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Perceptual anti-individualism holds that the nature and correct individuation of
perceptual states and perceptual beliefs are constitutively associated with relations,
including causal relations, between capacities in the perceptual system and aspects
of the physical environment.
A closely associated thesis is that

a constitutively necessary condition on perceptual representation by an

individual is that any such representation be associated with a back-

ground of some veridical perceptual representation,

For purposes of this essay, in accord with perceptual anti-individualism, T will
assume that the relevant veridical perceptual representation is representation of
entities in the physical environment.

Perceptual anti-individualism—sometimes called externalism about perception
—is very old, stemming as it does from Aristotle, In the history of philosophy it has
been the dominant view. In the last quarter-century it has become widely held in
an explicit way. | believe that it is presupposed and relied upon in perceptual psy-
chology. I think that it and its associated thesis are surely true.

Proponents of perceptual anti-individualism differ over the natures and cor-
rect individuation of perceptual states and perceptual beliefs. Some differences can
be settled by reflecting on other things that we know. Intra-psychological relations,
as well as relations to the environment, constrain the natures of representational



states. | want to give color, shape, and particularity to this point by showing how
psychological explanation and psychological ability bear on the natures of percep-
tual states. | will argue that such considerations rule out disjunctivismn. They also
rule out rarve realism about perception and perceptual beliet. | believe that disjunc-
tivism and naive realism are seriowsly mistaken forms of perceptual anti-individuwalism.

I will characterize disjunctivism and naive realism more fully later. Rough
characterizations will do for now. Disjunctivism is, roughly, the view that there is
never any specific perceptual-state kind in common between a perception of one
object and a perception of another object {even if the objects are not discriminable
to the perceiver through the perception), or between a perception of an object and
a percepiual referential illusion that is contextually indiscriminable to the perceiver
from the successful perception. Naive realism is roughly the view that veridical per-
ception is, without residue, a relation between a perceiver and an object. Naive real-
ism entails disjunctivism.

Suppose a perceiver perceives object O, According to both disjunctivism and
naive realism, if object O had been exchanged for another object that the perceiver
could not discern from O, or if there had been no object at all and the perceiver had
an illusion that was for the perceiver indiscernible in the context from a perception
of O, then there would be no specific “explanatory” kind of perceptual state that is
common between the first case and either of the latter cases.

In addition to explaining why disjunctivism and naive realism are mistaken, [
will explain how reflection on the relation between veridicality conditions and psy-
chological explanation motivates distinguishing two kinds of representation, or
representational content.' One of these kinds is what we might call patiern-based
represenitation. It marks general aspects of psychological, epistemic, representational
abilities and events, These abilities are individuated in terms of patterns or types of
psychological activity and patterns of interrelations o the environment. The other
kind is what we might call occurrence-based representarion. It marks certain partic-
ular, vccurrent representational acts or events in which those general abilities are
applied. These acts or events are individuated not in terms of patterns or types, but
in terms of particular, actual, context-dependent exercises of the general abilities.
The distinction between two kinds of representation is neglected by disjunctivists,
and indeed by most philosophical accounts of the content of perception.

This essay is a long one. It is not meant to be read in a single sitting. Its struc-
ture is as follows. In section 1, [ explicate perceptual anti-individualism. Section 11
centers on the two aspects of the representational content of perceptual states.
Sections 111 and IV concern the nature of the empirical psychology of vision, and
its bearing on the individuation of perceptual states. Section V shows how what is
known from empirical psychology undermines disjunctivism and hence certain
further views that entail it, including naive realism. In Section VI, I raise a further
point against disjunctivism. Section V11 indicates how general reflection on percep-
tual perspective and epistemic ability supports the constraints from empirical psy-
chology. It also explains how reflection on veridicality conditions, psychological



explanation, and cognitive ability conspire to force recognition of the two kinds of
representation mentioned in the preceding paragraph. In the Appendix, I criticize
attempts to support disjunctivism.

. PERCEPTUAL ANTI-INDIVIDUALISM

The key feature of perception is that it is representational. 1 mean this in a very
broad sense. Perception is representational in that its nature is both to purport 1o
be about something and to represent it as being a certain way. To purport to be
about something is to function to represent something—to function to refer to or
indicate something.

Perception’s function to represent something is fallibly realized. When the
function is successfully realized, perception represents particulars and represents
them veridically as being a certain way. Being fallible, perceptual representation may
not succeed in representing a particular as it is. It may even fail to represent any
particular at all. The exercise of perceptual capacities can be veridical or non-veridi-
cal—accurate or inaccurate. Perceptual states are typed in terms of their represen-
tational content—in terms of how they represent things to be,

Representational content is an abstraction that marks the kind of psycholog-
wcal state that has the content, and that is what is true or false, veridical or unveridi-
cal, For example, the representational content of a belief that most dogs are faithiful
is the abstract thought content that most dogs are faithful. I will discuss the repre-
sentational content of perceptual states shortly. Roughly it is a percept-abstraction
that attributes or categorizes what is purportedly perceived as being a certain way
{as being round, for example} and that purports to single out a particular instance
of that property or relation, or purports o single out a particular that has that prop-
erty, or enters into that relation. All elements of representational content function
to represent—all are representational.

I believe that there is a significant distinction between the forms of represen-
tational content in perception and those of thought. These forms mark, or help
type-identify, psychological abilities whose operations are structured in different
ways, Thought is propositional. Concepts are certain representational constituents
of propositional thought contents. Perception is representational but non-propo-
sitional. Primitive perception has no conceptual dlements. The difference between
perception and thought lies in the type of representation, the way representation is
organized, and the abilities marked by the representational content. With some seri-
ous qualifications, | believe that perceptual representational content has a structure
more like a map. Thought has propositional form, of the sort exemplified by sen-
tences. What | say here will not depend on taking perceptual representation to be
non-propositional and non-conceptual. Anti-individualism applies to both percep-
tion and empirical thought about the physical environment.*



Perceptual anti-individualism entails that the individuation and natures of
perceptual states are necessarily associated with certain relations between the types
of states that are part of the perceptual system of the individual, on one hand, and
kinds of objects, properties, and relations in the physical environment, on the other.
The relevant kinds of objects, properties, and relations are those that enter into
causal relations that help set conditions under which perceptual states and stan-
dards of their correctness are individuated. The relevant environment—uwhat 1 call
the “normal enviromment™—is the environment that determines the natures of rep-
resentational kinds in the perceptual system.

Later I will say more about what counts as the normal environment. The nor-
mal environment need not be where one usually is. It may be where one grew up.
It may be where one’s perceptual system first evolved, before one was born. The key
idea is that one’s representational capacities get their meaning from the tasks that
they function to perform. Such tasks can be explained by reference to conditions
other than the present or most-frequent ones, Representation can occur in abnor-
mal conditions, where the tasks of the representational capacities cannot be carried
out with full success.

In understanding this key idea, it is important to remember that the notions
of normality, function, environment, and representation all have explanatory roles.
Fully understanding them requires understanding these roles. They have one foot
in commaon sense and one foot in theory,

A more specific characterization of a central idea behind perceptual anti-indi-
vidualism is as follows: The correct individuation of perceptual states centers on
their representational function, Their representational function is to provide veridi-
cal information about the environment, information that might be useful in the
individual’s central activities. Practical function may not aim at veridicality; but
representational function does.

Individuation of representational capacities is thus success oriented. The
nature of representational capacities involves a teleological element. Some percep-
tual states are non-veridical. But the nature of a perceptual system and the natures
of its perceptual kinds are partly determined by environmental properties that
ground explanation of the representational function of the perceptual system, and
individuation of its state types. Individuation of perceptual state types underwrites
the fact that veridical perception is presupposed by the conditions that make per-
ceptual states possible. For veridical representation is what is fundamentally
explained by the anti-individualistic formation conditions. Errors are explained as
well, but as the products of special conditions.’

I indicated that the natures of perceptual states are “partly determined” and
“partly individuated” by relations to the environment. Environmental properties
that help explain, and are represented by, veridical perceptual states cannot fully fix
representations. This is because the representational way that a perception is asso-
ciated with its (partly] individuating object or property depends also on the per-
ception’s connection to other representations, and on its role in forming a
perspective on the object or property for the perceiver.



The full representational content of a perceptual state is normally very com-
plex. It is common to discuss parts of this full content, For vision, a representational
content of a perception of a scene includes representational contents that specify
parts of the scene, or properties of objects in the scene, or objects in certain rela-
tions in the scene, We can think of a perceptual state as the state of representing the
whole scene. Or we can think of a perceptual state as representing some sub-part of
it. Either way, the perceptual state is type-identified in terms of its representational
content.

Perceptual representational content types mark or help type-identify percep-
tual states and abilities. These states and abilities involve perceptual response to
types of kinds, properties, and relations that figure in the individual’s needs and
activities in its normal environment. Perceptually responding to particulars with
certain shapes and colors that are relevant to the activities of eating, avoiding being
eaten, reproducing, navigating, finding shelter, and so on, is a fundamental func-
tion of the visual system. The representational content of an animal’s perceptual
states is individuated partly in terms of what causes those states and how those states
enable the animal to cope with specific types of entities in its environment. Successful
interactions help ground individuation of perceptual states partly in terms of repre-
sentational contents. These contents in turn mark or help type-identify representa-
tional abilities, The psychological kinds or natures thus individuated enter into a
pattern of animal activity that is the subject of psychological explanation.

This is the basic shape of perceptual anti-individualism. The shape is, however,
more complex than it may initially appear. | mention two sources of complexity.

An individual can be systematically mistaken in application of its perceptual
representations if it is in circumstances other than those that the perceptual system
functions to represent, If a frog or a child is given a show of holograms, its percep-
tion may fall into systematic error. If it is moved into a hall of prisms, mirrors, and
special lighting, it may be radically fooled. These points reflect the fact that percep-
tual contents and abilities are often typed not in terms of the individual’s history,
but in terms of successes that serve the basic needs of perceivers with the relevant
perceptual system,

The point about error goes further. An individual can be perceptually wrong
more often than right even in its normal environment. The value of veridicality
may pay for many errors. One veridical representation of a predator may pay for a
lifetime of false positives. The key idea is that the individuation of perceptual types
is ultimately explained in terms of conditions for veridical cases.

A second source of complexity is that perceptual anti-individualism does not
require that every perceptual state type sometime be caused by instances of what it
represents. Perceptual representation can involve spectra containing many contents
that are never satisfied by particulars perceived and never caused by instances of the
property represented. Consider a perceptual system capable of representing shapes.
Many of the more complex shapes may never have been instantiated in the envi-
ronment that the perceptual system functions to deal with. A given shape represen-
tation might be triggered only in cases of illusion—even in the individual’s normal



environment, even in the whole history of a perceptual system across species. The
spectrum of shape representations is still grounded in causal interactions with
some shapes that are in the normal environment of that perceptual system—either
in the evolution of the system, or in the learning history of the individual.

II. TWO ASPECTS OF THE REPRESENTATIONAL
CONTENT OF PERCEPTUAL STATES

In this section | discuss two aspects of the representational content of perceptual
states,

The first concerns the fact that all perceptual representational content contains
both general and singular elements. | believe that perceptual content is not propo-
sitional. But it is analogous to some propositional representational contents in hav-
ing singular elements that purport to pick out particulars and general, attributive
elements that purport to attribute properties to the particulars.

Perception necessarily represents what is perceived—the referents of percep-
tion—as being a certain way. Perception classifies and categorizes. This typing is of
immediate semantical relevance, but it also marks various repeatable abilities, The
very notion of perceptual ability presupposes a responsiveness to types of input.
The response to the input characterizes the distal environment as being of a certain
kind, Representations that function this way are general elements.?

Perception is also necessarily applied in a singular way to particulars in the
scene. One never perceives just properties or relations or kinds in the abstract. One
perceives particular instances of those properties or relations. Or one perceives
particulars of those kinds, or particulars as having those properties, or particulars
as standing in those relations. The practical function of perception is to enable us
to engage with the particulars in our environment. The representational function
is to represent those particulars accurately, within the representational means
available,

If a type-identical, perceptually indiscernible scene existed somewhere else in
the universe, one would perceive the scene that causes one’s perception, not the
type-identical duplicate scene. So the representation that marks the perception
must contain a singular element that is particular to the elements of the perceived
scene, The singular element is context-dependent. The perceptual system does not
have the resources to specily the perceived particulars in a context free way. So the
singular elements have the singularity and context-dependence of applications of
the demonstrative “that,” even though they are not associated with language—or
with propositional structure.”

The singular element can be compared to the singular element of representa-
tion in a photograph. The photograph should be contrasted with a painting that is
type-indistinguishable from the photograph, but not meant to represent and not



otherwise derived from any actual scene. The photograph represents an actual scene
containing objects and their properties. The painting represents types, but does not
even purport o represent particular, actual instances of those types.

Singular representational elements in perception are often neglected.® 1 shall
return in section V1 to a more detailed discussion of them.

The second aspect of the representational content of perceptual states concerns
its perspectival nature. Representational perceptual content is to be strictly distin-
guished from the entities (objects, properties, or relations) that are perceived. Such
content always constitutes a partial representation of the particulars perceived or
the properties or relations attributed. For any given particular object, property, or
relation, there are many possible {commonly actual ) representational contents that
correctly represent it. Both singular and general elements are perspectival.

An aspect of the perspectival nature of representational perceptual contents
that is salient in human perception is that phenomenologically different contents
can apply (and can be taken to apply) to the same particular, property, or relation.
The general phenomenon of perspectival representational content is ubiquitous in
perception—phenomenally conscious or not.

A perceptual state’s representational content is fundamental to the kind or type
of state that it is. The content that marks or helps type-identify perceptual states is,
in the first instance, not the referent, but the mode of presentation.” It depends on
the individual’s perspective and marks abilities that are exercised from that perspec-
tive. They are abilities to perceive that connect to a perceptual referent only from
some perceptual perspective, only in some context. Perceptual representational con-
tent marks such perspective and context.

Suppose that the perceptual system or the animal’s behavior allows for the pos-
sibility that two occurrent perceptions at different moments are referentially asso-
ciated with different represented entities. These may be properties or relations,
types or tokens, particulars or kinds, The individual and perceptual system may be
perceptually referring to only one entity, They may even treat the different percep-
tual states as referring to one. Still, if there is a psychological/logical possibility that
the perceptual states are perceptions of distinct entities, the representational con-
tent—the mode of presentation—varies. The individual's perception can correctly
treat a perceptual referent as the same, even though the identification is not guar-
anteed by the form of the perceptual content, or the perceptual abilities marked by
the content. Then we have an analog of Frege's true identities formed by terms
expressing different modes of presentation.

For example, suppose that the system treats the referent of a touch as the same
as that of a visual perception. Or suppose that the individual perceptually tracks an
object as it turms. The perceptual representations will commonly have different rep-
resentational content, even if the contents in fact do have the same referent, and
even if there is a further intermodal, or modality neutral, representational content.
There is the possibility of error in the identification. Non-trivial psychological
mechanisms enter into the identification.



In what immediately follows, I will discuss non-trivial identifications of prop-
erties and relations in the perceptual system. 1 am interested in the perceptual
analogs of that object’s size (or color) A is the same as that object’s size (or color) B.
Or one can think of the perceiver or the perceiver's system as tracking instances of
a single property under a series of ways of presenting the property, while treating
it as the same property. In section VII | will touch on perceptual analogs of
thoughts of the form that F = thar G, where “thar F” and “thar G” purportedly refer
to particulars.

There are framework aspects to representation that require distinguishing rep-
resentational content—maode of presentation—ifrom perceptual referent. It is an
empirical question what sort of coordinate system for representing a given spatial
layout is used by perceptual memory in a given instance. Some representations are
de se or ego-centrically indexed. Such representations are from a perspective that
locates everything relative 1o something about the individual’s present {or once-
present ) vantage point. For different purposes, different de se “origins” marking the
viewer are basic. For some activities, the viewer's hand may be the origin. For oth-
ers, the head. For vision, the origin is in the area of the eyes. For hearing, the origin
is in the general area of the head or ears. Representational markers of all these sorts
are de se, or ego-centrically indexed.® All present perceptual representations, as dis-
tinguished from remembered ones, carry de se markers.

Oither representations of spatial or temporal layout are from an allocentric per-
spective that is more like that of a map, in particular a map without a “you are here”
indicator. Perceptual memories can take allocentric as well as ego-centric form.
Allocentric systems of perceptual memory are present in many animals. In such
cases, location is relative to certain remembered objects or features of the environ-
ment, which themselves provide the origin for the coordinate system.

Complexes of perceptual representations in ego-centric and allocentric frame-
works can pick out the same objective spatial locations. Their referents are the
same, The modes of presentation—the ways the referents are represented in per-
ceptual memory—are different. They are associated with the origins in different
ways.”

Similarly, if in the exercise of a perceptual constancy for size or shape, the indi-
vidual’s perception represents a property as the same but computes the sameness
from two different distances or angles, the modes of presentation of the property
will normally be different even though they are treated as perceptions of the same
property. It is an empirical question whether the individual’s representational sys-
tem has dispositions that might treat the referents of the two token representations
as different. It is an empirical question whether the system might allow collateral
information to bring the presumption of sameness of referent into question. It is
an empirical question whether the representations that are treated as perceptions
of the same property are in fact representations of the same property. Where the
implicit identihcation is not guaranteed by the perceptual abilities marked by the
content, the differences in computations, and in perspectives, will be marked by
different perceptual representational contents.



OF course, when one fails to perceive something, there is perceptual represen-
tational content but no perceptual referent. For these reasons and others, percept-
ual representational contents, hence perceptual states, are not individuated purely
in terms of the environmental referent.

[TI. THE EMPIRICAL PSYCHOLOGY OF VISION

I believe that there are general arguments for perceptual anti-individualism that do
not rely on any specialized knowledge. The arguments make use only of general,
uncontroversial, well-known empirical facts, and other rational considerations. |
believe that perceptual anti-individualism provides the only acceprable framework
for understanding conditions under which perceptual representation is possible.
And I believe that one can recognize this on reflection and by considering alterna-
tives. I will not discuss these general arguments here. Here | discuss a body of con-
siderations centered in concrete empirical explanation.

Perceptual anti-individualism is embedded in the practice of the empirical psy-
chology of perception. Empirical psychology takes for granted the general anti-
individualist account. It provides empirical explanation of the specific, contingent
ways that perceptual-state kinds depend on relations to the physical environment.
And it makes uses of perceptual-state kinds which are embedded in law-like gener-
alizations that depend on such relations,

Healthy modes of interchange between philosophy and science cannot be
reduced to a formula. Philosophy's record regarding perceptual psychology in the
last century has not, however, been exemplary. A good deal of philosophy has pro-
ceeded with insufficient reflection on the science, or has offered unconvincing
rationales for taking it to be irrelevant to philosophical problems.

The psychology of perception, particularly vision, has become serious science.
It has well-established results and successful application of mathematical methods.
There is no good reason to doubt that it provides insight not only into the mechan-
ics of perception, but into aspects of its nature.

I will go over some basics of the psychology of vision. These will illustrate how
perceptual psychology embeds and gives empirical specificity to the general anti-
individualist account.

The theory of vision begins with the observation that detectors in the retina
are sensitive o the effects of arrays of light frequencies. Its paradigmatic problem
is 1o explain how perceptions of the distal environment are formed from sensitiv-
ity 1o such light arrays—registration of their spatial and wemporal distributions
on the retinal detectors. There are other sources of input into the visual system—
proprioceptive input, input from other senses, top-down cognitive input. Still, as
an empirical matter, it has been repeatedly confirmed that many basic explanations
of flundamental visual processes can be successfully carried through while bracket-
ing these further sources, factoring them in at further stages of explanation,



It is critical to realize that the information available in these registrations of
arrays of light frequencies on the retina significantly underdetermines the environ-
mental distal causes of those registrations. It underdetermines the entities in the
environment that are perceived by humans and other animals, This point applies
both to more or less immediate and to more temporally extended proximal stimu-
lation. The proximal stimulations could have been produced artificially—with no
normal environmental antecedents at all. Or the same types of proximal causes
could have been produced by different distal antecedents, For example, the same
light frequencies could be produced by a large object at a distance or a smaller
object closer by, if either the object is at a distance of thirty feet or more, or only
one eve is being used. Visual flow over time can also be the source of visual illusion
about motion. Whereas the perceptual system can respond only to proximal stim-
ulations, it is the distal antecedents in the environment that are, for the most part,
perceived.

Mot all psychologically relevant states of the visual system are perceptual states.
Not all sensory information is perceptual. Arrays of light intensity are registered on
the retina and encoded in the visual system. These encodings carry information,
but are not perceptual representation. Light intensities registered on the retina are
not perceived. Objects of perception are distal entities in the environment that fig-
ure in explanation of animal activity.

I believe that what is central to distinguishing perceprual representation from
mere registration, or even mere sensation, is a certain type of objectification. To
count as a perceptual system, the system must have objectifying capacities. Such
capacities are perhaps most vividly exemplified by what are called representational
constancies. These are capacities systematically to represent a given property or
object as the same despite significant variations in proximal stimulation. For exam-
ple, despite significant variations in illumination, we can perceive a color as the
same. Registration of light arrays on the retina involves no such constancies. The
proximal light arrays cannot alone (even taken sequentially) suffice to distinguish
among different types of possible distal causes. They cannot alone determine a sin-
gle distal, objective property under different conditions. At least as a rule of thumb,
where a sensory system simply registers proximal stimulation with no significant
processing of it, there is no perception.'”

The fact that identical light arrays are the possible, and sometimes actual, prod-
ucts of different environmental antecedents motivates the paradigmatic problem of
the psychology of vision. The paradigmatic problem, to repeat, is to explain how
information contained in these arrays is converted into representations (percep-
tions) of physical entities in the distal environment. A central aspect of this prob-
lem is that of explaining the transformation of the registrations of light intensities
on the retina—a two-dimensional array—into perceptual representations of enti-
ties in three-dimensional space. What makes the problem both difficult and inter-
esting is that the retinal registrations, together with all further proximal input, can
underdetermine the possible distal causes—even physically possible distal causes.



Underdetermination has been shown empirically to take an immense variety
of forms. Non-technical, intuitive considerations, however, illustrate the basic fact
of underdetermination.

Ambiguous hgures certainly suggest underdetermination. The Necker cube or
the duck-rabbit drawing bring out the role of the visual system in producing a state
that is “committal” beyond what is present in the proximal stimulation itself, OF
course, in the standard drawings, the external two-dimensional object is the same,
however it is perceived. Nonetheless, the drawings suggest the possibility of differ-
ent objects producing the same visual stimulation by showing that the same visual
stimulation is compatible with different perceptual representations.

Visual illusions illustrate the point more divectly. The Ames room is a trape-
zoidal room with a sharply receding back wall. From a certain perspective, it is mis-
perceived as being rectangular; and the sizes of familiar objects (human bodies) in
it are also mis-perceived because distance relations are mis-perceived. The same
visual stimulation could have been produced by a scene that made the same per-
ceptual-representation types veridical. The proximal stimulation is compatible with
either of these two possible objective situations, This point applies to numerous
brute perceptual illusions, "'

A further intuitive consideration that illustrates underdetermination is what is
known as visual completion. In cases in which one object occludes another, the
occluded object is perceived as continuous. In cases in which the front of an object
occludes its back, the object is perceived as a body, and often it is perceived as hav-
ing a particular three-dimensional shape. In the first case, the proximal stimulation
is often compatible with there being no occluded object—only two objects adjacent
to a middle object. In the second case, the proximal stimulation is compatible with
the object’s being a mere facade, or having any number of oddly shaped backsides.

Perhaps the most basic intuitive consideration illustrating underdetermination
lies in reflection on the geometrical consideration noted earlier. The light intensi-
ties that constitute the proximal stimulation are registered on the retina in a two-
dimensional array. The array corresponds to a physical array in the receptors—each
corresponding to a surface area of stimulation. The information that is registered
can be constructed as a two-dimensional image. There is a determinate solution to
how light from a three-dimensional scene will project onto a two-dimensional sur-
face, The visual systemn must, however, use the two-dimensional array of information
—the light intensity that stimulates each unit surface area of the retina—to percep-
tually represent a three-dimensional scene. This “inverse problem” has an infinity
of mathematically possible solutions. Some of these mathematically possible solu-
tions are not physically possible. There are, however, many physically possible solu-
tions in most cases. These possibilities constitute possibilities for perceptual
illusion. Yet the perceptual system commits itself to only one of these solutions, in
a wide variety of cases. How is this done?

Many facts complicate this basic problem. The problem has a dynamic dimen-
sion. There is a serious theoretical question about the temporal limits of a perceptual



representation. There are questions about how perceptual representations separated
by short time intervals are related to one another. For example, vision relies heav-
ily on quick eve movements, saccades, in forming a visual perception. Moreover,
there are feedback loops at various stages of visual processing; feedback loops
between eye-muscles and the main visual pathway; relatively modular, subsystems
within the larger visual system; relations between different perceptual representa-
tions over time; connections between different sensory modalities; and so on, Many
such complications are built into basic vision theory. Some are treated as “interfer-
ing” complications that can, for many explanatory purposes and problems, be ide-
alized away, and then accounted for at more concrete levels of explanation. For all
that, the paradigmatic problem that I have outlined, in close to the form that | have
presented it, has guided research and led to a considerable amount of detailed sci-
entific knowledge.

The inverse problem and the more general problem presented by underdeter-
minations are the visual system’s analogs of the paradigmatic problem of visual
psvchology, mentioned above. The paradigmatic problem is to explain how the
visual system deals with underdetermination. Despite the fact that we fall into per-
ceptual illusion, we or our visual systems manage to overcome this problem in the
overwhelming majority of cases. In many cases, we do so with proximal stimula-
tion that is limited by short time exposure and lack of auxiliary information from
non-retinal sources.

By far the dominant approach in visual psychology to accounting for how
these problems are overcome is to take the visual system to operate under certain
principles in the formation of perceptions. These principles constitute biases that
convert proximal stimulation (or later processings of proximal stimulation ), and
other afferent or efferent input into the perceptual system, into perception of the
environment. In effect, the biases make the underdetermining proximal stimula-
tion trigger a perceptual state that represents the distal cause to be a particular one
of possible distal causes that are compatible with (but not determined by) the given
proximal stimulation.*

At their most primitive, the principles govern the formation of perception
from registration. There are also principles for the formation of some perceptions
from others. For example, there are principles for the formation of perceptions of
solids from perceptions of surfaces and edges.

These principles yield perceptions that are underdetermined by the informa-
tion carried by the initial proximal stimulation. 5o they are subject to error. They
have inductive import, although the way the principles operate can be taken to have
the form of deductively or automatically applied rules or principles (*If the proxi-
mal stimulation is of type P, then form a perception as of an F").

This approach is well entrenched. There are numerous empirically supported,
mathematically rigorous, powerful explanations of particular problems that the
visual system solves in yielding perceptual representations—both approximately
veridical ones and ones that involve illusion. There is a lot of knowledge about how



the visual system works, even though this knowledge is clearly only a substantial
beginning,

In presentations of the psychology, a good bit of metaphor is used for conven-
ience. The visual system is often spoken of as "solving” the underdetermination
problem, or as using the principles as "assumptions,” or as engaging in “reasoning.”
Explanation does not require these terms. They are metaphorical, and known to be
s0 by most methodologically aware psychologists, Explanation requires no deliber-
ation and no conscious reasoning in the visual system. There is no reasoning at all,
inasmuch as reasoning is a propositional activity carried out by an individual.

What the psychology is committed to is that there is processing of information,
a sequence of events in which registrations or representations are formed according
to general laws or principles. Registrations and representations are abstractions that
help type-identify the underlying kinds of psychological states. The psychology is
also committed to some of the information’s being representational—genuinely per-
ceptual in the sense that it represents objective matters and can be mistaken as well
as veridical. On one hand, the principles or laws that govern the formation of reg-
istrations and representations, and the transitions from one state within the per-
ceptual system to another, are not assurmed by any perceiver, qua perceiver. On the
other hand, they are not simply artifacts of the psychological theory. The principles
are laws, or law-like generalizations, that govern the formation and transformation
of perceptual representational states—and the formation and transformation of
perceptual representations that type-identify those states.

The transitions between contentful perceptual states are often called “infer-
ences.” Although this term is used in a variety of ways, I think it best, as a matter of
terminological hygiene, to reserve the term for transitions in propositional activity
attributable to whole individuals. I do not count the transformations under the
biasing principles within the perceptual system as inferences. The biasing princi-
ples are laws of perception formation that take computational or information-pro-
cessing form, Although none of the computations carried out in the visual system
are attributable to the perceiver, many of the perceptions computed from the ini-
tial registrations of light intensities are attributable to the perceiver. Humans and
animals have the perceptions that the theory explains the formation of. The point
of the theory is to explain human and animal perception.

To review: The visual system's primary receptors are sensitive only to dynamic
arrays of light frequencies. The arrays of light frequencies to which the receptors
are sensitive are consistent with multiple types of distal stimuli that could (and
sometimes do) cause a given type of registration of proximal stimulation. The
arrays are not infallible indicators, or even always correct indicators, of the environ-
mental conditions that cause them. This point remains true even when further
afferent and efferent input into the perceptual system (such as information about
whether the head is moving) is added. Perceptual representation makes mistakes,
even if its internal workings are optimal. It makes mistakes {brute errors), even if
the perceptual system is making the most of information available to it, given the
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standard of veridical representation. The aim of the psychology of vision is 1o
explain how the perceptual system normally gets things (approximately) right, to
the extent that it does, on the basis of sensitivity to light-arrays and other types of
input, including internal input.

To solve its paradigmatic problem, perceptual psychology tries to find the
“biasing” principles governing how the perceptual system produces perceptual
states, type-identified by perceptual representations that are veridical in the cases
where they are veridical. The theory should also explain misperceptions, especially
where they derive from the normal functioning of the system.

The principles are fitted to the function of the perceptual system in represent-
ing {providing perception of!} entities in the environment. The relevant entities are
the explanatorily relevant distal antecedents of the proximal light arrays. The the-
ory assumes that perception represents elements in the distal environment. This
intuitive assumption is grounded in a larger explanatory scheme, What count as
potential perceptual objects—as relevant distal antecedents—are roughly those that
can be discriminated under appropriate conditions and that are ecologically rele-
vant to the individual’s fundamental activities—activities such as eating, navigat-
ing, mating, fleeing danger.

I want to give two examples of how empirical psychology postulates biasing
principles to explain aspects of visual perception.

Lightness constancy is the capacity to perceive achromatic surfaces (ones that
are white, black, or some shade of gray) as having roughly the same surface light-
ness, despite significant changes in the illumination of the surface or other changes
in viewing conditions. The ability to see a page with print on it as having roughly
the same shade of white whether one is in a moderately lighted interior or in bright
sunlight is an example of lightness constancy. Normal outdoor light is over one
hundred times brighter than artificial interior illumination. The amount of light
coming off the black print outside is over ten times greater than what comes off the
white page inside. Yet normally, we can see the white as the same shade outside as
we saw it as inside. Humans and most animals with eyes have lightness constancy.
It is one of the simpler of the perceptual constancies.

For various reasons this capacity cannot be accounted for simply by appeal 1o
adaptation of our receptors to changes in lighting conditions, or in any other sim-
ple reflexive way. For a variety of reasons that I will not go into, much of the rele-
vant ability centers on responses to ratios of light intensities at luminance edges. A
luminance edge is a sudden and large discontinuity between adjacent registrations
of light intensity by receptors in the retina, Thus if a series of spatially adjacent
receptors, which map spatially adjacent light intensities striking the retina, produce
a pattern of registrations of significantly different levels of light intensity, the recep-
tars have produced a luminance edge. The roughly constant, or averaged, ratio
between sharply different light intensities along relatively local edges is the main
starting point for the exercise of lightness constancy. It is known that the visual sys-
tem can compute such ratios. I will not go into how local ratios are used in forming
perceptions of whole scenes. | will focus on only one aspect of lighitness constancy.
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The light intensity that strikes a receptor is a combination of the reflectance of
a surface and the illumination of the surface. So luminance edges are produced by
a combination of surface reflectances and surface illumination. The receptors just
respond to light intensities. Lightness constancy depends on an ability to separate
out surface reflectance from illumination. Por lightness constancy is a capacity to
track achromatic surface reflectance—brighiness of the surface itself—through
changes in illumination.

A solution to the visual system's problem of separating surface reflectance (the
property that is usually most useful to the animal) from the illumination of the sur-
face is facilitated by the fact that some discontinuities in light intensity are caused
by discontinuities in reflectance, whereas others are mainly caused by discontinu-
ities in illumination. Some discontinuities in light intensity in the environment are
mainly due to changes in illumination. These are called illumination edges. Shadows,
refllections on glossy surfaces, differences in surface orientation toward the light
source, and focused light sources (such as spotlights) produce illumination edges.
Other discontinuities in light intensity are mainly due to changes in the reflectance
of the surface. These are called reflectance edges. Reflectance edges are patterns of
sharp changes in luminance caused by changes in reflectance of two adjacent areas.
Much of the problem that is solved by lightness constancy lies in separating reflectance
edges from illumination edges. The different distal causes must be separated on the
basis of registrations of differences of light intensity that are each combinations of
reflectance and illumination.

Key to solving the problem is operating in accord with certain biasing pringi-
ples. Such principles apply to the registrations of light intensitics—in particular, to
luminance edges. They specify what perceptions are formed given relevant registra-
tions of light intensities. The principles do not always yield veridical perceptions,
but they are fairly reliable in an animal’s normal environment. The most basic prin-
ciples underlying lightness constancy are probably shared by all mammals. T will
mention three main principles.

The first centers on the degree of sharpness of the luminance edge. In the
absence of information to the contrary, the visual system operates under the prin-
ciple that a sharp luminance edge is due to a reflectance edge in the environ-
ment, rather than to an illumination edge. This principle tends to yield veridical
separation of illumination from reflectance, for the most part, because in our
actual environment illumination edges—for example, from shadows or spot-
lights—overwhelmingly tend to be fuzzy, whereas reflectance edges tend to be
sharp. The principle can yield illusions under special conditions, however. An
extremely sharp-edged spotlight shone onto a surface of uniform reflectance will
yield a misperception of a region of higher reflectance on a background of lower
reflectance—unless there is some further clue to the presence of the illumination.

A second principle centers on the depth relations among surfaces. The princi-
ple states that, in the absence of contrary information, if depth information (which
is associated with distance constancy) indicates that two regions are not co-planar,
then the edge between the regions is an illumination edge, even if the edge is sharp



rather than fuzzy. This principle tends to yield veridical separation of illumination
from reflectance, because in our actual environment surfaces at different depths
tend to receive different amounts of illumination. Obviously, this principle can
yield misperceptions under special conditions.

A third principle centers on the magnitude of the luminance ratio along an
edge. The principle states that very large ratios, roughly larger than ten to one, are
products of illumination edges rather than reflectance edges. This principle yields
veridical separation, for the most part, because given the strength of the main light
sources in our environment, illumination edges can produce much greater ratios
than reflectance edges can. A white surface usually reflects no more than ten times
as much light as a black surface. Ratios of light intensities caused by discontinuities
of illumination can be higher than a thousand to one. 5o if a luminance edge ratio
is more than ten to one, it will tend to derive from a difference in illumination, not
reflectance.

In color vision, there are further principles for distinguishing reflectance from
illumination. They enter into color constancy. But the simple principles governing
lightness constancy illustrate how the undifferentiated information available in ini-
tial registrations of proximal stimulation by light intensities can be combined with
general principles w yield largely veridical perceptions of distal sources of the prox-
imal stimulation. Such principles are present in all visual systems of a certain kind.
They are either innate or developmentally automatic. For the most part, such prin-
ciples are modular and are not subject to much adaptation or modification through
“learning.""

I turn now to a second example of the postulation of biasing principles to explain
the formation of perceptual representations. This is the account of how vision in
humans and many other animals determines the slant of a textured planar surface—
the angle away from being parallel to front-on view—(from perceptual representations
of features ef the texiure of the surface. This is a phenomenon very well understood
IN VISIoN science.

Imagine looking front-on at a rigid white page perhaps twenty inches distant.
The white page has an array of circles drawn on it. The circles are equally spaced
and of equal sizes. Now imagine slanting the (still rigid) page so that the top slants
away from you {and away from upright position) at, say, an eighty-degree angle
from vertical. The paper slants so that instead of being front on, it is almost flat. The
bottom edge of the page remains where it originally was.

The images of the circles projected on to the retina will be distorted by the per-
spectival angle. Thus, relative to the images on the fronto-parallel, unslanted paper,
the shape of the images of the circles further away, on the slanted paper, will be
increasingly flattened ellipses { more foreshortened in the tilt direction); the pro-
jected sizes will be smaller; and the density of the images per retinal area will be
greater. The visual systems of many animals capitalize on these geometrical facts 1o
produce fairly reliable representations of planar slant from registrations of such fea-
tures on the retina, and from perceptions of certain distributions of textural elements.



Proximal stimulation of the visual system underdetermines the objective facts
about a surface, For the image, codified from the geometrical patterns of light ema-
nating from the circles, projected onto the retina is the product of a combination
of the actual shapes of the circles and the slant of the page. An irregular texture on
a fronto-parallel surface could produce proximal stimulations that are indiscernible
at a given time from the stimulations produced by a regular texture on a slanted
surface. Thus instead of a pattern of similar, equally distributed circles at a slant, a
page that is straight on could exhibit a pattern with nearly regular circles at the bot-
tomm, and increasingly flattened, smaller, and more densely distributed shapes at the
top, In fact, patterns of this kind on a flat surface seen straight on can produce the
illusion of a slanted surface, if there are no other cues available to the perceiver.

The biasing principles produce, however, perceptual representations that favor
the slant of a surface with regularly distributed textural clements over the straight-
on surface with irregularly distributed textural elements. The biasing principles take
as default position that the distribution of textural elements is regular. Given that
default position, a projection of light arrays on the retina that derive from fore-
shortened textural elements combine with the biasing principle to yield a represen-
tation as of regular circular textural elements at a surface slant. The biasing
principles are mathematically specific, and closely hitted to the empirical evidence
about what slants are perceived from what proximal stimulations deriving from
what particular distributions of textural elements,

Thus, vision makes use of cues corresponding to the three effects just men-
tioned. It allows for distortion of shape of textural elements, by taking the foreshors-
ening of these elements as being in the direction of surface tilt by an amount
proportional to the cosine of the slant of the surface relative to the line of sight. It
allows for distortion of size-image by scaling textural elements, so that the relative
size of images of textural elements is inversely proportional to the distance of the
elements from the eye. It allows for the change of density of texture distribution by
making transformations on the principle that an increase in average density is
roughly proportional to an increase in distance.

The biasing principles take cues of the three sorts that indicate that textural
elements exhibit a pattern that (roughly) accords statistically with the way textural
elements project on to the retinal image for a given surface slant. And they yield a
representation of the surface as being at that slant.

The biasing principles depend for their reliability on the pattern of a texture
being regular. More precisely, textural elements must be homogeneous, The statisti-
cal relationships among elements on the surface depend only on their relative posi-
tions, not on the absolute position in some global reference frame. The statistics of
homogeneous planar textures are approximately invariant over translations in the
plane of the surface. The notion of homogeneity is more complex for certain
curved surfaces. The basic idea should be clear: distributions of shapes, sizes, and
densities of textural elements are statistically about the same in any surface region.
The patterns that cause illusion are not homogencous.
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Thus any given textural image produced by a textural pattern is consistent with
either a slanted surface with regular pattern or a straight-on surface whose objec-
tive pattern matches the foreshortening, scaling, and density images thrown by the
slanted surface. The biasing principles produce correct results only if a textural pat-
tern is homogeneous. Homogeneity characterizes a large class of surfaces. This is
why the visual systems of many animals can determine slant from texture in many
circumstances,

There is research about how the three cues are weighted. The third, regarding
density, is generally the least reliable cue and is relied upon least. The foreshorten-
ing cue, regarding shape, is weighted the most heavily, in most contexts,

This weighting would be justified if the biasing principles gave extra weight to
an assumption, other things equal, that the surface textural pattern is fsotropic. A
pattern is isotropic if there is no directional bias in the statistical relations among
the textural elements. The relations remain invariant in rotations of the surface
itself within its coordinate frame. lsotropy implies homogeneity, but not vice versa.
In our example of circles on a page, the textural pattern is isotropic. A page with a
regular distribution pattern of parallel lines, all pointed in the same direction,
would have a homogeneous but not isotropic pattern, Isotropic patterns give more
information about slant, and information from shape-foreshortening will be rich-
est in isotropic patterns. There is evidence that our visual systems operate accord-
ing to a principle that gives isotropy some weight, and yet more weight if isotropy
can be independently confirmed.

This example again illustrates how intormation available in registrations of
proximal stimulation underdetermines physically possible objective situations.
Given certain retinal projections—with certain statistical patterns of images of tex-
tural elements on something identified as a surface—, the biasing principles yield
a perceptual representation as of a slanted surface with foreshortened, scaled, reg-
ularly distributed textural patterns. The content that the biasing principle gives to
perceptual states—hence the nature of the perceptual states—is dependent on pro-
jective geometry and the fact that the textural patterns on surfaces in the physical
world are commaonly statistically regular. The content and nature of the perceptual
state depends on a history of interaction with the regular physical world. The
largely innate weightings of the various cues are probably further dependent on the
likelihood within the physical world, in which the system evolved, of certain types
and degrees of regularity in textural patterns on the surfaces of physical objects.'

It must be remembered that the biasing principles are "implicit” in the visual
system in the sense that they constitute explanatory laws that descriptively govern
transformations within the system. They are not "consulted” by the system and are
not principles applied in pieces of ordinary reasoning. They may contain mathe-
matics—governing the nature of a statistical distribution of light arrays, for exam-
ple—that no perceptual system could be taken to have as part of its representation
of the world, or as anything that the perceiver understands. 5till, the system's oper-
ations are explanatorily described by the mathematically informed principles. The



registrational and representational states and events are the entities that the psy-
chology describes. The content of the representational states is “explicit” in the sys-
tem, in the sense that this content marks the representational natures and identities
of the main entities (the states and events) postulated by the theory.' The prin-
ciples governing transitions among these states make reference to the states and
their contents. Such principles include formulae that are not in any way explicit in
the perceptual system—much less attributable to the perceiver.

In every case, biasing principles depend on and mirror basic facts regarding
space, motion, light, physical objects, that obtain in the perceptual system's envi-
ronment.'® They mirror either laws or deep regularities that hold for the most
part.'” Some principles, including some that govern the simpler perceptual con-
stancies, apply to the visual systems of a wide variety of animals, including some
like bees or certain reptiles that surely lack propositional attitudes.'*

The role of these principles in explanation and in determining kinds of per-
ceptual states brings out some of the fine structure of anti-individualism in percep-
tual psychology. Perceptual states have representational content that makes
reference to the physical environment. The natures of these perceptual states—the
perceptual-state kinds—are constitutively dependent on the general character of
principles governing their formation. For these principles constitute laws govern-
ing transactions among the perceptual states in a perceptual system; and the laws
are in a reciprocal constituting relation with the kinds governed by those laws.
These psychological kinds and laws reflect and are constitutively determined by
kinds and deep regularities or laws in the environment. Not only is the presence of
the psychological kinds causally explained in terms of evolution and species-adap-
tation to the environment. The psychological kinds, marked by their representa-
tional contents, are also constitutively dependent on laws, patterns, and kinds in the
distal environment of the visual system. So the nature and individuation of percep-
tual states are constitutively associated, through causal relations, with kinds, pat-
terns, and laws in the physical environment,

[ emphasize that the laws governing the formation of perceptual states are Laws
governing the formation of states with representational content. Perceptual-state
kinds are type-identified in terms of their representational content, together with
the perceptual modality (or intermodality). The representational contenis of the
states are fixed by the types of transactions into which they enter and by the nor-
mal causal and discriminative relations that perceptual states and their assodated
transformations bear to the physical environment. These discriminative relations
are often mediated in conscious beings by the phenomenal aspects of perception.
But not all such discrimination need involve phenomenality or consciousness.
Many perceptual representations, even in conscious beings, are not available to
immediate conscious introspection and may be unconscious in every sense,

There is no getting around the fact that basic kinds in perceptual psychology
are intentional or representational. Commitment to representations (and represen-
tational contents) as marking perceptual abilities is decply embedded in the theory's
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objectives, methods, and explanations. The structure of representations corre-
sponds to structural elements in the abilities associated with perceptual states,"

Most of the explanation—including much of the most mathematically rigor-
ous and empirically well-supported explanation—at both the explicitly represen-
tational levels and the more “engineering oriented” algorithmic levels—invokes
intentional or representational content. In fact, the algorithms would make no
sense if they were not algorithms for forming and processing perceptions—states
with perceptual content. The fundamental explanatory objectives of the science—
including the solution to its fundamental problem—could not be attained if the
laws did not govern representational states.™

The reliance in perceptual psychology on postulation of representations or
representational content does not derive fundamentally from introspection or phe-
nomenology. The reliance derives partly from considering the fact that the paradig-
matic problem of the theory of vision is to account for how an individual comes 10
be in accurate or inaccurate perceptual states, Being accurate is the central repre-
sentational function of perceptual states. The postulation of representations or rep-
resentational content also derives from the function of content to mark ability. The
abilities that it marks have turned out to be very complex, The processes that lead
from registration of the initial light arrays to perception are layered, interlocking,
interdependent, and sensitive to a large number of conditions. Attempts to account
for perceptual ability while circumventing postulation of representational content
have failed in systematic and massive ways, on empirical grounds.*!

From the point of view of the methods of perceptual psychology, part of what
it 15 to be a perceptual state of a certain kind is to be produced in something like the
waty that kind of state is produced by the law-like formation principles. Of course,
exactly what the laws are is epistemically open. The theory is, however, committed
tor a general picture of what the laws are like. And the representational perceptual
kinds that it theorizes about are not independent, for their identities or natures,
from the laws into which they actually enter. The formation principles are the rel-
evant psychological laws. As | argued five paragraphs back, these principles fit the
representation to its distal objects in favorable circumstances in the perceptual sys-
tem's natural environment. More importantly, their very content is explicable only
by reference to the way that patterns in the perceptual system’s natural environment
have affected the nature of the perceptual system and its perceptual states,

It is independently plausible that the nature and correct individuation of per-
ceptual states depends on their relations to fundamental features of the physical
emvironment—rFeatures that they represent and help the individual accommodate
to. The idea that such states have a nature that is completely independent of the
environment that they represent is implausible. From an explanatory point of view,
it constitutes wand waving, Either the idea postulates a nature in which representa-
tional content is already implicitly included. Or the idea postulates a representational
power on the basis of a feature that bears no genuinely explanatory relation to it. For
example, attempts to individuate perceptual states in prrely phenomenological terms



fail to provide any insight into the intentionality of perceptual states. Either they
help themselves to representational power associated with our phenomenology,
without explaining that power, or they offer a feature, phenomenology-with-
representational-content-bracketed, that does nothing to explicate representational
power. Reflection on the role of biasing principles in determining perceptual kinds
vields a detailed elaboration of empirical aspects of anti-individualism. Such reflec-
tion indicates how perceptual anti-individualism informs and is made specific
through empirical explanation.

Empirical psychology does not philosophize about how its fundamental rep-
resentational kinds are individuated. Tts fundamental problem is to explain process
not individuation. Nevertheless, its kinds are what they are because of the laws gov-
erning perceptual states’ getting things right to the degree that they do. These laws
are essentially concerned with relations between the individual and aspects of the
distal environment. In solving its fundamental problem, visual psychology relies on
general anti-individualist principles, and fills them in in particular, empirically sup-
ported ways. Built into the very methods of visual psychology is the presumption
of perceptual anti-individualism. The methods of visual psychology are funda-
mentally the same as those used in the psychology of other perceptual systems—
principally hearing and some aspects of touch.

V. THE BEARING OF THE EMPIRICAL PSYCHOLOGY OF VISION
ON THE INDIVIDUATION OF PERCEPTUAL STATES

1 emphasize two aspects of the empirical framework discussed in the previous section.

First, the aim of the theory is to explain the structure of fuiman and animal
perception. The theory does not just explain a mechanism of perception or a set of
enabling conditions for perception. The theory does not confine itself to providing
an account of a causal chain of non-perceptual processes that precede or lie in the
background of an individual's perceiving—and then stop there, The theory incor-
porates what is known about the accuracy or inaccuracy of whole-organism per-
ception. Perceivers' perceptions and perceptual states are not only the end products
of a series of processes, They occur at various stages within these processes. They
are often maintained within more complex perceptions that are derived from them.
They represent distal environmental conditions that, in veridical cases, originally
set the processes going.

Many of the perceptual representations attributed by the theory to human per-
ception are known pre-theoretically to be perceptions had by humans. There are
perceptions of edges, surfaces, spatial relations, colors, textures, motion, objects—
which are familiar to common sense and informed introspection. The methodol-
ogy of the theory includes tests that make use of this fact, In humans, many of these
perceptions, though not all, are accessible 1o consciousness, Many are easily reported.
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A sharp contrast must be drawn between perceptions { whether states or rep-
resentational contents), on one hand, and processes and principles, on the other.
These latter are not accessible to the individual, and are arguably attributable only
to a subsystemn. [ will not try to explain the basis for this distinction here. The main
point for present purposes is that it will not do to claim that the theory of viston is
entirely about something other than vision and visual states of individuals, ordi-
narily so-called. Fairly early in the processes that it describes, the theory attributes
states that are recognizably perceptual and recognizably states of individuals, not
merely of subsystems.

The second point of emphasis is crucial in what follows. Holding constant the
amntecedent psychological set of the perceiver, a given type of proximal stimidation (over
the whole body ), together with associated internal afferent and efferent input into the
perceptual system, will produce a given type of perceptual state, assuming that there is
no rtlfurctioning in the system and no interference with the system. On any given
occasion, given the total antecedent psychological state of the individual and sys-
tem, the total proximal input together with internal input into the system suffices
to produce a given type of perceptual state, assuming no malfunction or interfer-
ence. Call this principle the Praximality Principle.

The primary relevant proximal inpul goes into the perceptual system. An
example of internal efferent input is motor feedback regarding whether the eye or
head is moving. Afferent input can be input from other internal sources, presum-
ably deriving from triggered or antecedent internal conditions, psychological or
otherwise,

The import of the principle is that given antecedent psychological states, the
formation of perceptual states causally depends on nothing more than proximal
input and other contemporanecus internal input into the perceptual system. The
Proximality Principle is implicit in causal explanation of the perceptual states that
are the principal explananda of all reasonably well-developed empirical perceptual
theories that | know of. It is not particular to any approach,

There is no way to reinterpret the science so as to maintain that explanation of
perceptual states derives from distal causes independently of proximal causes, so
that types of perceptual states can vary even when proximal stimulation, internal
input, and antecedent psychological states remain the same. Causal explanation of
the occurrence of types of perceptual states in the science assumes that the effects
of distal causes are entirely exhausted by their effects on proximal causes.

The idea that perceptual states causally depend only on proximal stimulations,
internal input, and antecedent psychological conditions is basic to the method of
the science. Proximal stimulation can be specified in various ways. Usually it is
specified in physical terms—such as arrays of light frequencies striking the retina.
In any case, proximal stimulation is specified in a way that does not assume any
particular distal antecedents in the causal chain. Laws of perception fit this mold.

A corollary of these points bears on non-veridical perceptual states. Since rel-
evantly different environmental distal conditions could yield the same type of prox-
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imal stimulation, a given type of perceptual state can be produced by different dis-
tal conditions. The accuracy or inaccuracy of a perceptual state—including whether
a perceptual state is a successful perception of anything in the environment at all—
depends on the distal conditions. 5o the methodology of all serious empirical the-
ory of vision guarantees that given types of visual state can be veridical in some
circumstances and non-veridical in others. A perceptual state can be non-veridical
in gither of two ways. It can be misperception of a particular, Or it can be failure of
perceptual reference—failure to perceive any particular.

Failure of perceptual reference is a topic of systematic empirical research. Studies
of apparent motion are cases in point. In one type of apparent motion, a pair of
static images (images of dots, of two-dimensional shapes, or of three-dimensional
shapes) are given to the perceptual system at different places and within certain
small time intervals, Individuals perceive the situation as involving motion of a sin-
gle object between the two places. Depending on the stimuli, individuals erro-
neously experience changes, during the "motion,” of shape, size, color, and other
properties. With reference to the spatiotemporal interval between the two places,
individuals have an illusory perception as of an event, and even plausibly an object,
that is simply not there, For example, if red and green dots flash in different places
in certain temporal intervals, the individual will have a misperception as of a mov-
ing dot changing from red to green. There is no moving object and no event of
change of any object’s position or color. It is implausible to hold that the subject is
misperceiving an actual dot as moving or changing color, since it is unclear which
dot it would be. The subject is certainly having a referential illusion of an event of
maotion and color change.

Apparent motion is studied not only because it provides evidence about how
vision works under normal conditions in which slow, meticulous observation is
impossible. It is studied also because it has been fruitful in identifying biasing prin-
ciples. The biasing principles that lead to these illusions govern the perceptual
representation of motion and shape under time pressure. In the absence of input that
corrects these default biases, motion is perceived as following certain types of paths.™

The methodology takes advantage of the fact that a kind of perceptual state
can be produced by a given proximal stimulation, whether or not the standard dis-
tal antecedents of the proximal stimulation are present. In cases of referential illu-
sion, the biasing principles can be seen to operate under specially controlled
circumstances. The scientist can study the biasing principles isolated from the envi-
ronmental conditions that they normally serve to represent. The content of the rep-
resentations and the biasing principles are what they are because of reliable patterns
of interaction with the environment in the evolution and ontogenetic development
of the perceptual system. The theorist can focus on the nature of the representation
without distraction from the environmental causes in particular cases. Study of
other referential illusions has had a similar empirical status.™

Perceptual anti-individualism maintains that the nature of a perceptual state
type is what it is only because of a pattern of normal environmental causes. That
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nature is not dependent on the cause’s being normal, or as represented, in a partic-
ular case, Perceptual state types involve general abilities individuated in terms of
patterns of interaction. They are triggered by proximal stimulation. Causal expla-
nations under causal principles take perceptual states to be determined by proxi-
mal stimulation, antecedent psychological states, and other internal processes
approximately co-occurring with or subsequent to the proximal stimulation.

Perceptual states are usually approximately veridical in the environmentally
normal case. Their natures are determined by the veridical responses, because the
representational states are individuated in terms of abilities to discriminate distal
teatures of the environment. They are not, however, tuned infallibly to the distal
environment. They constitute the individual's fallible point of view. Their oceur-
rence is determined by local causation and internal states, psychological or other-
wise, Typing perceptual states in this way is fundamental to what is known about
perceptual states—their causal patterns, formation conditions, veridicality, and fail-
ures of veridicality. One of the most basic things we know from the science of vision
is that the same perceptual state type can be a perception, a misperception, or a per-
ceptual illusion that fails to be a perception of anything in the physical environment.

Let us pause to reflect on the Proximality Principle. Perceptual psychology, as
it is now done, is certainly committed to it. What would it be to maintain that ne
explanatorily relevant perceptual states accord with it? As we shall see, this is the
position disjunctivism is committed to. To deny that any explanatorily relevant per-
ceptual states accord with the principle would be o deny that psychological expla-
natton includes causal principles that, apart from malfunction or interferences, ever
explain the type of perceptual state of a perceiver only in terms of proximal stimu-
lation, antecedent psychological states, and further internal input. This amounts to
a denial of any normal causal explanation of perceptual state types.

Consider a denial that these three factors fully determine any perceptual state
type. Suppose that the denial rests on the idea that any explanation of the occur-
rence of perceptual state types must depend additionally on the nature of the dis-
tal causal antecedents. Suppose that some element, perhaps an individual, in the
distal parts of the causal chain leading up to a perceptual state had been exchanged
for another element. Suppose that the exchange were to occur in such a way that
proximal stimulation, antecedent psychological states, and perceptually relevant
internal processes all remained the same. The counterfactual exchange is to have no
psychologically relevant effect on these three factors. Such exchange is surely phys-
ically and psychologically possible. Suppose that one claimed that in any such case,
no resulting explanatorily relevant perceptual state type specific to the two causal
chains would remain the same.

Such a claim would deny that any instances of perceptual state types causally
depend only on what is available to the perceiver’s proximal sensors together with
antecedent internal psychological conditions and relevant internal input. This neg-
ative claim would not only deny the actual science. It would also deny that any nor-
mal causal psychological explanation is possible. Normal causal explanations in



psychology take the individual as a significant unit, and explain perceptual states in
terms of impacts on this individual together with internal conditions, especially
psychological conditions, in the individual. The negative claim entails that, in all
psychological explanation of perceptual states, either (a) explanation is non-causal,
or (b) individuals and their bodies (hence proximal stimulations) are not relevant
units, or () psychological causation involves action at a distance, or (d) perception
is mot of entities in the distal environment. None of these alternatives is attractive
or empirically warranted.

V. EMPIRICAL PSYCHOLOGY AND DISJUNCTIVIST
FORMS OF ANTI-INDIVIDUALISM

Some forms of perceptual anti-individualism are incompatible with what is known
from empirical science. In particular, they are incompatible with the second of the
two aspects of the framework of perceptual psychology just laid out.” They are
incompatible with the Proximality Principle and its consequences for empirical
psychology, and indeed common-sense explanation.

The forms [ have in mind entail disjunctivism. Disjunctivism makes two closely
related negative claims. It claims that there is never an explanatorily relevant men-
tal state type in common between (and specific to) a veridical perception and a ref-
erential perceptual illusion. And it dlaims that there s never a mental state type in
common between (and specific to) perception of an object and perception of a
would-be duplicate substitute for the object that would be, in the context, percep-
tually indiscernible to the perceiver. The same claims are made with respect to cor-
responding perceptual beliefs, Disjunctivism makes these claims because it holds
that the particular environmental objects (or lack of objects) that are involved in
perception are essential to type-identifying all explanatorily relevant perceptual
state types and perceptual belief types.

In discussing the duplication case, I will always assume four conditions: (i) that
the perceptually relevant fype of proximal input is the same; (ii) that the antecedent
psychological set is the same; (iii) that relevant afferent and efferent internal
processes that provide input to the perceptual system are the same; and (iv) that the
perceiver cannot in the context perceptually discern through dispositions or phe-
nomenology the difference in substituted objects.™

I do not assume, or even believe, that phenomenological indiscernibility suf-
fices for sameness of perceptual state type. | have several reasons for avoiding this
assumption, | will mention only one. [ think that a phenomenologically indis-
cernible hallucination, produced by direct stimulation of central areas of the brain,
rather than through visual pathways, might well not even count as a perceptual
state, This case is ruled out by the assumption that proximal input is the same in
the duplication and referential illusion cases, S0 phenomenological indiscernibility
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is not the key condition on these cases, When | speak of cases that are contextually
indiscernible to the perceiver, 1 am using shorthand for cases in which the first three
conditions just stated apply. The fourth condition is, [ believe, necessitated by the
first three conditions.

I also do not assume that all perception has a phenomenology. There is some
evidence to the contrary.”* So the fourth condition could in certain cases be regarded
as fulfilled vacuously.

Our concern is with disjunctivism’s denial of common, explanatorily relevam
perceptual state types and perception-based propositional attitude (belief) types,
in the three sorts of cases—the original case, the duplicate-substitution case, and
the referential illusion case.™ Disjunctivists commonly add that there is no phe-
nomenological or qualitative character common to the perceptual states that occur
in the three cases. This denial derives from maintaining that there is no phenom-
enclogical property distinct from the representational content of the perceptual
states. | regard this additional view as very implausible. Holding that in these cases
phenomenally indiscernible states are nevertheless phenomenally distinet seems 1o
me very hard to motivate independently. Since | am not focusing on issues about
phenomenology or qualia, I will not pursue this point. In assuming, in my fourth
condition (d), that the cases are phenomenologically indiscernible to the perceiver,
| mean only that nothing in the perceiver’s reactions indicates that whatever phe-
nomenological differences there may be in the different cases are discernible for him.

Suppose that one sees an object. Then as one blinks, the object is removed and
replaced by a duplicate that one cannot discern from the original in the context. As
one blinks again, the duplicate is removed. One is induced by an abnormal conflu-
ence of light to have a visual illusion as of an object that is indiscriminable from the
originally seen object. The light array hitting the retina is, we shall suppose, type-
identical in the three cases—or at least sufficiently similar that the perceptual sys-
tem cannot make use of the difference. Disjunctivism holds that no explanatorily
relevant type of perceptual state or perceptual belief that bears specifically on the
three situations is common to any two of the three situations. It holds that in such
cases, what seeming to see an object amounts to is a “disjunctive” state of affairs,
not a kind of state: either the individual sees object 1, or the individual sees object
2, or the individual has a perceptual illusion of an object; and no explanatory
perceptual state is common to seeing and referential perceptual illusion—or to the
secings of duplicate objects.

Of course, in counting states mentioned by both disjuncts perceptual, one has
counted them members of a kind. Similarly, insofar as the states are indiscrim-
inable, one can count them members of a kind defined by indiscriminability. Kinds
can be regarded as cheap. Fuller expositions of disjunctivism concede these points,
but claim that such kinds are of no explanatory significance and are not “funda-
mental” kinds of perceptual states. | shall take disjunctivism in this way.

What is at issue is the constitutive megative claims of disjunctivism. What is at
ssue is the denial of an explanatorily significant perceptual state common to veridi-
cal perception and referential perceptual illusion. The positive claim that veridical
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perceptions and referential illusions are members of different kinds need not be
contentious, One can allow that veridical perceptual states make up an important
kind (with relevant specific sub-kinds) and that there are non-veridical or illusory
perceptual states that make other such kinds, One might think of states and state
kinds in a flexible way. There is certainly a referential relation to particulars in all
cases of seeing and of veridical visual belief. One might just count being in such
relations as states of the individual .*

Whether this flexible approach leads to insight is an interesting issue, but it is
not our issue. Our issue is whether the disjunctivist denial of common explanato-
rily relevant kinds of states across the three sorts of cases is correct. It cannot be
emphasized too strongly that disjunctivism is not merely the claim that there are
mental differences among the three states. In any actual cases, there will trivially be
token differences. Some of these token differences, as 1 shall explain later, are rele-
vanl 1o a certain aspect of representational content. Disjunctivism denies that the
relevant perceptual experiences have any explanatorily relevant type of perceptual
state in common. This is the view that I shall criticize.

Disjunctivism is implausible. Not only common sense but the scientific knowl-
edge that I have outlined support this initial evaluation. Disjunctivism is incompat-
ible with the Proximality Principle, which is basic in nearly all scientific study of
perception.

Given that different distal causes can yield proximal stimulation that is rele-
vantly the same, perception of entities in the distal environment is fallible. The
Proximality Principle, together with this empirical fact, entails that the same type
of perceptual state can be veridical or non-veridical, perceptually referential or non-
referential. And the same type of perceptual state can on different occasions be a
perception of different, contextually indiscernible particulars. The principle and
these entailments are fundamental to the explanatory method and the basic results
not simply of particular theories but of the methodology of perceptual psychology
itself. Given what we know from empirical psychology, we know that disjunctivism
is not a true account of perceptual states.

Disjunctivism entails that token distal differences, in the causal chain leading to
perceptual states, that make no relevant difference to proximal stimulation, or to
other internal processes that provide input into the perceptual system, or to
antecedent psychological states, determine differences in perceptual state types. It
further denies that any explanatorily relevant perceptual states are caused entirely by
these three factors. This view is not only undermined by scientific knowledge. It con-
troverts well-entrenched views about the form of causal explanation in psychology.

Disjunctivism may have been encouraged by running together kind- individu-
ation, causal principles, and particular causal relations on particular occasions.
These matters are complex. | want to say just a few things about them here.

There are hypothetical cases, discussed in the twin-earth literature, in which
two individuals with similar bodies have relevantly similar proximal stimulation
and yet are caused to go into different psychological stave types.™ The key difference
between these cases and those required by disjunctivism is that in the twin-earth
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cases the antecedent psychological states are different in the two individuals. Ante-
cedent patterns of causal interaction in the twin environments mandate differently
individuated psychological states. So the similar proximal causation affects individ-
uals whose psychological states (and psychological state-formation principles) are
already different. The production of different psychological states in these cases is
no surprise. 50 the Proximality Principle is preserved in these cases, but not in those
entailed by disjunctivism.

Psychological state types are individuated in terms of reliable patterns of causal
interaction, The substituted duplicate perceptual referents bear on different occur-
rent effects on the psychology of a perceiver, but not on different perceptual state
types that enter into general causal explanations.

The positive conception of an explanatory perceptual state type embodied in
the disjunctivist view is a special one. The positive claim is that there are perceptual
state types that are sensitive to {or vary with ) distal differences that make no differ-
ence to the (independently specified) type of proximal stimulation available to the
perceptual system, or to the antecedent psychological states, or to further internal
input into the psychological system. As noted in section 1V, explanation that
imvokes such state types is either non-causal, or involves action at a distance, or does
not take perceptual referents to be in the distal environment or demotes the role of
proximal stimulation in determining psychological states so as to suggest that the
individual’s body is not a unit for causal principles. I do not reject such conceptions
of explanation out of hand. It is, in any case, an empirical matter where they have
any purchase, What | irmly reject is the disjunctivist denial that there are funda-
mental, explanatorily relevant perceptual state types that accord with the Proxi-
mality Principle. It is wildly implausible and contrary to empirical knowledge 1o
hold that these contextual occurrent differences among particulars—differences
that have no relevant effect on proximal stimulation—govern all individuation of
explanatorily relevant perceptual state types.

The patterns that make both individuation of state types and causal principles
possible are, of course, grounded in particular causal relations between occurrences
of states or events. There are common-sense causal explanations that simply consist
in singular causal statements, Sometimes these statements cite distal causal relations.
Thus we say that Annie’s perception of and grasp of the apple was caused by Bill’s
placing the apple on the table. Such ordinary explanations are clearly compatible
with the Proximality Principle. They certainly do not deny the existence of more gen-
eral, fuller causal principles that give more insight into general mechanisms as to how
this particular causal interaction worked. They do not deny that causation is ulti-
mately proximal or that some causal psychological principles explain how proximal
stimulation is converted into perceptual states via internal psychological principles
together with other internal input into the perceptual system.

In my judgment, disjunctivism is worth discussing not because it has any
chance of being true. It is worth discussing because it provokes reflection on the
muotivations for perceptual anti-individualism. 1 shall discuss these motivations in
section V1L



It is fairly unusual, at least since the days of Descartes and Newton, for philo-
sophical views to be as directly at odds with scientific knowledge as disjunctivism
is. Hegel's claim that there are seven planets comes to mind. It is natural for pro-
ponents of disjunctivism and even neutral observers to inquire whether matters
might not be so straightforward. Perhaps the science is too young to be counted
on., Perhaps the philosophy is making a claim that is not incompatible with the
science, because the science is really about a different subject matter than the phi-
losophy.

As to the youth of the science, | believe that any fair-minded comparison of the
specific explanatory accounts of vision science with the arguments of disjunctivists
will indicate the intellectual and empirical superiority of the former. More impor-
tantly, the Proximality Principle that disjunctivism is incompatible with seems nec-
essary to any explanation that would show how perceptions are formed on the basis
of proximal stimulation. It is hard to see how there could fail to be perceptual kinds
whose individuation is in accord with the principle. The perceptual system can
make usc only of what is available to it through proximal stimulation and what is
present in the background psychology or provides additional irternal input into
that psychology.

It has been claimed that empirical psychology of perception is not about per-
ception but is merely about antecedent enabling conditions of perception. Some
claims to this effect are not worth discussing. | will discuss one such daim, intimated
by Evans and articulated by McDowell, in the Appendix. 1 believe that the claim is
implausible on its face and has received no serious support. The scientific theory of
perception is a theory of the perceptual states and capacities of individuals.

No proponent of disjunctivism has, in a careful and informed manner, con-
fronted the facts from psychology that 1 have been discussing. No reason has been
given to overturn the fundamental modes of explanation and ways of individuat-
ing perceptual states and perceptual beliefs that are well entrenched in empirical
psychology. Nor has this body of scientific knowledge been shown to be irrelevant
tor the philosophical issues, or 1o perception as we ordinarily understand it The core
considerations that inform the science are available to common sense, Disjunctivist
forms of anti-individualism have lost touch with fundamentals of what we know
about mental states.

The considerations offered in support of disjunctivism are unimpressive, Many
depend on phenomenclogical reflection and strong use of metaphor—appeals to
“direct touch with reality” or to what perception “makes manifest.” Some rest on
programmatic views—such as the view that disjunctivism is needed to rescue us
from scepticism. Some are weak arguments in the philosophy of language. Many
rest on misunderstanding of what form opposition must take—engaging in criti-
cisms of sense-data views and of an archaic and variously formulated “argument
from illusion.” 1 will reserve for the Appendix detailed discussion of prominemnt
arguments in favor of disjunctivism.

[ want to remark on one motivation for disjunctivism. The usual motivation
i$ 4 concern to insure that we make “direct” perceptual contact with the physical
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world. The doctrine was originally an overreaction to veil-of-perception views of
the British empiricists.

The veil-of-perception view holds that the primary objects of perception are
internal mental items—or other non-environmental items. The primary referents
are sense data or phenomenal qualities in the mind. On such a view, experience of
the physical world is held to be indirect, both in not being the first object of per-
ceptual reference and in being the product of an epistemically evaluable inference
from more fundamental objects of perception.

The veil-of-perception view is certainly mistaken. It fails to understand that the
representational content of perceptual representations is fixed by the function of
the perceptual system in providing information about and aiding interaction with
the physical environment.

Perceptual representation does not produce a “veil of ideas,” because the first
objects of perceptual reference are physical entities in the environment. This isa
sense in which perceptual representations are “directly” about the environment:
They are referentially non-derivative, Perception of distal physical entities does not
go by way of reference to entities closer in. Where there is no environmental refer-
ent, there is (except in a few special cases), no referent. It is a confusion to count
ilusions as perceptual objects. It leads to confusion to talk of “intentional objects.”
Even conscious sensations and perceptual representations (conscious or uncon-
scious) are items that we develop an ability to conceive and make introspective
reference to only after we have been perceiving physical objects.™ Perceptual con-
sciousness is fundamentally of the physical world.

Perception is “directly” about the environment in a further, corollary sense: It
is non-inferential. Perceptual representations are the products of a complex set of
transformations that begin with registrations of light arrays. Registrations are not
perceptions. Neither they nor these transformations are attributable to the per-
ceiver. They are events in a perceptual subsystem. Moreover, the transformations
are not acts. | take these to be sufficient conditions for distinguishing the transfor-
mations from inferences. None of these transformations begins with the perception
of, or as of, anything more basic than those physical entities in the environment.”

The veil-of-perception picture is empirically and philosophically a dead posi-
tion. All present empirical theories of perception and nearly all serious philosoph-
ical positions reject it.

VL DISJUNCTIVISM AND FALLIBILITY

A problem with disjunctivism that is closely associated with its incompatibility with
empirical explanation has to do with what we know about epistemic and represen-
tational abilities of individuals, Fallibility and limits on perspective are fundamen-
tal features of finite minds. | believe that all perceptual representations apply fallibly
to their referents, in any given instance. This is because perceptual representations



mark perceptual abilities that are fallible. Disjunctivism stymies any natural way of
acknowledging the referential fallibility of perceptual states and perceptual beliefs.
In a sense disjunctivism counts the “state” of seeing a given object, say a ball,
as referentially infallible. For disjunctivism allows no possible situation in which the
“state” type that one is in by virtue of seeing that particular ball could be in error
about the existence of the object of perception—that particular ball. Nor could the
state make reference to any contextually indiscernible duplicate. For one would not
be in the “state” of seeing the ball if there were no referent, or a different referent.
There is a common understanding of seeing according to which secing does
entail a perceived referent, If one sees, there is an object that one sees. Insofar as see-
ing is further counted a state, it is a referentially infallible state in this sense: no
instance of that state could fail to have a perceptual referent. We do not think of our
capacity to see as referentially infallible. What we understand by a capacity’s being
referentially fallible is that it is realized in state types that could have been mistaken.
The same state type could have failed to have a referent. This understanding
requires that there are perceptual state tvpes that underliec or are involved in cases
of seeings, that could have failed to have a refereni—Ilacked a seen object. 50 even
though seeing is commonly understood as factive with respect to the existence of a
seen object, seeings involve state types that could have failed to be seeings. They
could have been referentially mistaken. These non-factive, referentially fallible state
types are the perceptual states recognized by common sense and empirical science.
Disjunctivism denies the existence of such state types. It claims that there are
no referentially successtul perceptual state types that could have been unsuccesstul,
and no referentially unsuccessful perceptual states that could have been successful.
One can imagine a different account of what it is for perception to be fallible. One
could hold that to be fallible is to be indiscernible from a mistaken state. This seems
to me, quite obviously, to give an account of a different sort of fallibility—a fallibil-
ity in discerning the nature of one’s states, not a fallibility in the first-order capac-
ities and states themselves, | think that such a move is clearly philosophically
unattractive. For one thing, animals with no reflective powers at all are clearly still
fallible in their perceptual states. For another, the view involves a distorted expla-
nation of false (or truth-valueless) but warranted perceptual beliefs. [ shall not pur-
sue this matter here. 1 believe, however, that this problem is symptomatic of the fact

that disjunctivism is out of touch with common as well as scientific understanding
of human abilities,

VIL VERIDICALITY, PERSPECTIVE, AND ABILITY: ABILITY-
GENERAL AND ABILITY-PARTICULAR REPRESENTATION

Perceptual anti-individualism holds that the nature of many representational states,
including all perceptual states and perceptual beliefs, is constitutively associated
with patterns of causal rdations between the environment and individuals. What it
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is to perceptually represent some aspect of the world is inseparable from patterns
of causal connections between the representer, or the representational system, and
aspects of the world. Conditions that constitutively determine representational suc-
cess are fundamental in the individuation conditions of representational states.
These conditions are constrained by psychological and epistemic abilities of the
individual, by the limits on the individual’s perspective and powers.

I have mostly focused on ways that anti-individualism must accord with causal
explanations of visual perception. The relevant explanations are not anecdotal.
They do not primarily explain particular events. They explain patterns, tendencies,
general abilities, and so on, Representational state types have to be stable from
instance to instance to provide a basis for explanation. Important perceptual state
types or kinds remain stable across misperception, indiscriminable differences
in reference, and referential failure. Whether a given object is seen, or a duplicate
object is seen, or a contextually indiscernible perceptual illusion is undergone, the
transformations from the registration of the light array to the perceptual represen-
tation are, for psychological purposes, type-identical. The sequence of states is type-
identical. Many of the patterns of grasping, pursuing, fleeing behavior are the same,
described in ways that include the psychology and teleology of the behavior, but not
the occurrent relational aspects of it. Some successful explanation has discovered
that psychological processes, perceptual representations, and perceptual states
remain constant across these circumstances—given relevantly fixed internal inputs
and antecedent psychological set.

In cases of perceptual illusion and duplicate substitution, the basic perceptual
explanations are constant. In these cases, what vary are particular individual
instances. They do not affect general abilities to represent the environment.

Yet, of course, there is a difference between seeing an object one moment, see-
ing a duplicate the next, and having a contextually indiscernible perceptual illusion
the moment after that. A belief of the form Franz bowght that tomaro (where that is
backed by a perceptual concept or a perception) might be true. Under a switch of a
duplicate tomato, and a second reference to that one, a belief of the same form and
type might be false. Suppose that there follows a perceptual illusion of a tomato
that is contextually indiscernible from the original veridical perception. Suppose
that the individual forms a belief of the form Franz bought that temate, where no
successful reference is made to any tomato, Then whereas the original belief is true,
the subsequent belief is false or truth-valueless.

Since truth (not truth-of and not truth-at-time-t) is basic to propositional rep-
resentation, the beliefs’ representational content must be distinguished. Represen-
tational contents not only help type-identify psychological states. They also form a
basis for semantical evaluation. The representational contents of the perceptual
states and the perceptual beliefs must also be distinguished. This requirement
derives from the individuation of perceptions and perceptual beliefs partly in terms
of conditions in which they are veridical. If one representational content is veridi-
cal and one is non-veridical, they embody different conditions that must be met if
they are to be veridical.
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One might think of the same perceptual belief or perceptual representation as
being true (or veridical ) at one moment, or in one context, and untrue (or inaccu-
rate} at another. [ think, however, that the notions of truth (veridicality) at a time,
truth (veridicality) in a context are not basic notions as applied to beliefs and per-
ceptions, [ think that beliefs are true or false simpliciter. Perceptions are veridical or
non-veridical, full stop. To account for truth conditions and correctness conditions,
the contents of the beliefs and perceptions in the three cases must be distinguished.
There is a singular element in the representational perspective that represents the
particular tomato and nothing else,

The singular element in the representational content is required not only by
the primacy of truth and perceptual correctness. There are the further considera-
tions mentioned in section I that require including a context-dependent singular
element in perceptual content. The practical and representational functions of per-
ception connect the perceiver with particulars in the environment. Representational
content must mark—help individuate—the perception of particulars when these
functions are fulfilled. Such content must mark the singular representation of par-
ticulars in a scene at hand, in distinction from a scene that would be contextually
ndiscernible to the perceiver.

Particulars cannot be uniquely characterized in perception by context-inde-
pendent, general representations of properties and relations. Sophisticates can
sometimes specify empirical particulars through context-independent means in
thought. But they cannot always do so. Normally they do not do so. General attri-
butive categorizations in perception and general attributive concepts in thought are
applied to particulars by irreducibly context-dependent means. Context-dependent
application to particulars in both perception and perceptual belief has a singular
function and is marked by a singular representational content, which can be evalu-
ated for representational success or failure. I label both sorts of representational
contents with the term that also labels the acts or events that the representational
contents mark and by reference to which these particular kinds of representational
contents are individuated. They are applications—perceptual applications and appli-
cations in thought.

If a person looks at a scene, and an object in it is exchanged with a contextu-
ally indiscernible object, the first and then the second object is seen—even though
the individual perceiver is unaware of a difference. Different things are seen and dif-
ferent perceptions or perceptual beliefs occur. One belief may be veridical, while the
other is not. 5o different context-dependent singular elements must occur in the
representational contents of the perception and the perceptual belief.

Such duplication of scenes is certainly physically possible. Objects at a distance
are frequently not seen with such sharpness that a substitute (during a saccade, or
as one’s attention shifts and then shifts back) would be contextually discernible.
Relevant proximal stimulations might even be of the same type as those from the
originally seen object. In tracking moving objects, say flies, in a complex scene with
distractors, it is quite possible for one contextually indiscernible fly to take the place
of another. Perceptual beliefs regarding the two flies might differ in truth value,
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Similarly, in accounting for belief, we must distinguish between a belief in a
self-identity that, tomato is identical with that, tomato and a substantive claim that
might be mistaken, because it involves two logically separable acts of reference
(deriving from two perceptions).

For example, someone might make two, logically distinct references in an iden-
tity thought. The thought might be true. Such thoughts might also turn out to be
untrue—if a contextually indiscernible duplicate were substituted, or if a percep-
tual illusion were induced, between the first and second acts of reference. Such
beliefs have to be represented as having the form that, tomato (er fly) is identical
with that, tomato {or fly). The subscripts mark not different objects (for a belief of
such a form can be true) but different acts of reference.

Here we have a version of Frege's point that mode of presentation must be dis-
tinguished from referent. Given that duplicates and illusions could make a belief
false— wherever there are logically distinct events of reference—, there is pressure
to recognize different representational contents for different applications, even in
the case of tracking that is actually successful. Where there are such possibilities,
psychology will need to explain how successful tracking succeeds.

To account for possible differences in veridicality among cases of contextually
inciscernible duplicate switching and contextually indiscernible perceptual illusion,
one must distinguish actual occurrences of context-dependent singular elements.
These facts are probably the main defensible impetus for disjunctivist views. The
representational contents of beliefs and perceptions involving true identities, dupli-
cates, and illusions differ.

Such points may seem in tension with considerations developed in this paper.
Reflection on psychological explanation and the fallibility of our epistemic abilities
presses in favor of counting the states with these different veridicality values and
different truth-values as type-identical. Reflection on accuracy and truth conditions
press in favor of counting the representational contents as different. Representa-
tional contents mark states. So it might seem that the states must be different,

The first step to resalving the apparent tension is obvious. One must distin-
guish types of representational content and representational state, on one hand,
from token-individuated representational content and representational states, on
the other. Disjunctivism derives primarily from concentrating on reference to the
exclusion of explanation, It derives almost equally from conflating type and token
elements in individuating mental states and their associated representations.

Consider a belief of the form Franz bought thar tomate. The belief rests on a
perception as of a tomato. An illusion might occasion a type-identical perception
and a type-identical belief. A contextually indiscernible duplicate could be substi-
tuted, occasioning a type-identical perception and type-identical belief. These
beliefs are equally warranted. The perceptions are formed from type-identical reg-
istrations of light arrays. The perceptions and beliefs ground many of the same
explanations. They are covered by many of the same psychological principles. Type-
identical representational contents mark, or type-identify, the same representa-
tional state types and abilities.
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The beliets differ in referential values and truth values, however. The percep-
tions differ correspondingly, in their reference. Suppose that the first belief is true,
the second truth-valueless (or false), and the third false. What differs among these
perceptual and belief states is nothing about their general type. They are formed
from the same perceptual categories and concepts. They use the same demonstra-
tive singular representational abilities and demonstrative representation types.
What is different is a token-dependent difference in the applications of the context-
dependent singular elements in perception and belief. Thus the different occurrent
applications of "that” are marked in the representational content of the belief.
Analogous differences in token-dependent singular applications of the perception
are marked by context-dependent singular elements in the perceptual content. These
are differences in occurrent representation. Applications are, paradigmatically, occur-
rent acts or events which realize singular, context-bound, referential abilities.™

Twao large categories of representation must be distinguished. The first cate-
gory is what | have been calling pattern-based representation. This category com-
prises perceptual and conceptual representational types that mark, or type-identify,
general representational abilities, abilities that are freely repeatable. These are stand-
ing abilities that are not individuated by reference to any particular token exercises
or applications. Both perceptual representations of kind, property, and relation
types and all paradigmatic conceptual representations fall into this category. | call
such representations “ability-general,” or context-free, since they type general psy-
chological abilities—those not individuated by reference to any particular token
acts or events.”

“Ability-general” is a more precise term than the term 1 have been using, “pattern-
based representation.” The relevant representations are not distinguished by whether
a pattern is represented. A “pattern-based representation” or ability-general repre-
sentation can represent a particular, even a particular occurrence. A complete def-
inite description can refer to an occurrence. But the ability underlying the complete
definite description need not be constitutively tied to any particular occurrent act,
or exercise of a psychological state, or any particular representational event. One
can acquire the ability through any of various disjoint sets of events, where the
events in the different sets need not even be causally related to one another.

The concept is orange is an ability-general representation. One person’s mas-
tery of the concept could be individuated by reference to interactions with orange
things {and other psychological states) in Africa. Another person could simultane-
ously learn the concept through interacting with orange things in Canada. There
need be no chain linking the two persons’ masteries with some ur-event-particular,
Thus although the individuating conditions are similar in type, no specific, partic-
ular events are essential to their being the same abilities, type-identified by the same
representation.™

Most concepts and all ability-general perceptual representations are general in
a further sense. They are capable, according to their content, of applying to vanous
satishers of the representational type. They are true of, or veridical of, or applica-
ble to any number of entities. | call such representations “semantically general”

15



representational contents. Most primitive predicative concepts are semantically gen-
eral. The concept is green is open to applying to numerous green entities according
to its content, even if there were in fact only one instance of green in all the world.
By contrast, concepts expressed by a complete definite description, the concept 5,
and the concept is iderntical with 5 are ability-general, but not semantically general.

There is a third type of generality—formal or syntactical generality. The unap-
plied demonstrative concept that marks an ability to apply other concepts to par-
ticulars. It is syntactically singular, but ability-general and semantically general. The
concept 5 and concepts that are expressed by definite descriptions are syntactically
singular and semantically singular, but ability-general. It follows from what T have
said that ability-generality is to be distinguished both from semantic generality and
from syntactic generality.

Ability-general representations constitute the first category that 1 advertised
five paragraphs back. The category | want to distinguish from it is that of what 1
have called occurrence-based representations. A more precise term for these repre-
sentations is “ability-particular representations” Ability-particular representations
mark, or help type-identify, particular, specific acts or events of application. They
type-identify an ability or act in terms of some specific occurrent act or event (or
sometimes acts or events), Applications may be acts in thought {applications of
concepts) or events in perception. Applications are always applications of ability-
general, semantically general representations. Applications purport to be acts or
events of context-dependent reference. Normally they refer to concrete particulars.
| think that they can also refer to abstractions, but not in perception.

Ability-particular representations can be parts of propositional representa-
tional contents. An example is an element in the thought content that corresponds
to a believer's occurrent, context-bound act of applying that fomato to a particular
tomato, in the belief Franz bought that tormato. The ability-particular representation
is not only to be contrasted with the ability-general concept fomato. It is also to be
contrasted with the ability-general, semantically general concept that. The concept
thet marks a general ability, individuated not in terms of any particular events, but
in terms of a capacity to apply other concepts (like torate) to particulars. An appli-
cation of that tomato makes the propositional content of the belief true or false. In
some cases, the representation that corresponds to the act of application can be
regarded simply as that very act. For reasons that 1 will get to shortly, I think it more
generally correct to take the representation as an abstract type. In any case, it isa
type individuated in terms of a particular occurrent act or event (or sometimes
particular acts or events).

Another example of an ability-particular representation is an element in the
content of a perception as of a particular red, spherical-shaped object. This element
marks the occurrent event of exercising the relevant perceptual abilities in response
to sensory stimulation. The element functions to single out a particular object,
though it may fail to refer. This event is necessary for singular perceptual reference
to a particular object. The event is the application of ability-general, semantically
general, syntactically general perceptual contents—perceptual attributives. The con-

6



text-bound contents that mark applications always combine with ability-general rep-
resentations in marking representational states, They are, however, a fundamentally
different type of representational content. They are individuated in terms of speci-
fic occurrent perceptual events.

The representation that marks an application is, 1 think, best taken to be an
abstraction tied for its identity to occurrent evenis. The representation can mark a
memory of a perception. The representation or representational content can mark
a mental file, or even an ¢lement in an interpersonal chain of thought. Such abil-
ity-particular representations are still individuated ultimately in terms of a partic-
ular, specific token act (or acts) or event (events). They are not individuated in
terms of general abilities or freely repeatable patterns. All instances of such a rep-
resentation must be individuatively tied by memory or interlocution to some par-
ticular act(s) or event(s). The states marked by the representation are thus not freely
repeatable. Such token-individuated representations in thought are expressed by
particular token uses of demonstratives like “that,” and by pronomial occurrences
taking such tokens as antecedents. As noted, analogs of such demonstrative-appli-
cations occur in perception.™

Token-individuated singular representation in perception and belief must be dif-
ferentiated when referents are actually different. Different actual referents require dif-
ferent applications. Similarly, an application with a referent and one without a referent
must be distinguished. In the first place, certain ordinary explanations of the partic-
ularities of events may use the distinction. These are mostly not the general explana-
tions of perceptual psychology. They are, of course, often equally legitimate. In the
second place, semantical evaluations differ. One perception or belief may be veridical
(or true} while the other is not. The truth or veridicality conditions must differ.

Such token-individuated context-bound singular representations can differ
even when the referent does not vary. As noted, this situation may occur in certain
tracking situations or in reidentifications—either in perception or in empirical
belief. The difference in application-representation occurs if there is a psychologi-
cally relevant, logical possibility that the individual might have been mistaken in
taking the object to have remained the same.

Nothing in the singular token-application specifies the object, or has a nature
that is specific to that object, although the token application is guided by semanti-
cally general perceptual or conceptual representational contents. In perception
these general, guiding representations never uniquely determine an object in such
a way as to guarantee its uniqueness in the world.

Perceptual reference that fails (and produces illusions) can no more be assim-
ilated to purely descriptive, context-free reference than can successful perceptual
reference. Yet, clearly, the cognitive context of different failures of perceptual refer-
ence must be differentiated. The differences have semantical relevance and can bear
on explanations of particular events. In this sense, individuation of applications is
not dependent on there being a referent.

Recognition of the fallibility of any given perceptual token application supports
non-object-dependent individuation of application tokens that in fact succeed in
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referring. | discussed this fallibility in section V1. The fallibility lies not in our
capacity to identify which perceptual state we are in, as disjunctivists aver, but in
our perceptual capacities. One could have been in the same mental state type and
engaged in the same application, even if a duplicate object had triggered the appli-
cation—or if the application had failed to refer. One's perceptual system would
have produced the same state types and, by one reasonable method of individua-
tion, the same application token—in relevant counterfactual cases. What is crucial
is to distinguish applications that actually apply to different objects, and those that
succeed from those that fail to apply.™

The nature or essence of the token-individuated representation is not tied
tor the referred-to particular in the same way that the nature or essence of a type-
individuated representation is tied to the type ( property, relation, or what not) that
it is representationally tied to. The concept fomate can be veridically applied only
to tomatoes. The percept green can only be veridically applied to green things or
areas or color instances. The same token-individuated application event could have
been a response to a different individual object.” No psychological law differenti-
ates the cases. Imperfect sensitivity to possible illusions or duplicate substitutions
is the nature of our condition.

For reasons just given, some empirical applications should be individuated in
a way that leaves them independent for their identities from whatever object they
in fact refer to. Such applications are not object-dependent. Individuation of rep-
resentational tokens as well as types is aimed at accounting for fallible ability and
limited perspective. I qualify this point in three ways.

First, some singular representational contents, including some applications, are
certainly object-dependent. Singular concepts expressed by numerals are individ-
uated in such a way that their referents, the numbers, are essential to their identi-
ties. Singular applications of the first-person concept and perhaps applications of
certain other indexicals are also thus individuated.

Second, the non-object-dependent individuation of ordinary applications in
perception and empirical thought does not exclude a narrower form of individua-
tion that is object-dependent. There may be explanatory purposes that warrant
postulation of applications that are individuated in a finer-grained, object-dependent
way. It is just that our understanding of psychological ability, including fallibility,
and many psychological explanations are best served by individuating applications
in ways that make the referent of applications dependent on contextual matters that
go beyond the essence and identity of the psychological act or occurrence. The
main laws of the psychology of vision are couched in terms of ability-general rep-
resentations. Those laws are neutral as to whether applications are object-dependent
or not. My contention is that further considerations argue for a form of individu-
ation that is not object-dependent, and that no good reason has ever been given for
holding that all empirical applications are object-dependent in their individuation
conditions,
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Third, the primary error of disjunctivism is independent of how to individu-
ate ability-particular, occurrence-based representations. The primary error is the
claim that there is no explanatorily relevant perceptual or perceptual-belief rype
common among cases of perceiving an object, perceiving a contextually indiscern-
ible duplicate, and having a perceptually indiscernible referential illusion. There are
explanatorily relevant psychological states in common among these three types of
cases, The best explanations that we have center on states that are common in their
ability-general aspects. Token differences among the states do not affect their same-
ness of type in this sense, This error is abetted by failure to distinguish the two types
of representation. Error could have been avoided by reflection on the Proximality
Principle and on psychological explanation.

To summarize: psychological explanation, semantical reflection, and consider-
ation of the fallible and perspectival character of our abilities motivate a distinction
between two fundamental kinds of representational content.

One kind marks general abilities. These are the abilities that psychology pri-
marily attempts to provide explanations of. Perceptions that derive from registra-
tions of the same type of light array and other proximal and internal input, given a
fixed antecedent psychological set, vield type-identical perceptual states and percep-
tual representations. These identities hold even though the proximal input might
be produced by different perceived duplicate objects or by no objects at all.

The other kind marks contextual occurrences. Different instantiations of a per-
ceptual state or belief which have different referents, or which fail to refer, are marked
by different representational contents containing different token-individuated rep-
resentations. These representations mark different applications with different
semantical or referential relations to particulars.™

Perceptual anti-individualism is fundamentally about the way general repre-
sentational abilities and states are individuated. Patterns of causal interaction in the
individual’s or species’ history are essential for fixing the nature of types of repre-
sentational states. When one considers representational elements that are individ-
uated in terms of particular token events of interaction, one must not lump them
together with pattern-based individuation of representational types.

Anti-individualistic individuation is present even for token-individuated rep-
resentations (and hence token-individuated aspects of representational states). If
different particulars are acrually referred to, the token applications that do the refer-
ring must be differentiated. If one application actually has a referent and one fails
to have one, the applications must be differentiated.

Why are applications individuated in a token-oriented way? It is because they
mark the individuality of an encounter. The psychological elements in the encounter
that are subject to lawful patterns are the elements marked by ability-general rep-
resentations. From the point of view of understanding patterns of use of available
information by perceivers and their perceptual systems, whether an object or its
duplicate is perceived on any given occasion is accidental. Similarly, insensitivity to
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certain referential illusions is simply part of the limitedness of the individual’s per-
spective.”™ Veridicality remains primary in the individuation of the state types.
Those psychological state types do not, however, guarantee veridicality or even ref-
erence in all contexts and all instances.

Differences among applications mark contextual particularitics. Referential
success or failure—veridicality or illusion—can depend on the individuality of the
contextual encounter, Applications do not, in general, correlate with law-like rela-
tions or types of ability in interacting with the environment. There is a place for the
individual, for the sheerly contextual, in the function of perception and perceptual
belief—and through them, much of the rest of our cognitive systems. Along this
distinction between occurrent and pattern-based individuation runs a central
divide between two kinds of representation, and two aspects of perception.

APPENDIX: CRITICISM OF VIEWS THAT
ADVOCATE OR ENTAIL DISJUNCTIVISM

| said in section V that disjunctivist views are often motived by rejection of the veil-
of-ideas view of perception. Nearly all serious theories now hold, and should hold,
that the objects of perception are not ideas or percepis. They are ordinary physical
objects and properties. Still, rejection of this outdated picture motivates many dis-
junctivists.* The transition from rejection of the picture 1o embracing disjunc-
tivism is not cogently supported. In the early versions of disjunctivism, opposing
views were sometimes simply assumed to hold that the primary objects of percep-
tion are mental items. More recent versions are still often influenced by residues of
this assumption. [ believe that rejecting veil-of-ideas views gives no support to dis-
junctivism, whatever.

There are two main varieties of disjunctivism—iwo views that entail disjunc-
tivism. One, with the older pedigree, is naive realism. Naive realism holds that in
veridical perception, there is no representational content of the perceptual state. The
only “content” is the entity or entities that are perceived. These are normally phys-
ical objects or properties. They are not representational. Often metaphors are
invoked: It is said with fervor that no representations lie “between” the perceiver
and the objects seen. On the direct realist view, seeing is supposed to involve noth-
ing more than a simple relation between the perceiver and the object seen—full
stop. The relata of the relation are purely the perceiver and the objects or proper-
ties that are seen. The perceiver’s perceptual “state” consists purely in this relation.
In the case of perceptual illusions, there is some state that is phenomenally indis-
cernible from seeing, but counts as a different state. Perceptions of different, con-
textually indiscernible individuals constitute different states, since their relata are
different.



The key disjunctivist claim entailed by naive realism is negative: No specific
explanatorily significant state is common between the different perceptions in the
three cases: the case of perceiving object a, the case of perceiving contextually indis-
cernible object b, and the case of having a referential perceptual illusion which is
for the perceiver phenomenally indiscernible from the two preceding cases.

As indicated, this view is empirically untenable. It is incompatible with a mas-
sive amount of empirical evidence central to the scientific study of perception. In
fact, disjunctivism is incompatible with the methodology of the science, a method-
ology that is empirically well supported.

The claim distinctive of naive realism is unacceptable on further grounds.
Representational contents are perspectival ways of perceiving. They mark the per-
spective on objects or properties that the perceiver has in a perceptual state. Direct
realism underplays the fact that in human and animal perception, every perceptual
reference to any particular object or property—to any perceptual object—is from
a partial representational perspective. Veridical perceptual states, like non-veridical
ones, have a representational content that marks a perspectival ability, and a way of
indicating the physical object or property perceived from a perspective. An account
of perception that is true to the perspectival nature of perceptual ability must type-
identify perceptions not merely in terms of the objects and propertics perceived but
in terms of partial perspectival ways of perceiving them. Any physical object or
property can be perceived from different perspectives—spatial angles, spatial or
temporal frameworks, modes of perception colored by the perceptual apparatus,
perspectives that have ego-related implications, perspectives that are unified in per-
ceptual constancies. States with different perspectives on the same object or prop-
erty are different states.

As argued in section 11, representational contents bear a many-one relation to
any item perceived. Every visual referent is seen in some perspectival way. The
account of perceptual constancy, which | believe is central to our understanding of
perception, presupposes the existence of a difference between the way an individual
or property is perceptually represented and the individual or property itself. The
direct-realist position is not only empirically untenable. 1 think that it postulates an
impossible state of affairs.

The other main view that entails disjunctivism differs from naive realism in
maintaining that in all cases of perception of a particular—and perceptual belief suc-
cessfully about a particular—, there is a representational content that indicates the
particular perceived. Perception is perspectival on this view. But perceptions and
beliefs are individuated in such a way as to be “object-dependent.” Any possible or
actual difference in the particular that is perceived or perceptually belicved-about
entails a difference in representational content. This set of views does not yet entail
disjunctivism, Disjunctivism follows only when a further claim is added. This is the
claim that the representational contents in the different cases help individuate dif-
ferent perceptual or belief state fypes, and that there is no explanatorily relevant
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percepiual or belief state fype in common among the three cases. Proponents of the
view make this claim. | will discuss both sorts of disjunctivism,

SMNOWHIM

Paul Snowdon puts forward two principles that are supposed to support a disjunc-
tivist view: (1) If an individual observer O sees a physical entity E and E is of a cer-
tain kind F, then there is some object to which O is so related that if he were to
demonstratively identify it as an F the judgment would be correct. (2) If O sees
public objects in a scene and O is not at that time having after-images, a partial hal-
lucination, or the like, then a set of true identificatory demonstrative judgments
about those public objects contains all the true demonstrative judgments one could
have made, at that time, on the basis of current visual experience.

Snowdon appears to take "on the basis of current visual experience” to mean
“on the basis of current visual experience without any background information.”
He does not explain “on the basis of.” Snowdon takes these two principles to sup-
port disjunctivism. !

First, some preliminary remarks, | think that the concentration on after-images
and hallucination is misleading. After-images are not obviously perceptual states.
They do not function to refer to an object in the environment presently causing the
state, as perceptions do. The psychological system does not employ after-images as
it does perceptual states. Genuine hallucinations are also not obviously perceptual
states, They are not the products of full operations of the perceptual system, Hallu-
cinations caused by tickling the brain, or by internal pathology, are not clearly a
perceptual state. They could be confused with one—as a memory could be con-
fused with one.

The issue is whether or not perceptual referential illusions can be type-identi-
cal with veridical perceptions. Paradigmatic cases are products of the perceptual
system, stimulated by light arrays.

Snowdon’s two premises do not entail disjunctivism. Snowdon never makes
clear how they are supposed to support his conclusion. The strategy seems to be to
show that in normal vision there are no true identificatory demonstrative judg-
ments to be made about anything else besides public objects, and that this point
indicates that in normal vision there is only the visual relation to the public object.

The second premise is dubious on two counts. First, animals incapable of judg-
ment can certainly see public objects. Why should identihcatory judgments be rel-
evanlt 1o the nature of their seeings? Let us waive this issue, Second, adult humans
with relevant concepts of perceptual states can make demonstrative reference to
their perceptual states in both veridical and non-veridical visual perception.
Whether they can do so “on the basis of current visual experience” alone, as
opposed to the visual experience together with background knowledge about the
existence and structure of perceptual experiences, scems to me irrelevant 1o the
question whether there is a perceptual state with a perceptual representational con-
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tent. If (2] is false, it does not aid any argument. If (2} is true, it is true only because
one cannot know of the existence and structure of perceptual states without back-
ground information beyond what is available in current experience. In that case
also, (1) does nothing to aid disjunctivism. For the sake of argument, | grant both
premises. Yet we should reject the conclusion. We have empirical reason, beyond
untutored introspection, to acknowledge representational state types common to
veridical and referentially illusional cases.

Snowdon does not provide an argument for disjunctivism. The considerations
that he raises either fall far short of the conclusion, or they are tantamount to beg-
ging the question.

MCDOWELL

John McDowell propounds a specific version of disjunctivism.* On this version,
successful perceptual states always involve representational content that refers 1o
the object being perceived. This commitment of the view seems to me correct. Yet,
in accord with disjunctivism, the view maintains that any actual or counterfactual
difference in the particulars referred to, or any difference between reference and
failure of reference, would necessarily involve a difference in perceptual represen-
tation fype and perceptual state fype—a difference in the narure of the state,

In supporting these points, McDowell holds that if an individual’s array of per-
ceptual representational states, his perceptual subjectivity, were “exactly as it is how-
ever things stood outside it,” experience would be “blank”or “dark,” instead of
“revelatory of the world we live in.""

This formulation may appear only to oppose any individualist view that holds
that the natures of representational states are completely independent of the envi-
ronment that is represented. | agree, of course, that such an individualist view can-
not make sense of reference to the environment. To be a specific kind of perceptual
representational state is to be a state whose nature is essentially associated with
types of objects and properties in the environment. Perceptual states could not be
what they are if the environment had not been a certain way.

Although the rhetoric may suggest merely this salutary point, the exposition
that follows goes much further. McDowell holds that any non-disjunctivist view
would leave experience “dark.” I can find no argument in the relevant passages that
reference would be problematic from the subject’s point of view, and that experi-
ence would be “dark” or “blank,” if an explanatorily significant kind or type of rep-
resentational state were acknowledged 1o be common among the different possible
perceptual cases, These consequences are not entailed by the denial of disjunc-
tivism, No intervening premises that suffice to entail the conclusion, or even make
it more plausible, are stated.*!

McDowell does give an argument for a different but related conclusion. He
claims that as long as it is assumed that the contextual presence of a particular
object determines it as the object of a thought and that this presence “cannot enter
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into the thought's intentional nafure, it follows that the thought's intentional rature
is insufficient to determine which object it is that makes the subject’s thinking true
or false, and consequently insufficient to determine what it is that the subject
thinks.™*

The assumption that intentional (representational) content is exhausted by
intentional natures is one of the fundamental issues here. This assumption appears
to neglect the distinction between pattern-based and occurrence-based aspects of
psychological states. The former fix the natures or basic types of the states. The lat-
ter concern token aspects of psychological states that are not fixed by psychologi-
cal nature and law. The intentional natures of states are not sufficient to determine
what the subject thinks.

If one expands “intentional nature,” somewhat unnaturally, to include occur-
rence-based aspects of psychological states, then McDowell's argument still cannot
yield disjunctivism. Such a notion of nature allows an obvious sense in which the
purportedly "disjunctive” states are of the same explanatory kind. This point is
independent of whether the occurrence-based aspects are individuated in an object-
based way. As indicated in section VII, there are reasons to think that such occur-
rence-based aspects (applications) cannot be individuated only in an object-based
way.

McDowell may be assuming in this passage that his opposition supplies abso-
lutely no singular representation to the representational content. Although some
philosophers have made this mistake, there is nothing in the denial of disjunc-
tivism to force it. The move from the assumption that a view does not allow a par-
ticular to enter into the thought's intentional narure to the claim that the view
cannot determine what it is that the subject thinks would be a non-sequitur.
McDowell is, [ believe, correct in claiming that the thought's intentional nature—
its representational state type—would be insufficient to determine what the
thinker thinks. But this is not the point at issue.

What needs to be shown is that if particular objects do not determine the
intentional mature of a thought, then what a thinker thinks—and what particular
objects he thinks about—cannot be determined. The cited argument does not show
this. I think that it cannot be shown.

Sometimes reference depends partly on contextual application or singular ele-
ments rather than entirely on representational nature. That is, reference depends
on token application of demonstrative forms. What the subject thinks ineliminably
involves singular representations that mark token applications (not intentional
natures or general representational abilities) whose identity is fixed by the context.
They need not be fixed by the particular object itself. They are commonly fixed as the
token applications that in fact occur. In veridical perceptual cases, these applications
are the unigque applications causally and relevantly related to the objects. These appli-
cations are of course associated with and guided by perceptual or conceptual
“natures"—representational types or kinds. The natures are not always marked by
the full representational content. And they do not sufhce to specify, for semantical or
epistemic purposes, the individual’s thought or perception by themselves.*



Thus McDowell’s argument has a significant gap. McDowell gives no reason
why a thought or perception’s intentional (representational ) nature must determine
the object it is about. He gives no reason why such a nature must fully determine
what an individual thinks or perceives. The relevant types of thought and percep-
tion seem to determine objects by contextual or indexical clements. These elements’
referential success depends on aspects of the context, not on the nature of the rep-
resentational state alone. Such contextual elements play an ineliminable role in
determining what the subject thinks and what the subject’s psychological state is.
What an individual thinks includes occurrently marked intentional acts, as well as
representational types or natures. Representational types or natures guide these
acts, but do not fix their reference.

One can individuate representational states for a variety of explanatory pur-
poses. One explanatory purpose relevant to understanding the nature and individ-
uation of representational states is o understand human (and other animal) freely
repeatable representational abilities. Some of our perceptual abilities, hence repre-
sentation types that mark them, can be insensitive to context-dependent, occurrent
differences, while still being dependent for their natures on general formative and
constitutive relations to the environment. As we have seen, empirical science takes
the same view, for more specific explanatory reasons.

Insensitivity to illusion or switch in special abrnorrmal cases hardly entails ubiq-
uitous “darkness™ or lack of thought with a determinate referential content and a
determinate referent. An understanding of the dependence of perception and per-
ceptual knowledge on fallible states, contextual referential devices, and contingent
causal relations to the environment is simply part of understanding our limitations.
It is part of understanding our dependence on the world for even our surest per-
ceptual contact with it, and our surest perceptual knowledge. There is nothing in
the nature or type of a representational perspective that guarantees that our repre-
sentational kinds or our perceptual-state kinds vary with these sorts of occurrent
environmental vanations,

Nor do anti-individualist arguments that derive from my work demand such
a guarantee, In fact, what we know about how perceptual state types are formed
from proximal stimulations requires that some perceptual states not vary with pos-
sible environmental variations of these sorts.*

In further writing, motivated by commitment to disjunctivism, McDowell tries
tor cordon off psychology as irrelevant to understanding the nature and form of an
individual’s perceptual states.*® [ think that this attempt is no more successful than
the support offered in favor of the view.

MeDowell maintains that there are two compatible but entirely different
accounts associated with perception. One is an account of the individual’s percep-
tion. The other is an account of information processing by the individual's subsys-
tems that makes perception possible. The first is supposed to be that of common
sense and Gibson's ecological approach to perception. The second is supposed 1o
be that of the cognitive psychology of perception. The first view attributes “real”
representational content. The second’s attribution of representational content is
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claimed to be “non-literal™ and “irreducibly metaphorical.” It is supposed to describe
systems “as if " they processed representational content, This practice is supposed
to be instrumentally “useful.” It is supposed o address a “genuine explanatory
need,” that of explaining what enables animals to represent the world in the gen-
uine, literal way that the first account attributes.

This explanation of causal enabling conditions is contrasted with a “constitu-
tive” explanation. McDowell seems to mean by this contrast at least that the second
account is not a literal account of perception, only a metaphorical account of the
causal enabling conditions for perception. He claims that the account in terms of
sub-individual {modular) information processing “cannot adequately characterize
what its sensory systems are for the animal . . . namely, modes of sensitivity or
openness to features of the environment—not processors of information, but col-
lectors of it.™

There is, of course, a distinction between what is attributed to an individual
and what is attributed to the individual’s subsystems, That is the point of attribut-
ing irremediable unconsciousness and modularity to aspects of the perceptual
system. Mere registrations and the events of processing registrations and represen-
tations in the visual system are not acts by the individual. And they are not avail-
able to the individual’s consciousness.

Still, many perceptual representations of features of the environment are not
only processed by the perceptual system. They are available and attributable to the
individual. They are aspects of the individual’s perception of the world. They are
often conscious. And they are used directly by the individual in carrying out action
(sometimes including thought). It is simply a mistake to hold that none of the per-
ceptions processed in a perceptual system are perceptions by an individual. The test
procedures and the general explanatory objectives of empirical psychology presup-
pose the contrary. If the individual is conscious, many perceptual representations
attributed by the psychology to its perceptual system will commonly be conscious
for the individual

The psychology of perception centers on explaining perception, as ordinarily
conceived. It does not merely explain enabling conditions of perception in some-
thing like the way neuro-physiology explains the underlying neural enabling con-
ditions for perception. Perceptual psychology, strange to have to say it, theorizes
about perceprion. It is about perception and gives law-like generalizations govern-
ing (among other things) relations among perceptions. Its methodology depends
on attributing to the individual perceptions that are integrated in the individual’s
perceiving and in the individial’s carrying out his, her, or its basic activities,

Perceptual psychology as it now stands does not attempt to give a complete
theory of the essence of all perceptual states. For example, it is possible that con-
sciousness is an aspect of the essence of some perceptual states. (It is almost surely,
however, not an essential feature of all perception.) The psychological theories that
I have discussed do not attempt to explain consciousness. There is, currently, no sci-
entific theory of consciousness. Still, the theories do explain a “constitutive™ aspect



of perception—the structures, kinds, and laws involved in perceiving the physical
environment., Their explanations appeal to representational states and contents that
are states of both the perceptual system and the individual.

Moreover, Gibson's theory is in empirical competition with representational
cognitive psychology, not a separate theory about a different subject matter. The
anti-representationalist aspects of Gibson's theory have been empirically defeated.
(CL. note 21.} All sides in psychology agree that the subject matter of visual psychol-
ogy is the individual’s vision. Attribution of psychologically relevant events and
representational contents, including some that are attributable only to relatively
modular subsystems, are part of an account of what is "constitutively” involved in
the individual's seeing objects and properties in the environment. {See the first
point in section [V.)

What support does McDowell offer for denying that the empirical psychology
of vision explains what is (empirically but “constitutively™) involved in the individ-
ual’s visual perception? What support is offered for the claim that the attribution
of representational content to the perceptual system is "irreducibly metaphorical™?
Argument is needed. For these positions oppose the intent, practice, and resulis of
empirical psychology. The appeal to representational content is not a metaphor in
perceptual psychology. (CF. section III). Its subject matter is animal and human
vision, not merely some set of enabling conditions that are not themselves percep-
tual states, capacities, or processes. The psychological theory of vision is not a the-
ory of something else besides vision.

Let me quote the crucial part of McDowell's discussion that is supposed
tor establish his radical theses. This passage purports to support the view that
attribution of representational content in empirical psychology is “irreducibly
metaphorical”:

What the frog's eyes do for the frog is to put it in touch with moving
specks in its spatial environment . . . From the frog's point of view, its
eves enable it simply to pick up the fact that there is a moving speck
(with luck, a bug) out there, From the point of view of the frog’s ‘motor
control’ (to speak in terms of the “sub-personal” metaphor), the presence
out there of a moving speck is rather (at maost) the best hypothesis the . ..
whole system . . . can come up with in order to account for the input of
light {what is in fact light, though the system does not even know this
much) to the eves, If all goes well, the frog is in direct touch with a fea-
ture of its external environment; the internal information-processing
system is in direct touch only with structural properties of the immedi-
ate inputs to it—which, in the metaphor, it interprets as clues to the
nature of the external environment. (Of course the frog does no such
thing,)

What could an internal information-processing device really tell an
animal? . . . What could an information-processing device really tell any-
thirng {including another component in a sub-personal or *sub-personal’
informational system)? It is essential to realize that the answer to this
question can be, in fact is, “Nothing', without the slightest threat being

47



posed to the utility, or even the theoretical indispensability, of cognitive
SCICTOC.

A sub-personal or ‘sub-personal’ informational system is a physical
mechanism, connected to its surroundings by transducers that convert
phyvsical impacts from outside into events of the sort that the system can
work on, and perhaps by transducers that convert the system’s end-
products into physical interventions in the exterior. The system knows
nothing even about the character of the immediate physical impacts on
the input transducers . ., let alone about the nature and layout of the
distal environment. The operations of the system are determined by
structures exemplified in the initial contributions of the transducers,
and in intermediate events and states in the system, which have no
meaning for the system. In short, in Dennett's . . . memorable and
exactly right phrase, the svstem is a symtactic engine, not a semantic
engine. The same goes for its pans.™

| can identity no clear argument here. This is the only passage that purports 1o
support the claim that psychological explanation is metaphorical and instrumen-
talist. The ideas that the animal’s perceptual subsystem makes hypotheses, tells the
animal or other parts of a subsystem something, and interprets clues are themselves
metaphors from the point of the view of the ordinary wnderstanding of the psycholog-
rcal theory. Here they seem to have misled. It is part of the modular theory that sub-
systems know nothing and say nothing, They are systems of processing registrations
and perceptions according to principles. Any argument to the conclusion that psy-
chological theory is metaphorical from a premise that it rests on the metaphors of
telling and interpreting would rest on serious misunderstanding of the theory.™

As [ have explained in section 111, the principles that govern the formation of
representations are not hypotheses represented in or by the psychological system,
though they are formally similar to hypotheses. The registrations of light arrays are
not representations, much less evidence, for the perceiver. The transformations
within the perceptual system are not, in the sense 1 explained, inferences. The rep-
resentational content in a perceptual system and by a perceiver depends on the way
it is employed. It depends on the role of perceptual states in the practical activities
of the animal, and on the (perspectival) relations that these states and activitics bear
to the physical environment.

The system, not the animal, registers light arrays and does not perceptually rep-
resent them. Registrations are not perceptions. There is a series of transformations
of such registrations. These transformations occur in the perceptual system and are
not activities by the perceiver, The transformations are in accord with general prin-
ciples, but the system does not represent these principles. The transformations issue
in perspectival representations that are distinctive in representing objective features
of the environment. These are perceptual representations, not mere information-
carrying registrations. Some large subset of these perceptual representations are
attributable to the perceiver as well as to the perceptual system. Some significant
subset of these perceptual representations are accessible to consciousness in human
beings. The principles that govern the transformations have the effect of providing
a reliable bu fallible connection between light registration and distal causes in the
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environment whose discernment is directly relevant to the animal’s basic activities.

Perceptual representations are perspectives on the physical entities that they
represent. They mark, or are aspects of kinds of, the individual’s perspectival abili-
ties with respect to the environmental entities, types and tokens, that they repre-
sent. Neither the registrations nor the representations are themselves objects for the
animal or its perceptual system. The perceiver perceives only environmental objects
and properties, in ways marked by perceptual representations.

McDowell claims that the frog is in "direct touch” with its environment, but
that the internal information-processing system is in direct touch only with struc-
tural properties of the immediate inputs to it. I believe that this claim introduces
another false contrast.

McDowell does not explain his use of “direct touch.” In section V, | explicated
two notions of directness—referential directness and non-inferential directness.
The referential relations between the perceptual system’s representations and the
environment do not go by way of representing anything else. So both the animal
and the representational states in its perceptual system perceptually refer to the
environment “directly” in this sense, Both the perceiver’s perception and the percep-
tual system's perceptual representations are the causal products of a series of trans-
formations that are described by perceptual psychology. The referential “directness”
of both the animal’s perception and the perceptual system’s perceptual representa-
tions is dependent on a series of transformations, under principles that have the
effect of hypotheses, that convert the proximal stimulus arrays into perceptions.

For the reasons 1 explained, the transformations are best not counted infer-
ences, in the sense that most philosophers use this term. The perceptual system is
no less non-inferentially direct in its representations of the environment than the
animal is. The primary difference between perceiver and system is that the trans-
formations are activities attributable only to the perceptual system, not to the per-
ceiver. The system transtorms registrations into perceptions through a series of
stages. The animal does no such thing. So the perceiver's perceptual representa-
tions—though they are also products of the perceptual system—are not the result
of the perceiver's activities, only the results of his perceptual system’s transforma-
tions. In this weak sense, the perceiver’s representations are (relative to the per-
ceiver’s activities) transformationally null (“direct™), whereas (relative to the
perceptual system’s transactions) they are transformationally complex {“indirect”?).

The claim that the frog is in “direct” perceptual "touch” with the environment,
but the subsystem is not, seems to me fundamentally mistaken. Both the frog’s per-
ceptions and {what are in relevant cases the same) the perceptions generated by the
frog's perceptual system are representationally direct. Moreover, both are generated
by a causal chain that runs from distal object to proximal stimulations through
transformations by the system.

There is no basis for construing the representational features of cognitive psy-
chology, which are fundamental to its explanations, in a non-realist, metaphorical
way. There is no ground for taking the subject matter of perceptual psychology to
be different from its declared subject matter—perception.*
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The perceptual system, including its subpersonal aspects, is a psychological sys-
tem, It works in relatively “mechanical” ways, lis relation to physical mechanism is
open to inguiry. The perceptual system cannot be described in purely syntactic
terms if it is to figure in fully adequate psvchological explanation of perception. The
vast preponderance of successful—including rigorous—explanation in perceprual
psychology invokes representations and representational content. I see no sense in
which the perceptual system is merely a “syntactic engine.” The same goes for the per-
ceptual states—including those shared by the perceptual system with the perceiver.

The claim that the theory answers an “enabling” question about the individ-
ual’s perception rather than a “constitutive” one is not clarified or supported. Taken
as it appears to be meant, it is opposed to the aims of the empirical theory of vision.
The theory is intended to explain what literally goes on in perception, what percep-
tinn empirically consists in. It explains the empirically constitutive elements of, as
well as the causal processes that lead up o and include, perceptual states that are
unquestionably perceptions by the whole animal. These states are integral to the
network of states explained by the theory's fundamental principles. Many of the
representations and representational states attributed to the perceptual system (as
opposed to computational transformations of them, and the initial non-represen-
tational registrations) are equally perceptual representations or representational
states of or for the whole animal. For example, perceptions as of three-dimension-
ally shaped objects, and the motions and colors of these objects, are among the
representations processed by the perceptual system. They are equally the individ-
ual’s perceptual representations.™

The empirical psychology of vision is in the business of explaining the processes
involved in individuals’ perceptual representations of the physical environment.
McDowell has given no genuine argument for regarding psychological explanation
as non-literal. Similarly, he has given no argument for seeing it as concerned merely
with the transactions of a subsystem and not with the empirical nature of visual
perception by animals and humans, His claims about the science rest on a string of
misunderstandings that elementary familiarity with the science would have pre-
vented. The main principles of the science have been in place since Helmholtz. Its
maturation into a complex, well-established, and mathematicized body of knowl-
edge has been evident over the last thirty years. The science is about the laws of
visual perception, not about something else.

EVANS

Gareth Evans does not explicitly motivate disjunctivism by veil-of-ideas issues. He
focuses on considerations about reference and understanding, He holds that infor-
mation-based thoughts containing a demonstratively or indexically governed singu-
lar term a are individuated partly in terms of the referent of a. The object determines
the nature of the intentional content associated with a. According 1o Evans, where
there is no referent, there is no thought “in the strictest sense.” Similarly, where there



is no referent, there is no understanding of the use of the demonstrative—presum-
ably also in some “strictest sense.” Perceptual beliefs are paradigm cases of demon-
strative information-based thoughts. So on his view, there can be no perceptual beliel
type in common between an instance in which there is a perceptual object and an
instance in which there is a contextually indiscernible illusion of a perceptual object.

Evans never explains his “strictest sense.” Nor does he explain how this sense
connects to psychological explanation. Failures of reference do not obviate the need
to explain actions, inferences, beliefs, and desires. No theory of thought that con-
nects to explanation can allow thoughts to disappear merely because of failures of
reference, Evans’s claims here seem to me idiosyncratic and quaint,™

Evans makes two sorts of argument for this form of disjunctivism. One centers
on linguistic understanding. Evans maintains (1) that idioms that attribute singu-
lar reference in perceptual belief, and perhaps even all ordinary cognitive idioms,
“have their home in the activity of interpreting, or making sense of, the speech of
others.”” He then maintains (2) that to understand a singular term intended to
invoke identifying information, one must believe that there is something to which
the term refers. For, he claims, to justify understanding of an utterance of the form
That G is F, one must justify a belief that the speaker is referring to some object a.
He holds (3) that if one does understand such an utterance, one’s belief that the
speaker is successtully referring to the designated object must be true. For he thinks
(4) that understanding an utterance is constituted by knowing some proposition to
be true, and he holds that (2} entails that the only such proposition knowledge of
whose truth could constitute understanding is the proposition that the speaker suc-
cessfully refers (to the specific object). He concludes (5) that utterances that con-
tain singular terms intended to invoke identifying information but which fail to
secure a referent cannot be understood. From (5] and (1) he infers {6) that no
thought involving an indexical or demonstrative singular element can fail to have
a referent. Lack of referent entails lack of thought.*

This conclusion, together with the view that a particular object helps individ-
uate perceptual belief states, entails disjunctivism.

| believe that every one of this argument’s four premises is mistaken—and
three of them clearly so. As regards (1): There is perhaps some sense in which cog-
nitive linguistic idioms are first used in understanding other people through their
speech. But it is unacceptable to assume, as Evans frequently does, that understand-
ing speech is the central issue in giving an account of the nature of perception and
perceptual belief. The assumption is out of touch with the empirical study of per-
ception, The account of perception in non-linguistic animals and human infants is
distorted if linguistic paradigms dominate the account, Since perceptual belief is
dependent on perception, such an assumption will also distort the account of per-
ceptual belief. Even cursory consideration of psvchological accounts of these matters
shows how far Evans's view is from the natural and normal methodology of the psy-
chology of perception and perceptual belief. The mistake in step (1) is fundamental
and renders the rest of the argument largely irrelevant. [ shall discuss it anyway.
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Evans offers no argument for (2). He defends it only by claiming that he can-
not se¢ that in the absence of a common referent, understanding could occur. He
thinks that having a demonstrative relation to the same referent is necessary and
sufficient for communication, [ think that {2} is clearly mistaken.

Relying on a referent is neither necessary nor sufficient for communication in the
relevant cases.™ First, the sufficiency claim. If two people have a common demon-
strative referent, but have no idea that it is common, then communication may fail.
What is needed in cases of a common referent seen from different perspectives is
some ability to identify and track the other person’s application and attributive
perspective, even if one has different perspectives on a referent. Or one may make
connection to a common historical file. Communication can succeed when commu-
nicants’ files are connected and communicants capitalize on this connection.

Having a common referent is not only not sufficient for communication. It is
not necessary either. Communication can succeed in the absence of a referent. An
ophthalmologist who creates illusions of objects to check a patient’s sight can
understand the patient’s utterance “that red dot on the screen is larger than that
green one —even if the appearance of a red dot is produced by reflecting light in
an abnormal way onto the retina. The patient’s expression “that red dot on the
screen” clearly fails 1o refer; it is demonstrative-governed, as opposed to purely
descriptive. By noting the patient’s standpoint and the causes of reference failure,
the doctor can understand the patient’s utterance.

Or to take a case that Evans mentions—but fails to give an acceptable account
of: A community could be in the grip of a belief in a particular named witch, which
is not identified with any actual human being. The community shares a name pur-
portedly of the witch, and sometimes engages in purported demonstrative identi-
fication. Some claim to have seen her or at least her immediate effects (rustling in
the bushes, for example). They use demonstratives “that witch” or “that witch in the
bushes” in having those experiences and in telling about them. A mythology grows
around her. Members of the community share overlapping parts of this lore and
communicate about her. Even lacking individuating descriptions, members of the
community can understand one another by all normal criteria for understanding—
even though there is no object referred to.*

Even belief in a referent is not necessary for successful communication. Neither
the ophthalmologist nor anthropologist sceptics who join the witch-crazed com-
munity need believe in a referent to understand sentences or thoughts involving use
of the relevant demonstratives. In fact, we can imagine a case in which an individ-
ual is given—perhaps by a psychologist—illusions at some times, but is successful
in referring (given indiscernible experiences) at other times. The individual comes
to be apprised of the situation. The individual can carry on his identifving usage,
but come to be agnostic about whether any given use of the demonstrative suc-
ceeds. | see no reason to think that the individual must fail to understand his own
uses or fail to comprehend his own thoughts,
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To understand an application of a demonstrative that fails to have a referent,
it is enough to track the historical or perceptual file by relating token demonstra-
tive applications to a single causally connected contextual network. This ability
depends on competence with demonstratives and with one’s own standpoint. It
does not depend on successful reference, or even on belief in successful reference.
In the case of understanding others, it requires some appreciation of others’ stand-
points, One need not share the others’ standpoint or perspective,® *

The foregoing considerations undermine premises (2) and (3). Evans’s assump-
tions (2} and (3) are elaborations of his view that understanding deictic demon-
strative uses requires knowing which object is referred to. He understood the view
as requiring the existence of an object referred to. So understood, the principle is
mistaken in light of the sort of considerations just discussed.

The idea that understanding by itself entails or guarantees reference or knowl-
edge seems 1o me to be correct only in application to certain self-evident proposi-
tions. Understanding 2 + 2 = 4 may yield knowledge of its truth and may entail
successful reference to the numbers. Understanding an occurrence of one’s own
thinking of the cogite guarantees knowledge of its truth and a reference for the
occurrence of [ Understanding ordinary uses of demonstratives in empirical con-
texts cannot tenably be claimed to entail successful reference.

I turn from premises (2) and (3) to premise {(4). Perhaps because it is more
abstract, premise (4) is not as obviously false as the other three. I believe contrary
to premise (4}, that linguistic understanding is not necessarily knowledge that a
proposition is true. [ believe that inferential capacities and capacities to apply terms
correctly in normal conditions are sufficient. 1 believe that at relative primitive
levels of language mastery, a language-understander might have the requisite infer-
ential and applicational capacities, but lack true beliefs that express that under-
standing. A child need not know propositions that formulate the correct inferences
that it can make. All the child’s relevant applications of terms may occur in abnor-
mal conditions, yielding perceptual illusions. The child's innate perceptual appara-
tus could enable it to understand basic empirical vocabulary even though it happens
to be brought up in abnormal conditions that lead to false belief. A child need not
know the Tarski biconditionals, since understanding does not require a mastery of
meta-concepts like truth, or concepts of thoughts or sentences. These are large
issues.™ | think that | need not discuss them further here, For the unsoundness of
the preceding premises already blocks Evans's argument to the independently unac-
ceptable conclusion that no thought involving a demonstrative singular element
can fail to have a referent.

Evans gives one argument for this conclusion that does not rely on a view
about linguistic understanding. He claims that we cannot coherently specify or have
a coherent idea of a demonstrative thought, or an indexical-based thought, absent a
referent.”® This argument avoids the problematic step (1). But it adds nothing to
steps (2} and (3) of the earlier argument. It is refuted in the same ways.



CAMPBELL

Jlohn Campbell maintains a view that entails disjunctivism. He follows Evans in
claiming that we can understand veridical demonstrative, perception-based psy-
chological states only by specifving them as essentially individuated in terms of the
physical objects that they refer 1o, He offers both positive arguments for the disjunc-
tivist view and criticism of relevant aspects of my view.™ The arguments centrally
concern understanding, justification, knowledge, and the validity of context-bound
argumentation. | will show that these arguments fail and then rebut the criticism.

Campbell maintains that any conception of perception-based reference that is
not disjunctivist, and does not appeal to psychological states individuated in ways
that are dependent on the particular object referred to, fails to explain certain
uncontroversial facts. He calls the view that he opposes “the common factor
approach.” He claims, for example, that this approach cannot allow experience “its
explanatory role: we cannot understand how experience, so conceived, could be
what provides us with our concepis of the objects around us.™ 1 believe that this
claim is not well supported or even clearly explained, and is in fact quite mistaken.
To deal with the complexity of Campbell’s discussion, | insert capital letters into the
quotations to mark points that I will comment on.

Campbell offers an argument against the view that "(A).. .the way in which the
object is given is independent of whether the object exists, and independent of
whether the subject is experiencing one or many similar objects.”™ The argument
goes as follows:

{B) the way in which you are given an object has to be what causes and
justifies the pattern of use that you make of the demonstrative. (C) But
for the way in which vou are given the object to justify the use thar you
make of the demonstrative, it really matters whether there is an abject
there at all, and if so, whether it is one or many. If, as on the Classical
View, ways of being given objects are to be individuated in terms of
which patterns of use they cause and justify, (D) then which way of
being given an object is in question is not something that is indifferent
as berween cases in which there are many, one, and no objects there at
all.*

Let us consider this argument. First, | want to clarify the notion of independ-
ence in the target (A}, so that it is a view that | hold. The way in which an object is
given in a perceptual belief is comprised of an ability-general representation and an
ability-particular representation that marks the believer’s contextual occurrent
application of the general representation. The occurrent application in successful
cases is linked to a causal effect of the perceived object. It is in that way dependent
on it. | have maintained that there are reasons to acknowledge a way of individuat-
ing perceptual applications that leave them, in their essential identities, independ-
ent of the object referred to or perceived. That is, the same application could have
been caused by another object or by processes that stemmed from no object. In that
way, the application is independent, for its identity, of the perceived object.™



As regards (B), | accept that the psychological state is what causes the pattern
of use that one makes of the demonstrative. | accept that the way in which one is
given the object (a way that marks the psychological state) plays a role in justifying,
or warranting, the pattern of use made of the demonstrative. This much seems triv-
ially true. 1 also accept that justification (or rather entitlement) attaches to the par-
ticular belief that is held.

Some qualifications of {B) are needed. The ability-particular or occurrence-
based representational element in a particular “way an object is given” is not essen-
tial to justifying the pattern of use. Another token could have been part of the same
pattern of justification {entitlement) and wse, if all else were equal. The representa-
tional kind or type that is part of the way an objeet is given is essential to the justi-
fication {entitlement) associated with the pattern of use.”

The key step in the argument is (C). The step is not meant to be precise. Insofar
as it is supposed o lead to the conclusion of the argument, it is mistaken. An indi-
vidual can be "justified"—epistemically entitled to his belief—whether or not an
object is there. Take an actual case where the believer is entitled to his belief, and
the belief is true. Then consider cases of indiscernible referential perceptual illu-
stons or indiscernible substitutions, where the believer has no basis for discerning
the difference. In such cases, other things equal, the believer remains entitled to his
beliet. The believer's being entitled derives from the same entitlement. Perceptual
entitlements attach to types of beliefs deriving from types of perceptual belief for-
mation, holding background information and other background circumstances
fixed. These types of belief formation derive from types of perception formation
and conceptualization. Perception formation relevant to warrant is individuated
independently of pariicilar successes or failures of perception.

Campbell may envisage some other conception of warrant, a factive kind. 1
believe that such a conception would make a mess of our understanding of war-
rant, justification, and rationality. What is relevant to the present context is that no
argument is given against the straightforward, well-known conception of warrant
{or justification) that my view and most “commeon factor” views rely upon.

The formulations of (C) and (D) suggest the same type-token conflation that
has affected so much other disjunctivist reasoning. It docs matter to justification
(entitlement) whether, as a matter of rule, there is an object there or not. As a type
of representational transaction, demonstrative reference is not “indifferent”™ as
between veridical and illusional perceptual states. Justification {entitlement) pre-
supposes a background of reliable, veridical perception in normal conditions.
Justification must be a good route to truth. Demonstrative perceptual reference pre-
supposes a background of successful reference and veridical perception. These are
matters of rule, pattern, kind, and type.”

Even the token act of application is not truly “indifferent”™ to whether there is
an object there or not. Iits function is to refer. It refers to the object that causes it.
Possible illusions or duplicates are not equally referred to. The identity or “essence”
of successful occurrent applications has not, however, been shown to entail the
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existence of the very object referred to. And some ordinary and scientific explica-
tion seems not to insist on any such view of identity. So far, no cogent objection has
been raised to the token's being individuated in such a way that it is not guaranteed,
in all possible circumstances, the perceptual reference that it in fact has,

The justification {warrant or entitlement) of a perceptual belief cannot guar-
antee that the token perceptual application is referentially successful. It cannot
guarantee against contextually indiscernible substitutions, Patterns of use depend
on general competencies. Justification attaches to exercises of general competencies
of certain types (modulo constant background information). Justification does not
side with a successful perceptual belief against an otherwise innocent perceptual
belief based on an indiscernible perceptual illusion. Both beliefs, being of the same
representational type, and being associated with the same background information
and pattern of perceptual functioning, have the same warrant. Warrant survives
perceptual illusion and contextually indiscernible substitutions. This point is fun-
damental to our concept and use of the notion of empirical warrant.

Campbell offers a second type of consideration in favor of his view and against
any view that maintains that the same perceptual belief type is present in veridical,
duplicational and referential-illusion cases, The idea is that such view cannot han-
dle cases of perceptual tracking. Campbell writes,

(E) Recognizing the validity of the inference “that woman is running,
that woman is jumping, so that woman is running and jumping” should
make the sameness of the object transparent to vou; but on the com-
maon factor conception, that is what vour experience of the object can-
not do. {F) On the common factor conception, vour experience of the
abject would have been exactly the same whether there was one woman
there throughout, or many, or none. (G) 5o your experience in itsclf, on
the common factor picture, can provide no guarantee of the samencss

of the object throughout.™

Campbell goes on to claim that the “common factor” view cannot make the valid-
ity of the argument “comprehensible to us.”

(E) “Transparent” is left unspecific. A person can be fooled by switches of objects
or by illusions. Such a point must be acknowledged by any view. Yet, there are the
senses that 1 have explained in which when one perceives an object, one perceives
it directly. This point also must be acknowledged by any reasonable view,™ Campbell
does not explain his notion of a guarantee. On an ordinary understanding, contrary
to Campbell’s claim,”™ understanding a demonstrative application cannot suffice
to “guarantee” the existence of a particular object (and rule out the possibility of
substitutes). Campbell gives no objection to the ordinary view that understanding
one’s veridical perceptual belief is compatible with possible perceptual referential
illusion.

As with any demonstrative appearing in a valid argument, the purported
validity, as distinct from the soundness, of the argument can be viewed in differ-
ent ways. | believe that these issues are quite subtle and interesting. | think that



Campbell’s raising them is salutary. | believe that his positive account and his crit-
icism of alternatives are, however, very seriously deficient, T will not present a
detailed theory about the matter, I want to discuss three ways of looking at track-
ing arguments. The first way certainly applies to some cases. The second and third
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apply to other cases.

In some arguments involving demonstratives and tracking, the demonstrative
is used anaphorically. In such cases, the validity of the inference can be accounted
for straightforwardly in terms of the logical form of the representational content.
An individual who maintains anaphorical connections among the demonstrative
pronouns can recognize the validity of the argument by reflection on its logical
form. The account need not include the object as a “constituent™ in experience.
Individuals need not anaphorically connect later occurrences of demonstratives to
earlier ones in a conscious way. It is, [ think, an open question what cognitive and
functional conditions result in an individual’s connecting different occurrences as
instances of a single application. | believe that not all arguments involving demon-
stratives and tracking fit this model. [ believe that some do.

Second, the individual can use separate deictic applications of a demonstra-
tive and assume or “presuppose” identities between the applications. Often such
an assumption <an be elicited through questioning, or is otherwise plausibly attri-
butable. Sometimes it is not plausible that the connecting identities are repre-
sented in the individual’s psychology. One can regard the psychology as implicitly
relying on what would be a further premise, if it were represented. The further
premise-analog would be the analog of an identity statement where different
applications purport to be applications to the same particular. Such a premise-
analog would provide the argument with an "implicit” validity. If a later applica-
tion occurs in a perceptual belief about a contextually indiscernible substituted
object {or in a failure of perception}, the argument would retain its implicit valid-
ity, but go unsound.™

Refining and specifying the notion of presupposition would be necessary in
any refinement of this second conception of demonstrative-involving tracking
arguments. There are various notions of implicit representation. And there are
probably various types of implicit reliance involved in context-dependent reason-
ing. These matters are not psychologically simple. In actual tracking cases, it is clear,
however, that there is some kind of presumption in the operation of perceptual and
belief systems that the perceptually tracked object remains over time, even though
one has different perceptions of it—hence, prima facie, different applications to it.
Analogs of Fregean informative identities seem to be a part of the natural function-
ing of perception and perceptual belief. Usually perception is deictic not anaphoric.
This is shown by the fact that if a contextually-perceptually indiscernible object is
substituted for a given object in the course of tracking, the individual will perceive
the new object (just as he perceived the old one), even if the individual is com-
pletely unaware of the switch. The perceptual reference will usually switch. This

37



suggests, | think, that something like this second alternative is applicable to most
cases of reasoning that rest on perception-based tracking,

A third way of thinking about perception-based tracking arguments is worth
considering. Depending on how it and the second way are refined, they may be very
similar. On this third conception, arguments involving tracking and separate deic-
tic applications are strictly speaking not valid. They are, however, reasonable. The
gaps in full deductive validity do not affect the reasonability involved in the reason-
ing. The individual is warranted in presuming on the normal case in which the dif-
ferent applications can be presumed to be applications to a single object.”™

The precise account of tracking is a matter for further investigation. The issues
here are interesting and subtle. The last two alternatives are, | think, crude antici-
pations of reasonable accounts of perception-based tracking. Empirical research
and philosophical reflection should sharpen the roles of the two alternatives.
Perhaps they will uncover others,

Psychologically plausible accounts cannot, in any case, content themselves with
Campbell's disjunctivist proposal. Where there is a non-anaphoric, deictic usage—
or separate successive perceptual states—, there is in principle the possibility that a
different object could be switched for the original one. Or an application after the
one in the first premise could fail of reference, through perceptual illusion. No
amount of transparency can save the validity of an argument if the form of the rep-
resentational content that purports to indicate an object is not maintained through
the argument. The form of representational content should mark psychological
ability. Our psychological abilities are perspectival and fallible. So forms of repre-
sentational content that are psychologically real must include those for which there
is no guarantee of sameness of object in perception-based tracking arguments.

These points bring out another ground for thinking that there can be differ-
ences in perceptual states that are not available to immediate introspective aware-
ness. Whether perception and perceptual belief allow for the possibility of a switch
or, on the contrary, track an object in the way analogous to anaphoric usage, may
not always be available to introspective awareness.

{F}, in Campbell’s argument, is misleading in that it blurs a modal distinction.
This distinction is important in my account. On the “common factor” view, an
individual can {could) be in the same experiential state rype regardless of whether
or not perceptual experience is referential. If an object is actually switched and the
perceiver and his system perceive the new object, the perceptual reference must
switch since the veridicality conditions will be different. In cases of actual switches
to duplicates, or actual switches from successful reference to referential failure, there
will be, as a matter of necessity in accounting for veridicality conditions, a different
application token.

As explained in section VI, this point is compatible with allowing that given
an actual referent, a given occurrent application token could have been the same in
a non-actual situation in which another contextually-perceptually indiscernible
object had been perceived, or in which there had been an indiscernible failure of
perceptual reference. {CL also note 36.)
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This point about counterfactual situations does not aftect the validity of actual
arguments involving tracking. The validity of an argument in a particular context
is guaranteed by its logical form. The logical form depends on particular occurrent
applications as well as general types. No matter whether there is actual failure of
reference or switch of reference, and no matter whether other objects could be
referred to in counterfactual evaluative situations, an argument is valid if and only
if its form is valid in the actual situation. Contrary to {G), what guarantees validity
is not experience or successful tracking. Sameness of object cannot guarantee valid-
ity. For changes of perceptual perspective on the same object can yield different per-
ception-based logical forms. And experience cannot guarantee sameness of object.
No sequence of empirical experiences is referentially infallible. In ordinary percep-
tual tracking, nothing—certainly nothing in experience—can guarantee “the same-
ness of object throughout.” What guarantees the validity of argument in perceptual
tracking is a logical form that maintains the sorts of connection among applica-
tions just discussed. So sameness of object in perception is not sufficient for main-
taining validity. One must have a valid logical form,

Sameness of object is also not necessary. An object is not necessary at all. One
can make valid arguments through referential perceptual illusions, using anaphora.
By assuming or presuming mistaken identifications through perceptual tracking,
one maintains validity without soundness, Again, it is the logical form that matters,
not the presence or sameness of the object of perceptual reference. Moreover, valid-
ity may not be necessary for being warranted.

Campbell offers a few pages of criticism of my version of the “common factor”
view. Discussion of this criticism may be too detailed for some readers. They may
happily skip to the next section. In the interests of explicitness, however, | will respond
to the criticism.

The main idea of Campbell’s criticism derives from Evans's conception of
understanding discussed earlier. The idea is that the “common factor” view cannot
account for our understanding of perceptual beliefs about particular objects.
Campbell extends this point by claiming that the view cannot account for our per-
ceptual knowledge of particular objects. I believe that Campbell does not articulate
notions of understanding or knowledge fully enough to have given a genuine argu-
ment. The key shortfall is that no good objection is given to the idea that we can
understand, and have knowledge through, a perceptual belief even though the con-
tent of the belief, in other circumstances, could have made reference to substitutes
or could have been involved in illusion.” I lead up to Campbell’s main claims, and
my replies, gradually.

Campbell correctly characterizes my view as attributing a demonstrative ele-
ment in the content of perception and perceptual belief. He does not distinguish
the demonstrative form from the occurrent application. At this stage in the argu-
ment the distinction is not crucial.

[ quote at some length his discussion of my view. | published the views that he
discusses many years ago, but the relevant features of those views are unchanged.
He holds that my account

39



(H) gives no explanation of how it is that we are able 1o grasp that
intentional content [of visual states). (1) Consequently, it does not soem
that the view can explain why experience of the world is fundamental o
our ability to think about the objects around us, Experience of objects
has simply itself become one among many ways of thinking about
objects. (125)

Campbell recognizes that 1 distinguish between perceptual belief and perception.
Perception is not propositional or conceptual. | will, for the sake of argument,
count perception as “experience”:

thinking in terms of “non-conceptual” content does not help. The
explanatory rale of the perception is still limited. (1} All that = within
the perceiver's subjective life is the demonstrative clement itself. (K) The
aspects of the comtext that fix the reference of a particular demonstra-
tive element on a particular occasion are not themselves to be assumed
to be available 1o the subject {Burge 1991: 203-6).™ (L) The thing that
is subjectively available—the demonstrative element—cannat of itself,
therefore, distinguish between presentation of one object and presenta-
tion of another. (M) Nor can it, of itself, provide an assurance that the
demonstrative refers at all. (N} It is, therefore, opaque how the demon-
strative element could provide the subject with an understanding of the
demonstrative term. () The demonstrative element itself could not
provide knowledge of what the term refers to. (P} The only way ta sup-
plement the picture to provide the subject with knowledge of what the
demonstrative element is referring to in this context, would be 1o pro-
vide the subject with knowledge of the context in which the demonstra-
tive element is occurring. But this knowledge will evidently not be
provided by the initial perception of the object itself, on Burge's account
«« 50 Burge’s picture of the content of experience cannot acknowledge
the role of experience of objects in explaining our understanding of
demaonstratives,™

(H): 1 find it hard to discern what Campbell means by an explanation of how
we can “grasp the content” of visual states. There is psychological explanation of
how we come to be in perceptual states and form perceptual beliefs. There is philo-
sophical explanation as well. The anti-individualist account indicates how, through
formation of perceptual abilities in a given environment, the content of the percep-
tual states and perceptual belicfs necessarily represent mind-independent entities.
The states” having the content that they do is inextricable from the role of the states
in grounding explanation of interactions between perceiver and physical environ-
ment. Perceprual reference to particulars is a combination of these general percep-
tual abilities and application of them through perceptual interaction with particulars.
Minimal understanding lies in exercising perceptual competence and forming per-
ceptual beliefs, with their associated applicational and inferential competencies.”

{1}z Of course, perceptual experience is not just one of many ways of represent-
ing. It 1s the most salient type of de re representation. All representation depends
on de re representation. D re representation is referentially non-derivative, non-
inferential representation of particulars. Some experience is non-veridical, even ref-



erentially unsuccessiul. Like other non-veridical representation, non-veridical expe-
rience depends (in the ultimate individuation of the representational state) on
veridical, de re experience.” Nothing in Campbell’s discussion shows why de re per-
ception and de re perceptual belief turn out, on this account, to be any less funda-
mental than they seem to be.

S0 much for general points. Let us turn to Campbell’s more specific charges.

(I} and (K): The perceiver’s “subjective life” includes (a) a demonstrative
capacity (marked by a schematic representation analogous to this); (b) an occur-
rent application of this "demonstrative element™ in a context; and (c) the percep-
tual attributives, in many cases with their associated phenomenologies, that mark
repeatable perceptual abilities and that characterize purported aspects of purport-
edly perceived particulars. The aspects of the context that, together with this three-
element perceptual representation, fix a perceptual referent are not available to the
subject in this sense: To perceive a particular, the individual perceiver need not be
able to describe or otherwise represent as such the causal connections that hix the
particular that is perceived. This is a piece of common sense.

The perceptual occurrence that constitutes the application is “subjectively
available™ in the sense that it is part of the exercise of the perceiver’s abilities, Self-
conscious believers can be aware that they are doing this. On this understanding, 1
accept ([} and (K}. | think that no dire consequences follow.

(L}: The “subjectively available” application within perception does, in cases of
successful perceptual reference, distinguish the particular entity perceived in the
context. It picks out that particular and not some other one that would be percep-
tually indiscernible if it had been substituted. Neither the application-governed
perception nor the perceiver could discriminate the particular from a wonld-be
duplicate that meight have been substituted (or that might come later), or from a
wonld-be phenomenologically indiscriminable perception that might fail to refer.
That is a matter of empirical fact. In the actual context of successful perception, the
perceiver and his perception distinguish or discriminate the particular by perceiv-
ing i and not the would-be substitutes. Perceiving it involves applying the attribu-
tives in a singular way in response to the etfect of that object. The particular reterent
is not discriminated from all possible or actual look-alikes through general abilities
that apply across contexts. It is discriminated ineliminably in a context-dependent
way.

" This acoount matches the perceiver’s abilities. Apart from perceiving a partic-
ular, the perceiver cannot discriminate what he actually perceives from would-be
duplicates or illusions. This inability does not diminish the fact that the perceiver
and his perceptual representation represents the particular that is perceived. The
lack of would-be discriminability is exactly what one should expect. The account
of content should match the account of ability, since content marks ability.

Campbell does not explain “of itself™ in (L}. The demonstrative- (application-)
governed perception does discriminate the perceived object from all other objects.
OFf course, the application depends on its association with general perceptual
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attributives. And it depends for successful reference on a causal relation to the per-
ceived object, Apart from this causal relation, the perception would not succeed. If
“of itsell™ means that the nature and identity of the perception do not suffice, inde-
pendently of causal context, to apply successtully to an object, this is certainly true.

(M }): Campbell does not make clear what sort of assurance he expects demon-
strative reference in perceptual experience to provide, or why.

Indeed, the perceptual application canmor  provide an assurance” of perceptual
success, if assurance is meant to be an infallible guarantee of reference. No perceiver
and no perception has such a guarantee on any occasion of perception. Assuming
that they do would simply beg the question.

There is the general anti-individualist background that I mentioned in discus-
sion of (H) that indicates constitutive connection between perceptual ability and per-
ceptual content, on one hand, and relevant physical entities on the other. And there
is the assurance of a reliable perceptual system relative to the normal environment,
and the fact that the perceptual system {and perceiver) have been given no cue that
anything abnormal is afoot, This assurance commonly underwrites an entitlement
to percepiual belief and commonly makes the perceptual belief a piece of knowledge.

{N): Campbell claims that it is opaque how the demonstrative element in per-
ception could provide the subject with an understanding of a demonstrative term.
Again, the relevant issues have not been well distinguished or explained. Campbell
does not justify his transition from a lack of guarantee/assurance about perceptual
reference to the lack of an account of “understanding” of demonstrative element.™
| believe that the points | made in discussing Evans reapply here. I think that under-
standing lies in competence in the use of perceptual and conceptual demonstrative
applications and in the competent employment of perceptual and conceptual
attributives, Competence does not require referential success in every given instance,
much less a guarantee of referential success.

In empirical domains, understanding does not entail successful reference.
Understanding, in the relevant sense, is the competent exercise of general cognitive
abilities in particular cases. Since our perceptual abilities do not discriminate among
the three sorts of cases, understanding of the representational content that marks
our abilities does not either.

{O): Here Campbell moves, without comment, from understanding to knowl-
edge. Knowledge that a given object has a given property does not require that one
be able to discriminate non-actual, not-contextually-relevant alternatives. OF course,
knowledge depends not on the demonstrative element alone but on the reliabilities
and competencies involved in applying it—and on the lack of known counter-con-
siderations. Perceptual beliefs that depend on fallible, perspectivally limited percep-
tual states constitute knowledge when they are true, warranted (entitled), and free
of special defeating conditions.™ Campbell does not articulate his assumptions
about what is needed for knowledge. I see no plausible assumptions in play that
would require the disjunctivist view,

Campbell seems to assume that if the individual is 1o have knowledge, the per-
ceprual state in itself, given its identity must guarantee that the object of perception
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exists and is not a contextually indiscernible duplicate. There is no defense of this
assumption, It would amount to begging the question. Nearly all serious views of
knowledge would reject the assumption. It is enough for knowledge that the possi-
bilities of a switch or an illusion are not contextually relevant threats and that one
has no reason to think that such threats are in play. Assurance lies in the reliability
of experience, the way the nature of perceptual representational kinds depends on
the nature of the environment, and so on. One need not know these facts in order
to have warrant grounded in them. No guarantee against error is necessary.

(P): It is true that "meta” knowledge of the context is not normally available. It
is also true that specific knowledge that could discriminate the context from con-
texts where reference fails or where duplicates are substituted is not normally avail-
able. Such knowledge is not needed for understanding or for perceptual knowledge.

MARTIN

Michael Martin offers a complex argument for the naive realist version of disjunc-
tivism and against what he calls the “intentionalist theory.™ The argument begins
with a sub-argument for what he calls “The Dependency Thesis™:

(DT} to imagine sensorily a phi is to imagine experiencing a phi,
or to take the specialization of the thesis that he works with:

(DT} to visualize a phi is to imagine visually experiencing a phi.

The considerations pro and con regarding these theses are interesting and
complicated. 1 do not find the theses convincing, however. It seems to me thatina
certain clear and natural sense, one can visualize an object and not imagine visually
experiencing the object, One imagines the object from the perspective of a visual
experience, but no experiencing of the object (either by oneself or by anyone else)
is imagined to be included in the imagined scene. One might visually imagine El
Capitan in Yosemite from a certain perspective, but not imagine any experiences of
it. One might even imagine that there are no experiences of El Capitan in the imag-
ined scene. Prima facie, this seems to be visually imagining El Capitan without
imagining an experience of El Capitan, Prima facie, there seems to be nothing con-
tradictory in this claim, as there would be if (DT") were (constitutively) true.

Whether or not there is a sense in which (DT} is true, Martin's argument for
it certainly fails, He begins by rightly noting that visualizing an object involves tak-
ing an imagined visual perspective on the object—for example, visualizing it from
a perspective according to which the object is to the left. It is quite true that one
could have such a perspective on the object only if one were to have an experience
of the object. It does not follow that if one imagines something from a perspective
that one could heve only if such and such were the case (only if one were experienc-
ing the object from that perspective, or only if there were an experience of the
object from that perspective), then in imagining something from that perspective
one must imagine such and such to be the case. Prima facie, the experience-like
visual imaginings that are employed in imagining El Capitan need not themselves
be the objects of visual imagination as such.
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As far as the argument has shown, one could imagine an object from a per-
spective that one imagines is not the perspective of any experience in the imagined
scene, Or one could simply fail to imagine the perspective as being a perspective of
any experience in the imagined scene. As far as the argument has shown, this is so
even though one could work out just where in the imagined scene the perspective
would have to be from. It simply does not seem to follow that one has to imagine
an experience from that position fo be in the imagined scene. Martin assumes that
since the perspective is from some position in the imagined scene, it must be the
perspective of an imagined experience in the imagined scene, or of an experience
imagined to be in the imagined scene. This seems tantamount to begging the ques-
tion in an argument for the Dependency Thesis.

Still, T propose to grant (DT"). Martin's argument for disjunctivism based on
(DT} still fails.

Martin takes the “is” in (DT") to be a constitutive identity rather than merely
an entailment. 1 think that there are difficulties with this assumption, but I will
grant it also.

Martin cites two aspects of visualizing that need explanation. The first is the
lack of an “introspectively evident” psychological medium. This point alludes to
G E. Moore's remark that in introspecting an experience of an apple ( whether this
is understood as factive or as an experience as of an apple), one seems from a naive,
phenomenaological point of view simply to be confronted by the apple. Normally,
one is not confronted by the apple plus a medium or sense datum through which
one experiences it. Taken conservatively, this point seems correct.™

The second aspect of visualizing that needs explanation is that, in visualizing,
one is “non-neutral” or “committal” about whether the imagined situation contains
the entity, say a blue expanse of water, that one is visualizing. This is just the point
emphasized in the preceding paragraph but one: To visualize a phi entails placing
a phi in the imagined scene.

I accept this point as well, certainly for the sake of argument. I grant that visu-
alizing a phi entails that one imagines a phi, in the sense that one imaginatively
places a phi in the imagined scene that is being visualized. With respect to the imag-
ined scene, visualization is "factive.” Hence, assuming (DT') to be true, if one visu-
alizes a phi or if one imagines visually experiencing a phi, one takes a phi to be in
the imagined scene. On this view, one cannot visualize a pig by merely visually
imagining having a visual illusion as of a pig. Nor can one visualize or imagine
visually experiencing a pig, in the sense allegedly entailed by (DT}, by imagining
having a visual experience in which one imaginatively takes oneself to be neutral
about whether one is having an illusion of a pig or is seeing a genuine pig. In those
cases, according to the view that | am granting, one is only visualizing or imagin-
ing a visual illusion of a pig: or one is only visualizing or imagining having a visual
experience as of a pig.

Martin holds that the “intentionalist™ has difficulty accounting for these
aspects of visualizing. He believes that the non-nentrality of visualizing in the con-



text of the transparency of visualizing (the lack of an introspectively evident
medium) is difficult for the “intentionalist” to account for,

As he notes, the obvious thing for his opponent to claim is that “the state of
imagining itself comes with a commitment to the imagined situation’s being a cer-
tain way." This should be understood as a reassertion of the fact that visualizing
entails placing the visualized object in the imagined scene.

Then, oddly, Martin replies that this claim “fails to take into account the full
consequences of the Dependency Thesis™

Certainly, in imagining a visual experience one is thereby actually com-
mitted to there being a visual experience in the imagined scene, but (A')
the extra move that is needed 15 a commitment to the presence of what
the imagined experience is an experience of. When one entertains the
supposition that there is a pig in the room, one does not have to enter-
tain the supposition that one believes that there is a pig in the room. (B)
What the intentional theory is required to do is to explain how in imag-
ining an expericnce with a certain content one thereby also takes up a
similar suppositional attitude toward the content of the imagined expe-
rience.”

I believe that there is a confusion here about what needs to be explained. (A')
The commitment to the presence of what the imagined experience is an experience
of is not an extra move. It is part of the intuitive starting point. We are granting
(DT }—that visualizing a pig is imagining an experience of a pig. We are also grant-
ing that visualizing a pig requires visualizing a scene in which there is a pig. 50 we
are granting that in visualizing a pig, one is imagining a veridical experience of a
pig. an experience that is factive. Visualizing a pig is placing a pig in the imagined
scene. So any experience that one imagines as part of the visualizing must itself be
taken to be veridical with respect to the imagined scene.

(B') The “intentional theory” is not required to explain how by merely imag-
ining an experience with a certain representational content one thereby supposes
that the content is veridical. [ deny that this supposed explanandum is even true. In
the imagined experience which, according to the Dependency Thesis, is involved in
visualizing, one does not take the representational content of the imagined experi-
ence itsell to involve or entail the presence of the visualized object. Rather one has
begun with the supposition of veridicality. One simply takes the content of the
imagined experience to be veridical, The content itself might not have been veridi-
cal. That is the position of the “intentional theory.” Certainly, it is my position. To
assume otherwise would be to beg the question.®

Martin writes, “There scems to be a serious challenge here for the intentional
theorist to explain the phenomenology of our sensory imagining, to explain how
such imagery seems to give us the presence of an imagined scene rather than a mere
imagined experience of the scene.™ This claim again seems to evince confusion
about what is to be explained, or else to beg the question. | hold that the imagery
does not by itself guarantee the presence of the imagined scene rather than a mere



imagined experience of the scene, possibly an illusory experience. What gives us the
imagined scene is the fact that we are visualizing the scene. Assuming (DT'), we
have to be imagining a veridical experience of what is being visualized. The imag-
ined veridicality is not derivative from the imagery itself. Visualizing something
with a given imagery has to do with how the imagery is used. One could have imag-
ined having an illusory visual experience, using the same imagery. Visually imagin-
ing an eidetic perceptual illusion would yield the same imagery. The imagined
veridicality in visualization derives from the act of the imagination in construing
the imagery. That is what the act of visualizing consists in. Martin’s challenge sim-
ply assumes his own point of view. It does not present an independently agreed
upon fact that his opponent must explain. It thus begs the question.
Martin summarizes his argument as a dilemma:

O the first horn, the theorist acoepts that introspection of imagined
visual experience reveals no more about its character than does intro-
spection of actual visual experience, A consequence of this is that it
seems as i visualising is a3 committal to what the imagined situation
contains as visual experience is with respect to the actual situation. As
we have seen, the intentionalist cannot extend the account of commit-
ment from the experiential case to the case of visualising. On the other
horn, the intentionalist may seek to deny that visualising does carry any
such commuitment with respect to the contents of the visualised situa-
o In that case, the theorigt must offer a different congtrual of what
can be introspected of one's visualising, and admit that something other
than the putative objects of experience are open to introspection at least
in thg‘-_r;m-: of imagining experience, if not in the case of experience
itseli™

I think that neither horn of the dilemma is very sharp. For present purposes |
grasp the first. It is not a consequence of accepting Moore's point about introspec-
tion that visual experience is “committal” in the same way as imaginative visualiza-
tion. The commitments of experience and visualization have this much in common:
Both perceptual experience and visualizing are committed to the veridicality of
their presentations, That is, in both cases it is the representational function of the
psychological state to present veridical representations. (In the visvalizing case, the
veridicality is, of course, relative to the imagined scene. ) There is, however, a major
difference in the commitments. Epistemically, perceptual experience yields only a
prima facie empirical entitlement to believe in its veridicality, Every perceptual state
is empirically fallible. We cannot stipudate of any actual given perceptual state that
it is veridical. We do not have that power. Visualizing is different. The veridicality
(relative to the imagined scene) of our presentations lies in our power to imagine
visually. We can simply place, in imagination, the object of imagination in the
imagined scene,”

So in visualizing an apple—Dby imagining a veridical experience of the apple, if
(DT} were correct, one gives oneselfl a veridicality that must be earned in actual
experience. None of these points creates the slightest difficulty for an opponent of



naive realism or of disjunctivism. The points are natural expressions of the central
claim that Martin is contesting, Neither the perceptual experience in itself nor the
imagery in “factive” visualization in itself (“in itself™ in the sense: given their meta-
physical identities) “include” the objects, or entail their existence. Martin's argu-
ment for a naive realist form of disjunctivism has no force.

R

I believe that the various disjunctivists have collectively failed to make a single suc-
cessful point in favor of disjunctivism—or against the natural alternative. The fact
that the theory is incompatible with empirical knowledge should give pause to
those tempted by the arguments, assertions, and metaphors that mark this line of

thought.

NOTES

I have learned from comments by Ned Block and Johannes Burge.

1. Many philosophers distinguish representations amd representastional contents. Representations are
token, structuned instances of, or vehiches (like inner symbals) expressing, representational con-
tents. Representational contents are abstractions that help type psychofogical kinds, Although this
distinction is plausible in application to perceptual psychology, 1 am non-committal about
whether it has a useful general application in psychology. The need for shareable, repeatable rep-
resenvtational contents is very chear in both perceptual and cognitive psychology. The need for psy-
chiological states with representational contents is also very clear, In this paper and dscwhere, 1
use “representation” and “representational content” interchangeahly, in effect leaving out repre-
senfations in the sense just outlined, except insofar as they are the states themselves, In any case,
[ shall oveid the ontological issues that woken reprosentations raise.

L | think that anti-individualism may not apply 1o certain aspects of thoughts about the qualitative
features of sensations. | doubt that the thowught This is pein depends on relations to the environ-
ment beyvond the body for its specification of pain. By contrast, the aspect of the mental state
mearked by the present-tense index does, [ think, constitutively depend on such relations.

3, For an elaboration of this framework in a context that centers maore on the functions and norms
governing simple perceptual systems, see my “Perceptual Entitternent,” Phalosophy ard Pheriomicn-
ofogreal Research 67 (20031 50348, especially section 1.

4. For a much more detailed account of different types of general elements in perception, and their
various roles, see my “Five Theses on D Re States and Attitudes,” in a volume honoring Dravid
Kaplan { New York: Oxford University Press, forthoomingl, Also see section VIL

5. I believe thar singular representation suffuses the perceptual représentation. | think that every gen-
eral elemnent (property-, kind-, or relation representation) is accompanied by a singular element
that represents a particular that purportedly instantiates the property or relation attributed. Such
particulars are in addition 1o particulars that purponiedly have the properties or stand in the rela-
tions. | do mot sely on this beliel hese. 1 assame only that perception nocmally represents partic-
ular objects, events, and places and attributes propertics, kinds, and relations to them.

6. The neglect stems, 1 believe, from a combination of a correct view—that perception is non-coa-
ceptual/propositional—awith an ncormect view—that singular reference reguires a backimg of con-
cepts, OF L E Strawson, The Baurds of Sevise ( London: Roastlege, 1989), orgnally pablished 1966,
cf, e, 97-112, An example of neglect of singular elements in perception s Gareth Evans, The
Vizraeties of Keferemce, ed, John McDowell (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1982 ), Evans devel-
wps a fotion of non-gonceptual content that carefully avoids allwing singular elements
in the content {cf, 122-15, 181). Evans's view influenced subsequent writers—for example,
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Christopher Peacocke, A Study of Conceprs (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 1992), chapier 3.
Peacocke allows egocentric markers and time-specifications to be fixed in a singular way. But his
scenario content and proto-propositional content both fack singular elements that refer to par-
ticulars. Like Evans, be holds that genuine expersence of particulars requines concepis aned propo-
sitiomal abilities. { Peacocke has since changed his view.) Martin Davies, in “Externalism and
Experience,” in The Mavure of Comsoiresiess, od. Ned Biock, Owen Hanagan, and Guven Gizeldere
iCambridge, MA: MIT Press, 15%4), originally published in 1996, holds a simnilar position.
Following Evans, he gives an account of perceptual content that treats it as analogous to an exis-
teniial generalization. All of these views seem to me inadequate 25 accounts of the representational
content of perception. The function of perception. even in preconceptual animals is to enable the
individual to target and track environmental particulars. The veridicality of perception muist be
evilugted in terms of the particulars perceived, not merely in terms of the presence of general
traits somewhere in the universe, These considerations provide aprion grounsd for taking percep-
tual content o include singular representational clements. OF course, naive realists also Jeave ot
singular representational elements. | criticize this view below,

« The distinction between referent and mode of presentation derives, of course; from Gottlob Frege,

"(n Sense and Reference™ {1892} in The Philosoplical Writings of Gortlts Frege, ed. Peter Geach
and Max Black (Owxford: Blackwell, 1966). Frege applied the distinction to an ideal language of
thought. An analog applies equally 1o perception. The import of the distinction is independent of
any particular entolegical account of sense or of representation. | think that all philosophically
and scientifically reasonable acoounts do and must find a place for the distinction.

B To be egocertrecally indexed, or to be die se, o representational content must meet two congditsons,

Tt st inchede an dement that indicates the mdividual, or 2 part of the individual’s oy, in such
a way as to mark other entitics indicated by the content as being in relation 1o the individual's
position and perspective, And the dlement must mark other entities so indicated as being of
immediate relevance to the indiadual’s needs, anms, or perspective. For further discussion of the
role of de s markers in peychalogy, see my “Memaory and Persons,” The Philssaphical Beview 112
{2003): 289337, Peacocke, in A Snady of Coutcepis, 70, also makes the point that framewark can-
siclerations such as these require distinguishing modes of presentation fram the spatial relations
perceived in the environment.

These frameworks cannot be seen merely as what are sometimes called * perspectival prop-
ertics, taken as propertics that are independent of representation. An example of such a property
is o1 front of alpect . Something is in front of v relative to a spatial postion or range of positions,
First, the position and direction relative to which one object is in frant of another has relevance
in pevchaology only 1o representations from a viewers perspective, The relativaty is nol merely to
spatial positions, bt to the viewer's perspective in space, The fnmeworks are essentially psychao-
bogacal, memt frameworks in objective space. 3o the representational mode of presentatson of objects
and spatial relations is what is fundamenially at ssue, Second, the position and direction of the
“perspective” from which one olyject is in frant of another s marked in a de 20 way. The represen-
tational comtent of de s markers contains motivational elements that cannot be artributed 1o the
world being viewed. The perspectival framework is that of a representing individual or perceptual
system, connectad to a set of functions, needs, and aims,

9, For discussion of the role of framework and perspective in the psychology of visual representa-

Ik

11

tion, see David Marr, Vistow (5an Francisco: W, H. Freeman, 1982); Goodale and Milmer, The
Vizwal Broan i Action (Osford; Oxford University Priess, 1995), 88=119 and passim; Koger N,

Shepard, " Ecological Constrains on Internal Kepresentation: Resonant Kinematics of Perceiving,
Imagining, Thinking, and Direaming.” Pepchological Beview 91 (1984 ) 44142, Different forms of
framework inferact when the individus] uses—for navigational purposes, for example—a remem-
bered allocentric map and matches it 1o an egocentrically anchored map of a currently perceived
SCEne.

lintend to discuss the distinctions among registration, sensation, and percepiual representation
maore fully elsewhere.

1t has often been poanted out, since Gabaon, that this illusion depends on the observer’s nol mov.
ing. CL L L Gibson, The Ecological Approach to Visual Percepaion (Hillsdale, NI: Lawrence Erlbauny,
19749, This podnt does not affect the example. Prychology must explain wiy the illusion ocours
where it does occur (in the absence of motion ). Moreover, there are illusions that persisy through



iy mption. Gibson's insensitivity o the importance of explaiming illusion is now widely rec-
egnized in psychology. CF Roger N, Shepard, * Ecological Constraints on Internal Representation:
Resonant Kinematics of Perceiving, Imagining, Thinking, and Drearning,” 417-47.

12, Most of the points made in the last eight paragraphs can be found in imtrodwctions to any main-
streamn work in visual peychology, For example, see Stephen B, Palmer, Vi Scenere (Cambridge,
MA: MIT Press, Hi02], 9=11, 18-24, 55-54, 24748,

1% An account of lightness constancy can be found in Palmer, Vision Scierce, 122-33, For more back-
ground, soc I H. Land and |. |. McCann, “Lightness and Betinex Theory,” Arterican Jorrmal of the
Oprical Sociery of America 61 (1971}: 1-11; Irving Rock, The Logic of Perception (Cambridge, MA:
MIT Press, 1983, 279 A. L. Gilchrist, ~Lightness Contrast and Failures of Constancy: A Common
Explanation,” Percepaion and Pspchophysics 43 {19881 415-24; A, L Gilchrist, Seving in Black and
Wiite (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, forthcoming); A. L. Gilchrist, *Perceived Lightness Depends
on Perceived Spatial Arrangement,” Soiemce 195 (19775 185-87; E, H. Adelson. " Lightness Per-
ception and Lightness lusions,” in The New Cognitive Newrescienoes, od, M. Gazraniga (| Cam-
bridge, MA: MIT Press, 2000,

14 For detailed discussion, see David C, Knill, *Sarface Orientation from Texture: ldeal Crbservers,
Generic Observers, and the Information Content of Texture Cwes)” Visimr Resenrch 38 (19498 )
165582 “Discrimination of Planar Surface Slant from Texture: Haman and Ideal Observers
Compared,” Vision Research 38 {1998 1683-1711. For elementary discussion, see Stephen E.
Palmer, Vistos Sciemoe, 234-36, | do not know whether the textural elements are registrations of
pre-perceptual retinal information or carly perceptual representations of two-dimensional shapes
on a surface. Here, the answer does not matter.

15. This ts a minimum characterization of the “explicit” presence of perceptual states and thear rep-
resentational conténts, | believe that there are causally relevant token realizations-—newral or psy-
chological—of each component in an “explicitly represented” perceptual content in the perceiver.
| wwill oot o imtos this complex marter here,

16, For an article that discusses other biasing principles in an illuminating way, see Elizabeth Spelke,
“Principles of Ohviect Perception,” Cogmitrve Saence 14 {19940): 29-56,

17. For a discussion, see Roger M. Shepard, “Ecological Constraints on Internal Representation:
Resonant Kinematics of Perceiving, Imagining, Thinking, and Drearming.”

18, C. K. Gallistel, "Animal Cognitione The Representation of Space, Time, and Number,” Arnual
Review of Peychalogy 40 (198%9), 135-8%, Charles R. Gallistel, The Organization of Learming
[Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 19905 C, B Gallstel, " Insect Mavigation: Brains as Symibol - Processing
Oirgans” in fmaeerion o Coguitive Screce, vol, IV (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 1996); Christa
Neumeyer, “Comparative Aspects of Color Constancy,” in Ferceprual Constancy, ed. Vincent Walsh
and lanusz Kulikowski (Cambridge, Uk: Cambridge University Press, 1998); David Ingle,
"Perceptual Constancies in Lower Vertebrates” in Perceptual Cosstancy, ed. Vincent Walsh and
fanusze Kulikowski,

19, There is a conception of objective, relational, "perspectival”™ propertics that is popular among
some philosophers, This notion goes back at least to C, 1 Broad, Scientific Thoughr | London;
Routledge and Kegan Pawl, 1923), chapter 8 The Merd and les Place in Nature { London: Routledpe
and Kegan Paul, 1925}, chapter 4. It got its more recent impetus from Gilbert Harman, “The
Intrinsic Cuabity of Experience.” in Philosoplucal Perspectives, . Tomberding, ed,, vol, 4 {Atsscadenn;
Ridgeview Pub. Co,, 1990). These properties are commonly taken to be phenomenobogicalky
acoessible, For example, perspectival size is taken to be a plane of a size that woukd exsctly occhude
visiom of an object from a certain viewing distance, 1 do not deny the existence of such propertics,
The association of those like size and shape with phenomenalogical sspects of expenience, how-
ever, seems o me @ mistake. There are effectively infinitely many plane sizes set at different dis-
tances between any given object and any given viewing position that would occlude the object,
None is obyectively privileged, Tt is not plausible that all of these sizes are phenomenologically
accessible as such. Phenomenology cannot be explained purely by reference to the individual's
relations o objective, relational, non-psychological properties. | believe that it is a philosophical
and scientific mistake to regard any objective "perspectival™ properties, such as perspectival size,
shape, color, as among the obpective environmental entities seen, unaided by background theory,
CE. note &, 1 hold a similar position on the views of Sydney Shoemaker in “[ntrospection and



Phenoanenal Character,” Plefpsophiian] Topics 26 (2061 | 71-88. He does not constrse perspectival
propertics as fully objective or mind-independent. They are relational properties that depend on
percepiual states. He dioses heold theat they are perceived when objective, mind-independent prop-
erties are. | believe that such properties are not normally represented in vision. Representing them
requires background knowledge. Vision science does not take perspectival appearances as percep-
twal refercnts. | see no need for it fo do so. | think thar taking them as objecis—referents, repre-
senfata—of perception rests on a confusion about what an object of perception is, and a failure
to recognize the role of perspectival modes of presentation as representational, but not normally
represented, in perception.

The main poing [ want to make here 15 that even if these properties were among the objec-
tive environmental entities that are perceived, they do noahing 1o obviate the need 1 postulate
representational perceptual contents that apply to them. Empirical psychology must explain how
objective properties {or any pmpmu that we Fallibly represent) are perceived on the basis af
proxemal stimulation dnd co-occurring internal staes and events. Relatonal ®perspectaval” prop-
ertics are by hypothesis in the environment, Insofar as they are eather fully objective or disposi-
tions o produce certain mental states, we are (pace Broad ) Gallibde in our perception of them. Che
can have an illusion of being presented with them perceptually. Visual psvchology must explain
hvw veridical perception is achieved, given proximal stimulation. Moreover, perspectival color,
size, and shape will always occur together in nature. Visual psvchalogy has to explain how percep-
tions of different properties are exiracted from a mix of proximal stimulation. What are the mech-
amisms and series of transformations that make possibie vision of relational * perspectival” color,
as distinguished from relational “perspectival” shape, or size? Giving empirical explanations of
such capacities would require substantially the same representational framework that standard
empirical theory uses. Vision science gets on well with perspectival representational contents that
represent non-perspectival colors, shapes, and sires—the colors, shapes, and sives that are prop-
erties of objects.

2. Although @ regard this poaint as obviews, | make it explicit becawse it has been denied. CF, Noarm

2.

Chomsky, "[nternalist Explorations.” in Reflecrios and Replees: Essap on tie Plidosophy of Tider
Berrge, ed. Martin Hahn and Biorn Ramberg {Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 2003); Frances Egan,
“Computation and Content,” The Plulozopficel Beview 104 {19955 181-203, | think a serious,
unbiased reading of any mainstream texthaok, and more especially the muost serious research
papers of the sort that 1 have cited in discussion of the two examples, will show such denials to be
misinformed,
A prominent psychologist who rejected visual representational content was [, |, Gibson, The
Eeological Approach o Vesad Perceprion (Boston: Houghton Mifilin, 1979), Gibson contribuited a
bot 1o visual pevchology, He emphasized the importance of the organism'’s relation to the environ-
ment in determining what is seen. He argued the value of not taking the unit of perceptual expe-
rignce to be momentary and of taking motion i the object and perceiver as key factors in
perception. He sought invariants in the light array from which perception can be recovered. These
insights and others have been incorporated into vision science. But Gibson's extremist rejection
of visual representation is empirically discredited. Like virtually everyone else in his time, Gibson
underestimated the complaxity of accounting fer invariants, His aveidance of investigating mis-
perception wis empircally stultifiing. Most ssgrificanily, he gave o detaibed empirical account
of provesses that lead 10 veridical perception. For discussion of these maners, see Shimon Ullman,
“Against Direct Perception,” in Belavicnal and Brats Sciences 3 (192800 373-415% ], A Fodor and
2. W, Pylyshyn, "How Direct 13 Visual Perception?: Some Reflections on Gibson’s "Ecolegical
Apprnad!. Coopracriosr 9 {19810 1309 Devid Marr, Vises, 29-31 and passing Boger N, Shepard,
Constraints on Internal Representation: Resonant Kinermatics of Perceiving, Imagining,

Thinking, and Direaming ™ Vicki Bruce and Patrick Green, Visual Peroeprion, Plystilogy, Pay-
checding v anadd Feofepy (Hillsdale, NI: Lawrence Frlbawm, 1985, 2001). For discussions of ways in
which Gibson's anti-representationalism failed to account for empirical evidence, see Stephen 5.
Palmier, Vision Scierce, 10, 53-56, 74, B2-84, 31819, 409-13. Ken Nakayam, in *fames | Gibson
An Appreciation,” Pspohological Review 101 (1994 ¢ 339-35, discusses some of Gibson's contriba-
tions while criticizing his unwillingness to acknowledge mental representation.

There remain Gibsonians in psychaology, CF M, T, Turvey and R Shaw, " The Primacy of
Perceiving: An Ecological Reformulation of Perception for Understanding Memaory” in LG



Nilsson, Perspectives ont Memrory Reserol: Esstys i Howor of Uppsala Driversings 5000k
Asniversary (Hillsdale, N: Lawrence Erdbaum, 1979), the journal Ecolegran! Paychology, and var-
ious books on ecological psychology. Although this work contribartes insights, it provides no con-
vincing ground for resisting several decades of experimentally supported, mathematically
sophisticated explanations that appeal to representation in visual perception. This aspect of
Gibsonianism is a fringe position.

There are a few near-adherents to Gibsanzan idess in philoseply of psvchology as well. CF
several essays in The Enhodied Mind, ed, F | Varela, E, Thompson and E, Rosch {Cambridge, MA:
MIT Press, 1991); |, K. O'Regan and Alva Noé, "A Sensorimotor Account of Vision and Visual
Consciousness,” Hehavioral and Brain Sciences 24 (20010 939-73; and Alva Noé, Actien in
Pereeprion (Cambridge, MA: MUT Press, 2004), Some authors in this group make, or intimate,
whodesale criticizms of representationalist theories, They provide no detadled empirical criticsm
or detatled empirical alternatives. The criticiems are offhand in comparizon to the science being
criticized. Often this body of work presents the mainstream representationalist approach in mis-
leading and sometimes mistaken ways. (A side remack: the empinical phenomenon, change-blind-
ness, presented in the 2000 paper as an origina moetivation for epposing representationalise
benries, in Exct seermns 1o support standard representationalist theory, alihaugh change-blindness
is in one of the less-well-developed areas of vision science. OF I |. Simons and 1 A, Rensink,
“Change Blindness: Past, Present, and Future,” Trends in Cogeittve Soience 9 | 2005]: 16-20.) The
schence has gone too far o be valnerable o empirically unspecific, wholesale anti-representation-
alist criticism of this sort. Some representational aspects of vision are very well understood. There
are literally hundreds of empirically well-supported, mathematically detailed explanations of

ts of vision in the representationalist framework. IF one requires less in the way of mathe-
meatical detail, there are thousands. These explanations can be overturned only through demon-
strations of specific empirical errors or through presentations of comparably detailed, superior
empirical explanations.

22, Visual representation depends in some cases on inpat from non-visual modalities—such as the
vestibular system or proprioceptive signals from the eve and head. In reprisenting simple maters
like motion of a physical body under time pressure, it depends lintke or none on theught. CE 2. W,
Pybyshyn, "1s Vision Continuous with Cognition? The Case for Cognitive Impenetrability of Viasl
Percepion,” Beturvioral and Briam Sciences 33 (1999): 341-65, esp. 361,

23, CE Shepard, " Ecobogecal Constraimts on [nternal Representation,” 422; ™ Precisely because our own
intermal constraints so well match the external constraints in owr world, these internalized con-
straints reveal themselves only when externally available information is degraded or eliminated,
Being tightly controlled from without, activity in the percepiual svatem is then necessanly gusded
masre by whatever constraints operate within,” CL also Shimon Ullman, The Tnterpretation of
Visaral Morion (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 1979); Roger N, Shepard, “The Role of Transforma-
tions in Spatial Cognition.” in Spatial Cogmition: Braim Bases and Develapment, ed. |, Sties-Davis,
M. Kritchevsky, U. Bellugi (Hillsdale, N Lawrence Erlbaum, 1988); Roger M. Shepard, “Perceptual-
Cognitive Universals as Reflections of the World,” Belaviond ard Bragn Sciemoes 24 (2001 ) 381-601,
This mode of study carries over to the study of imagery and the rotation experiments for which
'.'alwpn.l'd 1% famavus. The content of | images i5 widely seen 1o derive from pr.m:pl!mn F’ﬁ:r:q:llu:ll
illusions have bossmed large in showing that perception & governed by constraints that mirror reg-
ularities of the physical world, CF. Irving Hock, The Logic of Perceprion (Cambridge, MA: MIT
Press, 1963), 31%; 1. A, Wilson and J. O, Robinson, *The Impossibly-Twisted Pulfrich Pendulum,”
Perceptioe 15 (1986} 303—4; A, L. Yuille and 5. Ullman, "Computational Theories of Low-Level
Vision,” in Visual Cogrnirion and Actios: An Irvitation to Cogritive Sciesce, vol. 11, ed. Damiel N,
Oisherson, Stephen M. Kosslyn, and John M. Hollerbach {Cambridge, MA: BIT Press, 1990}
Sacphen E. Palmer, Visian Scienice, passing, e.g. 365,

24. | think that most supporters of anti-indivichealism reject disjunctivism, [ will not cite specific
works, The interested reader would do well to consult work by Ned Block, Fred Dretske, Donald
Davidsom, Jerry Fodor, Barry Stroud, Michael Tye, and others. Their work s nat centered on dis-
junctivism, but much of it involves anti-disjunctivest commitments,

5. Because | am assuming that perceprually relevant types of proximal stimulation are the same,
cases of change-blindness are not an issue. In those cases, the scenes are not contextually indis-
cemible to perceivers, Perceivers just commonly fail to discern the differences,
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6. CF, eg. AL David Milner and Melvyn A. Goodale, The Visual Brair in Actéen (Oxford: Osfond

xr.

University Press, 19950, passing and 199-203; and their Sight Unseen {Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2004}, 10815, Milner and Goodale use the mﬂn“pempﬁn:rn" im a way that | think is very
misleading. They associate the term purely with the ventral stream and with a capacity for con-
sciousmess, The acoounts of the formation of perceptual representations in vision science apply
1o both conscious and unconscious perceptual states. Both conscious and unconscious represen-
tational contents can be veridical or non-veridical. They offer evidence that even in the ventral
stream numerous representational aspects of unattended-to perception (in their namow sense)
are unconscious. In my view, the term “perception” should be applied to objectifving aspects of
SCOSOCY systems, whether or not these are conscious. | belicve that perception is {or is best taken
as) fundamentally a functional category, not a phenomenological one. Since the dorsal stream
manifestly produces visual constancies (abilities to treat objoctive, environmenial propertics sys-
tematically as the same throwugh a great variety of perspectives and proximal inputs), T take it that
there is peroeptiors in the viswal dorsal stream in a wide variety of animals, including humans. SMost
or all of the perceptual representational states that depend on the dorsal stream are unconscious,
even those that involve attention or selective orientation,

One could imagine a form of disjunctivism that denies a common state between only two of the
cases, [ knoww of no form that takes this up this line.

28, 1 do not endorse this view, Timathy Williamson, *Is Knowing a State of Mind?™ Mind 104 {1995);

53365, argucs for taking factives like socing-thar, reneerbering-that, and Erowig-that to be states
of mind. [ do not know whether Willlamson is committed to disjunctivism. | am not, however,
persuabed by his claim that “knowing & a mental state in overy reasonahble sense off that term.” (He
regards this as equivalent to “there 5 no more restnctive but sull reasonable sense of ‘mental’ in
which knowing can be factored like believing truly inte a combination of mental states with non-
mental conditions,” These are definitely not equivalent, There conldd be no patural "facor” con-
stituting the non-mental conditions, so that knowledge 12 a primdtive kind, but knowledge could
still entail eruth and belief, where beliel is comceived as 2 mental state in a sense that knowledge 5
nol.) | am sympathetic with Williamson's animuos against analyses of knowledge, But | think that
non-factive psychological states comprise a natural genus of mental state that excludes knowing.
Such states enter into causl, law-ike patterns governing the use and processing of representa-
tions, given the limited input and background information that imdividuals typacally have, The
stabes’ content constitutes an individual’s representational perspective and marks the bsdividoal’s
fallible representational abilitics. Williamson gives no argument for the position guoted above,
He only provides a case for taking factives o be states in a certain sense of “state” and a case for
krrwledge being present when propositional amtitudes are. [ think that his use of "state” is more
likely po mislead than to lluminate,

. CF, Hilary Putnam, “The Meaning of "Meaning.” Philosophical Papers, vol, [ {Cambridge:

Cambridge University Press, 1975); my "Other Bodies” Thought and OfRjecs, ed, A, Woodfield
{London: Oxford University Press, 19821, reprinted in The Twin Eavtle Chromiclies, ed. A, Pessin
§ Mew York: M. E, Sharpe, 1996], These sorts of cages are much less easily produced in purely per-
ceptual cases, although | think that they can be produced. The issues about the relation between
percepiual cases and higher-level cognitive cases are comples.

). This is nof to say that there is no sort of consciousness in sensations or qualitative elements in

3.
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ordinary, unsophisticated perception. It is just to say that those elements are nat objects of per-
cepdual representation. They are not percepiual referents. There is no cognitive mowve on the part
of the individual subject from gqualitative swareness 1o percepiual reference.

The transformations-ase not in propoesitional form. This is further reason not to call them infer-
enes. | think the distinctions | have emphasired are worth reflecting in the werminalogy.
Applications are individuated in terms of concrete occurrent acts or events. Applications can be
preserved in memory and shared. 5o | take representational contents marking them 1o be abstrac,
1 first developed this distinction in my “Belief Dv Re,” The Journal of Phitosophy 74 (1977): 338-62.
The framework was developed more fully in “Descartes and Anti-Individualism: Reply to
Normaore,” Reflections and Replies: Essays o the Philosophy of Tider Barge {Cambridge, MAz MIT
Press, 2003 ), The mast systemnatic account of the framework is byved ot in “Five Theses on De Be
States and Attitudes.”
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The notion of ability-generality s also ot the contrary of object-dependence-on-a-paricular. 17
there is object-dependent representation that represents a concrete particular and that is also
learnable by ary numdser of different people who could have no relation to one another, and who
are not rebated 1o any ur-act (e, a baptismal act), then the representation would count as abil-
ity-general, even though it is individuated partly by reference to the object of reference.
Although concepts expressed by numerals are, 1 think, individuated partly by reference to
their referents, and are thus obsect-dependent, such concepts are ability-general. Their individu-
ation hinges purely on types of psychological activity and psychological capacity—not an any par-
ticudar, specific, accurrent acts or exercises of capacities.
T discuss this sor of singular context-dependent representation, insofar as it ocours in thought,
in “Belicf [ Be™; “Russell’s Problem and Intentional Tdentity,” in Agend, Langiage, and the
Structure of the World, ed. James Tomberlin [ Indianapolis: Hackett Publishing Company, 1983 )
*Wision and Intentional Content,” in fokn Searle ard His Crisics, ed. B Lepore and R. Van Gulick
[Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1991, T discuss such singular representations insofar as they occurin
perception and thought in “Perceptual Entitlement”™; in “Dscartes and Anti-Individualism: Reply
to Normore, Reffections and Replics: Essays on the Fhilorophy of Tider Burge; and ot greatest length
in “Five Theses on [ Be States and Attitudes.” Cf. also “Postscript “Belief D¢ e in my
Fonndations of Min; Essaps by Tvler Burge, Volume 11 {Osford; Oxford University Press, 2007 ),
Our evaluations of modality are bwo-sided in this regard, We can abstract from the referent and
truth value of a perception-based thought and conclude that the same thought cvent, with the
same perspectival comtent—uwith its token-dependent clements—might, in a different world, have
faibed to refer. Then the associated thowght might have had a different truth value. The type-indi-
viduated representations are the same, and we can imagine that the same application token-event
had a different immiediate-contextual -causal ancestry. Then the thought event that & in fact true
could have been false or truth-valueless. This point undergirds our view that representations in
pereeptual beliefs—bath comcepts andd applications—are referentially fallible in any particular
instance, An analogous point applics to peroeptual representations, Nevertheless, when we evalu-
ate the modal status of a thought considered as a truth (or a perception considered as veridical ),
we take the singular applications in peroeptual beliefs to be rigid. We evaluate the modal status of
the actually frue thought even in sitwations in which it might have been false, That truth might
Tearve been fadse iF thie object had not had the relevant properties. We would not be evaluating the
same truth if in considering counterfactual situations, we take the object of reference out from
under it. Some perception-hasad thoughts can thus be regarded as necessary truths—necessanly;
that object is self-identical; necessarily; that obpect & a fruat,
[ beave open the full individuation conditions of applications: for example, whether applications
can b the same if they are guided by different fundamental ability-general, semantically general
attributives.
Token applications anc also crucial in accounting for the connection of perception and perceptual
belicfs with particular acts—suech as initiating ingestion of food or attack on prey. In this paper |
fl.l:m:l.an'rm']r on the role nfp:n::]:l-ll'nn in the d:qu'ur'h'm of informeation,
From a brosder perspective, one can see reference to any particular individual as the result of law-
ful interactions, Still, psychological explanation succeeds because it centers on psychological kinds
that are not sensitive to all referential illusions and duplications,
Al seriows defenders of dispunctivism that | know of are British. In addition to insular influences,
this is o be explained, [ think, in terms of a preoccupation with the excesses of the British empiri-
cists, amd of their British successors in the early amd early-mid part of the twenticth century. The
idea of disjonctivism is suggested briefly by ). L Austin, Semse and Semsibilia { Oncford: Clarendon
Press, 1962). The first defense of disjunctivism that 1 know of is L M. Hinton, "Visual Experi-
ences, Mind 76 (19671: 217-27. Hinton's mativations are not chear, but T think that rejection of
sense-data is probably central. This seems to be the mativation of Paul Saowdon, *Perception,
Vision, and Causation,” Proceedings of the Artstotelian Society 81 ( 1980-1981 ) 175-92 and " The
Objects of Perceptual Experience,” Proceedings of the Aristoralian Sociery, suppl. vol. 64 {19801
121-66; and Michacl Martin, “The Reality of Appearances,” in Thought and Owiolagy, ed. M,
Sainshury (Milan: Franco Angeli, 1997 1, Some of the arpuments in fohn Campbell, Reference and
Consciousness {Oncford: Clarendon Priess, 2002, have this motivation,
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Paul Snowdon, " Percepiion, Vision, and Causation,” esp. 156-90, In later work Snowdon argues
only that rejection of disjunctivism is not a conceptual truth, CF his = The Objects of Perceptual
Experience.” | doubt this claim, but will not discuss it here. | emphasize empirical grounds for
rejecting disjunctivism. Snowdon's characterization of the opposition view as halding that
“pxperiences are amongst the events, the intrinsic natures of which are independent of anything
outside the subject”™ (Ibid., 123) is typical of disjunctivists in assuming that the opposition is
caught in a veil-of-ideas, individualist view, He shows no awareness of anti-individualist rejection
of disjunctivism.

CF, his “Singular Thought and the Extent of Inner Space,” in Sulgect, Thought, and Contex
(Oxfiord: Clarendon Press, 1986, MeDowell seems 10 have been fluenced in this version of dis-
junctivism by Gareth Evans, whose position | shall discuss below, MeDowell's motivations seem,
however, closer 1o Snowdon's than to Bvans's. Veil-of-ideas worries seem to motivate such remarks
as: “countenancing object-dependence s a leature of intentionality s a direct response tw a threa-
erved loss of contact with objecs” [McDowell, “Singular Thought and the Extent of Inner Space,”
1630,

43, Ihicl., 15152, 158=58, | can find no place where the metaphors are clearly explained.
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5.

. Note that the formulation “exactly as it is however things stood outside it” is typical of disjunc-

tivist discussion in ignoring anti-individualist refection of disjunctivism, 1t thus suggesis that
opposition is caught in veil-of-ideas views of perception.
Thacl., B6-E-65 {mry emphasis in the quatation |

4. 1 mvcan that they do not suffice to specify the thought or perception even with the help of a spec-

ification of the attituding] or perceptual made—Efor cxampie, belicf or vismal perception, Epistemic
and semantical features of the psychological state depend on token events of application that are
nat specifiable in terms of representational or paychaological types.

- McDowel] haobds that disjunctivism is needed 1o answer scepliciem. This view rests on the consid-

erations about “darkness” just discussed, For this reason, and because the issue of scepticism is come-
plicated. | shall not pursue the matter here. 1 believe that what help anti-individualism offers in
dealing with scepticism is not enhanced by disjunctivism. An anti-sceptical answer that rested on
disfunctivism would underrate the subtlety of the sceptical challenge. Moreover, making clabms. that
are incompatible with emapirical knowledge is not a promising amti-sceptical strategy. | touch on
relations between scepticism and anti-individualism in “Other Bodies,” Thought and Cdecr, ed.
Andrew Woodfeld [ London: Oxford University Press, 1982), 97-1 30 reprinted in The Tivin Earth
Chromicles, ed. Andrew Pessin and Sanford Goldberg (New York: M. E. Sharpe, 1996]; in Proldems
ir Mdird: Readings in Comtemporiny Phelosophy of Mind, ed. Crumley { Mountain View, CA: Mayficld
Publishing Company, 2000} and in my Feerdations of Mind, | also discuss these issues in *Some
Reflections on Scepticism: Reply to Strowd,” in Reflections and Replies: Essaps on the Philesoply of
Tiler Biwrge, od. Martin Hahn and Biorn Ramberg (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 2003),

48, John McDowell, "The Content of Perceptual Experience.” Philosophical Quurrterly 44 (1994

4%,
. McDowell inveighs against “equating” the animal’s perception with “computationally described
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190205, Evans might have encouraged these artitudes. He suggests that the sont of experience
that can be ascribed to a whole person requires the presence of thought. This encourages the idea
that the represeniational states theorized stout in percepiual psychology are simply unconscious
“informational” states ascribable only to the brain or to some sulbpersonal system. CL Bvans, The
Virricties of Reference, 157-58, 127,

Ak Doweell, " The Content of Perceptual Experience,” passnrn the last quote i from 197,

goings on in their interiors.” Ibid., 203, This is to attack a strawman, It is part of the modular
acoount that the processing events are not attributable to the animal. As emphasized in the first
point in section [V, many of the perceptual representations that are processed are, however, the
individual’s as well as the system’s. The end points of the perceptual processing are certaindy the
individual’s, The theory assumes overlap, not equation. [ believe that the availability to action and
o comscinusness goes much deeper into the primitive “early™ stages of the perceptual processing
than i commonty thought by philosophers or even by some well-informed psychobogists. Be that
as it may, it is uncontroversial among empirical psychologists that representations of three-
dimenstonal shapes, generated by the peroeptual subsystem, are perceptions by the individual—
available to consciousness and the control of activaty,



5k It does not follow, mor is it trse, that genuine percepbions (s opposed to registrations of informa-
tion} are conschous. There s massive evidence that a good bit of human perception—which
involves constancies and a rich representation of the physical environment—is unconscious.

5L "The Content of Peroeptual Experience,” 197-98, McDowell goes on to say that amimals are “seman-
tic engines” and to indicate his understanding of the role the mstrumemalist wse of content atin-

bution plavs in psvechalogical explanation:

We could not make sense of the competence that enables us to make sensible
use of the claim that aeirals have dealings with content if we could find
nothing inside them but, say, a completely homogenous jelly. And nobody
knows how to make sense of an animal’s internal control mechanism, and
connect it conceptually 1o the competence it & supposed to explain, except
by describing it as 5 0 wene, what we know it 15 not really, a semantic engine,
interpreting inputs as signs of environmentad facts and, as output, directing
behaviour so as (o be suitable to those ficts in the light of the animal's needs
or goals, To insist that the attribution of content at this sub-personal or aib-
persanal” bevel s s 11" talk s inono way o debunk it .. s surely clear, at
st in o general way, bonw content-attribution that is anly ‘as 1F can even so
pull its weight in addressing a genwine explanatory need: the question s what
enables ws animals to be the semantic engings we are.

It is certainly not true that no ome knows how to describe the animal’s modular psychology
without describing it as if it interpreted signs. Attnbutions of rrerpreiation o the sulsystem, or
indeed the animal, play no robe in the theary.

53, Perhaps McDowell i5 assuming that if an animeal or subsystem knows nothing it cannog have gen-
uine (non-metaphorical | representational content, Such an assumption would need argument, It
15 out of keeping with the practice of empirical psychology, Perceptual psychology attibutes per-
ceplions to lower animals that Lack knowledge, The perceptions have olvective reference 1o objects
and properties in the environment and exhibit perceptual constancies much like owrs,

54, There are many signs that McDowell thinks that the veil-of-ideas picture is endemic to cognitive
peychology’s explanations. In addition to the passage just quoted, cf. * The Content of Perceptual
Experience,” 197, 200, 203, He seems to think that the mosdular system is “Mocked off™ from the
erviromment, and that regasding the system's representational states a5 non-metaphorical would
comumit one io taking the animal 1o have “direct”™ access only to its “interior” Such views misun-
derstand the science. 1 think that they are encouraged by taking the telling metaphor and {even
worse) the interpretation metaphaor as literad parts of the science. Some of the difficulty may fic in
MecDowddls scoepting Dennett’s remark about the brain's being a syntactic engine (which 1 regard
a5 already at best misleading) and transferring it, without discussion, to the perceptual system,
McDowell describes the perceptual system as a physical mechanism, ibid,, 198, That may be 50 in
a metaphysical sense. From the standpoint of scence, it i5 basically a psypchological system,
Theorizing about syntax in psychology s vastly bess developad and central than theorizing about
changes among states with representational content. Symtax {the form of perceptual organization
and processing | serves representational content. It has no serious role in viswal psychology inde-
pendent of 5t

55, McDowell’s appeal to Gibson seems to me ill-considered. Gibson saw his work as emipirical expla-
nation of sering of objects on the causal basis of sensitivity to ambicnt light. He did not found a
science of ecology separate in its objectives from empirical psychology. McDowell's “reading™ of
Gibson as doing something completely different from what cognitive psychologists do is not
Iorne out by howw Gibson's work has been assimilated and criticieed in psychology—as any num-
ber of textbooks will bear out. Gibson's denial of a rofe for representational states in the cowsal
acoount is empirically discredited on numerous groands. The status of Gibson's work ltimately
is, of course, nod the central issue, (CF, note 21,

56, Gareth Evans, The Varteries of Reference, 136, Evans’s strange view that no thought is thoughi
when there i a lailure of referenice is nessential to disjunctivism. His holdimg this view shiiws ow
far his approach is from reflecting seriously on peychological explamation or sepresentational abil-
ities. Although Evans made important contribwtions in directing attention to isswes about thought,
I think that he was masch too fixed on considerations regarding language and semantics in his
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discussion of mental states. Psychobogical explanation and epistemic considerations ane second-
ary in his account, and poorly developed. He also had an exceptionally restrictive and regressive
view of what—in the way of background knowledge—is necessary to succeed in referring, even
in kanguage. Evans believed that thought is necessary for reference to particulars, Pereeption abone
is, in his wiew, insulficient. For discussion of this view, see note 6.1t is part of a neo- Kantian con-
ception of reference that 1 shall criticize elsewhere, For some discussion, see ™ Five Theses on [k
Fer States and Attinudes.”

57. Evans, The Varieties of Reference, 12930,

5. Ibid., 326-31. | have numbsered the steps for convenience.

59, CF Evans, The Verfettes of Reference, 33324, On sufficiency: " what makes it commumication, rather
than misunderstanding, is sirpdy the fact thae there is a single inclusive object” (my emyphasis).

6, The case comes from B T, Geach, " Intentional Identity,” Joprmal off Plhilosoplye 64 | 1967 ); 627-32;
reprinted in Geach's Logac Muttfers (Oxford: Blackwell, 1972), Fvans discusses the case in The
Vierteties of Reference, 3336 He relies mainky on attacking an oversimpie view of the situation
which would require that for understanding, membsers of the community can and need to share
the sume descriptive thoughts and same perspective,

1. For am account, see my ~Russell’s Problem and Intentional ldentity.”

62, Fvans gives supplementary arguments. CF Vierieties of Referemce, 332-37. 1 believe that [ have
already discussed all the main ideas in them.

63, There are many other errors, | believe, in Fvans's elaboration of this view, associated with what he
calls “Russell's Principhe.” Most of these are not germane to the present discussion,

64, CFL my "Comprehension and Interpretation,” in The Philosopdny of Dosald Diavidson, ed. Lewis
Hahn {Chicago: Open Court Publishers, 15999],

65, Evans, Viertenies of Beferemee, 133-39,

6. Campbell, Reference amnd Consciousness. Unlike Evans, Campbell appears to be a naive realist (cf.
1155,

67. Reference and Conscionsness, 123, This claim is accompanied by a series of criticisms of a neo-
Fregean view (McDowell's), which is, like his own view, disjunctivis, but which he thinks ®rods
experience of its explanatory robe” Campbell supports a "relatsonal view™ of experience, accord-
ing to which experience “reaches all the way to the objects themselves” Apparently the object is
itselfl part of the experience. The view appears to be a naive realist view. | find both Campbell's
characterization of his own view and his criticisms of the neo-Fregean view obscure. | think that
thae criticisms of the neo-Fregean view are no more sucoessful than the eriticisms of my view. [
will, however, concentrate only on the later criticisms.

68. Campbell, Reference and Conscimsness, 126,

B9, Thicl.

70, As | have indicared, | believe that this issue is not fundamental, Disjunctivism claims that there is
ni common, explanatory &ed in common between cises of perceptual referential dlusion and
cases of perceptual beliel in which perception is referentially suceessiul. Whether one imdividu-
atgs application rokens in terms of their distal causes is, [ believe, not imdamental. | belicve that
there is a natural and defensible understanding of representations marking such evens that
acoords with humean and animal fallibility: Cne’s perceptual beliel could have been based on illu-
sion [ abnormal conditbons had been substituted, indiscerndbly, for the aciual causal conditons,
Bun even if applications were objoct-based, the same explanatory perceptual state Kind (and the
same belief kind | would have been imvolved,

71. For the distinctions among pustification, warrant, and entitlement, see my “Perceptual Entitle-
ment.”

7L In fact, Campbell's general line that the “common factor view" cannot account for the role of
experience in explaining how it is possible to understand and be justified in believing proposi-
tions aboul our surroundings seems to me to systematically conflate explanation of patterns with
explanations of particular sscoesses on particular accasions.

73, Ibid., 129-30,
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74 In addition o the argument just guoted, Campbell gives an argument regarding rexsoning that
uses percepiual beliefs from different modalities—sight and hearing. Since this argument has
essentially the same difficulties as the one being discussed, [ shall not discuss i separately.

75, Ihid., 128,

7h. For some discussion of these ideas, see my ~“Memory and Self-EKnowledge,” in Exrernalism and
Self-Kinowleelge, el Peter Ludbow and Norah Martin (Stanford, CS11, 1998),

77, This ixkea has been urged by my student Mikkel Gerken,

78, Campbell’s discussion of knowledpe is exceptionally inexplicit. [ think that it may be influenced
Ty MeDonwell's claim that if disjunctivism were not tooe, all would be dark within, and we would
hearve i defense against scepticism.

79 The reference here 15 to my = Vision and Intentional Content,” in Jalen Searle and Hiz Crivles, ed,
Lepore and Van Galick { Lomdon: Basil Blackwet], 1991, 195-213,

B Heference and Conscimness, 126,

&1. Cf. "Perceptual Entitlement,” and *Five Thises on Dy Re States and Attitedes”

BL This matter is developed in some depth in " Perceprual Entitlement,” and in my “Some Reflections
on Scepticismy Reply to Stroud.”

83, Campbell may be relyving on Bvans's claim—discussed above as premise (2] of Evans's argument
—that anderstanding a singular representation requires knowledgeable, successful reference,

&4. For a discussion of the conception of warrant here alluded to, see "Perceptual Entitlement.” The
main line of the conception of knowledge and justification that 1 have outlined is accepted by a
wide variety of epistemolopists—epistemological internalists and epistemological externalists
alike. The main line holds that the nature of a given perceptual ience which yields percep-
tual knowledge, when appropriately connected to perceptual belief, does not entail the existence
of the perceived object. Percepiual knowledge depends on the absence of relevant alternatives, not
a guarantee that they are not present. Campbell does not discuss this position.

B5. M. G, E Martin, “The Trangparency of Experience,” Mind and Langrange 17 {2002} 378425, Some
of Martin's argument depends on taking his“intentionalis™ opponent to have views that I do not
rysell accept. He seems to mean by the “intenticmalist” not enly someone who rejects disjunc-
tivism and takes perceptual stmes o have representational contents, but someone who also
belicves that qualitative properties are reducible 1o representational properties. [ call this view
“represemtatiomalism” [do not accept it The special issues raised by qualia are, | think, not fun-
damental o my opposition 1o disjunctiviem. Martin is arguing for naive realism, not simply
against a particular opponent. 50 replies that a particular “intenionalist” approach would not
meake can be relevant to his posinve argument for maive realism and disjunctivism.

Martin discusses disumctivism in other places. For example, in ™ The Limits of Self- Awareness,”
Phrlosopirical Studtes 130 { 2004); 37-89, he offers a long angument for disjunctivism that depends
on attributing a princple about self-knowledge 1o all opponents of disjunctivism [ think that this
argument is unsuccessiul an several grounds, but [ will not discuss it here. For a criticism, see
Susanna Siegel. "Indiscriminability and the Phenomenal,” Philosaplrical Srudies 1200 (2004 ):
90-112,

&6, Visual blur, loaters, and illusions do suggest a medium over and abave the apple. Even waiving
this point, one shoubd not conclude that with background knowledge of the existence of experi-
crices and qualitative aspects of them, one cannot introspectively attend to the expericnce or
quatiz as distinet from the apple. If one knowingly introspects an ilbusion of an apple, one docs
mot attensd 1o any apple ome attendds to the illasion. This is plawsibly a sensory experience, with its
qualitative, sensory content, For lurther discussion, see oy “Chealia and Intentional Content: Reply
to Block,” in Reflections and Replics: Exsays on the Plulosephy of Tyler Barge,

87, Martin, " The Transparency of Experience,” 4 1516 [ insert capital letters in parentheses to mark
passages that 1 will discuss.

BE. Some of Martin's formulations suggest that be is not careful to distinguish the fact that it s a fae-
tively construed experience that we imagine when we are visualizing. For example, be writes,
“When | visualise an apple, | imagine it through imagining a visual experience as of an apple”
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abiad. 4 1 1. This statemsent 15 true—at least if {DT7) is true. However, it 5 nol strong encagh from
the point of view of his opponent, who distingwishes sharply between having a visual experience
as of an apple which is veridical and having a visual experience as of an apple that is illusory. The
caves are very different even if the type of representational content is the same. The caves are
different even if counterfactually or in the imagination, the very same type amd token could have
remained the same. In viscalizing an apple, one imagines a veridical visual expericnce as of an
apple—if in visnalizing one imagines a visual expericnoe at all, | believe that Martin allows him-
self to interpret the Dependency Thesis in a way that takes his opponent to regard the imagined
experience as newtral s o whether it is veridical, and then challenges his opponent to come up
with an explanation of how the veridicality is to be acoounted for. This mistake is also sugpested
by Martin’s handling of an objection at ibid., 412-13, and in the main body of his argument
against the “intentionalist,” which T am in the midst of discussimg.

B Thicl, 416,
o), Thid., 417-18.
91. Such placement is subject only to very general constraints. (ne cannot visualize something in the
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scene both to have a property and to lack it, from the same perspective—although one can per-
haps visnalize Escher cases which present impossibilities, incompatibilities that emerge from dif-
ferent perspectives on the same image. One canmot visualize something and iis absence in the
same visualization, The object must have visually discernible properties. And so on. The point is
not that visualization is in all ways infallible. It is that its sources of fallibility are more imited than
and different from thaose of visual perception.



