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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, I 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. I 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



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.

L PERCEPTUAL ANTI-INDIVIDUALISM

The key feature of perception is that it is representational. I mean this in a very
broad sense, Perception is representational in that its nature is both to purport to
be about something and to represent it as being a certain way. To purport to be
about something is to function o 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 if 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-
ical 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 faithful
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 to 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.

1 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 elements. 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, I believe that perceptual representational content has a structure
more like a map. Thought has propositional form, of the sort exemplified by sen-
tences. What 1 say here will not depend on taking perceptual representation to be
non-propositional and non-conceptual. Anti-individualisim applies to both percep-
tion and empirical thought about the physical environment.?



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 findamental 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-individoalism. The shape is, however,
more complex than it may initially appear, I 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 fora
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



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 to represent particular, actual instances of those types.

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

The second aspect of the representational content of perceptual states concerns
its perspectival nature, Representational perceptoal 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/togical possibility that
the perceptual states are perceptions of distinct entities, the representational con-
ient-—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 turns. 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.



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.

IT1. THE EMPIRICAL PSYCHOLOGY OF VISION

I believe that there are general arguinents 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, 1
believe that perceptual anti-individualism provides the only acceptable framework
for understanding conditions under which perceptual representation is possible.
And Ibelieve that one can recognize this on reflection and by considering alterna-
tives. [ will not discuss these general arguments here. Here I 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 percepiual-state kinds depend on relations to the physical environment.
And it malees 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 to the effects of arrays of light frequencies, Its paradigmatic problem
is to explain how perceptions of the distal environment are formed from sensitiv-
ity to such light arrays——registration of their spatial and temporal 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. 5till, as
an empirical matter, it has been repeatedly confirmed that many basic explanations
of fundamental visual processes can be successfully carried through while bracket-
ing these further sources, factoring them in at further stages of explanation.



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

Ambiguous figures 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 directly. 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 iliusions.!!

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 continuvous. 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 solation to
how light from a three-dimensional scene will project onto a two-dimensional sur-
face. The visual system must, however, use the two-dimensional array of information
-—the Hght intensity that stimuiates 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
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standard of veridical representation. The aim of the psychology of vision is to
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 to
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-
tors 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. I will focus on only one aspect of lightness 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. For lightness constancy is a capacity to
track achromatic surface reflectance—brightness of the surface itself—through
changes in Hlumination.

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 Hllumination, These are called illumination edges. Shadows,
reflections on glossy surfaces, differences in surface orientation toward the light
source, and focused light sources (such as spotlights) produce iilumination 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 princi-
ples. Such principles apply to the registrations of light intensities—in particular, to
hzminance 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 iflumination 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
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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-
tom, 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 elements 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 fitted 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 foreshore-
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 homogeneous.

17



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-
tern, 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, inclading 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 repiiles 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 contents of the
states are fixed by the types of transactions into which they enter and by the nor-
mal causal and discriminative relations that perceptuat states and their associated
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 deeply embedded in the theory’s
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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
powet. Reflection on the role of biasing principles in determining perceptual kinds
yields 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. Its 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.

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

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

Pirst, the aim of the theory is to explain the structure of human 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 to consciousness. Many are easily reported.
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tmal 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. So 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 either of two ways. It can be misperception of a particatar. 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
srnall tirne intervals. Individuals perceive the situation as involving motion of a sin-
gle object between the two places. Depending on the stimul, individuals erro-
neously experience changes, during the “motion,” of shape, size, color, and other
properties. With reference to the spatiotemnporal 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
motion 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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psychology take the individual as a significant unit, and explain perceptual states in
terms of impacts on this individual together with internal conditions, especially
psycholegical 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 {c) psychological causation involves action at a distance, or (d) perception
is not of entities in the distal environment. None of these alternatives is attractive
or empiricatly 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 particulas, they are incompatible with the second of the
two aspects of the framework of perceptual psychology just kaid 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 claims that there is 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; (ili) 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. I have several reasons for avoiding this
assumption. I will mention only one. I 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 ritled out by the assumption that proximal input is the same in
the duplication and referential illusion cases. So phenomenological indiscernibility
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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 I shall explain later, are rele-
vant to 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 [ 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 malke 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 sclentific 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 state types.? The key difference
between these cases and those required by disjunctivism is that in the twin-earth
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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, becanse the science is really about a different subject matter than the phi-
losophy.

As to the youth of the science, I 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 impoz-
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 h