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1. Introduction: Philosophical Theories of Perception and the Task to
be Addressed by the Direct Perception Theory

In the philosophy of perception, competing theories aim to explain what
perceptual experience is based on assumptions about various parts or aspects
of our ordinary conception of perception. It is commonly held that a perceptual
experience has a phenomenal character - what it is like to have that
experience - and that this phenomenal character is mainly or wholly
characterized by the experience’s presentational character, or the collection of
things and properties that appear to be presented to the subject in the
experience. Thus, the main aim of philosophical theories of perception is to
explain the presentational character of a perceptual experience based on an
assumption about some aspects of our ordinary conception of perception.
Additionally, theories of perception attempt to consistently explain other
aspects of our ordinary conception with the help of auxiliary hypotheses.‘!’
However, the various parts or aspects of the ordinary conception of perception
may contradict each other; therefore, philosophical theories of perception must
reject some of the part(s) or aspect(s) to maintain consistency and be
considered successful. The parts or aspects that can be considered mutually
contradictory are listed below.

Naive realism: veridical perceptual experience (I will call this “veridical
experience” hereafter) is a presentation of ordinary things and their
properties in the public, external world to the subject of the experience.

The indiscriminability view: there can be non-veridical perceptual
experiences (I will call these “non-veridical experiences” hereafter) that
are subjectively indiscriminable from corresponding veridical experiences.

The common factor principle: subjectively indiscriminable veridical and non-
veridical experiences involve the same underlying mental state. (The
underlying mental state of a perceptual experience is part of the
perceptual experience that constitutes its phenomenal character.) (2’

Viewed separately, these three ideas seem intuitively plausible, but
philosophical reflection reveals that they contradict each other; therefore, at
least one of them must be rejected. There are two famous philosophical
arguments that demonstrate this point: the “argument from illusion” and the
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“argument from hallucination.” According to these arguments, even though the
subject of a non-veridical experience has an experience in which things and
their properties appear to be located in the public, external world, it cannot be
said that there is anything corresponding (exactly) to those things and
properties in the external world. Therefore, a non-veridical experience cannot
be understood as a presentation of ordinary things and their properties in the
external world to the subject of the experience. This means that the
underlying mental state of a non-veridical experience cannot be a presentation
of ordinary things and their properties in the external world. Moreover,
according to these arguments, the same can be said in the case of a veridical
experience because we can assume that there can be non-veridical experiences
that are subjectively indiscriminable from corresponding veridical experiences
(i.e., the indiscriminability view) and that subjectively indiscriminable
veridical and non-veridical experiences involve the same underlying mental
state (i.e., the common factor principle). This implies that the underlying
mental state of a veridical experience cannot be a presentation of ordinary
things and their properties in the external world. That is, a veridical
experience cannot be understood as a presentation of ordinary things and their
properties in the external world, which implies a rejection of naive realism.

Assuming some aspects of the ordinary conception of perception and
aiming for a consistent explanation of other aspects of ordinary conception
with the help of auxiliary hypotheses, philosophical theories of perception
attempt to resolve the contradiction exposed by these arguments by rejecting
one or more of the conflicting aspects of the ordinary conception of perception.
The sense-datum theory, the adverbial theory, and the intentional theory all
accept the common factor principle and reject naive realism, but they differ in
their explanations of the indiscriminability view (and other aspects of ordinary
conception) and in the auxiliary hypotheses they employ toward that end. On
the other hand, the direct perception theory rejects the common factor
principle, accepts naive realism, and makes use of further, differing auxiliary
hypotheses to explain other aspects of the ordinary conception of perception.®’
These four theories are the main contenders for the position of the most
successful theory in the field.

Elsewhere (Kanasugi [2021]), I have argued that, since philosophical
theories aim to provide an explanation, these theories should meet the
assessment criteria of inference to the best explanation: simplicity, coherence,
testability, and comprehensiveness.
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1) Simplicity: when possible, adopt the least complicated explanation.

2) Coherence: when possible, adopt the explanation that is consistent with
what we already believe to be true.

3) Testability: when possible, adopt the theory that allows one to make
predictions that can be confirmed or disconfirmed.

4) Comprehensiveness: when possible, adopt the explanation that explains
the most and leaves the least unexplained.

In the previously mentioned paper, I showed that all these theories, to greater
or lesser extent, satisfy the first three of these criteria but that not all of them
are equally successful regarding the fourth. I argued that because naive
realism is a “deeper” aspect of our ordinary conception of perception, the
comprehensiveness criterion implies that theories that reject naive realism
must explain why we tend to believe in naive realism in the first place, but
none of the theories that reject naive realism are successful in this respect. On
the other hand, since the common factor principle is a natural explanation for
the indiscriminability view, the direct perception theory (which rejects the
common factor principle) must provide an alternative explanation of the
indiscriminability view to satisfy the comprehensiveness criterion. Hence, the
main task that the direct perception theory must address to be the most
successful theory in the field is to explain why and how there can be non-
veridical experiences that are subjectively indiscriminable from corresponding
veridical experiences without appealing to the common factor principle. My
main goals in the present paper are to consider whether the direct perception
theory can do this and to present arguments in favor of the view of this theory
as the most successful one.

In the philosophy of perception, an explanation of non-veridical experience
consists of an explanation of hallucination and illusion, usually starting with the
former because illusion has aspects in common with both veridical experience
and hallucination and, for that reason, its explanation is assumed to be more
complex than that of hallucination. In this study, I adopt the same approach. In
Section 2, I will first consider whether the direct perception theory can explain
why there can be hallucinations that are subjectively indiscriminable from
corresponding veridical experiences. In Section 3, I will consider whether the
direct perception theory can explain why there can be illusions that are
subjectively indiscriminable from corresponding veridical experiences.
Through these examinations, it will become clear that the key to an
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explanation of both hallucination and illusion through the direct perception
theory is to be found through an examination of the kinds of properties that
are presented to the subject in perceptual experiences in general. This
examination, as well as an examination of the possibilities of the proposed
explanation, are discussed in Section 4.

2. Explanations of Hallucination

As mentioned above, the direct perception theory rejects the common
factor principle. Hence, according to this theory, non-veridical experiences that
are subjectively indiscriminable from corresponding veridical experiences do
not share an underlying mental state with them; consequently, the most
fundamental common description of the two kinds of experiences is
disjunctive: subject S has a perceptual experience of X if and only if either S
has a veridical experience of X or a non-veridical experience of X. This claim
about non-veridical experience is called “disjunctivism.”

Disjunctivism is a minimal claim regarding non-veridical experience.
Elaborations of this minimal claim come in two main types, depending on
whether the variety of disjunctivism being discussed attempts to explain why
the indiscriminability view holds: positive disjunctivism, which attempts to
explain this by explaining what non-veridical experiences are, and negative
disjunctivism, which gives no further description for non-veridical experiences
aside from stating that they are subjectively indiscriminable from
corresponding veridical experiences, and avoids attempts to explain why the
indiscriminability view holds. The starting point of my considerations in this
section is the question of which of these two approaches is more appropriate
for use as (part of) a philosophical theory of hallucination.

2.1 Positive Disjunctivism and the Local Supervenience Claim

According to the direct perception theory, veridical experience consists in
the subject’s acquaintance with ordinary things and their properties in the
public, external world. The direct perception theory explains the presentation
of things and properties in veridical experience by means of the notion of
acquaintance, which is a primitive and direct relationship between the subject
of the experience and its object. One option for employing positive
disjunctivism is to explain hallucination as a state that is different from a
presentation of ordinary things and their properties in the external world, such
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as a state of being presented with sense-data that have specific properties (cf.
Austin [1962]: McDowell [1982/1998]) or a state of representing such
ordinary things as having such properties. However, employing this option is
not without problems.

If the presentational character of a hallucination consists of specific sense-
data and their properties - as this option for positive disjunctivism claims -
then the presentational character of a corresponding veridical experience
seems to consist of the same sense-data and properties. The presentational
character of a perceptual experience seems to supervene locally on the brain
state of the subject. Furthermore, the presentational character of a veridical
experience is considered to have the same supervenience base as that of a
corresponding hallucination because it seems that the difference between the
experiences depends only on whether the right kind of external cause for the
experience exists and not on the difference between proximal causes.
Therefore, if the presentational character of a hallucination consists of specific
sense-data and their properties, then the same can be said in the case of the
presentational character of a corresponding veridical experience. This implies
a rejection of the direct perception theory.

However, it is not immediately obvious why local supervenience should
hold. Some philosophers have attempted to support local supervenience by
appealing to research on neurological disorders or brain damage that aims to
reveal the neural correlates of consciousness. However, as Alva Noé and
William Fish have argued (Noé [2004] pp. 210-1; Fish [2009] p. 136), all this
research shows is that the occurrence of the relevant brain state is a necessary
condition for a perceptual experience to have the relevant presentational
character while, according to the local supervenience claim, it is a sufficient
condition. Fish points out that the brain state could be just one enabling
condition (among others) for a perceptual experience to have the relevant
presentational character (Fish [2009] p. 137). In other words, it could be just
one condition that enables the subject to become acquainted with ordinary
things and their properties that exist independently from their experience in
the public, external world.'* If this is correct, a hallucination does not have the
same presentational character as a corresponding veridical experience because,
in the case of hallucinations, although this enabling condition of veridical
experiences holds true, other enabling conditions - such as actual contact with
the external world - do not. Even if it is merely a possibility, it cannot be
concluded that the supervenience base of the presentational character of a
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veridical experience is the same as that of a corresponding hallucination;
therefore, the local supervenience claim is not a valid objection to positive
disjunctivism.

2.2 The Screening-Off Problem and Negative Disjunctivism

Nevertheless, even though the local supervenience claim must be rejected
and the presence of a brain state by itself is not a sufficient condition for a
perceptual experience to have the relevant presentational character, the
previously mentioned option for adopting positive disjunctivism faces another
problem, which is known as the “screening-off problem” (Martin [2004]). It is
generally assumed that the presentational character of a perceptual experience
explains why the subject of the experience acts in a specific way. For example,
the driver of a car puts the brakes on when they veridically see a red light
because the red light appears to be presented to them. Someone runs away
when experiencing a hallucination of a snake along the roadside (even when
there is nothing resembling a snake present) because a snake appears to be
presented to that person. According to the direct perception theory, the
presentational character of a veridical experience consists of a collection of
ordinary things and their properties in the public, external world that are
presented to the subject of the experience; therefore, it is the presentations of
those things and properties that assume this explanatory role. However, such a
presentation of ordinary things and their properties seems to be “screened-off”
from the explanation for the following reason.

Even though the presentational character of a veridical experience does
not locally supervene on the brain state of the subject, the presentational
character of a hallucination does appear to locally supervene on the brain state
of the subject, since hallucinations can occur without an external cause (or at
least without the 7ight kind of external cause, given that a drug or disease that
caused the hallucination could also be considered a kind of external cause).
Furthermore, given that the difference between a veridical experience and a
hallucination does not seem to depend on any difference between their
proximal causes, it could be inferred that the same brain state occurs in the
subject of the corresponding veridical experience as well. From these premises,
it follows that, in addition to ordinary things and their properties, the same
sense-data (and their properties) as the ones that are presented to the subject
of the hallucination are presented to the subject of the corresponding veridical
experience (cf. Robinson [1994] pp. 153-4), which, in turn, suggests that, if the
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presentation of these sense-data and properties explains why the subject of the
hallucination acts in some way, the same presentation of sense-data and their
properties in a corresponding veridical experience plays the same explanatory
role in the case of a veridical experience. In other words, the presentation of
ordinary things and their properties (in addition to the sense-data) in the
veridical experience is explanatorily redundant; consequently, the previously
mentioned option for employing positive disjunctivism collapses.

To avoid this screening-off problem of positive disjunctivism, Michael G. F.
Martin advocates negative disjunctivism (Martin [2004] [2006]). According to
negative disjunctivism, all that we can say about a hallucination is that it is
subjectively indiscriminable from its corresponding veridical experience even
though it is not a veridical experience. Hence, there is no underlying shared
state that explains such subjective indiscriminability. The point of the
screening-off problem is that, when indiscriminability is explained as consisting
in something subjective, it implies that the hallucination and its corresponding
veridical experience share that subjective “thing” as their underlying mental
state, which contradicts the disjunctivist rejection of a shared underlying
mental state. The presentation of ordinary things and their properties, which,
according to the direct perception theory, explains why the subject acts in a
certain way, is “screened-off” from the explanation. Negative disjunctivism, on
the other hand, provides no further explanation for hallucinations other than
that they are subjectively indiscriminable from their corresponding veridical
experiences; thus, the screening-off problem can be avoided.

A possible objection to the latter claim (i.e., the avoidance of the
screening-off problem) is that both a hallucination and its corresponding
veridical experience at least share the property of being subjectively
indiscriminable from the veridical experience since it is trivially true that a
veridical experience is subjectively indiscriminable from itself; consequently,
negative disjunctivism also seems to face the screening-off problem. According
to Martin, this is a misunderstanding, however, because a hallucination’s
property of being subjectively indiscriminable from a corresponding veridical
experience only has “inherited or dependent explanatory potential” (Martin

[2004] p. 70). To explain this property of having “inherited or dependent
explanatory potential,” Fish introduces the following analogy (Fish [2009] p.
101 [2010] p. 89).

The property of being an unattended bag in an airport will cause a

security alert. Sometimes objects with this property are harmless; other times,
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they contain a bomb. The question is whether the property of being an
unattended bag in an airport, which is shared by harmless and bomb-
containing objects, explains why there is a security alert in such a way that
the special property of being a bomb in an airport is effectively “screened off.”
The answer is “no.” The shared property of being an unattended bag in an
airport has an explanatory role because it bears a relevant relationship to the
special property of containing a bomb in an airport. In such cases, we can say
that the explanatory potential of the shared property is “inherited from” or
“dependent on” the explanatory potential of the special property.

Significantly, the same principle applies to the property of being
subjectively indiscriminable from the relevant veridical experience. Regarding
the hallucination of a snake mentioned above, if the property of being
subjectively indiscriminable from the veridical experience of a snake has a
relevant explanatory role, then this is so because it is inherited from (or
dependent on) the explanatory potential of the presentational character of the
corresponding veridical experience of a snake. Therefore, the presentation of
ordinary things and their properties in the veridical experience is not
explanatorily redundant; consequently, negative disjunctivism can avoid the
screening-off problem.

2.3 The Comprehensiveness Criterion and Fish’s Disjunctivist Theory of
Hallucination

Despite this situation, it could be argued that a combination of the direct
perception theory and negative disjunctivism does not yield a successful
philosophical theory of perception because negative disjunctivism gives no
further explanation for what hallucinations are other than that they are
subjectively indiscriminable from their corresponding veridical experiences,
which, consequently, does not explain the indiscriminability view at all. As a
theoretical option, inexplicability or primitivity should not be ruled out, but it
seems indisputable that a theory capable of explaining the indiscriminability
view is superior to a theory that can offer no such explanation, at least
regarding the comprehensiveness criterion.’3’ For this reason, I will examine
another option for adopting positive disjunctivism.

According to Fish ([2009] pp. 94-5 [2010] pp. 105-6), hallucinations lack a
phenomenal character (and, therefore, a presentational character as well):
nonetheless, a hallucination is subjectively indiscriminable from a
corresponding veridical experience because hallucinations have the same
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cognitive effects as veridical experiences due to the effect of drugs, diseases,
the subject’s mental makeup and learning history, and/or other factors.'®’ The
subject of a hallucination of a snake, for example, has a perceptual belief that
there is a snake along the roadside and (simultaneously) a higher-order belief
that they are having a veridical experience of the snake; therefore, the subject
cannot distinguish between the hallucination and a veridical experience.
Furthermore, Fish not only includes the subject’s perceptual beliefs and
higher-order beliefs about their own perceptual experiences in the group of
cognitive effects that a hallucination and corresponding veridical experience
have in common but also includes the subject’s nonverbal behavior. According
to Fish, in the case of conceptually unsophisticated animals, that a hallucination
and corresponding veridical experience are associated with the same nonverbal
behavior is sufficient for them to be subjectively indiscriminable.(”’

Fish characterizes his own disjunctivism as a version of negative
disjunctivism (Fish [2010] p. 103), perhaps because he denies that
hallucinations have a phenomenal character. However, it seems more
appropriate to classify his disjunctivism as a version of positive disjunctivism,
because he offers an explanation of what hallucinations are other than that
they are subjectively indiscriminable from their corresponding veridical
experiences, and therefore, he attempts to explain why the indiscriminability
view holds. (Fish's disjunctivism is more accurately described as “eliminative
disjunctivism,” but the qualifications “eliminative” and “positive” are not
mutually incompatible.) Consequently, Fish's disjunctivism satisfies the
comprehensiveness criterion. Nevertheless, if Fish’'s disjunctivism is a version
of positive disjunctivism, then the question of whether it can avoid the
screening-off problem must be raised. According to Takuya Niikawa, it can
avoid that problem, because it holds that hallucinations have no presentational
character, and consequently, there does not appear to be anything that can
screen off the presentation of ordinary things and their properties in the
corresponding veridical experiences from assuming the relevant explanatory
role (Niikawa [2017] pp. 356-7).

2.4 The Felt Reality of Hallucinations

In the foregoing, I argue that Fish's disjunctivism can satisfy the
comprehensive criterion and avoid the screening-off problem. For this reason, I
believe that Fish's explanation of hallucination is mostly correct. Nevertheless,
Fish’s disjunctivism may face another explanatory problem. I believe that
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hallucinations have something that could be called a “felt reality.” The reason
that hallucinations are subjectively indiscriminable from their corresponding
veridical experiences might be that hallucinations have such a felt reality. Fish
agrees that hallucinations have their own felt reality but does not clarify at all
how this can occur despite their lack of phenomenal and presentational
character. According to Fish, the subject of a hallucination does not only have
a perceptual belief - for example, that there is a snake along the roadside -
they also have a higher-order belief that they are having a veridical experience.
Fish insists that this kind of higher-order belief explains how hallucinations
give the impression of a felt reality by making the subject believe that the
experience has a phenomenal and presentational character despite lacking
such qualities (Fish [2009] pp. 97-9).

In response to the latter point, Niikawa argues that Fish only accounts for
the genesis of felt reality and does not specify the ontological status thereof —
that is, whether the relevant felt reality is a feature of the hallucination itself
or of a relevant higher-order belief that is a cognitive effect of the hallucination

(Niikawa [2019] Sec. 4). However, the first of these options does not seem to
be available to Fish because he denies that hallucinations have phenomenal
and presentational character, and he would be unable to (consistently) claim
that felt reality is a feature of the hallucinations themselves. Therefore, Fish
would have to adopt the second option, namely, that felt reality is a feature of
the relevant higher-order belief. I question, however, whether this is a plausible
idea because felt reality seems to be more phenomenal in nature. Simply
believing that the earth is round without having any mental images does not
seem to involve any felt reality, for example. Based on this consideration, one
might ask why simply having a higher-order belief about one’s own veridical
experience involves a felt reality. In Section 4, I will return to discussion of this
problem along with some problems involved in the disjunctivist explanation of
illusion.

3. Explanations of lllusion

As mentioned before, illusion shares certain aspects with both hallucination
and veridical experience. As a result, disjunctivist explanations of illusion are
often separated into two kinds, depending on whether they approach illusions

(more) like hallucinations (V »s. IH disjunctivism) or (more) like veridical
experiences (VI vs. H disjunctivism) (Byrne and Logue [2008]: cf. Fish
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[2009] [2010]). However, neither of these approaches seems plausible. Fish

[2009] [2010] describes various difficulties involved in both approaches,‘®’
but I believe that the root of those difficulties lies in the fact that illusion shares
aspects with both hallucination and veridical experience, and cannot, therefore,
be reduced to just one of the two. Instead, we should adopt an approach that
aims to explain illusion as having elements of both. In this section, I will
examine Fish’s disjunctivist theory of illusion, which presently seems to be the
most successful theory in this area.

3.1 Fish’s Disjunctivist Theory of lllusion

Fish divides illusions into three types: physical, cognitive, and optical
illusions (Fish [2009] Ch. 5). He characterizes these types by means of two
dimensions: firstly, the importance of the way things are in the external world
in terms of their effect on a subject’s susceptibility to illusion, and, secondly,
the extent to which the way how someone responds to information from the
external world can lead to an experience of illusion (Fish [2009] p. 149). In the
following three subsections, I will discuss the three types of illusion.

3.1.1 Physical lllusions

Some typical examples of physical illusions are discrepancies between how
a thing’s shape or color looks to someone and what shape or color really is. For
example, a circular coin can appear elliptical when viewed obliquely, and a
yellow sweater can appear orange under some lighting conditions. It seems
that such physical illusions have a presentational character corresponding to a
shape or color that differs from the presentational character of the hypothetical
veridical experience - that is, the experience in which a circular coin appears
circular and a yellow sweater appears yellow - but none of the properties of
the thing have changed. This raises the question of what the presentational
character of these physical illusions is. One possible answer to this question is
that physical illusions lack presentational character like hallucinations (or have
the same presentational character as veridical experiences) and that, in
physical illusions, we are only having a false perceptual belief (for example,
that the sweater is orange) and a false higher-order belief (for example, that
we are veridically perceiving the color of the sweater).

Fish, however, adopts a relational view of properties and presents an
alternative account of physical illusions (Fish [2009] pp. 153-4, 159-60).
According to this relational view, things can have both intrinsic, nonrelational
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properties and relational properties. Relational properties depend both on the
way things intrinsically are and on the perspectival situations in which they
are perceived, while intrinsic, nonrelational properties do not depend on any
such perspectival situations. The mass of a physical object is an example of an
intrinsic, nonrelational property; for an object to have a specific mass, it does
not need to be in a perspectival situation. Any physical object with a mass will
also have a weight within a gravitational field, but its weight depends on its
spatial position relative to other masses, among other factors, and it is thus an
example of a relational property. Color and shade are analogous to the mass
and weight of an object, respectively. An object has a color regardless of the
perspectival situation in which it is, but in any specific perspectival situation, a
colored object will exhibit a specific shade. Fish mentions that such relational
properties are called “perspectival properties (or P-properties) ” by Noé (Fish
[2009] p. 160). According to Noé,

P-properties depend on relations between the perceiver’'s body and the

perceived object (and also on conditions of illumination). P-properties are,

in effect, relations between objects and their environment. That a plate

has a given P-shape is a fact about the plate’s shape, one determined by

the plate’s relation to the location of a perceiver, and to the ambient light.
(Noé [2004] p. 83)

Furthermore, Noé claims that “P-properties ... are perfectly ‘real’ or
‘objective™ (Noé [2004] p. 83). Based on this naive, realistic explanation of
relational or perspectival properties, Fish argues for a direct perception
theorist’'s explanation of physical illusion according to which a physical illusion
has a presentational character that corresponds to the relational or perspectival
properties of the object of the subject’s illusion. As in veridical experiences, in
physical illusions, the real properties (of a certain kind) of ordinary things are
presented to the subject of the experience. According to Fish, this explanation
ultimately treats a physical illusion as a special case of veridical experience

(Fish [2009] p. 151). Noé&'s explicit reference to a perceiver in the explanation
of P-properties may seem to make them too subject-dependent to fit into the
direct perception theory, but Fish suggests that

[Noé&'s] assertion that P-properties are relations between objects and their
environment may suggest a reading more in line with Gibson’s. According
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to this reading, an object presents a different P-shape to each different
station-point in surrounding space.. And while such a station-point would
be possible location of an observer, an observer need not actually be
situated at that point in order to talk about the P-shape the object
presents to that point. (Fish [2009] p. 160)

To avoid any suggestion of subject-dependency (and with the objectivity of
perspectives in mind), I will hereafter use the term “perspectival properties”
instead of “relational properties”; similarly, I will use “aperspectival properties”
instead of “intrinsic, nonrelational properties.”

3.1.2 Cognitive lllusions

In one common example of a cognitive illusion, the subject mistakes a coil
of rope along the side of the road for a snake. The subject must grasp the
concept of a snake to be able to mistake the rope for a snake, and, according to
Fish, such a conceptual-recognitional capacity is passively and erroneously
exercised in a cognitive illusion based on two things: the nature and layout of
the environment the subject is facing (e.g., the existence of the rope) and the
subject’s mental makeup and learning history (e.g., the subject’s phobia of
snakes and heightened state of anxiety). Fish maintains that cognitive illusions
occur because this conceptual-recognitional capacity is falsely exercised,
leading the subject to form an erroneous perceptual belief (i.e., that there is a
snake along the roadside) and an erroneous higher-order belief (i.e., that they
are veridically perceiving a snake) (Fish [2009] pp. 165-9).

Cognitive illusions and hallucinations are similar in terms of having the
same cognitive effects as their corresponding veridical experiences, but
according to Fish, there are two important differences between the two.
Firstly, even when experiencing a cognitive illusion, the subject veridically
perceives some of the properties of things in the external world. For example,
the subject of the snake illusion is veridically perceiving that the object is
brown, coiled, and so forth (Fish [2009] p. 167); thus, this cognitive illusion
has a phenomenal and presentational character corresponding to those
properties, while there may be other properties to which the phenomenal and
presentational character does not correspond. Secondly, even though the
subject’s mental makeup and learning history play a role in both perceptual
errors (i.e., in cognitive illusions) and hallucinations, in the case of cognitive
illusions (but not hallucinations), the nature and layout of the environment the
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subject is facing is just as important. The lesser the role and influence of the
environment, the more inclined one is to classify a situation as a case of
hallucination (Fish [2009] pp. 170-1).

3.1.3 Optical lllusions

Examples of optical illusions include the hallway illusion, Kanizsa triangle,
and Miiller-Lyer illusion. According to Fish, optical illusions are similar to both
previously mentioned types of illusions (Fish [2009] pp. 172-5). Both optical
and physical illusions are intersubjective and predictable, and both depend for
their occurrence on the world being in a specific way. Nevertheless, the
specific way the world needs to be in for a specific kind of optical illusion to
occur cannot completely account for the occurrence of optical illusions. In the
case of the Miiller-Lyer illusion, for example, even though differently oriented
arrowheads make lines seem to be of different lengths, the sizes of the retinal
images produced by the horizontal components of the two arrows are the
same. Fish's explanation is that optical illusions occur because the relevant
features of the perceived scene function in such a way that they trick or
mislead our perceptual mechanisms.

The similarity with cognitive illusions lies in the fact that optical illusions
also depend on what is going on in the subject. According to Fish, optical
illusions occur because, similar to cognitive illusions, the subject has an
erroneous perceptual belief (for example, that two lines are of different
lengths) and an erroneous higher-order belief (for example, that they are
veridically perceiving that the two lines have different lengths). However, he
insists that there is a critical difference between optical and cognitive illusions.
In the case of cognitive illusions, we would expect that if the subject knew, for
example, that the object along the roadside was not a snake but a coil of rope,
then they would neither believe that the object was a snake nor have the
illusion that it was: however, in the case of optical illusions, even if the subject
knows, for example, that the lines in the Miller-Lyer illusion are of the same
length and thus do not form the relevant erroneous perceptual belief, this
knowledge does not stop the illusion from occurring - the two lines continue to
look as if they have different lengths. Moreover (or perhaps because of this),
optical illusions are more intersubjective and predictable than cognitive ones.
Fish notes that this fact suggests that the relevant features of the perceived
scene that induce optical illusions “act at a fairly low level” (Fish [2009] p.
176).



An Explanation of Hallucination and Illusion by the Direct Perception Theory — 19 —

3.1.4 The Subjective Indiscriminability of Illusions

According to Fish, all illusions are located on a spectrum between the two
extremes of perfect veridical experience and pure hallucination. This alone
does not explain why the indiscriminability view holds for illusions, nor is the
latter explained explicitly by Fish [2009] [2010], but it seems that an
explanation can be constructed relatively easily on the basis of Fish’'s account
of illusion, given that, according to Fish, all illusions have elements of
hallucination and veridical experience. That is, the indiscriminability of illusions
can be explained in the same way as that of hallucinations by referring to the
indistinguishability of their cognitive effects from those of the corresponding
veridical experiences.

Nevertheless, there are a few points that require clarification. Fish argues
that both cognitive and optical illusions can occur because the subject forms a
false perceptual belief and a false higher-order belief about their own
perceptual experience. However, given that the relevant features of the
perceived scenes that induce optical illusions are believed to act at a fairly low
level (as mentioned above), the key to indiscriminability, especially in the case
of optical illusions, seems to be that an illusion and its corresponding veridical
experience are associated with the same nonverbal behaviors (or behavioral
dispositions) that are produced by cognitive processes at such a low level.

Moreover, given that Fish treats physical illusion as a special case of
veridical experience, it is not clear from what corresponding veridical
experiences the relevant physical illusions are subjectively indiscriminable.
Fish suggests, for example, that if the shade something appears to have under
unusual lighting conditions falls outside the spectral band that corresponds to
a color (as an aperspectival property), then we can say that the subject is
misperceiving it (Fish [2009] p. 158): however, it seems to me that we can
only make the latter judgment when the subject (probably conceptually)
falsely categorizes the shade as one of a different color (i.e., a color besides the
one of which it really is a shade) - for example, when a subject falsely
categorizes a shade of yellow as a shade of orange. Presumably, this kind of
categorization of perspectival properties reflects the same cognitive process
that veridically categorizes a shade as belonging to the right color in cases of
veridical experience, and it is such veridical experience from which physical
illusions are subjectively indiscriminable. I believe that such categorizations of
perspectival properties are cognitive processes occurring at a fairly low level
and that optical illusions also occur because of such categorizations, while Fish
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[2009] [2010] does not raise this issue of categorization.

3.2 The Felt Reality of lllusions

While I believe that Fish’'s explanation of illusion is mostly accurate,
questions about how we can understand the felt reality of illusions in his
explanation remain. (This is not mentioned in Fish [2009] [2010].) Illusions
have a felt reality like hallucinations, but, in the case of illusions, there is no
need to appeal to a belief that is a cognitive effect (of the illusion) to explain
the felt reality (unlike in the case of hallucinations) because some properties
are presented to the subject of the experience. For example, some shade of a
color appears to the subject in a physical color illusion (as in the previously
mentioned case of perceiving a yellow sweater as orange). An explanation of
this example available to Fish is that the felt reality of this illusion consists of
the presentations of perspectival properties as being this shade. However, 1
wonder whether the felt reality of this illusion includes just those presentations.
Consider again the case of a yellow sweater appearing orange under some
lighting conditions. While the perspectival property of having an orange shade
is presented to the subject and the felt reality of this illusion includes at least
the presentations of such perspectival properties, it seems to me that the
aperspectival property of being yellow is also presented to the subject and that
the felt reality of this illusion also includes the presentations of such
aperspectival properties.

Considering that, according to Fish, both cognitive and optical illusions
occur because the subject forms a false perceptual belief and a false higher-
order belief about their own perceptual experience, their felt reality could be
explained by appealing to the false beliefs similarly to the explanation of
hallucination. Such an explanation would face the same explanatory problem
about felt reality as Fish’s disjunctivist explanation of hallucination discussed in
Subsection 24. However, it seems that at least some perspectival properties
are presented to the subject in the case of cognitive and optical illusions as
well. Therefore, an alternative explanation available to Fish would be that the
felt reality of these illusions also includes the presentation of some perspectival
properties. Nevertheless, the question of whether the felt reality of these
illusions also includes presentations of aperspectival properties remains.
Moreover, the question regarding whether aperspectival properties are
presented to the subject is inevitably raised when explaining veridical
experiences because they also have a felt reality; therefore, a successful



An Explanation of Hallucination and Illusion by the Direct Perception Theory — 21 —

philosophical theory of perception must explain whether that felt reality
includes presentations of aperspectival properties. Hence, it turns out that the
question that the direct perception theory must answer is what kinds of
properties are presented in perceptual experiences in general.® In the next
section, I address this topic.

4. The Multi-Aspectistic Direct Perception Theory

What properties are presented to the subject in perceptual experiences ?
In this section, I will investigate whether, in addition to perspectival properties,
aperspectival properties are presented to the subject in perceptual experiences.
However, before we can proceed with that investigation, we must examine the
relationship between aperspectival and perspectival properties.

4.1 Perspectival Properties and Multi-Aspectistic Realism

To examine the relationship between aperspectival and perspectival
properties, we must first consider what it means for a thing to have an
aperspectival property. For example, we might consider the aperspectival
property of being circular. For something to be circular means that its
apparent shape varies in a specific way depending on the angle at which it is
viewed. It only looks circular when viewed from a specific angle (i.e., 90
degrees relative to the two-dimensional plane of the circle) and is elliptical
when viewed from any other one. Indeed, in some sense, a circular object still
appears circular from any point of view unless its aperspectival shape changes.
Nevertheless, it is undeniable that, in another sense, its apparent shape varies
in a specific way when viewed from various points of view, and these
apparently different shapes are just some examples of perspectival properties.
What this seems to imply is that what it means to have an aperspectival
property is exactly to have various perspectival properties that depend in
specific ways on the viewpoints from which the object is being perceived.
Thus, for something to be yellow is just for it to have a yellow shade under
some lighting conditions, to have an orange shade under others, and so on.

An apparent implication thereof is that when we perceive various
perspectival properties, we cannot perceive the corresponding aperspectival
property as a whole at once because we cannot perceive the corresponding
aperspectival property in all its apparent (perspectival) aspects or facets at
once; this might seem to suggest, in turn, that, strictly speaking, in veridical
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experiences we only perceive perspectival properties (and not aperspectival
properties) ; in other words, only perspectival properties are presented to the
subject and aperspectival properties are not presented. This apparent
implication does not hold, however, because perspectival properties are not
independent elementary entities, such as sense-data. Perspectival properties
exist only as aspects or facets of aperspectival properties; they are
ontologically dependent on the latter and cannot exist without them. Hence,
something circular does not look elliptical simpliciter when viewed obliquely
but rather looks just like the apparent shape that a circular object has when
viewed from that angle; that is, it looks perspectivally-elliptical. Therefore,
whenever we perceive a perspectival property, we also perceive some
aperspectival property in its background. (By implication, an aperspectival
property is not merely the sum of various perspectival properties.)

Furthermore, in such a relationship between perspectival properties and
some aperspectival property in their background, the perspectival properties
are mutually related to each other through expectations. Something circular
that has some specific perspectivally-elliptical shape when viewed from a
specific viewpoint, for example, is expected to have another specific
perspectivally-elliptical shape when viewed from another viewpoint and vice
versa. This mutual relationship of expectation cannot be understood separately
from the ability to become acquainted with various perspectival properties by
moving between various viewpoints.

Regarding the relationship between aperspectival and perspectival
properties, Noé writes that

When I look at my wall, now I see its uniform color in the variations of its
apparent color across the surface. In so far as I see the constancy in the
variation, I see them both at once. (Noé& [2006] p. 419)

We see [a circular plate’s] circularity in the fact that it looks elliptical
from here. We can do this because we understand, implicitly, that
circularity is given in the way how things look with respect to shape varies
as a result of movement. (Noé [2004] p. 84)

Noé calls the implicit understanding that makes the perception of aperspectival
properties possible “sensorimotor skill” (Noé [2004] p. 84). According to Noé,
possessing a sensorimotor skill of some kind is to have a tacit understanding of
how perspectival properties change as a result of active movement, and the
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world is available for perception by the perceiver’s exercise of such
sensorimotor skills (Noé [2004] p. 77 [2006] pp. 422-3) .10

It is my view that aperspectival properties and the real world, which has
them as one of its components, are multifaceted and consist of various aspects.
This view of properties and the real world could be called “multi-aspectistic
realism.” In this paper, I advocate a version of the direct perception theory
that claims that veridical experience is a presentation of ordinary things and
their properties in the multifaceted world to the subject of the experience. As
argued above, whenever we perceive a perspectival property, we also perceive
some aperspectival property in its background. This means that both
aperspectival properties in the external world and the perspectival properties
that are aspects of such aperspectival properties are presented to the subject
in veridical experiences. I will call this version of the direct perception theory
the “multi-aspectistic direct perception theory.”

4.2 Sensorimotor Skills and the Felt Reality of Non-Veridical Experiences

In this, the final subsection, I discuss what can be said about the felt
reality of illusions and hallucinations based on the multi-aspectistic direct
perception theory, but there are a few points about sensorimotor skills that
require clarification.

Firstly, as mentioned above, according to the multi-aspectistic direct
perception theory, not just perspectival properties, but also aperspectival ones,
are presented to the subject in veridical experiences. More precisely,
perspectival properties are presented as aspects or facets of some aperspectival
property, and aperspectival properties are presented as the background of
various perspectival properties. For both perspectival and aperspectival
properties to be presented in this way, the subject must perceive the object
from an appropriate spatial point of view and in appropriate conditions, like
specific lighting conditions. In other words, taking a specific spatial point of
view and being in specific conditions is a necessary condition for enabling the
subject to become acquainted with such properties. However, this is just one
enabling condition, and it is not a sufficient condition for the subject to become
acquainted with such properties, given that the subject must also possess and
exercise the appropriate sensorimotor skills. Neither perspectival properties (as
aspects of some aperspectival property) nor aperspectival properties (as the
background of various perspectival properties) can be presented to a subject
without the subject’s exercise of the appropriate sensorimotor skills. Moreover,
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because possessing and exercising the appropriate sensorimotor skills is also a
condition that enables a subject to become acquainted with such properties, in
this broad sense, possessing and exercising such sensorimotor skills partly
constitutes taking the appropriate points of view, which is necessary for the
subject to become acquainted with such properties.

Secondly, as explained above, physical and optical illusions occur due to a
false categorization by the subject (in processes at a fairly low level) of a
perspectival property as an aspect of some aperspectival property other than
the aperspectival property of which it is an aspect. It seems to me that such
categorization takes place in all veridical end non-veridical experiences,
including cognitive illusions and hallucinations, in which some aperspectival
property at least appears to be presented to the subject. This does not mean
that the aperspectival property is being presented to the subject in
hallucinations, but it seems indisputable that a specific color and shape appear
to be presented to the subject of a hallucinatory experience of an orange flame
on their desk, for example. The exercise of appropriate abilities of
categorization could be considered an enabling condition for the presentation
of aperspectival properties; considering that — as mentioned above - exercising
appropriate sensorimotor skills is also an enabling condition for the
presentation of both perspectival and aperspectival properties, it appears that
the relevant sensorimotor skills are closely related to the relevant abilities of
categorization and are exercised (or poised to be exercised, at least) in all
veridical and non-veridical experiences in which some aperspectival property
appears to be presented to the subject. Furthermore, in Subsection 2.3, we
examined how a brain state, which is often supposed to be the supervenience
base of the presentational character of a perceptual experience, can be one
condition (among others) that enables the perceptual experience to have the
relevant presentational character. Given that exercising appropriate
sensorimotor skills is also considered an enabling condition for a perceptual
experience to have the relevant presentational character, it could be argued
that the exercise of such sensorimotor skills is at least partly realized by such
a brain state.

Having gone over these points, we can now turn to the topic of the felt
reality of perceptual experiences. The felt reality of a veridical experience
seems to be explained by its phenomenal character, and because the
phenomenal character of a veridical experience is at least partly explained by
its presentational character, the multi-aspectistic direct perception theory
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maintains that the felt reality of a veridical experience is at least partly
explained by presentations of perspectival and aperspectival properties in a
veridical experience. How can the felt reality of illusions and hallucinations be
explained based on this theory, though ?

In the case of hallucinations, it seems that neither perspectival nor
aperspectival properties are presented to the subject since there is nothing
that instantiates such properties in either the public, external world or in the
subject’s inner world. However, contrary to Fish's claim, this does not mean
that hallucinations do not have a phenomenal character at all, as presentational
character is only one determinant of phenomenal character. As seen above, a
subject undergoing a hallucinatory experience is considered to be exercising

(or at least poised to exercise) the relevant sensorimotor skills, given that
some aperspectival property at least appears to be presented to the subject,
even in a hallucination. Furthermore, as we have also seen, although exercising
such skills is not a sufficient condition for the presentation of aperspectival and
perspectival properties to the subject, it is a condition that enables the
presentation thereof. Thus, it seems that the perceptual experiences of a
subject who is exercising these skills have at least some phenomenal character,
even if only in a somewhat weakened form. For this reason, I contend that
hallucinations have some phenomenal character, although they do not have a
presentational character'V; therefore, the felt reality of hallucinations can be
explained by their phenomenal character. A possible objection to this claim
might be that such a weakened form of phenomenal character enabled by the
exercise of a subject’s sensorimotor skills (or by being poised to exercise such
skills) is insufficient to explain the richness of the felt reality of hallucinations,
but whether there actually are hallucinations with such a rich felt reality is
debatable,"® and, although it might be claimed that such hallucinations can
exist, the burden of proof rests with the person making such a claim.

In Subsection 3.2, I argued that the felt reality of illusions can be explained,
at least partially, by appealing to the presentation of some perspectival
properties to the subject of an illusion. An important question asked near the
end of that section is whether the felt reality of illusions also includes
presentations of aperspectival properties. Based on the foregoing, we can now
answer this question affirmatively. The felt reality of illusions includes
presentations of aperspectival properties as well because aperspectival
properties are presented to the subject as the background of various
perspectival properties in any perceptual experience. The felt reality of
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cognitive illusions also includes such presentations of aperspectival properties.
In the previously used example of the illusion of a snake, aperspectival
properties, such as being brown, are included in the felt reality of the illusion.
However, this does not mean that the felt reality of an illusion includes the
aperspectival properties in the background of falsely categorized perspectival
properties in physical and optical illusions because such aperspectival
properties are not presented to the subject in those illusions. Furthermore, like
the subject of a hallucination, the subject of an illusion must also exercise the
relevant sensorimotor skills because exercising them is an enabling condition
for the presentation of both perspectival and aperspectival properties to the
subject. Therefore, the illusory experiences of a subject who is exercising these
skills have a type of phenomenal character that is weakened in a way related
to these skills, and this implies that the felt reality of illusions can also be
explained by appealing to this weakened phenomenal character. (Additionally,
the subject of a veridical experience also has the relevant sensorimotor skills;
consequently, the felt reality of veridical experiences also seems to include
such a phenomenal character.)

5. Conclusion

My main aims in this paper were to consider whether the direct
perception theory could explain why the indiscriminability view holds and to
present arguments in favor of viewing this theory as the most successful
theory of perception. As seen above, the direct perception theory can explain
the indiscriminability view by adopting an auxiliary theory of non-veridical
experience based on Fish's theory, which is complemented by an explanation
of the felt reality of non-veridical experiences and of the presentation of
properties that were insufficiently explained by Fish [2009] [2010]. Thus, I
believe that this version of the direct perception theory, which I call the “multi-
aspectistic direct perception theory,” is the most successful theory of
perception.™®
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4

(1) Psychology as an empirical science is not irrelevant to the philosophy of perception,
because our ordinary conception of perception includes parts or aspects that are shaped
by the penetration of the findings of empirical science into the ordinary conception.
However, this does not negate the fact that answering the question of what perception is
and explaining the various parts and aspects of the ordinary conception of perception is a
task proper to the philosophy of perception.

(2) The naming of these parts or aspects follows conventions in the literature of the
philosophy of perception, and the differences in the form of naming such as “ism,” “view,”
and “principle” do not represent differences in the position of these parts in our ordinary
conception of perception.

(3) It is important to note that naive realism understands veridical experience as a
presentation of ordinary things and their properties, not as a re-presentation of those
things and properties, because the direct perception theory, which accepts naive realism,
and the intentional theory, which rejects it, are the two most promising theories in recent
philosophy of perception and are precisely in conflict over which understanding of
veridical experience is correct. Fish [2010] contrasts the intentional theory and the direct
perception theory in terms of whether or not they accept the representational principle,
which understands all perceptual experiences as representations. While the
representational principle may be considered a part or an aspect of our ordinary
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conception of perception, I believe that the representational principle has undergone
more philosophical theorizing than other parts of the ordinary conception, such as naive
realism, the indiscriminability view, and the common factor principle.
Fish mentions Gibson’s notion of “resonating to information” as being relevant to this idea
(Fish [2009] p. 138; cf. Gibson [1966]).
Even though negative disjunctivism gives no explanation for why the indiscriminability
view holds, various versions of negative disjunctivism can appear depending on how the
property of being subjectively indiscriminable is defined, and there are other objections
to Martin’s version of negative disjunctivism specifically. According to Martin, a non-
veridical experience of X is subjectively indiscriminable from a corresponding veridical
experience of X if and only if it is not possible to know through reflection that it is not a
veridical experience of X (Martin [2006] p. 363). Criticism has been leveled against the
“through reflection” restriction and the modal characterization expressed as “not possible
to know.” For example, Scott Sturgeon argues that the “through reflection” restriction
can do without ruling out cases in which the subject can infer that they are having a
non-veridical experience from the testimony of others, but it cannot do without ruling out
cases in which the subject can infer that they are having a non-veridical experience
based on their own background beliefs (Sturgeon [2006]). According to Susanna Siegel,
the modal characterization “not possible to know” cannot account for non-veridical
experiences in creatures, such as dogs, that lack sufficient cognitive sophistication and
thus the ability to make judgments of indiscriminability (Siegel [2008]). Although these
are interesting arguments (see Fish [2009] Sec. 4.2 for details), I will not address them
in this paper because I believe that the most important objection is the one concerned
with the comprehensiveness criterion.
Strictly speaking, Fish puts some restrictions on situations in which indiscriminability
holds. Firstly, he supposes that a hallucination and corresponding veridical experience
that share the same cognitive effects have the same doxastic setting, such as background
beliefs and desires. Secondly, he supposes that the subject of a veridical experience is a
rational one. According to Fish, the first restriction helps this version of disjunctivism
avoid the criticism faced by Martin’s version regarding the “through reflection”
restriction mentioned in the previous note (see Fish [2009] Sec. 4.7 for details).
According to Fish, this point helps his version of disjunctivism avoid the criticism faced
by Martin’s version regarding the modal characterization “not possible to know,” which is
mentioned in Note 5 (see Fish [2009] Sec. 4.5 for details).
In cases of V vs. IH disjunctivism, the following objection has been raised, for example. If
illusions are to be treated as being like hallucinations, then we must accept that we are
not in direct contact with the external world at all when experiencing illusions. However,
even as we experience an illusion concerning some properties (e.g., the color) of things,
we are usually considered to be veridically perceiving their other properties (e.g., the
shape) : therefore, a direct perception theorist must accept that we are partly in direct
contact with the external world (cf. Fish [2009] p. 44 [2010] p. 104). An example of an
objection to VI vs. H disjunctivism is that if illusions are to be treated as being like
veridical experiences, then there is no point in adopting disjunctivism to avoid the
argument from illusion (cf. Fish [2009] p. 45 [2010] p. 105).
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To understand what perceptual experience is, we must consider whether things are
being presented to the subject in perceptual experiences as well. However, answering
that question requires more space than is available here because it depends on several
complicated philosophical questions, such as the question of what a thing (or substance)
is and what the relationship between a thing (or substance) and a property is. Because
the question of what kinds of properties are presented to the subject in perceptual
experiences seems to be more integral to the explanation of the felt reality of perceptual
experiences, I will focus my attention on this question here.

These views on the relationship between aperspectival and perspectival properties are
based on the ideas of phenomenology.

To be more precise, we could say that, in some sense, some properties are presented to
the subject in some bodily sense experiences correspondingly to the exercise of (or being
poised to exercise) the relevant sensorimotor skills during the relevant perceptual
experience (e.g., visual experience), but such properties are not included in the
presentational character that corresponds to the content - not meaning the intentional
content - of the relevant experience itself.

Experiences in dreams and experiences of mental images also seem to only have
phenomenal character in this relatively weak form.
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