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understand it.’
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He offers a chapter-by-chapter analysis of various debates surrounding the
mind-body problem, including visual experience, consciousness, content and
norms, reliabilism and the problem of Zombies and Ghosts.

Matters of Mind will offer its readers a clear and careful exploration of the
mind-body problem. It will prove an invaluable source to those interested both
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Introduction

Setting things up

I'ran across philosophy in 1985. The first thing to grip was the Mind-Body Problem.
It looked asymmetric. Physics made our take on Body seem firm. Psychology didn’t
do that for Mind. My initial view—naive of course—was that we needed to fix ideas
about Mind. As I'soon learned to put it: we needed a mark of the mental.

Brentano had one. He said the essence of Mind was its ability to represent.
Aboutness was the key. The answer seemed apposite. It set out lines of inquiry
and echoed the literature. Naturalizing Aboutness, after all, was then
dominant in the profession. Hunting the seed of truth conditions occupied
seminars across the country. Biosemantics had broken out on both sides of the
Atlantic. Wisconsin had a view. The Mind-Body Problem looked clear. It was
that of reducing Aboutness to Nature.

Times change. Today’s tyro couldn’t get that impression. The Problem looks
too different. But its new face is no child of consensus. The once-deafening
buzz of work on Aboutness has simply been replaced. The new cacophony
springs from work on rather different topics.

This book reflects my view of what happened. Its chapters are organized and
motivated by that view. So I begin with a thumbnail sketch. Consider a schema:

(*) X is About Y iff tokens of X stand in relation R to Ys.

Theories of this form used to be hot. They were the bedrock of work in the
field. Their shift from the spotlight grew from five kinds of worry.

(1)  When philosophers would cash (*) via some relation—R * say—others
would charge them with false advertising. They’d say R* was
intentional, its use in (*) did not service materialism. Naturalists would
then argue for R *’s bona fides. And to the extent they succeeded, critics
would crank out the counter-example. They would insist putative
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(T)

reductions of Aboutness were intentionally imbued or extensionally
unfit. Naturalists would tinker with theory.

Some philosophers emphasized an internal link between Aboutness and
consciousness. Since nature could not edify the latter, they said, (*)-like
views could not deal with the former. Their idea was that nature was
mute vis-d-vis a crucial aspect of Mind’s directedness on the world. It said
nothing about conscious Aboutness. In a nutshell: the link between
Aboutness and consciousness, plus the latter’s theoretical recalcitrance,
prevent reduction of the former.

Others emphasized an internal link between Aboutness and normativity.
Since one could not squeeze ought from is, they said, (*)-like views
couldn’t work. Their idea was that nature was mute vis-g-vis another
crucial aspect of Mind’s directedness on the world. It said nothing about
norms of Aboutness. In a nutshell: normativity prevents reduction of
Aboutness.

However, debate on this topic is full of confusion. There are two kinds of
normativity in it. They often get run together. But we should respect their
difference. We should insist on the distinction between alethic and
evidential normativity. The former says

A term ™" should be applied to an object iff it’s F.

The latter says

(E)

A term"F" should be applied to an object iff one’s
evidence indicates it’s F.

(T) is a truth-based prescription. (E) is an evidence-based one. Truth and
evidence come apart. The latter can mislead about the former. Alethic
and evidential normativity are not the same thing. Viewed with a careful
eye, though, discussion of content and norms can often be seen to run
them together.

We should insist on two questions. One asks whether alethic normativity
can be naturalized. The other asks whether evidential normativity can
be. Naturalists tend to spin debate about normativity in terms of the first
question. They emphasize their view about where truth conditions come
from. They insist it leaves room for an alethic isought distinction. Non-
naturalists tend to spin debate about normativity in terms of the second
question. They emphasize difference of grain between truth conditions
and epistemic possibility. They argue naturalism cannot account for
content-based evidential norms.

Some philosophers emphasized the fact that Mind and Body pull apart in
conception. It’s coherent to conceive one without the other. When Body
is conceived without Mind, Zombies are the topic. When Mind is
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conceived without Body, Ghosts are the topic. Their conceivability was
used to argue for their genuine possibility. And that, in turn, was taken to
show dualism is true.

(5) Others emphasized an empirical case for physicalism. Their idea was
simple. Physics is closed and complete. Mind is causally efficacious. The
world isn’t choc full of overdetermination. It follows, they argued, that
Mind is physical as well.

What does it all mean?

Well, note the first debate is one of detail. Nothing in it smells like
principled difficulty for materialism. The issue is whether tight-enough fit
can be found between Intentional and Natural phenomena. True, extant
theories have problems, and we don’t know how to solve them. But one thing
is certain: at this stage in our intellectual development we have no real grip on
whether, or to what extent, Mind and Nature correlate. We’ve no such grip
on whether a thought relates to its truth conditions like a tree to its age, a bee
dance to its target, smoke to its cause, or the disjunction of suchlike. All
claims about that are highly speculative. This means proposed reductions of
Aboutness are too. It also means all is to play for. The reasonable position to
adopt—on the basis of category (1) debate—is Wait-and-See. Nothing in it
forces the issue.

The other debates look different. They portend barriers to either
materialism or dualism. One springs from consciousness, one from
normativity, one from conceivability, one from science. These are the issues
which now dominate philosophy of mind. And one can see why. They look to
force the issue. They look to force a take on the Mind-Body Problem. I give
each a chapter or more.

Chapter 1 tackles visual experience. This is where Aboutness and
consciousness are most tightly wrapped into one. I make clear what a
metaphysics of such experience might accomplish, and what constraints are in
play during theory construction. I mark pros and cons of various positions and
use them to construct a new view. One of the primary lessons of discussion is
that an Explanatory Gap will exist between neutrally stated metaphysics and
visual phenomenology. I discuss what that means for a reduction of Mind in
general and Aboutness in particular.

Chapter 2 tackles the Explanatory Gap. I construct an exhaustive
taxonomy of property explanation. Then I show why phenomenal properties
cannot fit in it. I argue the nature of phenomenal concepts prevents them
from figuring in pellucid property explanation. The Explanatory Gap has
nothing to do with ontology. It’s the product of facts about explanation and
concepts. This means one of the putative barriers to naturalism is a fraud.
The inexplicability of phenomenal Aboutness—indeed that of consciousness
full stop—does not show Mind isn’t matter. If a tight-enough correlation
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were found between consciousness and matter—a big ‘if’ to be sure—it
would be reasonable to equate them despite the Explanatory Gap.

Chapter 3 tackles normativity of content. It reflects my dissatisfaction with
extant discussion of content. That discussion is marked by two things at once:
Fregean considerations of a distinctly epistemic nature, and divorce from
working epistemology. That’s got to be wrong. Frege invented modes of
presentation to bridge the grainedness gap between truth conditions and
epistemic possibility. Their raison d’étre is epistemic. And recent work by
Kripke, Putnam and Burge—canvassed in the chapter—turns Frege’s gap into a
chasm. Yet philosophy proceeds (all too often) as if epistemic norms and
content are orthogonal topics. Chapter 3 explains why that isn’t so. It begins by
noting discussion of each topic has run in exact parallel within disjoint
literatures. It then works towards an explanation of why. That explanation
relies heavily on the notion of content-based norms. These are the norms many
feel cannot be naturalized. The chapter plumps for an internal link between
content and them.

Chapter 4 tackles naturalizing that normativity. I begin by distinguishing
two types of probability. Process Reliabilism uses the first to reduce warrant to
probability of truth. It’s shown to be unacceptably insensitive to local
evidential relations. The view is not properly content based. This motivates a
position I call Content Reliabilism. It uses the second type of probability to
reduce warrant to probability of truth. T argue the view can be shaped so that
warrant springs from an activity that is both content-based and normguided.
So shaped, the view captures much in our pre-theoretic take on warrant. I close
with remarks on whether such a view is right.

Chapter 5 tackles Zombies and Ghosts. It contains an extended discussion
of conceivability. I distinguish two kinds. One is grounded in conceptual
coherence, the other in sensory imagination. I argue Zombies and Ghosts are
both conceivable in the first sense. But only Ghosts are conceivable in the
second. Only Ghosts are experientially imaginable. I also argue neither kind of
conceivability is sufficient for genuine possibility. Hence the conceivability of
Zombies and Ghosts does not establish dualism. It does, however, ground a
prima facie case. For their conceivability is defeasible evidence for their
genuine possibility; and this, in turn, is some reason to think dualism is true.
When faced with it, materialists have two (compatible) options: either locate
reason to defeat the evidence for thinking Zombies and Ghosts are genuinely
possible, or deny such possibility implies dualism.

Chapter 6 tackles both strategies. It begins with the dominant empirical
argument for physicalism: the Overdetermination Argument. As we’ve seen,
the idea is that physicalism flows from three things: the causal efficacy of
Mind, the causal completeness of physics, and the lack of overdetermination.
The argument trades tacitly, though, on two notions of physical. One springs
from everyday life, the other from microphysics. The trade results in fallacy. To
correct it we need principles which push causation from everyday life into
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microphysics. I argue the alien face of that physics undermines our right to
them. Our present understanding of matter calls into question the principles
needed to patch The Overdetermination Argument. So there’s a question: why
has The Argument been so popular? I argue its popularity springs from
reductive bias inherited from everyday life. Reflection on that bias shows the
genuine possibility of Ghosts does not entail dualism.

Setting things aside

Much in this book prescinds from detailed metaphysics. To see why, consider
two Mind-Body Problems. One concerns the relation between mental and
physical types. The other concerns that between mental and physical tokens.

Mental types are properties. Relevant examples include the property of
being in pain, the property of being queasy, the property of being drunk.
Physical types are also properties (I count functional types as physical).
Examples might be the property of C-fibres firing, the property of
neurones being in spatial configuration N, the property of something
being in spatial configuration N. The Type Mind-Body Problem concerns
the relation between mental and physical properties. The question is
whether they’re radically distinct. Type dualism says yes. Type
physicalism says no.

Mental tokens are events. Relevant examples include the onset of a
particular auditory or gustatory experience. Physical tokens are also events.
Examples might be a particular firing of C-fibres or shift of neural
configuration. The Token Mind-Body Problem concerns the relation between
mental and physical events. The question is whether they’re radically distinct.
Token dualism says yes. Token physicalism says 7o.

The details of all this depend on how properties and events are individuated,
and how radical distinctness is defined. As everyone who’s likely to read this
book knows, however, the relevant literature is numbing. It sustains a never-
ending tempest of debate. Four examples:

(1) Properties are said to be coarse-grained; fine-grained; abstract; concrete;
built from actual extensions; possible extensions...

(2) Events are said to be persistent; momentary; built from temporal parts;
indexed to change, subjects, times, locations, causes, effects, causes-and-
effects...

(3) Radical distinctness of type is defined via strong, weak, global,
local,logical, metaphysical, nomic supervenience; determinate-
determinate relations; type identity...

(4) Radical distinctness of token is defined via part-whole relations which
echo most everything in (3).
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Individuating properties and events, like defining radical distinctness, is highly
contentious. It demands a consensually unobtainable level of detail.

Luckily, we needn’t pursue it. Our topics can be fully addressed with a pre-
theoretic take on properties, events and distinctness. For instance, the key to
Zombies is their lack of phenomenal consciousness. They threaten physicalism by
combining the presence of physical features with the absence of phenomenal ones.
The crucial issue—which crops up no matter how features are individuated—is
whether this combination is possible. Similarly, the key to Ghosts is their lack of
Body. They threaten physicalism by combining the presence of phenomenal
features with the absence of non-phenomenal ones. Once more the issue is whether
this combination is possible. Individuating features is by the by. Debate about
dualism, Zombies and Ghosts should not turn on how features are individuated.
That topic is much less clear than the debate itself.

The same point applies to the issues at (1)—(4). The Mind-Body Problem should
not turn on property- or event-individuation, the modality of supervenience, or the
interplay of such. Their details are much less clear than the Problem. Solutions to it
which turn on such issues preach deservedly to the converted. For this reason, I
shun detailed metaphysics wherever possible in this book.

I also keep scholarly citation to a minimum. The book covers a great many
topics. Regular footnotes with commentary render it indigestible. Trust me.
Pve tried it both ways. Things are much better with Discussion Points at the
end of each Chapter. They cover side issues which merit discussion. They cite a
good deal of relevant literature.

And finally: the book as a whole recommends a view on the Mind-Body
Problem. But its line is suppressed until the end. Chapters 1 to 6 argue for non-
trivial results in their own areas. In turn those results jointly support a take on
the Mind-Body Problem. But I leave the big picture to the Conclusion. Only it
rests on what it follows. This has good and bad knock-on effects. On the good
side: chapters can be read in any order. They can also be studied in isolation.
Interest in them does not require interest in the Mind-Body Problem. Hence the
book should appeal to many not directly vexed by that Problem. On the down
side: there is less surface-level unity in what follows than normally found in a
monograph. This is intentional, of course, but it can unsettle. I hope the pros
outweigh the cons of my strategy.



Chapter 1

Visual experience

1.1 Three types of visual experience

Suppose you see a cloud pass by. The cloud is a publicly available object of
perception. Everyone can see it. Suppose the cloud looks white to you; and
suppose that’s because it is white. In the event, an instance of

(L) It looks to you as if something is F

is made true by an instance of

(V) An F public object looks F to you.

It looks to you as if something is white because a white public object looks
white to you. Your visual experience is both trustworthy and accurate. You
enjoy the first type of visual experience: veridical perception.

Suppose, however, you see a straight stick partially submerged in water. The
stick looks bent. Here too we have an instance of (L): it looks to you as if
something is bent. But this instance of (L) is not made true by a salient instance
of (V). No bent public object looks bent to you. Rather, this instance of (L) is
made true by an instance of

(I) A non-F public object looks F to you.

A non-bent public object looks bent to you. Your visual experience is not fully
trustworthy, not fully accurate. You suffer the second type of visual experience:
illusion.

Finally, suppose drugs make it look as if a ball hovers in mid-air. This
instance of (L) is made true neither by a salient instance of (V), nor by such an
instance (I). No public object looks to you as if it hovers. We may assert the
salient instance of

(H) No public object looks F to you.
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Your visual experience is untrustworthy. You suffer the third type of visual
experience: hallucination.

There are three types of visual experience: veridical perception, illusion and
hallucination. To a rough first approximation: veridical perception cottons
onto public objects and their features; illusion does the former without doing
the latter; and hallucination, somehow, does neither. Despite these obvious
differences: veridical perception, illusion and hallucination share five
Remarkable Features. My first task is to expose them. Then I'll work towards
the view of visual experience which best explains them.

1.2 Five Remarkable Features

Suppose you’re standing in a field on a bright sunny day. Your vision is good,
you know that, and you’ve no thought to distrust your eyes. A friend shouts
from behind. You turn. It looks as if a rock is flying at your face. You wish not
to be hit. In the event, five things are clear.

First: you’ll come to believe a rock is flying towards you on the basis of how
it looks, that belief will join with your desire not to be hit, and the two will
cause you to duck. The pattern is integral to common sense: when it looks to
someone as if something is flying at them, and they wish not to be hit, then
(ceteris paribus) they’ll come to believe they’re about to be hit and try to duck.
This much is obvious. But notice: it prescinds from which zype of look state
they enjoy. It prescinds from whether it’s a veridical perception, illusion or
hallucination. That detail is irrelevant. As far as belief formation and action are
concerned, the same immediate downstream effects are made likely by all
three. Common sense sees them as driving belief and action in parallel. I signal
this by saying they are

(1] Behaviourally Equivalent.

Second: your belief and action are reasonable. After all: it looks to you as if a
rock is flying at your face, you wish not to be hit, you’ve no thought to distrust
your eyes, the setting is normal, the lighting is good, you know all this to be
true. In an important sense of rational, common sense suggests your belief and
action are rational. It does so, however, without knowing whether your visual
experience is veridical, illusory or hallucinatory. Once more the detail is
irrelevant. Common sense sees them as rationalizing belief and action in
parallel (in the relevant sense). I signal this by saying they are

(2] Rationally Equivalent.

Third: your visual experience will be subject to intuitions which form our
conception of phenomenal consciousness. Specifically:
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(I1) There’s something it’s like for you when it looks as if a rock
is flying at your face.

(I2) To understand this visual state fully one must know what
it’s like.

(I3) To know what it’s like one must have enjoyed this kind of

visual state (or, failing that, a similar kind of visual state).

Consider how plausible it is that congenitally blind people do not understand
visual experience. Consider how little talking can teach them. They lack a
required ingredient of understanding: viz., visual experience itself. (I1)—(I3)
explain this. But they do so, notice, without knowing whether visual
experience is veridical, illusory or hallucinatory. Common sense sees them in
terms of (I1)—(I3). I signal this by saying they are

[3] Subjective.

Fourth: your visual experience will place a moving rock before the mind in
a uniquely vivid way. Its phenomenology will be as if a scene is made
manifest to you. This is the most striking aspect of visual consciousness. It’s
the signal feature of visual phenomenology. And there’s nothing ineffable
about it. Such phenomenology involves a uniquely vivid directedness upon
the world. Visual phenomenology makes it for a subject as if a scene is
simply presented. Veridical perception, illusion and hallucination seem to
place objects and their features directly before the mind. I signal this by
saying they are

[4] Scene-Immediate.

Fifth: you cannot tell, merely by inspecting phenomenology, whether your
visual experience is veridical, illusory or hallucinatory. All three types of visual
experience are ‘indistinguishable from within’. Merely reflecting on what it’s
like will not tell you which sort of look state you enjoy. This does not mean you
cannot tell which sort of state you’re in. It just means your capacity to do so
relies on background assumptions about your environment. Phenomenology
alone will not tell you. I signal this by saying veridical perception, illusion and
hallucination are

[5] Indistinguishable.

In sum: veridical perception, illusion and hallucination share five Remarkable
Features. They are Behaviourally Equivalent, Rationally Equivalent,
Subjective, Scene-Immediate and Indistinguishable. It’s of first importance to
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note, however, that these are pre-theoretic facts about visual experience.
They’re no part of views concerning the nature of such experience. Rather, they
constrain such views. For they motivate

Question 1:  Is there a common factor to veridical perception, illusion and
hallucination which explains [1]-[5]?

1.3 Disjunctive Quietism

There’s no guarantee Question 1 takes yes. Perhaps veridical perception,
illusion and hallucination have nothing in common other than Remarkable
Features. Perhaps they share nothing to explain their common functional/
normative nature. The thought is not incoherent. But accepting it, without
being forced to do so, is methodologically unsound. [1]-[5] motivate unifying
the phenomena. And the point is non-negotiable: unified theory trumps
disunified theory or no theory at all. It’s always better to have unified theory
when possible. And as we’ll see in §1.8, it’s possible to unify [1]-[5].

This point threatens an increasingly popular approach to visual experience. I call it
Disjunctive Quietism (or Disjunctivism for short). The approachis a three-partinvention.

Part 1 characterizes visual looks with a disjunction:

(D) Xis alook as if O iff either
(v) X is a veridical perception of the fact that &; or
(1) X is an illusion as if J; or
(h) X s an hallucination as if &.

This, of course, is true. Visual experience comes in three flavours. Everyone
should believe (D).

Part 2 denies veridical perception, illusion and hallucination share an
underlying nature. This is done by sketching truth-makers for (Dv)—(Dh).
Those for (Dv) receive the direct-acquaintance treatment:

(Dv) (1)  Veridical perception consists in brute acquaintance etween
percipient, public object and public-feature. This relation is
object- and feature-involving, and cognitively primitive. It
does not decompose into more elementary mental ingredi ents.

(2)  Instances of direct acquaintance are phenomenally typed by
their public-feature relata. Two veridical experiences are
phenomenally type identical iff they spring from instances of
identical public features.

In a nutshell, then, veridical perception is an instance of brute acquaintance
between percipient, public object, and public feature; and such perception is of
phenomenal type F when F is the feature with whose public instance a
percipient is brutely Acquainted.
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Truth-makers for (Di) and (Dh) are sketched relative to this gloss. Those for
illusion receive partly positive, partly negative treatment:

(Di) (1)  Illusion consists in brute acquaintance between percipient
and public object.
(2)  Illusory phenomenology is not typed by public-feature re
lata.

And those for hallucination receive purely negative treatment:

(Dh) (1)  Hallucination does not consist in brute acquaintance with
public objects (or public features).

Disjunctivism’s metaphysics of veridical perception and illusion is built
atop brute acquaintance with public objects. Its metaphysics of
hallucination is not. The view marks from the outset that two of three types
of visual experience are perceptual states. Their public-object-involving
nature makes them perceptual contact with the world. This ready-made
division is both right and proper.

Part 3 involves the lack of support commentary (from whence the view’s
name). In particular: we have no positive story about the phenomenology of
illusion, and no positive story about hallucination at all. Disjunctivism asserts
(D), denies a common thread runs through its right-hand side, and then
remains studiously silent.

This is no good. Full-dress theory should unify the phenomena or
explain why it cannot be done. In the present context, such theory
should explain Remarkable Features or make clear why they cannot be
explained. Disjunctivism does neither. But we should consider how it
might try to do so. This will make clear that the view’s explanatory
potential springs from resources available to other positions. It will
also show what a theory of visual experience might hope to
accomplish. In turn that will help us construct a view which unifies the
phenomena.

Indistinguishability

Disjunctivism contains a metaphysics of phenomenal properties in the
veridical case. It individuates them in a public-feature-involving way.
For this reason, it cannot say those properties are present in delusion.
Their presence requires that of real-world features definitionally
unrequired by delusion. Example: the view must deny the phenomenal
property present when one veridically perceives a bent stick is also
present when one suffers an Indistinguishable illusion as of a bent stick.
The veridical phenomenal property is individuated via bentness. One
needn’t be aware of genuine bentness when suffering an illusion as of a
bent stick. The veridical phenomenal property is thus absent when so
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suffering. Disjunctivism must deny Indistinguishable veridical
perception, illusion and hallucination are phenomenally type-identical.

When introspecting the phenomenal nature of visual states, Disjunctivism
says we just miss phenomenal differences which set apart veridical
perception, illusion and hallucination. It says illusions and hallucinations
differ phenomenally from their veridical cousins. We just miss the difference.
Indistinguishability is incapacity on our part. Everyone agrees about that.
But Disjunctivism denies it grows from phenomenal type-identity on
experience’s part. Rather, it says inability to detect phenomenal difference
prevents introspecting the genuine contours of our phenomenal life. Inability
to detect phenomenal difference prevents introspecting the true nature of
experience. When it comes to explaining Indistinguishability, then, the view
simply takes it for granted and denies it springs from phenomenal type-
identity.

Keep in mind, however, that Introspection is not inner vision. When
introspecting what a visual state is like, we form judgements about the
visual state directly on its basis. Introspection is one type of belief
formation. The beliefs so formed are about visual states. But their
formation does not spring from inner visual impressions of those visual
states. There are no inner meta-visual states. Introspective beliefs about
visual states spring directly from visual states themselves. To say two such
states are Indistinguishable, then, is to say they register equivalently in
Introspection. It’s to say when judgements about them are formed directly
on their basis, those judgements characterize them in the same way. It’s to
say Introspection run on them yields equivalent beliefs about them.
Keeping this point in focus greatly aids in the perception of Disjunctivism’s
weaknesses. For it shows Indistinguishability cannot usefully explain other
Remarkable Features.

Scene-Immediacy

This is without question the truly amazing Feature of visual experience. It’s
also the most difficult to handle. We should reflect carefully, then, on the fact
that many feel Disjunctivism is uniquely well placed to do so. They say its
capacity to explain Scene-Immediacy springs from its metaphysics of
veridical phenomenology. According to that story, recall, such
phenomenology consists in brute contact between percipient, public object
and public feature. Scene-Immediacy is said to result. The idea is that brute
contact makes it for the subject as if a public object and its features are
directly before the mind.

Many feel this is easily the best account of Scene-Immediacy. ‘After all’, they
say, ‘that’s just how visual phenomenology strikes us.” Indeed some go so far as
to say the view’s positive metaphysics is required to make sense of Aboutness.
In McDowell’s memorable phrase, something like Disjunctivism is required to
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understand ‘subjective postures with objective purport’ (McDowell 1997:335-
6, 1994 and 1986; the view is enthusiastically seconded by Putnam 1994).

I put no stock in this line. Suppose S veridically perceives O is F. Then
we have

(1) The phenomenology of S’s experience will be as if O and its
Fness are directly presented.

S’s experience will be Scene-Immediate. Disjunctivism says (1) is true because

(2) S enjoys brute acquaintance with O and its Fness.

And it adds such contact is object- and feature-involving and unbuilt from
mental ingredients. Certain philosophers express this in other words. Some say
(1) is true because

(3) The fact that O is F manifests itself to S.

Others say (1) is true because

(4) O and its Fness appear to S.

But the basic idea is clear: S enjoys Scene-Immediacy because she’s in brute
contact with O and its Fness.

Now, a quick glance at the story shows it has the right shape and feel.
This surface impression generates the oft-vocalized view that
Disjunctivism is uniquely well placed to explain phenomenology. But the
impression should be resisted. For stripped of ideology (2)—-(4) amount to
no more than this:

(*) S, O and its Fness stand in a relation, R, which is object-
nd feature-involving and unbuilt from mental ingredients.

R takes many names, as we’ve seen. But only God knows why it deserves them.
And therein lies the rub.

Disjunctivism’s celebrated explanatory punch springs from ideology. Yet
that ideology is pulled from thin air. The view relies on phenomenal notions in
its approach to phenomenology. It does not explain their origin, applicability
or explanatory role. Think of it this way. Suppose S, O and its Fness stand in an
object- and feature-involving relation unbuilt from mental ingredients. Does it
follow any of (2)-(4) are true? Of course not. There are countless (*)-like
relations definable. Most have nothing to do with Scene-Immediacy. Aside
from its connection to such Immediacy, however, the only thing we know
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about Risit’s (*)-like. And that’s not much to go on. It’s certainly not enough to
secure a phenomenal name. Disjunctivism’s ideology is pulled from thin air.

One might conclude the view has no explanatory punch after all. Perhaps its
reliance on loaded ideology undercuts its capacity to explain phenomenology.
Celebrated appearances to the contrary, one might say, spring from notational
sleight of hand. But that would be overreaction. For it’s not apriori that Scene-
Immediacy grows from object- and feature-involving phenomena. If so, that’s
news. Nor is it apriori that such Immediacy is unbuilt from mental ingredients.
If so, that too is news. It’s unclear (1) grows from anything like (*). The view’s
spiel has non-trivial content. It just wraps that content in notions suffused with
phenomenal connotation. Hence the view can seem profound one moment and
trivial the next.

This is no blemish. There’s a large and well-known Explanatory Gap
between phenomenal states and all else. It will be the subject of the next
chapter. For now we note merely this: 70 story told in non-phenomenal
terms can explain the existence of phenomenology. No such story can
explain Subjectivity. To bridge the Gap between (*) and (1), therefore, R
requires phenomenal gloss. No surprise (2)—(4) creep into the literature.
Something like them is needed. (*)’s metaphysics cannot render Scene-
Immediacy pellucid. No such story can. Through its use of (2), then,
Disjunctivism does two things. It tags such Immediacy with a canonical
label. And it yokes non-trivial metaphysics to its tag. The same goes for (3)
and (4).

This is important. The impression Disjunctivism is uniquely well placed
to explain visual consciousness is mistaken. It results from a glance at the
view’s metaphysics with Scene-Immediacy in the back of one’s mind. Since
the two have the same basic shape, one might think the former is especially
apt to explain the latter. But the thought does not withstand scrutiny. Their
shape, after all, is too easy to have. It’s had by all manner of complex
relations. Disjunctivism has little more than a label for Scene-Immediacy.
And what more it does have is (*). Like all non-phenomenal stories,
however, (*) generates an Explanatory Gap. It does not fully explain
phenomenology. It yields no deeper insight into Scene-Immediacy than can
be got from other stories on offer. The sense it provides more is due entirely
to ideology.

Every full-dress theory of visual experience splits into two parts: a neutral
metaphysics and a phenomenal gloss. Without the latter, a view would look
hopeless. The Explanatory Gap guarantees that. Without the former, a view
would look vacuous. Philosophical demand guarantees that. Disjunctivism has
both components. It should not be slapped down for that. But other views can
do so as well. They too can spice metaphysics with phenomenal gloss. The Gap
leaves no other option. For this reason, however, Disjunctivism is no better
placed to explain visual phenomenology than other live options. It does what
all decent views must do. It links such phenomenology with metaphysics of an
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intuitively right shape, and it glosses the link in phenomenal terms. But it does
no more. The view defended in §1.8 does exactly as much.

Further still, Disjunctivism is unable to account for delusive Scene-
Immediacy. For the only resource it might use to explain this Feature is
Indistinguishability. Yet the attempt to do so fails. Consider Macbeth’s dagger.
The Indistinguishability-based explanation of its Scene-Immediacy says:

(A) Macbeth’s hallucination is Scene-Immediate
because
(B) it’s Indistinguishable from a matching Scene-Immediate

veridical perception as of a dagger.

This account of delusory Scene-Immediacy just doesn’t work. In no good sense
of explanation does the (B)-to-(A) story deserve the label. After all, how could
Macbeth’s Scene-Immediacy spring from his inability to introspect the
difference between delusory experience and phenomenally distinct veridical
perception? Remember, that’s all Indistinguishability comes to. How then
could it be for Macbeth as if a dagger is directly before his mind merely because
he cannot detect real phenomenal differences between his experience?

It’s trivial, of course, that Macbeth is inclined to think it is for him as if a
dagger is directly before his mind. That follows from Indistinguishability by
definition. Given his hallucination is Indistinguishable from a Scene-
Immediate veridical perception, it follows analytically that Macbeth is
disposed to believe (on the basis of introspection) his experience is
phenomenally like the veridical perception. But it’s one thing to think an
experience has a property and another for it to do so. Indeed the difference is
fundamental to Disjunctivism. It’s built on the thought we’re disposed to form
false introspective beliefs about delusive phenomenology. The question is
sharp: how could it genuinely be for Macbeth as if a dagger is directly before
him merely because he’s disposed to think it so?

I'say it could not. It could not genuinely be for him as if a dagger is directly
before him merely because he’s disposed to form false beliefs about what
delusion is like. Capacity-like (B) facts wear a different face than fabric-of-
experience-like (A) facts. The former do not explain the latter. They do not
have the right shape. As a result, Indistinguishability cannot ground Scene-
Immediacy. When it comes to explaining that Immediacy, then, there are two
cases to consider: veridical and delusive experience. Concerning the former,
Disjunctivism provides a grip enhanced by pretheoretic understanding.
Concerning the latter, it provides no grip at all.
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Subjectivity

Disjunctivism can begin to say why veridical perception and illusion are
Subjective. For it claims they’re relations of acquaintance. Yet common sense
already views such relations in Subjective terms. Consider a pair of examples:

Suppose you knew Paris through having lived there. You
were acquainted with the city. Then, I submit, there was
something it was like for you to know Paris as you did. But
to understand that properly, one must know what it was
like for you. To know #hat, however, one must live in Paris
(or somewhere similar). This much is common sense. Yet it’s
exactly in line with Subjectivity. Think of our conversation
after your return. Having never travelled, I ask what it was
like being in Paris. (If I'd been there I would’ve asked what
you did, not what it was like. I’d already more or less know
what it was like.) I assume there was something it was like.
I want to know what it was like. You describe walking the
Tuileries, exploring the Louvre, busking in Montmartre.
Eventually you give up. You cannot explain what it was
like. You can hint, gesture, spin the odd analogy. But you
can’t get me to know by talking. If T really want to know
what it was like to be in Paris, I should go there.

Suppose you knew jungle warfare through having fought
in Vietnam. You were acquainted with the phenomenon.
Then, I submit, there was something it was like for you to
know war as you did. But to understand that properly,
one must know what it was like. To know that, however,
one must fight in the jungle (or somewhere similar).
Again this is common sense. Yet it’s exactly in line with
Subjectivity. Think of our conversation after your return.
Having never fought a war, T ask what it was like. I
assume there was something it was like. I want to know
what it was like. You describe sleeping in the jungle,
search and destroy missions, body counts. Eventually
you give up. You cannot explain what it was like. You
can hint, gesture, spin the odd analogy. But you can’t get
me to know by talking. If I really want to know what it
was like, I should go fight.

Common sense views acquaintance relations in line with (I1)—(I3). It already
subjects acquaintance-based knowledge to these intuitions. For this reason,
Disjunctivism can say something non-trivial about the Subjectivity of veridical
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and illusory experience. It need only appeal to our ordinary take on
acquaintance plus its view that such experience is a type of acquaintance.
Having said that, the view is unable to account for hallucinatory
Subjectivity. For the only resource at its disposal to explain this Feature is
Indistinguishability. Yet the attempt to do so fails. Just consider Macbeth’s
dagger. The Indistinguishability-based explanation of its Subjectivity says:

(A) Macbeth’s hallucination is subject to (I11)—(I3)
because
(B) it’s Indistinguishable from a matching veridical perception

as of a dagger which is so subject.

This account of hallucinatory Subjectivity just doesn’t work. In no good sense
of explanation does the (B)-to-(A) story deserve the label. After all, how could
Macbeth’s Subjectivity spring from his inability to detect genuine differences
between hallucinatory experience and phenomenally distinct veridical and
illusory experience? Remember, that’s all Indistinguishability comes to. How
then could (I1)—(I3) apply to Macbeth’s experience merely because he can’t
detect real phenomenal differences among his experience?

It’s trivial, of course, that Macbeth is inclined to think his experience is
Subjective. That follows from Indistinguishability by definition. Given his
hallucination is Indistinguishable from a Subjective veridical perception, it follows
analytically that Macbeth is disposed to believe (on the basis of introspection) his
experience is the same. But it’s one thing to think an experience has a property and
another for it to do so. The question is sharp here as well: how could Macbeth’s
experience genuinely be Subjective merely because he’s disposed to think it so?

I'say it could not. Capacity-like (B) facts wear a different face than fabric-of-
experience-like (A) facts. The former do not explain the latter. They do not have
the right shape. As a result, Indistinguishability cannot ground Subjectivity.
When it comes to Subjectivity, then, there are two cases to consider: visual
perception and hallucination. Concerning the former, Disjunctivism has a nice
story based on acquaintance. Concerning the latter, it has no decent story at all.

Rational Equivalence

Disjunctivism can say why veridical perception warrants belief and action.
And it can do so, importantly, to the mutual satisfaction of internalists,
externalists and common sense. Since Disjunctivism is the only theory which
can do that, I’d like to get clear on the point.

Internalists say reason springs from that to which agents have immediate
access. Externalists say reason springs from truth (or truth-oriented features
like reliability). Disjunctivism says veridical perception consists in the
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immediate access to truth. It generates a story about such perception’s capacity
to rationalize belief and action. That story is kosher by internalist and
externalist lights:

Disjunctivism’s story

The underlying nature of veridical perception is brute contact
between mind and truth. This guarantees rational efficacy.
No state could be such contact and not be so efficacious. No
state could be brute contact between mind and truth and not
be reason to believe and act. After all, facts which make true
those beliefs most directly warranted by veridical perception,
and facts which make apt those actions most directly
warranted by veridical perception, are immediately
accessible parts of warranting experience. For example:
veridically perceiving water rationalizes belief that there is
water since the fact which makes this belief true is an
immediately accessible part of the experience upon which the
belief is rationally based. Or again: veridically perceiving
water (plus thirst) rationalizes reaching out since the fact
which makes that action apt is an immediately accessible part
of the experience from which it aptly springs.

By collapsing the immediately accessible and the objective, Disjunctivism
promises an explanation of rational efficacy which satisfies both internalists,
externalists and common sense. This strikes me as the view’s most attractive
feature.

Having said that, the view is unable to account for delusive Rational
efficacy. For the only resource left to explain this Feature is
Indistinguishability. Yet the attempt to do so fails. Return once more to
Macbeth. Suppose he has no reason to suspect he’s suffering an
hallucination. Now think of an Indistinguishability-based explanation of
Rational efficacy. The story would say:

(A) Macbeth’s hallucination prima-facie warrants (e.g.) belief that
there’s a dagger before him

because

(B) it’s Indistinguishable from a veridical perception as of a dag
ger before him which so warrants such belief.

Appearances to the contrary notwithstanding, this account of hallucinatory
Rational efficacy doesn’t work. In no interesting sense of explanation does the
(B)-to-(A) story merit the label. What would it so much as be for Macbeth’s
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warrant to spring from his inability to detect the difference between
hallucinatory experience and phenomenally distinct veridical and illusory
experience? Remember, that’s all Indistinguishability comes to. How then
could Macbeth enjoy warranting experience merely because he cannot
introspect the genuine phenomenal difference between his experience and
veridical and/or illusory experience?

I say he could not. The mere fact that an agent cannot introspect the
difference between two experiences, one of which confers warrant via its
underlying metaphysics, does not mean the other confers warrant as well.
Rational efficacy is not closed under Indistinguishability. The latter cannot
explain the former.

This is not to say, of course, that other aspects of Macbeth’s hallucination
couldn’t be used to do so. It might be said Macbeth’s hallucination warrants
belief in a dagger before him because that hallucination makes it for Macbeth
as if a dagger is directly before him. The Rational efficacy of Macbeth’s
hallucination might be explained by its Scene-Immediacy. That’s both true
and consistent with Disjunctivism. But the view explains neither Scene-
Immediacy nor (therefore) Rational efficacy in Macbeth’s case. When it
comes to explaining such efficacy, then, there are two cases to consider:
veridical and delusive experience. Concerning the former, Disjunctivism has
the most broadly appealing story I know. Concerning the latter, it has no
decent story at all.

Behavioural Equivalence

Disjunctivism can use Indistinguishability to explain this Feature. And it can
do so in several ways. Consider two:

(1) Disjunctivism might say veridical perception, illusion and
illucination drive belief and action in parallel because they
share a common power. The idea would be that ‘look iden-
tical’ visual experiences drive belief and action in parallel
because they share the capacity to register introspectively as
having a certain phenomenal property. Perhaps this shared
capacity explains more general function such as Behavioural
Equivalence.

(2) Disjunctivism might say veridical perception drives belief
and action in virtue of Scene-Immediacy. It might then claim
delusive experience follows suit via Indistinguishability.

These are empirical stories. There’s no apriori reason to disbelieve them.
They conflict, though, with the common-sense explanation of Behaviour
Equivalence. It says veridical perception, illusion and hallucination drive
belief and action in virtue of Scene-Immediacy. Since they are equivalent in
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Table 1.1

Disjunctive Result

Quietism

Indistinguishability X Takes IND for granted

Scene-lmmediacy X Explains SI of VP. Does not explain that of | or H

Subjectivity X Explains S of VP and I. Does not explain that of H

Rational = x Explains R efficacy of VP. Does not explain that of
lorH

Behavioural = x Explains B = only by side-stepping the common-

sense appeal to SI

such Immediacy, they drive belief and action in parallel. Behavioural
Equivalence falls out of Scene-Immediacy plus the thought such Immediacy is
the driving force behind look-based belief and action. I’ve argued, however,
Disjunctivism fails to account for delusive Scene-Immediacy. I conclude it
cannot underwrite the common-sense explanation of Behavioural
Equivalence. See Table 1.1.

Disjunctivism takes Indistinguishability for granted, mishandles delusive
Scene-Immediacy, Subjectivity and Rational Equivalence, and deals with
Behavioural Equivalence contra common sense. Time and again the bother
springs from one source. The view sets Indistinguishability work it cannot
perform. It tries to squeeze visual phenomenology from Indistinguishability.
But the task is hopeless. Visual consciousness cannot be got from introspective
incapacity.

Even if it could, however, that would be little succour. For Indistinguish-
ability is a datum agreed by all sides. Were it capable of explaining delusive
Scene-Immediacy, Subjectivity and Rational efficacy, therefore, the
explanations would be public property. A view which explains
Indistinguishability would thereby yield deeper Indistinguishability-based
explanations than Disjunctivism. So even if Indistinguishability could be used
(per impossible) to explain delusive Scene-Immediacy, Subjectivity and
Rational efficacy, an approach which explains Indistinguishability would
trump Disjunctivism. This is yet another reason to pursue a common-factor
approach to visual experience.

Now, a Disjunctivist might reject my starting assumptions. She might claim
veridical perception, illusion and hallucination are not all Scene-Immediate,
not all Subjective, not all Rationally efficacious. But this is drastically at odds
with common sense. Delusive experience is Scene-Immediate, Subjective and
Rationally efficacious. To deny this is to push oneself beyond the bounds of
credulity. It’s to pay too high a price for one’s theory of visual experience.

People claim what it’s like veridically to perceive a bent stick is the same as what
it’s like to suffer an Indistinguishable illusion as of a bent stick. And they claim what
that’s like is the same as what it’s like to suffer an Indistinguishable hallucination as
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of a bent stick. People equate what it’s like across veridical perception, illusion and
hallucination. If that’s not affirming—in non-technical language—that such
experiences are phenomenally type-identical, then I don’t know what would be.
People do so affirm. They don’t use jargon to do so. But they get the idea across.
Disjunctivism rejects that from the start. It requires a shocking and unacceptable
departure from the common-sense take on phenomenology.

1.4 A space of common-factor views

Faced with the choice in Figure 1.1 we should strongly incline to the left. But
then we face

Question 2:  Is the common factor built from objects present in
experience, or features had by experience?

In Figure 1.2 we see our first common-factor view: Sense-Data Theory. It
consists in three claims:

(1) Veridical perception, illusion and hallucination are relations
of brute acquaintance between percipient, object and ob-
ject-feature.

(2) The objects of brute acquaintance are private.

(3) Instances of brute acquaintance are phenomenally typed
by their feature-instance relata.

According to this position: veridical perception, illusion and hallucination
consist in brute contact between mind, object and feature. Sense-Data Theory
treats all visual experience on a frame like that used by Disjunctivism in the
veridical case. Sense-Data theory deploys special objects across veridical
perception, illusion and hallucination. These objects, Sense Data, are off

Q/!: Common factor?

l

Yes No

Disjunctive
Quietism

Figure 1.1
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Q/:Common factor?

Yes No

Disjunctive
Quietism
Q2: Objects or features?

Objects Features

Sense-Data
Theory

Figure 1.2

limits to public view. They show their face to a single percipient. They’re
neither the public objects with which we began, nor publicly scrutable parts
thereof. Further: Sense-Data Theory phenomenally types visual experience by
Sense-Data features. Two experiences are phenomenally type-identical iff the
Sense Data they involve manifest identical features.

Now, suppose we opt for Features rather than Objects in response to
Question 2. Then we face

Question 3:  Are the common features intentional or non-intentional?

In Figure 1.3 we see two more common-factor views: Intentional Theory
and Raw-Feel Theory. They agree veridical perception, illusion and
hallucination share an underlying nature. They agree that nature springs from
features had by experience. They disagree about the nature of those features.

Intentional Theory says they’re intentional. Veridical perception, illusion
and hallucination are said to represent the world as being a certain way. They
are said to enjoy correctness conditions. But those conditions are not thought
to require, for their possession, the existence of objects or features
characterized by them. They are non-object- and non-feature-involving. This
means Intentional Theory treats visual experience differently than Disjunc



Visual experience 23

Q/: Common factor?

Disjunctive
Quietism
Q2: Objects or features?

Objects Features

Q3: Intentional?

Yes No
Sense-Data Intentional Raw-Feel
Theory Theory Theory

Figure 1.3

tivism treats veridical perception. Whereas the latter says worldly conditions
which make such perception correct are part of the experience itself,
Intentional Theory says worldly conditions which would make a given
experience correct merely individuate the nature of that experience. Being
made correct by those conditions is that experience’s nature. According to this
approach: veridical perception, illusion and hallucination are phenomenally
typed by their intentional content. Experiences are phenomenally type-
identical iff they share intentional content.

Raw-Feel Theory views the common factor via non-representational
properties. These properties, Raw Feels, are definitionally tied to Subjectivity.
Their possession is stipulatively why veridical perception, illusion and
hallucination fall under (I1)—(I3). According to Raw-Feel Theory, that’s what
Subjectivity is. Moreover, the view phenomenally types experience via Raw
Feels. Experiences are phenomenally type-identical iff they share Raw-Feel
properties.
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Figure 1.3 presents three common-factor theories. Our task is to judge how
well they explain Remarkable Features. I work through them right-to-left. This
leads naturally to the view I defend.

1.5 Raw-Feel Theory

Suppose veridical perception, illusion and hallucination share an underlying
nature. And suppose it consists in non-representational properties
definitionally tied to Subjectivity (i.e. Raw Feels). How well does this picture
explain Remarkable Features? Let’s see:

Indistinguishability

Raw-Feel Theory might claim its phenomenal types have veridical, illusory and
hallucinatory tokens. This would ensure one could not tell, by inspecting
phenomenology alone, whether a given experience is veridical, illusory or
hallucinatory. Inspecting those properties would thus prove insufficient to
distinguish the three types of visual experience. This looks to be an adequate
explanation of Indistinguishability.

But it’s not. For Indistinguishability runs on visual phenomenology. Yet
Scene-Immediacy is the cornerstone of that phenomenology. It’s the signal
Feature of visual consciousness. There is no way to conceive visual
phenomenology apart from Scene-Immediacy. What it’s like to enjoy visual
experience is for it to be as if objects and their features are directly before the
mind. This much is non-negotiable. It implies, however, that phenomenal
properties which explain Indistinguishability should also explain Scene-
Immediacy. And the reason is simple: Indistinguishability springs from
introspection; yet that process interrogates what visual experience is like; but
Scene-Immediacy is what such experience is like. Hence Indistinguishable
springs from Scene-Immediacy. As we’re about to see, however, that spells
trouble for Raw-Feel Theory. It cannot explain Scene-Immediacy. Any story it
tells about Indistinguishability cuts against the bromide that
Indistinguishability runs off such Immediacy.

Scene-Immediacy

Raw-Feel Theory specifies the phenomenal nature of visual experience in neither
object-involving, feature-involving, nor representational terms. It does so via
Subjective non-representational properties (Raw Feels). The view flatly ignores
the striking object- and feature-directedness of visual experience. Yet that
directedness is the hallmark of visual consciousness. For this reason, Raw-Feel
Theory has no way to explain Scene-Immediacy. Nothing about Raw Feels could
make their possessors Scene-Immediate. There is no hope of explanation here.
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Subjectivity

Moreover, Raw-Feel Theory stipulates that Raw Feels are Subjective
properties. It takes a definitional approach to the phenomenon. Hence the
view cannot use its phenomenal properties to edify Subjectivity. The resulting
circle would be vicious in the extreme. There’s no hope of explanation here
either.

Rational Equivalence

And nor can the rationality of belief and action be sensibly thought to spring
from Raw Feels. Such Feels are neither object-involving, feature-involving nor
representational. Nothing about them could make their possessors rationally
efficacious. If Raw Feels exhaust what’s common to veridical perception,
illusion and hallucination, that commonality does not explain Rational
Equivalence.

Behavioural Equivalence

Raw-Feel Theory looks to have a partial explanation of this Feature. It cannot
explain why veridical perception, illusion and hallucination have causal
powers au debut. But it looks to explain, provided they do, why they have
equivalent causal powers. It need only ground them in Raw Feels. Since the
view says such experiences share such Feels, the hypothesis they’re causally
relevant entails a symmetry among veridical perception, illusion and
hallucination. And that looks to be kosher-though-partial explanation of
Behavioural Equivalence.

But it’s not. For such Equivalence runs on visual phenomenology. Yet
Scene-Immediacy is integral to that phenomenology. Such Immediacy is the
signal Feature of visual consciousness. It’s a datum, therefore, that veridical
perception, illusion and hallucination are Behaviourally Equivalent
because they’re Scene-Immediate. Since what it’s like to enjoy visual
experience is for it to be as if objects and their features are directly before
the mind, and since what a visual experience is like helps fix belief and
action it generates, veridical perception, illusion and hallucination are
Behaviourally Equivalent. Any view which cannot account for Scene-
Immediacy cannot explain Behavioural Equivalence. And that spells
trouble for Raw-Feel Theory. It cannot deal with Scene-Immediacy. It thus
cannot explain Behavioural Equivalence.

Table 1.2 shows poor results. Raw-Feel Theory mishandles every
Remarkable Feature. It says nothing deep about visual experience. It postulates
intrinsic properties definitially tied to Subjectivity. But that explains neither
visual phenomenology nor common-sense visual function. Raw-Feel Theory is
basically bankrupt.
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Table 1.2

Raw-Feel Result
Theory

Indistinguishability X Bogus explanation
Scene-Immediacy X No explanation
Subjectivity x No explanation
Rational = X No explanation
Behavioural = X Bogus explanation

1.6 Intentional Theory

This view says veridical perception, illusion and hallucination represent the
world as being a certain way. It says they have correctness conditions. But it
claims those conditions do not require, for their possession, the existence of
objects or features characterized by them. According to Intentional Theory:
veridical perception, illusion and hallucination manifest non-object- and non-
feature-involving content. How well does this picture explain Remarkable
Features? Let’s see:

Indistinguishability

Intentional Theory might claim its phenomenal types have veridical, illusory
and hallucinatory tokens. This would ensure one could not tell, by inspecting
phenomenology alone, whether a given experience is veridical, illusory or
hallucinatory. Since veridical perception, illusion and hallucination share
intentional phenomenal properties, inspecting those properties proves
insufficient to distinguish them. This looks to be an adequate explanation of
Indistinguishability.

But it’s not. For Indistinguishability runs on visual phenomenology. Yet
Scene-Immediacy is the cornerstone of that phenomenology. It’s the signal
Feature of visual consciousness. Phenomenal properties which explain
Indistinguishability should also explain Scene-Immediacy. That spells trouble
for Intentional Theory. For as we’re about to see, the view’s phenomenal
properties do not fully explain Scene-Immediacy. They look relevant to the
phenomenon. They don’t seem to be the whole story. This means Intentional
Theory looks relevant-but-insufficient to explain Indistinguishability. The
view’s take on Indistinguishability does not fully mesh with the bromide that it
runs off Scene-Immediacy.

Scene-Immediacy

Intentional Theory encourages the idea that veridical perception, illusion and
hallucination are Scene-Immediate because they’re intentionally directed upon
scenes. The idea is both simple and fashionable: intentional content determines



Visual experience 27

that objects and features are directly before the mind. Visual experience makes
it for percipients as if scenes are directly presented; and it does so because visual
experience is intentionally directed upon scenes.

This is a live option. At the end of the day, however, it does not fully satisfy.
Consider the difference between seeing a loved one and thinking of her. On the
present view, both states are intentionally directed upon the beloved. Yet only
the former is Scene-Immediate. Only visual experience as of the loved one is as
if she’s Immediately before consciousness. Mere thought, alas, is not like this.
Scene-Immediacy looks to be a special kind of directedness, somehow more
than intentional directedness upon a scene. In §1.8 I’ll make a suggestion about
this. Here I note merely that intentionality per se does not fully explain Scene-
Immediacy. It looks relevant to the phenomenon but incapable of grounding it
tout seul.

Subjectivity

Intentional Theory cannot explain this Feature. Think of sub-personal states or
non-occurrent beliefs. They have intentionality. But there’s nothing it’s like to
have them. Nor must you know what they’re like to understand them. Nor
must you have them (or something like them) to know what they’re like.
Intentionality looks to be one thing, Subjectivity another. Intentionality does
not explain Subjectivity.

Rational Equivalence

It’s natural to link rational powers with intentional content. Since Intentional
Theory says counterpart veridical perceptions, illusions and hallucinations
share such content, it’s natural to think it implies they’re rationally equivalent.
Further, one might think Intentional Theory explains why such experiences
have rational powers au debut. The idea would be that visual experience
rationalizes belief and action much as belief does: via intentional content. Just
as belief that snow is white rationalizes belief that something is white, visual
experience representing snow’s whiteness rationalizes belief that some-thing is
white. Just as belief that water is before you (plus thirst) rationalizes reaching
out, visual experience representing water before you (plus thirst) rationalizes
reaching out. Veridical perception, illusion and hallucination rationalize belief
and action because they’re intentionally directed upon scenes.

This won’t do. Contrast two scenarios. In one you come to believe a cat’s in
the room because it looks as if there is. In the other you come to believe a cat’s
in the room because you fear there is. Each time you form the same belief; and
you do so on the basis of states which share intentional content. If such content
were all that mattered to rationality, the beliefs would be rationally equivalent.
They’re not. Only the visual belief has claim to rationality. Mere possession of
intentionality cannot fully explain rational efficacy. It cannot be in virtue of its
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content alone that belief in P& Q rationalizes belief in P. It cannot be in virtue of
its content alone that visual experience as if P rationalizes belief in P. Were that
so, any mental state with content P would warrant belief in P (which is silly). To
explain a contentful state’s capacity to warrant belief in P, one must appeal to
more than its content.

This does not mean intentionality is irrelevant to rational efficacy. It just
means intentionality does not fully ground the phenomenon. Visual experience
looks to be rationally efficacious in virtue of a special kind of directedness,
something more than intentional directedness upon a scene. In §1.8 ll make a
suggestion about this. Here I note merely that intentionality per se does not
fully explain rational efficacy. It looks relevant to the phenomenon but
incapable of grounding it zout seul.

Behavioural Equivalence

Intentional Theory looks to have a partial explanation of this Feature. It
cannot explain why veridical perception, illusion and hallucination have
causal powers au debut. But it looks to explain, provided they do, why they
have equivalent causal powers. It need only ground them in intentional
properties. Since the view says such experiences share such properties, the
hypothesis they’re causally relevant entails causal symmetry among them. This
looks to be kosher-though-partial explanation of Behavioural Equivalence.

But it’s not. For what it’s like to enjoy visual experience is for it to be as if
objects and their features are directly before the mind. Yet that very
phenomenology helps fix visually generated belief and action. This means any
view which cannot fully account for Scene-Immediacy cannot so explain
Behavioural Equivalence. As we’ve seen, however, Intentional Theory cannot
fully account for Scene-Immediacy. It looks relevant to the phenomenon. But it
does not look to be the full story. Hence Intentional theory looks relevant-but-
insufficient to explain Behavioural Equivalence. See Table 1.3.

Table 1.3

Intentional Resuilt

Theory

Indistinguishability X Common-factor related to IND but insufficient to
explain it fully

Scene-lmmediacy ? Common-factor related to S| but insufficient to
explain it fully

Subjectivity X No explanation

Rational = ? Common-factor related to R= but insufficient to
explain it fully

Behavioural = X Common-factor related to B~ but insufficient to

explain it fully
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Intentional Theory seems relevant to Scene-Immediacy. It thereby seems
relevant to other Features. Since the view cannot fully account for such
Immediacy, however, it falls short of explaining them all. In §1.8 I’ll suggest
how it might be enriched to do better.

1.7 Sense-Data Theory

This view centres on three claims:

(1) Veridical perception, illusion and hallucination are rela-
tions of brute acquaintance between percipient, object and
object-feature.

(2) The objects of brute acquaintance are private.

(3) Instances of brute acquaintance are phenomenally typed
by their feature-instance relata.

According to this position: veridical perception, illusion and hallucination
consist in brute contact between mind, object and feature. Sense-Data
Theory treats all visual experience on a frame like that used by Disjunctivism
in the veridical case. However, the view deploys special objects across
veridical perception, illusion and hallucination. These objects, Sense Data,
are off limits to public view. They show their face to a single percipient.
They’re neither the public objects with which we began, nor publicly-
scrutable parts thereof. Sense-Data Theory phenomenally types visual
experience by Sense-Data features. Two experiences are phenomenally type-
identical iff the Sense Data they involve manifest identical features. How well
does the picture explain Remarkable Features? Let’s see:

Indistinguishability

As with all common-factor views, Sense-Data Theory initially looks capable of
dealing with this Feature. It might claim its phenomenal types have veridical,
illusory and hallucinatory tokens. This would ensure one could not tell, by
inspecting phenomenology alone, whether a given experience is veridical,
illusory or hallucinatory. Since veridical perception, illusion and hallucination
are said to share phenomenal properties, inspecting those properties proves
insufficient to distinguish them. This looks to be an adequate explanation of
Indistinguishability.

But it’s not. For phenomenal properties which explain Indistinguishability
must also explain Scene-Immediacy. As we’re about to see, though, those of
Sense-Data Theory look incapable of doing so. The view’s story about
Indistinguishability looks at odds with the fact that it runs off Scene-
Immediacy.
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Scene-Immediacy

Sense-Data Theory faces a Nasty Dilemma. It concerns the relation between
Sense Data and public objects. The question is: do the former build into the
latter or not?

Suppose they do. Then publicly available objects of perception are
aggregates of Sense Data. The view becomes very like Disjunctivism. Just as the
latter says veridical perception consists in object- and feature-involving brute
contact with public objects, the former says veridical perception, illusion and
hallucination consist in such contact with public-object bits. If public objects
are bundles of Sense Data, after all, brute contact with the latter yields such
contact with bits of the former. How well might this view explain Scene-
Immediacy?

Well, both it and Disjunctivism say something non-trivial about veridical
and illusory Scene-Immediacy. Disjunctivism says it’s brute contact with
public objects. Sense-Data Theory says it’s such contact with public-object
bits. If the model works for Disjunctivism—as argued in §1.3—it should
work for Sense-Data Theory as well. Unlike the former view, however, Sense-
Data Theory can deal with hallucinatory Scene-Immediacy. For it claims
Sense Data are the private face of public objects. This means hallucination is
brute contact with an ownerless public-object face. The view can say
hallucination is Scene-Immediate because it’s so composed. And once more
the model should work (if it works anywhere). Hence the two views offer an
equally deep explanation of Scene-Immediacy. But Sense-Data Theory’s
explanation has greater breadth.

Yet the price we pay is high. For public objects are said to spring from
private objects. They’re said to build from things which show their face to a
single percipient. This flies in the face of common sense. It scuppers our
pretheoretic commitment to their fully public nature. It means public objects
are at bottom private, that their atoms cannot be shared (as it were). And
while the view is perfectly coherent, of course, it’s also quite literally
incredible. We should not go in for it. Our everyday commitment to fully
public objects should not be sacrificed to a theory of visual experience. It
should not go to secure a fingerhold on Scene-Immediacy. The price is not
worth paying.

Suppose, then, Sense Data do not bundle into public objects. Suppose
physical objects (and their perceptually-salient parts) are fully public. This
secures common-sense metaphysics. But it threatens Scene-Immediacy. The
Feature is now said to spring from brute acquaintance with private objects.
And that’s difficult to fathom. If objects and features immediately present in
experience are truly private, then, it would seem, such experience does not
place public objects immediately before the mind. This brand of Sense-Data
Theory threatens to erect an opaque veil of perception. In turn that threatens
Scene Immediacy.
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The Dilemma springs from perennial tension between Epistemology and
Metaphysics. We like access to a given domain to be maximally tight. We also
like domains accessed to more than echo our nature. The trouble is having it
both ways. In the present context the need is to reconcile commonsense
metaphysics, Scene-Immediacy and Sense-Data Theory. I suggest a reconciling
strategy in the next section.

Subjectivity

Sense-Data Theory says veridical perception, illusion and hallucination are
relations of acquaintance. Common sense views acquaintance in line with (I1)—
(I3). For this reason, Sense-Data Theory can say something non-trivial about
the Subjectivity of visual experience. It need only appeal to our ordinary take
on acquaintance plus its view that visual experience is a type of acquaintance.
This is not the end of discussion, of course. But it’s also not chopped liver. It
proves central to the Explanatory Gap between phenomenal states and all else.
That is our topic in the next chapter.

Rational Equivalence

Suppose Sense Data build into public objects. Then Sense-Data Theory is quite
like Disjunctivism. The only substantive difference between them is their take
on public objects. Disjunctivism says they’re fully public (in line with common
sense). Sense-Data Theory says they’re built from private objects (contra such
sense). For this reason, Sense-Data Theory can base its treatment of veridical
perception’s rational efficacy on that of Disjunctivism. Only minor
adjustments are needed. Both say such perception puts us, near enough, in
brute contact with facts. So we have:

Disjunctivism’s story

The underlying nature of veridical perception is brute
contact between mind and truth. This guarantees rational
efficacy. No state could be such contact and not be so
efficacious. No state could be brute contact between mind
and truth and not be reason to believe and act. After all,
bits of facts which make true those beliefs most directly
warranted by veridical perception, and bits of facts which
make apt those actions most directly warranted by
veridical perception, are immediately accessible parts of
warranting experience. For example: veridically
perceiving water rationalizes belief that there is water
since part of the fact which makes this belief true is an
immediately accessible part of the experience upon which
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the belief is rationally based. Or again: veridically
perceiving water (plus thirst) rationalizes reaching out
since part of the fact which makes that action apt is an
immediately accessible part of the experience from which
it aptly springs.

By collapsing the immediately accessible and the world, Sense-Data Theory
promises an explanation of veridical rational efficacy which satisfies both
internalists and externalists.

But it does not satisfy common sense. For public objects are said to spring
from private objects. They’re said to build from things which show their face
to a single percipient. As we’ve seen, however, this flies in the face of common
sense. It scuppers our pre-theoretic commitment to fully public objects. By
my lights, that commitment should not be sacrificed to a theory of visual
experience. It should not go to secure a story kosher by internalist and
externalist lights. The price is just too high.

Further, Sense-Data Theory is unable to account for delusive Rational
efficacy. The only resource left to explain this Feature is Indistinguishability.
Yet our discussion of Disjunctivism shows this won’t work. When it comes to
explaining Rational efficacy, then, there are two cases to consider: veridical
and delusive experience. Concerning the former, Sense-Data Theory has a
Disjunctivism-like story ensconced in unpalatable metaphysics. Concerning
the latter, it has no decent story at all.

Suppose, then, Sense Data do not build into public objects. Suppose physical
objects (and their parts) are fully public. This secures commonsense
metaphysics. But it threatens Rational Equivalence. The Feature is now said to
spring from brute acquaintance with private objects. And that’s difficult to
fathom. If objects and features immediately present in experience are truly
private, then, it would seem, such experience does not rationalize thought
about or action within a public domain. This brand of Sense-Data Theory
threatens to erect an opaque veil of perception. That threatens Rational
Equivalence. Here the need is to reconcile common-sense meta-physics,
Rational Equivalence and Sense-Data Theory. I suggest a reconciling strategy
in the next section.

Behaviour Equivalence

At first glance Sense-Data Theory looks to have a partial explanation of this
Feature. It cannot explain why veridical perception, illusion and hallucination
have causal powers au debut. But it looks to explain, provided they do, why
they have equivalent causal powers. It need only ground them in its
phenomenal properties. Since the view says they share such properties, the
hypothesis they’re causally relevant entails causal symmetry. This looks to be
kosher-though-partial explanation of Behavioural Equivalence.
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Table 1.4

Sense-Data Result
Theory

Indistinguishability X Bogus explanation at best
Scene-Immediacy X Plagued by the Nasty Dilemma
Subjectivity v Gloss via acquaintance
Rational = X Plagued by the Nasty Dilemma
Behavioural = X Bogus explanation at best

But it’s not. For what it’s like to enjoy visual experience is for it to be as if
objects and their features are directly before the mind. Yet that very
phenomenology helps fix visually-generated belief and action. Any view which
cannot fully account for Scene-Immediacy cannot so explain Behavioural
Equivalence. As we’ve seen, though, Sense-Data Theory does not account for
Scene-Immediacy. Its explanation of such Equivalence does not mesh with the
fact that it runs off such Immediacy. See Table 1.4.

Sense-Data Theory has a line on Subjectivity. Yet it’s plagued by a Nasty
Dilemma. It looks capable of dealing with Scene-Immediacy—and thereby
other Remarkable Features—if it builds the world from Sense Data. But this
cuts against our pre-theoretic commitment to a fully public Reality. If it does
not so build the world, however, it threatens a veil of perception. Either way
there’s bother. One thing is certain: if the view requires an essentially private
metaphysics to handle Remarkable Features, it should be scrapped. The price is
just too high. Luckily, it does not have to be paid.

1.8 Constructing a Theory

So far things are a mess. Disjunctivism is incomplete and unacceptably
revisionary. Raw-Feel Theory edifies nothing. Intentional Theory falls
short of initial promise. Sense-Data Theory is plagued by a Nasty Dilemma.
See Table 1.5.

Table 1.5

Common-Factor Views

Disjunctive Raw-Feel Intentional Sense-Data
Quietism Theory Theory Theory
Indistinguishability X X X X
Scene-lmmediacy p X ? X
Subjectivity X X X v
Rational = X X ? X
Behavioural = X X X X




34 Matters of Mind

Having said that, bits of this Table signal real progress. The tick signals
acquaintance fosters Subjectivity. The queries signal intentionality is relevant
to Scene-Immediacy and Rational efficacy. After constructing it I asked myself
what view (if any) would enjoy all strengths on show. And no sooner did I ask
than an answer suggested itself. The combination of Intentional Theory and
Sense-Data Theory would fare as well as the sum of its parts. And the queries
might build into ticks when combined with the one on offer.

I decided to work it up. Eventually, the conjunction of five claims seemed
best:

(1) Veridical perception, illusion and hallucination are rela-
tions of brute acquaintance between percipient and object.

(2) The objects of brute acquaintance are private.

(3) The features of brute acquaintance are intentional features.

(4) Instances of brute acquaintance are phenomenally typed
by their feature-instance relata.

(5) The features of brute acquaintance do not require, for their

possession, the existence of objects or features character-
ized by them. They are non-object- and non-feature-involv-
ing.

This view combines the fecund aspect of Sense-Data Theory with that of
Intentional Theory. Like the former it says visual experience consists in brute
acquaintance. Like the latter it says visual experience is intentionally directed.
The claims are combined by letting displays of intentionality be objects with
which we’re brutely acquainted. According to this approach: veridical
perception, illusion and hallucination are relations of brute acquaintance
between percipient and content display. These displays are private. They show
their contentful face to a single percipient. I call them Intentional Tropes, and
call this view Intentional-Trope Theory.

Intentional Tropes are no part of common sense. They’re theoretical entities
postulated by Intentional-Trope Theory. They earn our allegiance by working
for us within that theory. We must judge, therefore, how well that Theory
explains Remarkable Features. Unsurprisingly, it explains everything covered
by Sense-Data and Intentional Theory. But Intentional-Trope Theory does
more. It handles Scene-Immediacy. And that proves the key. Let’s begin, then,
with the signal feature of visual phenomenology.

Scene-Immediacy

Intentional-Trope Theory says veridical perception, illusion and hallucination
are intentionally directed upon physical objects and their features. It also
claims they consist in brute acquaintance with the display of that intentional
directedness. This, I submit, is where Scene-Immediacy comes from. Brute
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acquaintance distinguishes mere intentional directedness from Scene-
Immediacy. The phenomenology of the latter springs from such acquaintance
with the former. Visual experiences are Scene-Immediate because they consist
in brute acquaintance with the display of intentional directedness upon scenes.
When there’s something it’s like for you to be intentionally directed upon a
scene, and that what-it’s-like fact is due to object-involving acquaintance with
an Intentional Trope, that’s when it is for you as if a scene is directly before the
mind. Scene-Immediacy springs from acquaintance with intentional
directedness.

Question: does this really work?

Answer: that depends on whether being acquainted with the display of
intentional directedness is just like Scene-Immediacy. The present proposal is
correct iff what it’s like to enjoy brute acquaintance with the display of
intentional directedness is identical to what it’s like to enjoy Scene-Immediacy.
So ask yourself: what would it be like to enjoy brute acquaintance with the
display of intentional directedness?

The answer, of course, is initially unclear. The very idea of acquaintance
with Intentional Tropes takes time to get used to. I had to stare hard at the
view before acclimating to it. But it’s often like that with new ideas. And so
it is here. Reflection shows brute acquaintance with the display of
intentional directedness might very well be Scene-Immediacy. The proposal
is a live option. Indeed, it’s the only such option to generate full-dress
theory across veridical and delusive experience. My proposal, therefore, is
that what it’s like to enjoy brute acquaintance with the display of
intentional directedness is identical to what it’s like to enjoy Scene-
Immediacy.

Many will object vociferously. ‘Look’, they’ll say, ‘only the equation of
Scene-Immediacy and public-object-involving brute acquaintance explains
visual phenomenology.” But ask yourself this: is the equation meant to be
trivial or not? If so, we have no edification on offer. We have but a label for
Scene-Immediacy. Yet labelling affords no purchase. No insight springs
from a label.

On the other hand: if the equation of Scene-Immediacy and public-object-
involving brute acquaintance is meant to be non-trivial, then we’re not
guaranteed it’s true. If it’s meant to be a substantive proposal about the
underlying nature of veridical perception—as it should be—then our allegiance
to it should be determined by how well it supports and is supported by our
overall commitments.

This leaves defenders of the equation in some difficulty. For illusion and
hallucination are Scene-Immediate. They’re no less so than veridical perception.
When a straight stick looks bent, for example, it’s as if bentness is presented. Yet
the equation of Scene-Immediacy with public-feature-involving brute
acquaintance will not cover delusory Scene-Immediacy. Defenders of the
equation face a choice: either deny illusion and hallucination are Scene-
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Immediate—thereby dropping bedrock pre-theoretic commitment—or cook up
an extra view of delusion—thereby disunifying theory. If the equation of Scene-
Immediacy and public-object-involving brute acquaintance is non-trivial, then,
we must abandon bedrock or disunify theory. Neither option is palatable.

But suppose Scene-Immediacy is not public-feature-involving brute
acquaintance. Suppose it’s public-content-display-involving brute
acquaintance. Then we can preserve our pre-theoretic commitment to delusive
Scene-Immediacy. And we can account for it in line with veridical Scene-
Immediacy. This is much more satisfying. Intentional-Trope Theory is the only
view which affords a non-trivial fingerhold on the full range of visual
phenomenology. For this reason, it deals gracefully with other Remarkable
Features. Let’s see how that goes.

Indistinguishability

Since Intentional-Trope Theory explains Scene-Immediacy, it has no trouble
with Indistinguishability. It need only claim its phenomenal types have
veridical, illusory and hallucinatory tokens. This ensures we cannot tell, by
inspecting phenomenology alone, whether a given experience is veridical,
illusory or hallucinatory. Intentional-Trope Theory says all types of visual
experience have the same phenomenal nature. This means inspecting that
nature will not distinguish them. The resources yield full explanation. And they
do so in line with the bromide that Indistinguishability runs off Scene-
Immediacy. The key is to get such Immediacy right. Common sense yields the
rest of the story.

Subjectivity

Intentional-Trope Theory claims veridical perception, illusion and
hallucination are relations of acquaintance. Common sense views
acquaintance in line with (I1)—(I3). For this reason, the view can say something
non-trivial about the Subjectivity of visual experience. It need only appeal to
our ordinary take on acquaintance plus its view that such experience is a type
of acquaintance. This is not the end of discussion, of course. But it’s also not
chopped liver. It proves central to the Explanatory Gap between phenomenal
states and all else. That is our topic in Chapter 2.

Rational Equivalence

Just as it’s natural to say Intentional Theory can explain this Feature, so too it’s
natural to say Intentional-Trope Theory can do so. And for just the same
reason. It’s natural to link rational powers and intentional content. Since
Intentional-Trope Theory says counterpart veridical perception, illusion and
hallucination share such content, it’s natural to think it implies they’re
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rationally equivalent. Further, one might think the view explains why veridical
perception, illusion and hallucination have rational powers au debut. The idea
would be that visual experience rationalizes belief and action much as belief
does: via intentional content. Just as belief that snow is white rationalizes belief
that something is white, visual experience representing snow’s whiteness
rationalizes belief that something is white. Just as belief that water is before you
(plus thirst) rationalizes reaching out, visual experience representing water
before you (plus thirst) rationalizes reaching out. Visual experiences rationalize
belief and action because they’re intentionally directed upon scenes.

This won’t do. Mere possession of intentionality cannot fully explain
rational efficacy. It cannot be in virtue of having content alone that visual
experience rationalizes belief. Were that to be so, any mental state with content
would warrant belief (which is silly). To explain a mental state’s capacity to
warrant belief one must appeal not only to that state’s content but to some
further aspect of it. This is not to say, of course, that intentionality is irrelevant
to rational efficacy. It’s just to say intentionality does not fully ground the
phenomenon. Visual experience looks to be rationally efficacious in virtue of a
special kind of directedness, something more than mere intentional
directedness upon a scene.

Happily, Intentional-Trope Theory says visual experience is a special
kind of directedness. It’s more than mere intentional directedness upon a
scene. According to the view, visual experience is acquaintance with
Intentional Tropes. It’s object-involving contact with ‘pure intentionality’.
The question is whether this can be used to explain rational efficacy. And
the answer is yes and no.

On the yes side, brute acquaintance with Intentional Tropes yields an
internalist explanation of rational efficacy:

I-story

The underlying nature of visual experience makes it Scene-
Immediate. This guarantees rational efficacy. No state could
be Scene-Immediate and not be so efficacious. It’s bedrock
that when it is for one as if a scene is manifestly before the
mind, that’s reason to accept it as one’s scene. It’s bedrock
that when it is for one as if a desired scene is manifestly before
the mind, that’s reason to act as if it is one’s scene. Rational
efficacy springs from Scene-Immediacy. Intentional-Trope
Theory accounts for the former by handling the latter.

On the 1o side, brute acquaintance with Intentional Tropes cannot be used to
give an externalist explanation of rational efficacy. There’s no guarantee such
contact reliably indicates the environment, tracks the truth or satisfies any
other externalist constraint. Intentional-Trope Theory says nothing that could
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be used to scratch the externalist itch. Its explanation of rational efficacy is
internalist through and through.

This is as it should be. The sense of Rationality in play applies with equal
aplomb to veridical and delusory experience. From an externalist perspective
they should not be equally rational. From such a perspective, delusive
experience probably shouldn’t count as rational in the first place (much less as
rational as veridical perception). They are not Externally equivalent. Only
veridical perception brings with it an internal connection to truth. It’s entirely
right and proper, therefore, that our explanation of Rational efficacy is
internalist.

Behaviour Equivalence

Intentional-Trope Theory cannot explain why veridical perception, illusion
and hallucination have causal powers. But it explains Scene-Immediacy. It can
thus deal with Behavioural Equivalence. It need only claim such Equivalence
springs from acquaintance with Intentional Tropes. Since veridical perception,
illusion and hallucination are said to be identical in this respect, they turn out
Behaviourally Equivalent. The resources yield partial explanation. And they
do so in line with the bromide that such Equivalence runs off Scene-Immediacy.
The key is to get such Immediacy right. Common sense does the rest.
Intentional-Trope Theory partially explains Behavioural Equivalence.

Table 1.6 looks good. Intentional-Trope Theory explains
Indistinguishability, Scene-Immediacy, Subjectivity and Rational Equivalence.
It partially explains Behavioural Equivalence. The only issue it fails to resolve is
the ur-causal-efficacy of visual experience. Surely that’s as it should be.

I close with two objections:

Objection I
Intentional-Trope Theory suggests visual experience consists
in the presentation of ‘mental postcards’ (a.k.a. Intentional
Table 1.6
IT-Theory Resuft

Indistinguishability v Grounds the explanation via Scene-Immediacy
Scene-Immediacy v Explanation via acquaintance with content

Subjectivity v Gloss via acquaintance

Rational = / Grounds the internalist explanation via Scene-Immediacy
Behavioural = - Grounds a partial explanation via Scene-Immediacy
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Tropes). But that means such experience rationalizes—in the
first instance at least—neither belief about nor action within
the world. Rather, visual experience so rationalizes belief and
action concerning mental postcards.

This is a natural worry. It has bite, however, only if Intentional-Trope Theory
conflicts with Scene-Immediacy. Only then will the view mesh with the idea
that visual phenomenology carries some trace of Intentional Tropes. Only then
could such phenomenology reveal its content-bearing entity as well as, or
perhaps in place of, its content.

But the view does not conflict with Scene-Immediacy. On the contrary, it
predicts visual phenomenology carries no trace of mental postcards. All there is
to that phenomenology is the message delivered by Intentional Tropes.
Intentional-Trope Theory underwrites the idea that visual experience
rationalizes belief about and action within common-sense reality.

Objection 2

Suppose S veridically perceives O is F. Then we have

(1) The phenomenology of S’s experience is as
if O and its Fness are directly presented.

The experience is Scene-Immediate. Intentional-Trope
Theory says that’s because

(2) S enjoys brute contact with an Intentional
Trope which represents that O is E.

And it grounds the story in a metaphysics:
(*) S and the trope stand in an object-involv
ing relation, R, which is unbuilt from men

tal ingredients.

But this is no advance! We might as well say (1) is true
because

(3) An Intentional Trope representing that O
is F manifests itself to S.

(4) Such a trope appears to S.
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It’s ideology which yields a sense of progress. The
metaphysics does no work. Yet ideology is pulled from thin
air. Only God knows where it comes from. Only God knows
why it’s deserved. Intentional-Trope Theory has no
explanation of Scene-Immediacy. Appearances to the
contrary spring from notational sleight of hand.

This is overreaction. It’s not apriori Scene-Immediacy grows from object-
involving phenomena. If so, that’s news. Nor is it apriori such Immediacy is
unbuilt from mental ingredients. If so, that too is news. It’s unclear (1)
grows from anything like (*). Intentional-Trope Theory has non-trivial
content. It just wraps that content in notions suffused with phenomenal
connotation.

This is no blemish. There’s an Explanatory Gap between phenomenal
states and all else. No story told in non-phenomenal terms can render
phenomenology pellucid. No such story can explain Subjectivity. R
requires phenomenal gloss. (2) creeps on scene because something like it is
needed. Through its use Intentional-Trope Theory does two things. It tags
Scene-Immediacy with a canonical label. And it yokes non-trivial
metaphysics to its tag.

Phenomenology is deeply puzzling. Its metaphysics can do only so much. It
can take on an intuitively pleasing shape. But that’s all. The Explanatory Gap
permits no more. When it comes to visual phenomenology, however, a
constraint is in place. Scene-Immediacy ensures public objects and their
features figure prominently. A metaphysics of visual phenomenology is
counter-intuitive to just the extent it pushes public objects and their features off
centre stage.

Think of Disjunctivism’s metaphysics in the veridical case. Public objects
and their features are up front. They play a central role. The metaphysics is
thereby intuitive. Its scope, however, is unacceptable. Yet the view’s spiel
about delusive phenomenology lacks the right shape. It turns on
Indistinguishability. Public objects and their features are too far off stage.
Their role is too peripheral. Intuition falters at the idea that Scene-
Immediacy springs from Indistinguishability. And so does theory. The idea
leaves us cold. It does so because public objects and their features are too
far removed from the action.

Intentional-Trope Theory does better. It proposes a single metaphysics
of visual experience. Public objects and their features play a central role.
They’re not centre stage. But they’re close enough to the action. The view’s
metaphysics is thereby intuitive. The shift from direct to intentional tie
with public objects creates a certain freedom. In turn that freedom allows
the view’s metaphysics to cover veridical perception, illusion and
hallucination in one go. The trade helps unify Remarkable Features. It’s a
trade worth making.
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Discussion Points

1.1 Disjunctivism’s role in the chapter turns on a pair of striking features. Both
concern the metaphysics of visual experience:

(A) Disjunctivism says the metaphysics of visual percep-
tion sharply differs from that of visual hallucination.
The two are built from different ingredients.

(B) Disjunctivism says the metaphysics of visual percep-
tion derives from object- and feature-involving contact
be tween percipient, public object and public-feature; and
it adds such contact does not decompose into more primi-
tive mental in gredients (like causation plus representa-
tion). The metaphys ics of visual perception, on this view,
consists in mentally brute contact between percipient and
material fact.

Many philosophers defend [(A) & (B)]-like views of visual experience.

Most notoriously there’s John McDowell. He’s pressed such a position
into service for a number of years. See McDowell (1982, 1994, 1995, and
1997). His efforts belong to a tradition known stateside as ‘British
Disjunctivism’. Its pioneers are Hinton (1973) and Snowdon (1981).
Recently Hilary Putnam has drawn inspiration from it, converting to an [(A)
& (B)]-like view of his own. See his Dewey lectures in Putnam (1994).
There’s also an [(A) & (B)]-like view known as the Theory of Appearing. It’s
discussed in Chisholm (1957 and 1965), and defended in Alston (1999) and
Langsam (1997).

1.2 T doubt anyone holds Raw-Feel Theory exactly. So-called Adverbialists

about visual experience come close: see Aune (1991), Butchvarov (1980),
Chisholm (1957), Ducasse (1942), Sellars (1975) and Tye (1984) for discussion.

1.3 Intentional Theory is currently the most popular approach to visual
experience. Within the Intentionalist Camp, of course, there is division
between those who employ so-called non-conceptual content and those who
abhor it. Nothing in my discussion turns on the issue. So I ignore it. See Block
(1990), Dretske (1995), Evans (1982), Harman (1990), Levine (1997), Martin
(1998), Peacocke (1983), Searle (1983), Tye (1992 and 1995).

1.4 Sense-Data Theory saw vigorous debate in the twentieth century.
Defenders include Ayer (1936, 1973), Broad (1925), Jackson (1977), Perkins
(1983), Price (1950), Robinson (1994)