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M.G.F. Martin, The Limits of Self-Awareness (2004)
Thesis: the burden of proof lies with the opponent of disjunctivism.
Argument:

P1 To believe that the burden of proof lies with the disjunctivist, is to take (introspective)
  indiscernibility to be central.
P2 To take indiscernibility to be central, is to advocate disjunctivism.
C Hence, the belief that the burden of proof lies with the disjunctivist is self-defeating.

Broader aim: in arguing for P2, to make it plausible that there may hallucinations be “sensory
states whose mental nature is characterisable in nothing but epistemological terms, in terms of their
unknowable difference from cases of veridical perception” (2004: 38).
Positive argument for disjunctivism: It solves the following inconsistent triad, by denying 3:

1 Naive Realism: sense experience is non-representational, but (?) relational and hence (?)
object-dependent.

2 Experiential Naturalism: any sense experience has sufficient physical and psychological causes.
3 Common Kind Assumption: any sense experience can also occur while hallucinating.

Elaboration of P1: The “first [immodest] conception of experience” holds that we are introspec-
tively aware of the characteristic features of visual experience being independent of its being a per-
ception. But this is too strong: all introspection really affords is that the characteristic features seem
to us to be present in the case of hallucination (this is the modest account). To make the stronger
claim, assumes (in my terms) that the characteristic features not only are luminous (i.e. whenever we
have an experience having them, we are automatically aware that the experience has them) but also
‘detectable’ (i.e. whenever we have an experience lacking them, we are automatically aware that the
experience lacks them)
Elaboration of P2: Disjunctivists have to explain why hallucinations are indiscernible from per-
ceptions. The difficulty is not solved by admitting that what is present in hallucinations is present in
perceptions, but we also have to say what is present in perceptions that is absent in hallucinations.
We do not have to do so by postulating a second experience in perception, but can instead appeal to
essential properties of perceptions not shared by hallucinations:

What is distinctive of the rejection of the Common Kind Assumption is the thought
that the most fundamental kind that the perceptual event is of, the kind in virtue of
which the event has the nature that it does, is one which couldn’t be instanced in the
case of hallucination. (2004: 60)

To show that these essential properties of perceptions are not explanatorily redundant, we need
to recognise that even hallucinations seemingly have these essential, relational and object-involving
properties. This character of hallucinations, of seeming to be perceptions, is in turn explained in
terms of indiscriminability (2004: 68). But this means that the explanatory potential of seeming to
be a percpetion (being indiscriminable from an F ) is dependent on the explanatory potential of being
a perception (2004: 70):

The notion common to perception and hallucination, that of sensory experience, lacks
explanatory autonomy from that of veridical perception. And isn’t this just what we
express by saying that either this is a case of veridical perception, in which case certain
consequences follow, or it is merely one of being indiscriminable from such a perception,
in virtue of which of which certain other consequences follow? (2004: 73)
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Potential problem: Indiscernibility is individuum- and species-specific. Solution: idealization.
(Worry: is this compatible with non-transitivity? Compare Williamson: there is always, and for ev-
eryone, a margin of error or other, without there being one margin of error for always and everyone).

Mark Johnston, The Obscure Object of Hallucination (2004)
Thesis: the argument from hallucination is compatible with naive realism if the distinction between
perceptions and hallucinations is not drawn in terms of perceptions being hallucinations ‘augmented’
by indirect objects of visual awareness.
Disjunctivism, the denial of a an “act of awareness common to cases of hallucination and seeing”
(2004: 121) is one, but not the only way of doing so.1 We may also postulate a common factor that
does not make for ‘direct’ objects.
A first-order account of the objects of seeing and hallucination:

• Hallucination, as a “distinctive kind of mental act” (2004: 127) admits of a act/object analysis,
and we can demonstratively think about its objects.

• Hallucination cannot be a source of original de re thought about particulars (or sensible kinds),
but is instead parasitic on antecedent singular reference (2004: 129). Within limits, who it is
one is hallucinating is determined by whom one immediately takes it to be (2004: 132).

• Hallucination, in contrast, does provide for original de re knowledge of qualities: “One can
come to know what “supersaturated” red is like only by afterimagining it.” (2004: 130, cf. also
2004: 141–142)

The primary object of hallucination is a sensible profile (2004: 134), a “manner[…] of presentation
that [is] [itself] presented in sensing” (2004: 141), which is a structural property 2004: 147.
The secondary object is determined by how the primary object immediately strikes us as of or about
or by what the hallucination is anchored in (Noddy hallucination being of his mother via cathected
thought while striking him as of his aunt).
The two objects can exist independently (dwelling on an array of visible qualities).
The common factor between hallucinations and corresponding veridical seeings are the items
suited to be the primary objects of hallucinations (2004: 133). The primary objects stands to the
secondary in the relation of type to token:

…the objects of hallucination and the objects of seeing are in a certain way akin; the first
are complexes of sensible qualities and relations while the second are spatio-temporal
particulars instantiating such complexes. (2004: 135)
The structure of qualities that one might hallucinate is in fact a proper part of the more
demanding sensible profile that one is aware of in a corresponding case of seeing. (2004:
136–137)

This is not a version of the Conjunctive Analysis (which would make it vulnerable to the argument
from hallucination), because the sensible profile is not the ‘direct’ object of visual awareness, but
rather what the direct object of perception is seen as:

In seeing Lucca as an Italian greyhound sitting under the desk I am aware of Lucca in-
stantiating a certain sensible profile. Structure and merely qualitative parts of that same
sensible profile can also be given to me in hallucination, but there is no sense in which
they are given to me more directly than Lucca is when I see her. (2004: 137)

1 Johnston (2004: 124, 177) interprets the hallucinating-is-seeming-to-see version of disjunctivism as postulating higher-
order attitudes requiring mastery of the relevant concepts, which is by no means compulsory, though it perhaps matches
Martin’s epistemological gloss on “seeming”. The very interesting argument about explanation Johnston (2004: 125–126) is
untouched by this. It raises two questions:

1. How can we characterise of what we seem to be seeing in ‘mixed’ cases where we see n lights and also hallucinate n
lights?

2. How can we explain why we seem to ourselves to be seeing n more lights in terms of how things appear to us? (on the
view in question, we can’t say that we so seem to us because we are hallucinating)
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Advantage 1: By construing the relation between the respective objects of seeing and hallucination
in terms of part/whole (or rather material constitution, 2004: 139), rather than direct/indirect, this
view undercuts the picture that seeing occurs only at the end of a causal process:

Seeing is an environment-revealing mental act that is materially constituted by a physi-
cal process that subtends the revealed environment. In this way, seeing is more than the
solitary work of the visual system, or , indeed, of the whole brain. Seeing goes all the way
out to the things seen, the things with which it acquaints the subject. (2004: 139)
The mind never faces the challenge of connecting to external particulars from the im-
poverished position of intercourse merely with items that one could anyway hallucinate.
(2004: 150)

This also justifies our rejection of the ‘Phenomenal Bottleneck Principle’ (akin to Robinson’s ‘Phe-
nomenal Principle’) (2004: 152–153) and explains how we see the back of things (2004: 154).
Advantage 2: By construing the secondary objects of hallucination as the things that we mention
to explain how the primary objects strike us, we inherit some advantages of the intentionalist view
and can explain the Waterfall Illusion, contrary to Adverbialism (2004: 144, cf. also 2004: 179–180)
Advantage 3: Our visual awareness of sensible profiles explains why the particular kind of authority
we have for our immediate perceptual judgments:

…what is sensesd neither justifies nor merely causes immediate perceptual belief, but
instead confers the kind of authority on immediate perceptual belief which allows it in
turn to justify the inferential beliefs based on it. (2004: 149)

Advantage 4: Because sensible profiles are themselves objects of sensory awareness even though they
occur in seeing-as, which is a deployment of a conceptual ability, the conceptual / non-conceptual
content dichotomy is a false one.
Advantage 5: No need for non-existent ‘intentional objects’. Sensible profiles, appealed to from
within an intensional context, fit the bill. (Postulating non-existent objects cannot anyway account
for the mind-dependency of intentional objects, cf. 2004: 163–64.)
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