thus individuated, 
in virtue of the capacities to visually discriminate and thus individuate the 
colors that objects appear to have. On the other hand, the concept of self, 

1 Notably Christopher Peacocke has touched upon this issue over the years within his 
general approach to the formulation of a theory of concepts. See Peacocke 1992. Also, 
the defenders of the so-called phenomenal concepts reply have engaged in this type of 
endeavor when responding to several interrelated anti-physicalist arguments concern-
ing conscious experiences. See the anthologies Ludlow, Stoljar, and Nagasawa 2004; 
Alter and Walter 2007.
2 For the general form of this account of concepts and the challenges that it should 
meet, see Peacocke 2009.
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which is involved in self-ascriptive thoughts concerning color conscious 
experiences, involves thinking about its referent and, thus identifying it, as 
an object that has internal states that derive from the stimulation of sense 
organs.

The next section sets out some central assumptions concerning what is 
involved in investigating our understanding of the self-ascriptive thoughts. 
I use Frank Jackson’s knowledge argument to show how the understand-
ing involved in the self-ascriptive thoughts here at issue depends on hav-
ing conscious experiences of the relevant type. I argue that this argument 
shows that several philosophical analyses, by failing to be appropriately 
sensitive to this dependence, fail to offer an appropriate account of these 
thoughts. In the third section, I argue that the dependence between self-as-
criptive thoughts and having the relevant experiences cannot be spelled 
out in terms of a, quasi-perceptual, direct awareness that would provide 
discriminatory and thus identificatory information about our conscious 
experiences. In the fourth section, I argue that instead the ways of thinking 
about the type of conscious experiences we undergo depends on discrim-
inatory capacities concerning how the world looks to us when we have 
these experiences. In the last section, I show that such a way of thinking 
about the type of experiences that we have suggests that our way of think-
ing of the self involves identifying it as an entity that undergoes internal 
states based on stimulations of certain sense organs.

2. Concepts and their Analysis
We can have thoughts about what grounds our occurring experience as 
an experience of a certain type. For instance, by seeing a certain color, we 
might focus on the way in which the color strikes us when we see it, and 
we can think a thought expressible as “I am having an experience of the 
type involved in seeing this color” or, shortly, “I am having an experience 
of red.”

Explicating the content of this type of thoughts about conscious expe-
riences requires explicating certain concepts that are relevant for that con-
tent. This requirement is compatible with two principal accounts of the 
relation of the content of a thought with concepts.3 In one account, let us 
call it Fregean, the content of a thought is made of concepts. In this case, 
the requirement above has an immediate plausibility. The other account, 
usually characterized as Russellian, requires instead that properties and re-
lations make up the content of a thought. In this case as well, it is plausible 
to require that a subject has a thought with certain content if she possesses 

3 See Bermúdez 1998: 52. 
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the concepts relative to the constituents of that content. However, how, in 
general, can we explicate thoughts and concepts?

It could be assumed that the contents of thoughts and, thus, of the rel-
evant concepts, should be investigated by means of linguistic analysis. Mi-
chael Dummett provided a well-known statement of this type of method-
ology:

Thoughts differ from all else that is said to be among the contents of the 
mind in being wholly communicable: it is of the essence of thought that I 
can convey to you the very thought that I have, as opposed to being able to 
tell you merely something about what my thought is like. It is of the essence 
of thought not merely to be communicable, but to be communicable, with-
out residue, by means of language. In order to understand thought, it is nec-
essary, therefore, to understand the means by which thought is expressed. 
(Dummett 1978: 442)

There are several proposals in the history of analytic philosophy of mind 
that are based on this methodology. Their proponents have focused on 
what is involved in the abilities to describe linguistically our conscious ex-
periences.

Gilbert Ryle offered a paradigmatic and sustained example of the an-
alytic methodology in philosophy of mind focused on how we talk about 
these states. (Ryle 1949) He argued that talk about conscious mental states 
concerns, without residue, manifest behaviors and multiple dispositions 
to behave. Adopting a similar methodology J. J. C. Smart, instead, argued 
that ordinary ways of talking and thinking about conscious experiences 
concern types of internal states of the subject that are individuated by their 
causal mediation of certain types of stimuli and responses. (Smart 1959) 
Furthermore, functionalists, such as Hilary Putnam, adopted similar anal-
yses or regimentations of mentalistic expressions. (Putnam 1967) Howev-
er, all these linguistic analyses can be challenged by using a standard ana-
lytic procedure. The standard procedure for testing philosophical analyses:

is to think up a possible general characterization of the cases falling under 
some concept C and then to test it by trying to find or imagine a particular 
situation which fits the suggested characterization and yet would not be a 
situation to which C could be truthfully applied. (Overgaard, Gilbert, and 
Burwood 2013: 85)

Several philosophical arguments against the analyses of language used in 
the self-ascription of conscious experiences, which I have briefly described 
above, rely on this procedure.

The knowledge argument (from now on KA) is a famous objection to 
physicalism, the thesis that everything is physical, that puts pressure on all 
the previous linguistic analyses. (Jackson 1982) This argument exploits the 
case of the scientist Mary. Being confined in a monochromatic environ-
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ment, she has never had a color experience. However, the argument goes, it 
is conceivable that Mary knows all the causal roles, stimuli, and behaviors 
that are mentioned in the philosophical analyses that I have mentioned 
above. In addition, she can know all the physical facts concerning the 
neurological bases of vision. Now, we are not inclined to ascribe to Mary, 
before she sees colored objects, understanding and knowledge of what is 
involved in the experience of seeing colors. Thus, the main intuition is that 
these analyses cannot accommodate the ordinary notion of color experi-
ence. As Jackson puts it:

After Mary sees her first ripe tomato, she will realize how impoverished her 
conception of the mental life of others has been all along. (Jackson 1986: 
292)

If we take the KA as an instance of the procedure for testing philosophical 
analyses of concepts, it could be maintained that while we are inclined to 
ascribe to Mary, before her release, concepts concerning color experienc-
es that are analyzable in terms of behaviors, functional roles, or physical 
states, we cannot truly apply in describing her scientific knowledge the or-
dinary concepts that we employ in thinking about our experiences when 
we have them. As Jackson when he proposed the argument, some think 
that this conceptual difference authorizes the ontological conclusion that 
Mary’s conception of color experiences, before her release, is impoverished 
because she does not know about certain non-physical properties of her 
experience, usually indicated as qualia. These properties, supposedly, char-
acterize the phenomenal character of the experience or what it is like to 
have that mental state.

A different interpretation of the knowledge argument can be based on 
a different way to test conceptual analyses, which is independent from the 
referents of the relevant concepts, and thus, the truth of the thoughts where 
they are implicated:

Distinctness of Concepts. Concepts C and D are distinct if and only if 
there are two complete propositional contents that differ at most in that 
one contains C substituted in one or more places for D, and one of which 
is potentially informative while the other is not. (Peacocke 1992: 2)

The principle above individuates concepts based on their cognitive signif-
icance for a subject. Understanding the content of thoughts requires un-
derstanding of concepts. It can be maintained that understanding of the 
content of thoughts presupposes understanding of concepts individuated 
in terms of their cognitive significance or the way in which they allow the 
thinker to think about their referents. Thus, a procedure for individuating 
concepts, and thus the contents where they are implicated, is that of find-
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ing two complete propositional contents where a substitution of a concept 
with another would be informative for a subject.

Applying the procedure for distinctness of concepts to the KA delivers a 
conceptual distinction between concepts expressed by neurological, func-
tional or behavioral descriptions and concepts that enter in the thought we 
have about the type of experiences that we undergo. Let us call phenomenal 
concepts the latter type of concepts.4 In fact, while Mary in the room might 
not find informative the propositional content:

(1) The phenomenal character of the experience of red is property Q 
(where Q could be a functional role or brain state XYZ or a relation R 
between the brain and the environment).

It is plausible to maintain that the KA elicits the plausible intuition that, 
when seeing a colored object for the first time, she would find informative 
the proposition:

(2) The phenomenal character of the experience of red is this.
In the content expressed by sentence (2), “this” refers to whichever prop-
erty we ordinarily think about, when we have a certain experience, that 
grounds our thought about the type of conscious experience that we are 
having. If this reading of the situation involved in the KA is correct, it 
seems that the analysis of the content of thoughts concerning the self-as-
cription of types of conscious experiences should involve an analysis of 
the thought that is expressed by sentence (2). But, how can we analyze the 
concepts involved in that thought?

It might be suggested that the analysis should concern a linguistic ca-
nonical expression of the demonstrative concept involved in the thought 
about the experience at issue. Thus, it could be maintained that Mary, be-
fore being released, would be capable, independently from having that 
experience, to have thoughts involving the concept characterized by that 
description. However, in any case, a plausible intuition is that when Mary 
would see a colored object, she would find an informative difference be-
tween referring to her experience by using the concept expressed by means 
of that description and referring to it by using the one that requires having 
the color experience. Therefore, it seems that analyses based on the lin-
guistic description do not explicate the contribution of her demonstrative 
concept to the content of her self-ascriptive thought. There should be an-
other approach to capture that way of thinking that requires a role for the 
experience in determining the type of content of the thoughts about the 
color experience that she is having.

4 This interpretation is central in the so-called phenomenal concept reply to the KA. 
Versions of it can be found in Tye 2000, Papineau 2002, and Perry 2001. 
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Instead of considering the linguistic canonical expression of the thought 
involved in thinking “I am having an experience of a certain type,” we 
should consider that the relevant ingredients in our understanding of the 
concept of a conscious experience should be determined by assuming the 
following principle:

Simple Formulation. The relevant concept of conscious experience is 
that unique concept C for the possession of which a thinker must meet 
the condition that she has had experience e.

Clearly this account needs to explain in more detail how undergoing the 
experience is a requisite for the possession of that demonstrative concept. 
In the next section, I consider one account to then dismiss it.

3. Against the Direct Identification of Conscious Experience
It could be maintained that having a certain conscious experience is a nec-
essary requirement for possessing a certain concept because it confers on 
the agent certain capacities. One account would be that having that expe-
rience would confer the capacity to detect directly some identifying infor-
mation about the referent of that concept.5 In general, this is information 
about an entity that is needed to discriminate it from other entities. Con-
sider, for instance, when someone thinks about a certain car with a thought 
expressible as “that car is old” based on his perception of the car. It seems 
that the demonstrative way of thinking about the car involves, amongst 
other things, the car as it is perceptually discriminated from the rest of the 
perceived scene. In the case of conscious experience thus, an account of 
how we can come to think:

(1) I am having a conscious experience e,

would assume that the mastery of the concept of conscious experience e 
involves the capacity to be directly aware of e. This is to be understood 
as the capacity that involves, amongst other things, discriminating e from 
other entities that is based on some information made available in the act 
of awareness. Thus, for example, to think:

(2) I am having the experience of a red table cloth, 

we should be directly aware of the experience and apply the concept be-
cause of such awareness. Given that perception can be regarded as offering 
identification information about its objects, this account could be called a 

5 The suggestion of this account is inspired by the work of Gareth Evans on demonstra-
tives, see Evans 1982.
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quasi-perceptual account of the epistemic relation with the experience, that, 
in turn, is required for the self-ascriptive thoughts that I am here investi-
gating. For instance, materialists such as David Armstrong have posited 
the existence of an inner scanner in the brain, where a second order state 
makes us aware of the experience at issue. (Armstrong 1968) 

This account might also be extended to accounts of the mastery of the 
notion of self that is involved in the self-ascription of experiences.6 So, the 
account of the content of the relevant thought would have the following 
general form:

(A1) S’s thought, expressed or expressible as “I am having an experience 
of a certain type” requires S’s capacity to be directly aware, by means 
that enable S to use inner demonstratives, of herself and of the type of 
experience that she is undergoing.

Subjects would be able to think about the fact that they are undergoing a 
certain type of experience by being directly aware of their self and that ex-
perience. Within this picture, it could plausibly be added that the subjects 
are also directly aware of the fact that their self has that type of experience.

The quasi-perceptual account is flawed; the difficulties with it emerge 
when we try to specify in more detail the notion of direct awareness that 
it requires. Following a suggestion by Sidney Shoemaker, a plausible way 
to delineating the notion of the awareness of conscious experience would 
be to rely on intuitions concerning the ordinary understanding of the 
awareness of objects in our perception of the world, understood naively. 
(Shoemaker 1996) It seems that one of the features that characterize di-
rectness in the context of perception is the capacity to formulate demon-
strative thoughts about the object at issue. Thus, by extending this aspect of 
perception to introspection, the direct awareness of conscious experiences 
would involve the capacity to have demonstrative thoughts about experi-
ences and the features that ground their categorization. We should be able 
to discriminate the experience, based on certain identifying information, 
from a certain background of other mental states or experiences. Now, the 
resources that we have for discriminating our experiences, and thus typ-
ifying them, from a background of other experiences, do not appear to 
relate to “inner” acts of demonstrations directed to those mental states that 
are related to discriminatory capacities to support a demonstrative way of 
thinking about them.

6 This is not necessary; an inner sense account of our epistemic relation with conscious 
experiences might be coupled with different views on our epistemic access to the self.
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Inner demonstrative acts of experience cannot make sense of our prac-
tices of describing the type of conscious experience that we have, and, 
plausibly, of reporting the content of our thoughts about them. (Millar 
1991) Thinking and saying, for instance, that I am having a conscious color 
experience would require that I am performing an act of “inner pointing” 
to that experience, as discriminated from other mental states, to fix the 
type of experience I am thinking or talking about. However, this would 
barely inform other people about the type of experience that we are having. 
Instead, our practices of informing others about the type of experiences we 
have, by expressing our self-ascriptive thoughts, rely on typifying our expe-
riences in terms of typical situations that mention aspects of the situation 
we are in when we have those experiences. So, we might say things such 
as “I am having an experience of red” or “I am having the experience of 
drinking Chianti.” These descriptions appear to inform someone correctly 
about the type of mental state we have, if she had that type of experience 
under the appropriate stimuli conditions and she masters the concepts in-
volved in our description of the relevant situation.

In addition, it seems that “introspective” evidence supports the view 
that we are not directly aware of our experiences. G. E. Moore in a classical 
passage, where we can substitute for his notion of sensation our notion of 
experience, observed that:

When we try to introspect the sensation of blue, all we can see is the blue: 
the other element is as if it were diaphanous. (Moore 1922: 25)

As some say, the experience, as a perfectly polished window, is “transpar-
ent” to the gaze involved in direct awareness. Thus, when thinking about 
the type of color experience that we are having, based on what is visually 
available by having that experience, we can only be directly aware, and thus 
discriminate, certain qualities. However, these do not enable us to discrim-
inate the experience in the same way in which perceived features of an 
object enable us to discriminate that object. The experience as such is not 
an object which we can directly discriminate in virtue of the properties we 
are aware of in having the experiences. While we are directly aware of the 
properties that ground the self-ascription of the type of experience we are 
having, we are not directly aware of the conscious experiences and of the 
fact that they have the properties that determine what type of experiences 
they are. Thus, at least in this respect, the analogy between the awareness 
of conscious experiences with perception breaks.

I am not engaging here with the issue whether transparency reveals that 
we are aware of properties of experiences as opposed to properties of the 
objects of experiences or other entities. This is a problem that has loomed 
large in philosophical discussions. Moore’s observation concerning the 
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transparency of experience was advanced within a sense data account of 
experience. More recently, transparency has been used to support other 
views on the properties that typify conscious experiences. Different au-
thors have employed the transparency consideration to support different 
views of the mutual relations of and, eventually, ontological priority of the 
phenomenal character of experiences and their representational content. 
(Kind 2010) 

Instead, the more modest lesson that I derive from the transparency of 
experience is that introspective evidence supports the dependence of the 
self-ascription of a certain type of experience on the appreciation of certain 
facts. In having that type of experience, we can appreciate that something 
(i) appears to be a certain way and that (ii) there are certain ways in which 
this appears to be so. As an illustration for case (i), in having a color expe-
rience, we might be seeing that a certain object appears to be red. Cases of 
the type of (ii), involve ways in which we can see, for instance, that some-
thing is red. Consider the blurred way in which someone, who usually 
wears glasses, sees a red object when she is not wearing them.

It remains, thus, to be seen what is involved in the mastery of the con-
cept of an experience of a certain type.

4. Compelling Transitions
First personal thoughts about our occurring conscious experience should 
rely on the capacities that allow us to think thoughts about how the world 
looks to us, including also the way in which we present the world as so 
appearing, when we have those experiences. Thus, we need to offer an ac-
count of the kind of transitions that lead us from experiencing the world to 
the judgement that we are having an experience of a certain type.

I maintain that the central transition the normative force of which any 
possessor of the concept of conscious experience of a certain type should 
be sensitive to, needs to have, for instance, the following form:

(1) I see in a certain way that x is F.

Then I can reach the judgement that: 

(2) I am having the experience of the type involved in seeing in a certain 
way that x is F.

Such a transition should be supported by some principle that is relevant for 
possessing the concept of experience.

A proposal is that the principle would have to recommend a direct 
transition from seeing that something is the case, to the self-ascription of 
an experience of a certain type. This might suggest, from a psychological 
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point of view, that the capacities we might be employing in judging, let us 
say, that something is red are the same that enable us to think that we are 
having a certain experience of red.

This is not a plausible account. In general, from the judgment that some-
thing is red, it cannot follow that I am having an experience of red. Clearly, 
the transition seems more plausible when we judge that something is red 
based on what we are seeing. However, how the seeing that something is 
red can govern the transition to the thought that we are seeing something 
red? For sure, as I have argued in the previous section, we cannot become 
directly aware, in a quasi-perceptual fashion, of our color experience and 
thus determine that the experience has a certain typifying feature.

A plausible way out is represented by noticing that there are concepts, 
that we adopt in judging how things are in the world based on our experi-
ences, that are different from concepts that might be employed in thoughts 
about the same facts that do not exploit the undergoing relevant visual 
experience. Let us consider, for instance, the difference between judging 
that a certain object has a square shape by seeing it and inferring the same 
judgment by being told that its shape has four 90 degree angles and equal 
sides. The application of the concept SQUARE1, let us call it an observa-
tional concept, based on a visual discriminatory capacity appears to involve 
certain capacities, that are related to our seeing and having a certain type 
of experience, that are not involved in the concept SQUARE2 that might 
be employed in the inferential reasoning.7 That there is a difference be-
tween the observational concept SQUARE1 and the non-observational 
one, might be proved with a hypothetical test of informativeness, that is 
based on the principle of conceptual distinctness that I have introduced 
above. An agent, would find informative that replacing in a propositional 
content the concept of a square whose possession conditions involve the 
ability to visually recognize squares, and the one that is spelled out by the 
description of a figure with four 90 degree angles.

The suggestion here is that the transition from judgments about how 
things are to self-ascriptions of the type of experiences that people have 
when they see things being that way, might rely, somehow, on the capac-
ities that are involved in the mastery of the observational concepts. Thus, 
for example, a person who masters the concept of an experience of red 
should be able to rely on the visual capacities that enable her to judge that 

7 There is no tendency here to think that an ideal reasoner, for example with a complete 
understanding of geometry, could not infer a priori that something is SQUARE2 from 
the fact that it is SQUARE1. Thus, there is no tendency here to draw any analogy with 
the knowledge argument. Thanks to Marko Jurjako for raising this issue.
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x is red, but also to judge that she is having a visual experience of a certain 
type.8

Of course, I am not arguing that the capacities involved in the applica-
tion of the observational concept are sufficient for such a transition. How-
ever, they should surely be a prerequisite for the mastery of the concepts 
that enter thoughts the content of which is the self-ascription of a certain 
type of experience. Although, of course, many details need to be spelled 
out, it seems that assigning a role to the capacities to visually discriminate a 
certain feature in the mastery of the concept of conscious experience might 
bridge the gap in the inference from (1) to (2) above.9 

Let me recapitulate what I have maintained so far. Investigating the con-
tent of thoughts that are involved in the self-ascription of types of con-
scious experience requires investigating the concepts that are implicated 
in these thoughts. The investigation of these concepts should rely on two 
general theoretical assumptions. First, two concepts are distinct if an agent 
might find informative their substitutions in a complete propositional 
content. Second, an account of a concept involves offering an account of 
its possession conditions. The knowledge argument by Frank Jackson can 
be interpreted as offering evidence for the conclusion that, for instance, 
the possession conditions of certain concepts of color experiences involve 
undergoing these conscious experiences. I have further argued that the 
explication of these possession conditions does not require the direct qua-
si-perceptual access to conscious experiences and their properties. Instead, 
I have suggested that the mastery of certain observational color concepts is 
a prerequisite for the use and possession of concepts about conscious color 
experiences.

Having clarified some features that any account of the mastery of phe-
nomenal concepts should consider, we can now move on to the concept of 
the self that is involved in self-ascriptive thoughts of conscious experiences.

8 I omit here the complication of handling self-ascriptive thoughts about having, for 
instance, a blurred visual color experience of an object that appears to be a certain 
color. But also in this case, I would invoke the central role of a recognitional concept 
of “blurriness.” This concept, by relying on the ability to discriminate this feature when 
having that experience, would ground the specific way of thinking about the experience 
at issue.
9 In Malatesti 2012, by elaborating Fred Dretske’s displaced perception account of intro-
spection (Dretske 1995), I explain the transition as based on connecting principles of 
the type “This object would not look blue to me unless I were having a color experience 
of a certain type.” In that account, sensitivity to principles of that type is a necessary 
requirement for the possession of the concepts of conscious experiences.
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5. In Favor of the Identification of the Self
The possession condition of phenomenal concepts explored so far discour-
ages the view that in self-ascribing a certain type of conscious experience 
we exploit the direct awareness of the fact that our self has a certain con-
scious experience with a certain property. In fact, I have argued that we 
cannot be directly aware of color conscious experiences having certain 
discriminatory properties, and thus gain, directly, identifying information 
about them. However, it remains to be investigated the condition for the 
mastery of the concept “I,” that is implicated in thoughts of the type “I am 
having a conscious experience of a certain type.”

The investigation of the different senses that might enter in the specifi-
cation of the concept expressed with the pronoun “I” is a complex issue.10 
Here I will just consider some aspects of that mastery that appears to be 
in harmony with the account of the possession conditions for the concept 
of type of conscious color experience that was sketched in the previous 
sections. In that account, it seems that the ground for the self-ascription 
of the relevant type of color experience should primarily be the exercise of 
the discriminatory ability in the application of the observational color con-
cept. However, it seems that this proposal does not explicate completely the 
content of the self-ascriptive thought. How does the notion of the self as 
expressed by the pronoun “I” enter in the mastery of the concepts involved 
in the self-ascriptive thought? 

It could be argued that the possession conditions of the concept “I” that 
enter in the mastery of the concept of conscious experiences, and thus the 
associate way of thinking of the self, could be cashed out in terms of in-
formation that is available just by having the specific experience. By visu-
ally discriminating the color of a surface, the subject might receive some 
self-specifying information that might enable the agent to have a certain 
way of thinking about herself. In fact, discriminating that a certain surface 
is or looks a certain color involves presenting the color as instantiated in a 
certain location in the egocentrically fixed space of the subject. Thus, also 
the information about the location of the self should be available when 
exercising the discriminatory capacity involved in the application of the 
observational concepts.11

10 See Bermúdez 1998; Bermúdez forthcoming.
11 This view is discussed under the heading of “situated subject account.” (Gertler 2011: 
226-232) This is an account that could be like the one advanced by Sidney Shoemaker 
in 1968. A noteworthy implication of accounts of this type is that our way of referring 
to the self does not involve identification information. This is also taken to render cer-
tain thoughts that involve that way of referring to the self immune to error through 
misidentification (IEM). Thus, at least in the case of the self-ascription of conscious 
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It seems however, that to master the notion of conscious experience and 
employ it in a self-ascription, we need a richer conception of the self than 
the one that might be merely available by having these experiences. We 
need a way to individuate and discriminate the self in a way that locates 
within it conscious experiences. Alan Millar has expressed this point well:

Though we do not think of visual experiences as being in our eyes or audito-
ry experiences as being in our ears it is plausible that it is constitutive of our 
notion of such experiences that they are typically obtained via, respectively, 
our eyes and our ears. Visual experiences are experiences of the sort which 
objects produce through their effects on our eyes and auditory experiences 
are experiences of the sort which sounds produce through their effects on 
our ears. (Millar 1996: 90)

Thus, the mastery of the concept of conscious experience involves the ca-
pacity to think about ourselves as entities that have sense organs and inter-
nal mental states that are determined by interactions with certain sorts of 
stimulation of these sense organs. Thus, the self-ascription of these mental 
states should involve, amongst other things, a way of thinking of our self as 
an entity of that type.

6. Conclusion
I have argued that self-ascriptive thoughts about color experiences, involve 
concepts that are individuated by means of sensitivity to two sorts of iden-
tification information. On the one side, there is identification information 
about the experience as the kind of state that enables us to see that some-
thing looks in a certain way. On the other side, that self-ascription involves 
thinking about the self by reference to specific sense organs that produce 
these internal states in virtue of certain stimulations. The characteristic in-
gredient of these self-ascribing thoughts about types of conscious experi-
ences are concepts that involve modes of presentation of a specific way of 
looking of the world. These concepts are cognitively individuated by the 
discriminatory capacities that are conferred upon by having the types of 
experiences at issue.

experiences, if they manifest IEM, this cannot be due to the presence of the concept 
that is expressed with “I.”
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