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Perceptual Reports

From its very beginning, and very explicitly so from Descartes on, the philosophy of mind has been in-
tertwined with epistemological concerns. Perception is important to us mostly because it is a source of
knowledge, and the ‘inner’ is marked out by what we have some special type of access to (introspection,
perhaps). From the perspective of a metaphysics of the mind, epistemological properties are just some of
the properties we believe our minds, and their states, to have, and there is nothing especially important
about them.

Both historically and systematically, however, epistemology starts with perception, or at least the suppos-
edly paradigm case of visual perception of visible properties of opaque, middle-sized, relatively immobile
material things. “How do you know the stick is straight? – I have seen it, by my own eyes.” It does and
did not take long to realise how problematic even this paradigm case is. Here are some of the questions
that may be raised.

What does the “it” refer to in the example given? What is the object of perception, what is it that we see?
Many have thought it necessary to distinguish between at least the following two:

(A) S sees that p.
(B) S sees x.

The supposed contrast between (A) and (B) has been used to introduce, motivate or explicate a certain
number of theoretical distinctions:

. intensional / extensional: While we may substitute coferential terms for each other within “x” in (B)
salva veritate, we cannot do so normally within “p”: if S sees Hesperus, S thereby sees Phosphorus,
while seeing that Hesperus is the brightest heavenly body in the sky is not the same as seeing that
Phosphorus is the brightest heavenly body in the sky.

. None of these uses of the contrast between (A) and (B) is unproblematic, however. With respect to ( ), both parts of the claim
may be disputed: does Oedipus, when he sees the stranger he then kills, really see his father? does the dog, when he sees that the
cat ate its food, see the cat under some mode of presentation, in a way that would, in principle (if only it could speak and reason …),
allow it to describe the food-eater as a cat?
With respect to ( ), we should keep in mind that the proposition that p may be de-se, as in “S sees that he himself∗ is making a mess”
using Castañeda’s ‘quasi-indicator’ as applied to Perry’s ‘messy shopper’. In these cases, the proposition does not have autonomous
semantic content, and is not detachable – in the sense that “T saw that too” is made true by T (not S!) realising that s/he is making
a mess. We also should not forget that “x” in (B) may refer to a fact, or another worldly item of propositional form.
With respect to ( ), it may be questioned whether concept-mastery is required for all so-called ‘propositional attitudes’ (for example,
it seems that you can regret that p without ‘having’ the concepts needed to understand that p); if they are not, then why require them
for (A)? Conversely, it may be maintained that we need concepts to see artefacts, beginnings and endings, social events (the crash of
the stockmarket) and things such as Maria’s regret, the apple’s being edible and the sky looking as if it will soon rain.
With respect to ( ), we should not forget that in persistent visual illusions, we normally continue to have the visual impression that p
(e.g. that one of the lines is shorter than the other in the Muller-Lyer illusion) even when we not only lack the belief but even know it
to be false. On the other hand, seeing x may be taken to be itself an epistemic relation (‘acquaintance’).

. Unless, of course, these introduce intensional contexts of their own, as would, e.g., a substitution of “that p” for “x”.



. propositional / objectual: While (B) relates S (at least paradigmatically) to an object / individual /
particular, (A), at least on some readings, relates S to the referent of “that p”, usually taken to be a
proposition.

. conceptual / non-conceptual: While propositions are normally taken to contain concepts and mas-
tery of these may be taken to be a prerequisite for the truth of (A), a corresponding requirement
seems absent for (B).

. epistemic / non-epistemic: While (B), at least prima facie, seems direct and unmediated, (A) seems
to involve some exercise of our epistemic faculties, involving something like a belief in a way (B) does
not.

What is more, the binary dichotomy itself is too simplistic. In addition to (A) and (B), we also have (C), (D),
(E), (F), (G) and (H), and perhaps others as well:

(B) I see the stick and it is straight.
(A) I see that the stick is straight.
(C) I see the straight stick.
(D) I see the stick and its straightness.
(E) I see the stick as straight.
(F) I see the stick as if (it were) straight.
(G) I see the stick being straight.
(H) I see the stick’s being straight.

At least prima facie, it is not clear that all these are analysable just in terms of either the ‘purely objectual’
(B) and the ‘purely propositional’ (A). Neither is it clear how the proposed dimensions of contrast classify
these cases.

Moreover, these different grammatical construals of perceptual reports leave it surprisingly open what we
may legitimately take to be the object of the perception so reported.

‘Propositional’ seeing, as in (A), is not, or at least not only, a seeing of propositions. Even if propositions
are perceptible, I also see the cat when I see that it is on the mat. If the proposition involved in (A) is not
the primary object of the perceptual act, in what way is it involved at all? Saying that it is the content of
that act is not explaining anything, but labelling the phenomenon we would like to have explained.

The objectual sense also raises further questions: do we ever see the stick? Perceptually given to us, it might
seem, is at best its surface, or rather the parts of its surface visible from a certain point. Do we see its
back-side too, the other parts of its surface, its inside? After all, sticks with different backsides would look
just the same to us. If we perceive what is not given to us, how come we do not acquire information about
it? If we do not, on the other hand, then how do we know, on the basis of our perception, that sticks, e.g.,
are three-dimensional?

As this brief and cursory survey of just some of the problems of perception reports makes clear, one of the
main problem of contemporary theories of perception is to reconcile the relationality of perception, its
being a way of making contact with the world, with its representational character, its being a certain take
or perspective on the world.

The Argument from Illusion

When we see, we undergo certain physiological processes and we also have a visual experience. But we
also have visual experiences when we are hallucinating (though, conventionally, we would not call them
“seeings” or “perceptions”). Macbeth did not see or perceive a dagger before him, but instead he merely

. (E), for example, seems to side with (A) on criteria ( ) and ( ), being epistemic and conceptual, but rather with (B) on ( ) and ( ),
being extensional (in the position of “stick”, at least) and objectual.



seemed to see one; he had an experience as of one or, perhaps, an experience that represented one. We
can have visual experiences when we are not seeing. These are of two types:

• hallucinatory: We do not see anything, we merely seem to see something / have a visual experience
as of something: there is nothing to perceive.

• illusionary: We do see something, but see it to be in some other way than it really is.

Some cases may be hard to qualify one way or other: do I see some region (wrongly) as filled when I
hallucinate a pink elephant? Do I hallucinate the white wall’s redness when I see it in red light? The very
existence of hallucinations and illusions may be questioned: is there ever nothing to perceive, do I ever see
‘more’ than how things appear to me? While I think these questions are pressing, I will follow orthodoxy
in what follows and assume that illusions exist and are roughly as they are standardly described.

If it is possible to perceive things differently from how they really are or even to seem to perceive things
that are not there at all, how can perception give us “immediate and direct access” to the world? Crane
( : ) gives the following version of the argument from illusion:

. “When one is subject to an illusion, it seems to one that something has a quality, F , which the real
ordinary object supposedly being perceived does not actually have.

. When it seems to one that something has a quality, F , then there is something of which one is aware
which does have this quality.

. Since the real object in question is, by hypothesis, not-F , then it follows that in cases of illusion,
either one is not aware of the real object after all, or if one is, one is aware of it only “indirectly” and
not in the direct, unmediated way in which we normally take ourselves to be aware of objects.

. There is no non-arbitrary way of distinguishing, from the point of view of the subject of an experi-
ence, between the phenomenology of perception and illusion […].

. Therefore there is no reason to suppose that even in the case of genuine perception one is directly
or immediately aware of ordinary objects.

. Therefore our normal view about what perceiving is – sometimes called “naïve realism” or “direct
realism” – is false. So perception cannot be what we normally think it is.”

It goes without saying that all premisses, as well as the inferences from ( ), ( ), ( ), ( ) to ( ) and from ( ) to
( ) have been challenged. Acceptance of the first inference may distinguish between two (families of) views
about the relationship between the phenomenology of perceptual experiences and their relationality:

Common factor theorists : If veridical experiences and hallucinatory experiences are the same in
phenomenal character (what they are like to have), they must have the same type of objects (sense-
datum theories and representationalism).

Disjunctivists : Two visual experiences may be phenomenally and even introspectively indiscriminable
and only one of them be veridical or even have an object at all.

Another way of marking the same distinction is in terms of the direction of explanation of the ‘content’
of the non-veridical experience: common factor theorists take this content to be settled independently of
the veridicality of the experience, while disjunctivists hold that the determination (and even the having) of
the content by the non-veridical experience is irreducibly counterfactual, in terms of the content it would
have if it were veridical. Common-factor theorists thus explain the good case as a complex of the bad case
+ whatever is needed for veridicality, while disjunctivists explain the bad case as ‘botched’, as something
that would be a good case if only the world cooperated.

With respect to perceptual beliefs, i.e. beliefs we acquire and are justified in acquiring in virtue of under-
going some perceptual experience, we distinguish two articulations of the problem of explaining how we
sometimes, but only sometimes, acquire justification for (J) on the basis of (I):

(I) I have the visual experience that p.



(J) I know that p.

Common-factor theorists seem committed to the claim that (I), because it relatesme to the same object or to
the same content as (A), justifies (J) in the same way as would (A). In the case of illusions and hallucinations,
this is the wrong answer – how can it be avoided? The only way, it seems, is for them to deny, as in the
case of (I)⊢(A), so equally in the case of (A)⊢(J), that the transmission of justification is direct: some other
conditions have to obtain. But what could they be?

Sense-data theorists face this objection in the following form: if in visual experiences I am related to
sense-data, then knowledge claims about ordinary mind-independent objects such as sticks can only be
indirectly justified by them; the sense-data act as a ‘veil’, hiding the world from us. The best thing sense-
data theorists can do, it seems, to distinguish (I) from (A) is by imposing accuracy conditions on the
sense-data: a sense-datum is accurate if it stands in some representational isomorphism to the scene it is a
sense-datum of, i.e. pictures it in the way accurate pictures do. (I) can then be said to transmit justification
to (J) iff the sense-datum in question is accurate.

Under what conditions, however, is a sense-datum accurate? Suppose I am looking at a tree and would
be able, given enough time and patience, to visually discriminate exactly ’ leaves, each one suitably
contrasting against its background. Instead of staring at the tree, I could take a high-resolution photograph
and examine it in my study: it would be accurate only if it depicted exactly ’ leaves. When I am not
counting them, however, and even though I may be said to see that the tree has more than leaves and
less than ’ , it is just wrong to say that I see that the tree has ’ leaves. What I see is that the tree
has many leaves, where this leaves it open how many exactly it has. The problem is that the sense-datum,
whatever it is, cannot match this indeterminacy (Armstrong : ). If it is accurate, it has to depict
the right number of leaves, but then it can appear to be the way the tree appears to be only if the sense-
datum appears to be differently than it is. This is the answer Jackson ( ) gives to Armstrong, but it is
problematic. If sense-data have a ‘hidden nature’ in virtue of which they can appear differently from how
they are, would not then another argument from illusion (about the properties of sense-data) show that
another veil has to be introduced, between us and our own sense-data, thus starting a regress?

At root the same objection can be put to representationalists as follows: It may seem an advantage of
representationalism that it explains the content of the knowledge claim (J) (i.e. that it is a claim to know that
p) on the grounds that (J) ‘inherits’ its content from the visual experience: the visual experience ‘transmits’
its content to the knowledge claim and thereby justifies it. On closer inspection, however, things are not so
simple. The linguistic context for “p” in (J), as we have seen, is intensional; insofar as (at least some types of)
knowledge require concept-possession, it is even hyperintensional: I may know that Sam is an eye-doctor
without knowing that he is an ophtalmologist. Even if perception has conceptual content, however, it seems
implausible to take it to be so finely grained. Suppose I recognise his profession by some external marks,
in what would a perception that he is an eye-doctor differ from a perception that he is an ophtalmologist?
If the content is not ‘handed down’ entirely from the perception to the knowledge claim, then the way
it changes must be determined by the change in ‘mode’: because the ‘modes’ of (A) and (J) are different,
some rules of transition have to be specified, and they will be different in the (I) to (J) and the (A) to (J)
cases.

Disjunctivists also face a similar problem. While they may hold that only (A), but not (I) transmits jus-
tification to (J), they also need a story to back this up. What is it about the subjectively indiscriminable
difference between cases where only (I), but not (A) is true and cases where both are true that makes (J)
turn on it? The beginning of a plausible answer is to take the veridicality of perception to be ‘primitive’
and instead of explaining (A) as ‘(J)-plus’, explain (J) as ‘(A)-minus’. One way of doing this is in terms
of success conditions: a perceptual experience is successful iff it is a perception, and only successful
perceptual experiences ground knowledge claims. Requiring truth for success, however, is characteristic
not just of perception, but also of belief and, to some extent to be determined later, of emotions as well.



The central explanandum is thus the relation that is required to hold between the state reported by (A)
(but not every state reportable by (J)) and the state that is claimed to obtain by (I): a relation of grounding
and justification I will call the “basing relation” in what follows.

The Intentionality of Perception

Let us consider one version of the argument from illusion:

A stick in front of me looks bent.
A stick in front of you looks straight.
There is at most one stick in front of us.
No stick can be both bent and straight.

∴ In at least one case, one of our perceptual experiences is non-veridical.
In the non-veridical perceptual experience, one is presented with a mind-dependent intentional
object.
Both perceptual experiences have the same type of intentional object.

∴ The intentional object of both experiences is mind-dependent.
Sticks are not mind-dependent.

∴ In neither case do we see the stick.

Hence nothing that may look to have contrary properties is ever seen – a reductio. While most attention
has been focussed on denying ( ) or ( ) or both, I would like to focus attention on the description of the
situation, i.e. on ( ) and ( ). My main motivation is that already ( ) is implausible: while I may certainly
form false beliefs on the basis of one of my perceptual experiences, they themselves are not necessarily
misleading: at least on one sense of “looks”, the straight stick half-immersed in water does look straight,
i.e. looks as straight sticks half in water do.

Austin denies that ( ) and ( ) are compossible. Irrealists deny ( ), andmay therefore also deny ( ). ( ) appears
vulnerable, but depending on how we understand ‘intentional object’ and ‘mind-dependent’, it allows of
uncontroversial interpretations. ( ) is denied by disjunctivists. The phenomenal principle, or something
like it, may be appealed to justify ( ), by deriving it from ( ), ( ), ( ) and ( ):

A stick in front of me looks bent.
∴ There is something of which I am aware that is bent.

A stick in front of me looks straight.
∴ There is something of which I am aware that is straight.

There is at most one stick in front of me.
No stick can be both bent and straight.
There is a most one thing of which I am aware in the two cases.

∴ In at least one case, one of our perceptual experiences is non-veridical.

This is not a particularly good argument, however: the conclusion ( ) is too strong (as it incorporates
already a version of ( )), and the additional premise ( ) is hard to justify.

The most promising way out, I think, is to block the deduction of ( ), while preserving a sense in which
both ( ) and ( ) may be true. A first option is to attack ( ). One may hold that the properties in question
(being bent, being straight) are not (parts of) the intentional object of these perceptions, but rather of their
contents, conceived of as modes of presentations of the object: the stick is presented in the straight-mode
or in the bent-mode. Alternatively, one may hold that being presented in the straight- (or bent-)mode are
not representational at all, but rather sensational properties, qualia of the experiences themselves. The
problem with these views is that do not address the real problem: even if we grant that bentness may be
a way the stick is presented to me or a qualitative property of my experience, it is certainly also a property



of the stick: in one of the two cases at least, the roundness present in my experience is ‘matched’ by a
roundness of the stick – and we have to find a ground for saying that this is not the case for bentness.

Adverbialists reinterpret ( ) and ( ) as
i I am appeared to bent-ly.
i I am appeared to straight-ly.

Even though we do not then have analogues of ( ) and ( ), ( ) still seems to follow: If we are appeared
to bent-ly and straight-ly, then in at least one case, the perceptual experience is non-veridical. We also
have trouble explaining why ( ), or at least some version of it, belongs to a exhaustive description of the
situation: to see this, compare the scenario with what changes when we take the stick out of the water:
even if we keep our respective perspectives on the stick, an important source of conflict and disagreement
disappears. This source, whatever it is, is not captured by ( i) and ( i). In this second, but not the first
respect, representational views fare better:

ii I see the stick as bent.
ii I see the stick as straight.

Insofar as bentness and straightness may figure in contents (as represented properties, rather than as being
exemplified by things as sticks), we do account for the conflict noted in ( ). Given ( ) and ( ), however, it
still follows that in at least one case one of us sees the stick as F where the stick is not F – so ( ) still follows.

The sense data theorist reinterprets ( ) and ( ) as
iii It appears to me: something is bent*.
iii It appears to me: something is straight*.

Bentness* and straightness* are not properties of sticks, but of sense-data or of experiences: if they can
both be had by the same sense-datum, then we do not have an analogue of ( ); if they cannot, then we do
not have an analogue of ( ). The victory is Pyrrhonic, however, because even if they can perhaps provide
a reading of “seeing” on which it is true that I see the stick, I will not on their view see its bentness or
straightness.

Perspectival realists also deny ( ) by reinterpreting ( ) and ( ). Their version is:
iv The stick appears-bent-to-me.
iv The stick appears-straight-to-me.

This, I think is part of the right response to the argument. It combines the adverbial account of the
(allegedly) contrary properties with the introduction of appearance properties – properties like being bent-to-
me, or rather: being-bent-from-here, the relativisation encapsulating the information about the position and
perceptual apparatus of the observer and the information about the perceptual milieu we would need to
appeal to correctly predict from what other actual or counterfactual experiences the perceptual experience
in question would be subjectively indiscriminable.

Bent-to-me and straight-to-me are not incompatible, so we do not have an analogue of ( ); but neither are
they properties of experiences, nor of sense-data, nor of points of views or observers. Are they properties
of sticks? In a sense yes, but also in another sense no. The property the half-immersed stick appears to
have from here, i.e. the one I can correctly describe by painting a inflected line, is a property the stick no
longer appears to have once I have taken it out of the water. It is very well possible, however, that the
half-immersed stick did not to you appear to have this property, e.g. if you were looking at it from another
angle it may have looked straight to you, even when half-immersed in water. When we took the stick out,
it started to appear differently to me, but not to you. While bent to me certainly was a property the stick
appeared (to me) to have, it was not so for you and is now not so for me. When we immersed it in water,
there was a look the stick acquired, a look it did not have before: by changing the perceptual milieu and



the set of available perspectives on the stick, the stick acquired a new look it did not have before, a look
I describe ascribing the perspectival property bent-to-you and you describe ascribing the different, but not
incompatible property straight-to-me.

Objects of perception are things from a certain point of view, i.e. perspectival facts or ‘looks’. The points
of view accounting for their perspectivality are not the perceptual acts, nor are they modes of presentation
of the object (if there is one): they are located on the ‘object side’ as it were. Take, to change the example,
the round coin lying on the table in front of me, looking, at we would say, oval from here. The same coin,
it seems, can look round from certain points of view and elliptical from others. As before, round a from
certain point of view and elliptical from another point of view are not incompatible properties, so the coin does
not look to have incompatible properties. The cup always appears round from here or there. To appear
round from here means that the cup appears to be at a certain distance and orientation from the given point
of view. Orientation is reducible to relative distance of parts: the orientation of the cup changes from a
point of view to another iff the ratio of distances between each part and the point of view changes. For
instance, from some points of view (right above of the cup), all the parts of the edge are at equal distance
from the point of view; while for some other points of view (from the side of the cup), there are parts of the
edge that are closer to the point of view than other ones. These ratios, however, should not be confused
with the ratios among the parts of the edge themselves: they are all at the same distance of each other,
and appear to be so in the perceptual experience. Ellipses then are just artifacts from painters that project
three-dimensional oriented objects on two dimensional vertically oriented screens. When we adopt the
attitude of the painter, we create an illusion from a perception: we change the orientation and shape of the
perceptual objects. We change the relative distances of the edges of the cup to the point of view, thereby
creating the illusion of having an elliptical object in view.

These perspectival appearance properties are thus not features of perspective-independent things, but
rather of appearances, appearances of perspective-independent things, to be sure, but not things that are
themselves independent of perspectives. Kant is right in thinking that the perception of appearance prop-
erties is the perception of appearances, where such appearances are grounded in the things they are ap-
pearances of. It is the appearance of the stick half-immersed in water that looks bent-from-here and the
same appearance that may look straight-from-here with respect to some other location or observer. It is
the change in appearance that is responsible for the fact that once the stick is taken out of the water and
seen by both of us in clear air, it may no longer be said to appear bent in any sense. Because appearances
are grounded in the things appearing, together with their environment, they are appearances of things –
things with which we are in perceptual contact when we perceive the appearances. Can we thus say that
the things are only indirectly seen, through their appearances as it were?

We should not, however, in the way of sense-data theorists, take these appearances to be the direct objects
of perception – rather, it is their grounds that are seen through them. This explanation of appearance
properties thus takes us to

v The stick-as-seen-by-us appears-bent-to-me.
v The stick-as-seen-by-us appears-straight-to-you.

We thus have two perceptions, but still just one stick appearing to both of us. ( ) does not follow if the two
appearances really have their appearance properties. Such a reply to the argument from illusion, I surmise,
is not only independently plausible, but also generalises to the analoguous arguments byMcTaggart against
temporal A-determinations and and by Frank Jackson in favour of perceptual qualia.

Perspectival facts are not sense data, but are ‘out there’, full citizens of the mind-independent external
world. They are not parts or aspects of the experiencing subject and they exist independently of expe-
riencing subjects. They are perspectival only in that they contain a perspectivally ‘modulated’ property,
‘modulated’ by its being relational with respect to a point of view. A point of view is just a point in space



(compare Atkin ( )), where a (point-sized) seeing eye can be located, but that can as well remain unoc-
cupied. Actual points of view do not imply actual views. Points of view are not acts of perception, nor
part of the act of perception: they do not depend on perceiving objects. Searle is thus wrong to assert that
aspectual shape “cannot be exhaustively or completely characterized solely in terms of third person […]
predicates” (Searle ). Rather, we advocate a return to some robust form of realism about perspectival
facts, like the one that was endorsed by neo-realists such as Nunn ( ) or Holt ( ).

Before drawing such morals, however, we have to know more about sticks-as-seen-by-us, i.e. appearances
of sticks.

When I say that the wine tastes sweet, I am qualifying the taste as sweet, and only secondarily the wine
as having a sweet taste. On one reading, the first qualification is not subject to doubt: in this sense, I am
qualifying the taste as tasting-sweet-to-me, something which you cannot dispute. Sometimes, however, I
make a stronger claim, not only that the taste is sweet-to-me, but that it is sweet tout court, and so that you
should taste it as sweet as well, if you are tasting properly. Here we have conceptual space for taste courses
and experts, judges and faultless disagreement.

Another dimension of possible disagreement opens up with the secondary qualification: I may be wrong
that it is the wine that tastes sweet. This suggests that the ‘extension’ of my assertion is via a causal link: I
am saying of the taste that it is sweet (and there cannot be doubt about this) and of the wine that it has that
taste, i.e. causally produced it (and about this I could be wrong):

For to say that a certain experience is a seeing that something is the case, is to do more than
describe the experience. It is to characterize it as, so to speak, making an assertion of claim,
and – which is the point I wish to stress – to endorse that claim. (Sellars : )

Things stand differently with colours, or rather with chromatic profiles:

“What puts vision apart from hearing, smell, and taste is that we do not conceive of the visible
world as offering us objects of visual awareness and attention distinct from (but coincident
with) the concrete objects that we also see.” (Martin : ), citing O’Shaughnessy ( :

– )

The chromatic profile of a coloured thing (its visual appearance, its look) is more closely tied to it than its
taste or its visual shape: the being-the-appearance-of relation here is not causal, but constitutive. Looks
are nothing but looks of things, i.e. things looking a certain way. In other terms: for a to have a visual look
that appears red is both, for the look to be red and for the thing itself to appear red. Two possible sources
of error present in the case of taste are thereby eliminated: it is not possible that only its look, but not the
thing looking a certain way appears red, and the look itself cannot just appear red but fail to be red.

What Mary gets newly acquainted with, when she gets out of her black-and-white room, are not new
properties, but new things: the looks things have when they appear to you e.g. in clear daylight. Being an
eminent colour scientist, she knew everything there is to know about colours; being equally an eminent
psychologist of colour perception, she also knew everything there is to know about visual appearance
properties, properties such as looking red from here. What she did not know, however, are an important class
of things, visual looks – ie. the things that primarily have the colours and in virtue of which coloured things
appear the way they do. Instead of

a The patch-in-this-light looks-red-to-me.

. The “primary”/“secondary” contrast is from Martin ( : ).

. The switch to chromatic profiles is needed to preserve Aristotle’s claim that they are the proper sensibles of sight: we also see
black and white things, transparent things and things that do not have surfaces, such as shadows, holes, holograms and rainbows.



a The patch-in-this-light looks-green-to-you.

we thus have the simpler:
b The patch-in-this-light is red.
b The patch-in-this-light is green.
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