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The Richness of Perceptual Content

Abstract

This study aims to present one of the most effective arguments given against
conceptualism about perceptual content. Conceptualism is the view that
perceptual content is wholly conceptual, so that a subject cannot undergo a
perceptual experience unless he possesses concepts that properly characterize the
content of his experience. The Argument from Richness of Perceptual Content
states that perceptual content cannot be conceptual because it contains so many
details that it is unlikely that a subject deploys so many concepts while having a
perceptual experience.
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The world is perceptually represented to us in a certain way; the sky as blue, the
orange as round, and the cotton as soft. In that sense, perception is supposed to be
directed to or about the external world. This aboutness is usually characterized as the
content of perception. And the content of perception can be roughly defined as “how the
experiences represent the world to be” (Crane 1992: 137). Whenever we have a
perceptual experience there is a specific way through which the external world is
conveyed to us. For instance, my current perception of my computer represents me the
computer as being rectangular, black, etc. Even though the representational character of
perceptual experience is agreed upon by many philosophers, there is an intractable
disagreement about whether the representational content of perception, namely, the way
it represents the world is conceptual or not. While conceptualists claim that perceptual
content is wholly conceptual, nonconceptualists hold that perception can also represent
nonconceptually. The aim of this study is to present one major argument given against
conceptualism about perceptual content named ‘The Richness Argument’. The
argument relies on the fact that perceptual content is too rich in detail to be conceptually
captured. That is to say, it stresses the implausibility of the claim that we need to
possess or deploy all concepts that specify every single aspect presented in perception.

Conceptualism, whose major proponents are John McDowell (1996) and Bill
Brewer (1999), is the view that perception represents the world conceptually, or that it
has conceptual content. For conceptualists, a subject who has a contentful perceptual
experience needs to possess all of the concepts that occur in a proper characterization of
the content of his perceptual experience. For instance, one cannot perceive that the sky
is blue, without possessing the concepts ‘blue’ and ‘sky’. The main motivation of
conceptualism derives from the fact that perception justifies or warrants perceptual
beliefs which are themselves conceptual. It is hardly denied that perceptual beliefs are
formed on the basis of perceptual experiences. For instance, when someone is asked
why he believes that the sky is blue, the most natural answer we would expect is
‘Because I see that it is blue.” In other words, the content of perceptual experiences can
constitute and can be given as reasons for holding certain perceptual beliefs. If this is so,
it is claimed, perceptual content has to be conceptual since a nonconceptual item cannot
play this justificatory role attributed to perception (McDowell 1996).

Nonconceptualism on the contrary claims that the subject does not need to
possess all those concepts. It is possible to perceive that the sky is blue without
possessing any of the concepts ‘sky’ and ‘blue’. It is claimed that the fact that
perceptual content of perception is nonconceptual does not exempt perception from the
realm of rationality or justification. Perceptual content is nonconceptual but
nevertheless representational; therefore it can perfectly bear rational relations to
perceptual beliefs.

The root of the debate about whether perceptual content is conceptual or not goes
back to the Kantian theory of intuitions that can be seen as the “hidden historical origin
of both sides of the contemporary debate between conceptualists and
nonconceptualists” (Hannah 2006: 90-91, emphasis on its original). Although Kant’s
emphasis on concepts in the formation of human experience leads to the common belief
that he is a conceptualist, some authors hold that in Kantian philosophy there is
nevertheless room for nonconceptual representational content of perception. It is well
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known that the Kantian notion of experience requires “both sensory input and
intellectual organization” (Guyer 2006: 53). Experience, for him, arises out of the
cooperation of intuitions and concepts or sensibility and understanding. The
interdependency of these two faculties is the main conceptualist motivation that leads to
the view that concepts are indispensible for perception. Similarly, Kant’s famous words
about the blindness of intuitions without concepts lead to a conceptualist reading of the
Kantian theory. However, it is also held that Kant is a nonconceptualist because he
endorses the view that intuitions, which can be characterized as objective
representations of objects in sensibility, do have representational content and have
rational bearing on belief and knowledge on their own. For instance, Hannah (2006),
who favors a nonconceptualist reading of Kant, argues that Kantian intuitions without
the contribution of understanding can be considered as “objectively valid nonconceptual
intuition.” These two rival readings of Kant and the debate between conceptualism and
non-conceptualism force us to establish a notion of ‘perception’ that would clarify the
framework and subject matter of the debate. The notion in question should not be in
advance equated with the Kantian understanding of experience that already includes the
faculty of understanding, for this would immediately rule out all nonconceptualist
positions and trivialize conceptualism. Similarly, perception cannot be considered as
nonconceptual, nonrepresentational subjective sensations or raw feels either, for this
would abolish the epistemic role perception is supposed to have in the formation of
perceptual beliefs and would miss the essence of the debate. ‘Perception’ is a vague
notion; it roughly refers to a fundamental mechanism to interact with the environment
through our sense organs. However, if we are to provide a neutral notion of perception
that both sides of the debate would not disagree, we can at least say that perception is a
perceptual state that is representational, i.e. that is directed to or about the external
world. So, it can be said that the conceptualist-nonconceptualist debate mainly focuses
on whether such a perceptual state (representational and epistemically relevant) is
conceptual or not."

There are numerous nonconceptualist arguments that aim to show how such an
understanding of perception with representational content can occur even though
conceptual capacities that are needed to characterize its content are not in play. In this
work, I will present only one of them; the argument known as “the Argument from
Richness of Perceptual Content” which, I believe, deserves special attention for it
highlights an important difference between perceptual content and belief content. The
argument roughly states that, contrary to belief content, perceptual content cannot be
conceptual because the number of details it contains outstrips the number of concepts
deployed by a subject. It will be shown that we have good reasons to believe that
perceptual content is rich in detail. It will be further argued that even though it does not

From now on I will use ‘perception’ and ‘perceptual experience’ as a perceptual state with
representational content without presupposing any conceptualist or nonconceptualist
implication.
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necessarily falsify conceptualism, the Richness Argument constitutes a critical
challenge against conceptualism.’

It is crucial to note that if perceptual content is conceptual it is not sufficient that
a subject possesses concepts that provide a complete specification of the content in
question.’ The subject should also deploy those concepts while having the perceptual
experience for, “possession of concepts alone is insufficient to determine the content
actually entertained” (Chuard 2007). In other words, the subjects besides possessing
relevant conceptual capacities that characterize his experience should also actualize
these capacities in that experience. For instance, if we are currently holding the belief
that the world is round, the content is not determined by concepts that we already
possess such as ‘square’, ‘planet’ etc., but by concepts that we both possess and deploy
in these beliefs, namely, ‘round’ and ‘world’. The Richness Argument, then, which I
believe is the most essential attack on conceptualism, is based upon the fact that
perceptual content is rich, that is, it has countless details, objects and properties
represented simultaneously in a single perception. It is argued that it is unlikely that we
possess and deploy every concept that specifies each single aspect represented in
perception simultaneously. But if conceptualism is correct, it has to show that every
time we have an experience, we do not only possess but also deploy specific concepts
that capture all details that are perceptually presented to us. What is conveyed to us
through perception is so rich that claiming that they are conceptual seems to require the
deployment of a gigantic amount of concepts at once. In other words, the argument is
based upon the implausibility of the conceptualist claim that all concepts that are used to
specify all objects, properties or relations presented in a single perceptual experience are
operative in this experience at the same time.

As we will see conceptualists may avoid the challenge posed by this argument
through denying that perceptual experiences have rich contents, that is, through
claiming that rich details that are supposed to be presented in experience do not in fact
show up as parts of the representational content of the experience. If it can be shown
that we do not genuinely perceive the details of a perceptual scene, the Richness
argument would fail. Therefore, in order for the Richness Argument to make sense we
should be able to show that perceptual content is actually rich as assumed by
nonconceptualists.

Is perceptual content rich? Do details that are supposed to be presented in
experiences really count as perceptual content at all? It is hard to deny that perceptual
experiences usually convey us a huge amount of information simultaneously. Even a

Even though the Richness Argument is usually conflated with and cited together with the
Argument from Fineness of Grain, it relies on a different aspect of perceptual content. The
latter is rather about the determinacy of the details presented in perception while the former is
about the quantity of those details.

Concept possession is not considered as a simple ability like perceptual discrimination by
both sides of the debate. If taken so conceptualism would be trivial. Concept possession rather
requires complex cognitive abilities such as the ability to use the concepts in different
thoughts and at different occasions. For more detail see, Tye (2005) and Kelly (2001).
Similarly, McDowell holds that concepts that are deployed in perception need to be
exercisable in active thinking as well and cannot be merely a perceptual ability (1996: 11).
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quick glance at an object may represent various properties of it and its surroundings in a
very short moment. Almost everyone would agree that we do not experience objects as
isolated from their surroundings or fragmented and discontinuous. Objects are
embedded in an environment that usually contains many other objects that possess
numerous properties. Right now I have a conscious experience of my computer in front
of me. Besides the fact that I perceive a computer, my visual experience also conveys
me limitless information about the properties of my computer. Its color, its shape, its
keys, its screen and many other details about it are presented to me. What is more is that
my perception does not merely represent the computer and its countless details. My
perceptual experience also represents and provides me information about the
background of the computer. While I perceive the computer I also see the papers, books
and the pen next to it. Similarly, I also perceive the part of the table which the computer
is on. And I also perceive countless properties all of those details have. We can in
principle enlarge this list to include every detail of the content of my perceptual
experience if we have enough time and conceptual repertoire (Heck 2000: 489).
However, the question is whether we do actually deploy so many concepts
simultaneously each time we have an experience with a rich content. Given the
conceptualist claim that perception is fully conceptual, that is, each single aspect
represented in perception is conceptual, it is hard to imagine how so many concepts can
be at work simultaneously and sometimes in a very short duration of time. Given that it
would take a pretty long time to form thoughts and beliefs about so many distinct
objects, we have reason to suppose that the content of perception has to be different
from the content of belief or thought in not being conceptual. Similarly, it is reasonable
to claim that it is possible not to deploy at least one concept that specifies one object or
property represented in perception. If this is so, we have reason to reject the claim that
perceptual content is wholly conceptual. The following quotation from E. J. Lowe
illustrates the point of the richness argument very clearly:

Consider, for instance, the sort of visual experience that one might enjoy upon
suddenly entering a cluttered work-shop or a highly variegated region of jungle
for the first time. The perceived scene may be immensely complex and rich in
detail- and yet one is seemingly able to take it all in at a single glance, without
having time to recognize every one of its ingredients individually as something of
this or that kind (Lowe 2000: 135).

Even though conceptualists do not equate perception with other kinds of
propositional attitudes such as beliefs, they nevertheless claim that they have the same
kind of content. This is why I find it perfectly reasonable to think that what we hold to
be true about the conceptual content of a belief may also be held to be true about
perceptual content of experience. The rich content of perceptual experience seems to be
in contrast with the limited content of a belief one holds at a given time. When we
believe a proposition, say “a is F,” we are not at the same time believing a multitude of
details about a. In believing that a table is round we do not simultaneously believe that
it is also red and situated in a specific environment. A belief has a limited content. Even
though in principle we can form countless beliefs about countless details, it seems
implausible to claim that we can gather all these details in a single belief. The very same
point can be made clearer by mentioning Dretske’s distinction between analog versus
digital encoding of information that he takes to exist between perceptual and cognitive
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states and that can be interpreted as a different formulation of the Richness Argument.
Dretske states:

I will say that a signal (structure, event, state) carries the information that s is F'in
digital form if and only if the signal carries no additional information about s, no
information that is not already nested in s’s being F. If the signal does carry
additional information about s, information that is not nested in s’s being F, then I
shall say that the signal carries this information in analog form (Dretske 2003:
26).

Dretske wants us to consider the differences between a picture and a statement.
The statement that there is a cup with coffee in it conveys the information in a digital
way, since there is no more information carried with it. However, the picture or
photograph of a cup with coffee in it contains also the information of the color, shape or
size of the cup as well as other countless details about the cup, the coffee and their
surroundings (2003: 26-27). Dretske finds a similar distinction between perceptions and
cognitive processes such as beliefs. The content of perception when looking at a red
apple is analog because it carries information other than the redness of the apple. On the
other hand, the content of the belief that an apple is red is digital because it carries no
more information other than the redness of the apple and information that is already
contained in the apple’s being red. The difference between these two ways of
information coding, according to Dretske, indicates the difference between conceptual
and nonconceptual content:

The contrast between an analog and a digital encoding of information (as just
defined) is useful for distinguishing between sensory and cognitive processes.
Perception is a process by means of which information is delivered within a richer
matrix of information (hence in analog form) to the cognitive centers for their
selective use (2003: 30).

This is why Drestke claims that perceptual content is nonconceptual and belief
content is conceptual. If perceptual experiences and beliefs share the same kinds of
content, conceptualists should be able to give an account of why belief content is
limited in information while perceptual content is not.

It should be noted that what nonconceptualists aim to show is not that in each
perceptual experience there are rich details that we are paying attention to or always
noticing. It is hardly denied that we are not always fully aware of what we experience.
For the amount of information conveyed by an experience is too much to process and
register simultaneously (Chuard 2007). What the Richness Argument aims to show,
rather, is that perceptual experiences usually convey more information than we actually
notice, attend or register.4 It is unlikely that we notice or pay attention to everything

The argument should not be understood as if being inattentive or unnoticed necessarily entails
being nonconceptual or that there is a logical connection between being attentive and being
conceptual. It is in principle possible to claim that inattentive perceptions have conceptual
content or that attentive perceptions are nevertheless nonconceptual. The argument rather
aims to show that perceptual content is too rich to be conceptually captured and the existence
of inattentive or unnoticed perceptions are considered to be evidences to show that perceptual
content is actually rich in detail.
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represented in experience. However, this does not mean that things that we do not attend
do not enter the content of experiences at all. Even though we do not notice or pay
attention to every aspect presented in perception, we nevertheless perceive them to be in
a certain way. While looking at my computer I also see the book behind it even though
my attention is fixed on the computer and I do not notice the book during my
experience. The fact that I cannot identify the book at the time of the experience does
not erase it from the content of my experience. As Martin says, “... one can fail to
notice how things appear to one” (1992: 748). As this remark illustrates, even though
one fails to notice them, things nevertheless appear to one, that is to say, they are
nevertheless represented, and thus, are experienced to be in a certain way.

However, whether unnoticed or inattentive perception counts as experience or
not, and hence whether perceptual content is actually rich or not, is a controversial issue
among philosophers. It can be claimed that such states are not epistemologically
relevant enough to count as perceptual experience. So, a conceptualist can still hold that
we only perceive what we actually notice or attend. For instance, in his article “Is the
Visual World a Grand Illusion?” Alva Noé¢ states that the cases of change blindness
where perceivers fail to see the change indicate the fact that perception is fundamentally
attention-dependent and that you perceive only what you attend (2002: 5). Change
blindness can be defined as follows: “When brief blank fields are placed between
alternating displays of an original and a modified scene, a striking failure of perception
is induced: The changes become extremely difficult to notice, even when they are large,
presented repeatedly, and the observer expects them to occur” (Rensink et.al. 2000:
127). This shows that there are cases where we are not consciously attending or noticing
something which is just in front of our eyes. Therefore, we cannot so easily claim that
we perceive all the details that are in our visual field. “If something occurs outside of
the scope of attention, even if it’s perfectly visible, you won’t see it” (Noé 2002: 5).
Given that what we actually notice or attend to is limited, the Richness Argument
cannot refute conceptualism, since it is possible to claim that perceptual experiences are
not so rich after all. Correspondingly, O’Regan et al. claim that “we do not have a
coherent and detailed representation of the coherent and detailed world that surrounds
us” (2000: 127), contrary to what most of us believe. However, the fact that we do not
perceive every perceptual detail, as the change blindness experiment shows, does not
entail that we never perceive such details. It is still quite plausible to claim that
perception is usually rich, that we perceive most of the details visually presented to us
even though not all of them.

The conceptualist challenge against the Richness Argument can be resisted in
several ways. First consider Dretske’s comment on this subject. It is quite reasonable in
some cases to make the remark “But you must have seen it” to a person. This is because
of the fact that “despite what the person thought he saw, or whether he thought he saw
anything at all, the physical and psychological conditions were such that the object must
have looked some way to him” (Dretske 1969: 18). So, the first intuitive and simple
reason for believing that experiences have rich content is the fact that we are usually
(even if not always) in appropriate physical and psychological conditions to perceive
objects in our visual field, such as the surroundings of an object we attentively
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experience. Even though this reasoning is not convincing enough, it nevertheless
encourages us to consider unnoticed perception as a genuine perceptual experience.

A second and more important reason is phenomenological. It is based upon how
unnoticed, inattentive or unrecognized perception of details affects the phenomenology
of an experience. There is a sense that the representational content of experience, the
way it represents the world to be, is strongly related to its phenomenology, to how it is
like to have that experience. A perceptual experience has both a phenomenology and a
representational content. If unnoticed or inattentive perception does not count a genuine
perceptual experience at all, it can hardly be said that it has a phenomenology.
However, unnoticed perceptions have a phenomenology, or contribute to the
phenomenology of an experience. And if they have phenomenological properties they
should count as genuine experience. Imagine two people who are looking at identical
objects, with identical backgrounds, in the same viewing conditions such that we can
assume that they have very similar phenomenal feels. Suppose also that those people are
not merely looking at the objects; their attention is completely fixed on them, so that
they do not notice or attend to any other object around. Now suppose that we somehow
remove some objects from the visual field of one of them without making him feel the
removal. Can we now say that the two people still have the same experience with the
same phenomenology? I think not. The more objects we remove, the more obvious the
difference between their experiences will be. Similarly, two persons fixing their
attention on identical objects, one of which is isolated and the other is embedded in a
background, will have experiences with different phenomenal properties. Moreover,
there are cases where we realize that we were hearing a sound only when the sound is
over. The fact that we experience the change in the sound, or detect its removal suggests
that we were already experiencing it. Can we say that we were not experiencing the
sound at all because of the fact that we were not noticing it? If unnoticed perception
does not count as perception at all, then its absence or disappearance should make no
change in the phenomenology of perceptual experience. But it seems that it does. As
Chuard notes, this is a good reason to accept that those experiences are real perceptual
experiences (2007). That is, we do perceive some objects or events even though we do
not realize at the moment that we do.

Another important reason for believing that inattentive or unnoticed perceptions
count as genuine perceptual experience, that is cited by Chuard and other thinkers as
well, is based upon sensory memory. In his Seeing and Knowing, Dretske states that it is
possible for us to remember having seen things although we cannot remember being
aware of seeing them (1969: 11). It is crucial here to note that the fact that we cannot
remember being aware of them is due to our failure to notice or attend to them rather
than our failure to remember our attentive experience of them. It usually happens that
we suddenly remember having seen an object or a detail about an object, that is, retrieve
information about an object that we did not notice during the experience of it. This, I
believe, should not be confused with remembering a fully attentive experience of an
object that we have forgotten. For instance, suppose that you are walking down the
street. Among the things that you are inattentively perceiving there is also a bakery. At
the time of the experience you do not consciously notice it. If someone asks you where
the bakery is, you will say that you do not know. Still it is conceivable that sometimes
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after the experience you suddenly remember that there was a bakery on your way. Or
consider cases when you are trying to find something which is actually just in front of
your eyes and when you later remember where you saw it. The fact that we can
remember such details after the experience is over indicates the fact that those unnoticed
or unattended details were experienced after all, and that their experiences have a
representational content. For, if they were not experienced at all, then they would not be
remembered either. If you did not experience the bakery, as most conceptualists would
claim, you would never be able to remember that there was one on your way, that is, to
remember having seen the bakery. Similarly, it usually happens that we find ourselves
singing a song or thinking about a song suddenly without any reason or without
knowing where you heard this song from. But it is usually the case that we actually
heard the song from our friend a while ago, but were not noticing her singing it and later
remembered the song without remembering our hearing of it. As Michael Martin states,
“one’s memory experiences typically derive from one’s past perceptions” (1992: 750),
so, the fact that we have memory experiences indicates that we actually had such past
experience.

We have seen that there are several philosophical reasons for believing that
perception has rich content. Even McDowell himself seems to endorse the richness of
perceptual content (McDowell 1996: 49, n. 6).The richness of perceptual content seems
to pose a serious difficulty for conceptualism for it obliges the conceptualist to account
for how so many details can be conceptually captured by a subject at once. Certainly,
the Richness Argument is not without its critics and does not put the final point to the
conceptualist-nonconceptualist debate. Conceptualism has two options against the
argument: It can deny that perceptual content is actually rich as nonconceptualists
suppose. This work attempts to show that this is not a plausible option. Or, it can accept
the richness of perceptual content but goes on to insist that details that are represented in
perception are nevertheless conceptual. In other words, it can reconcile richness and
conceptuality of perceptual content. So, conceptualists may accept that perceptual
content is rich, that we perceive more than what we actually notice, but deny that we
can perceive more than what our conceptual repertoire permits. For this second option
to work, conceptualism has to provide a notion of conceptual capacity that can deal with
the point highlighted by nonconceptualists: with the question of how so many concepts
can be deployed during a single experience. It is in principle possible to construct a
notion of ‘conceptual’ that permits even inattentive perceptions to fall under it.
Conceptualism can argue that deployment of concepts does not in fact require a
complex cognitive task, that many concepts can be easily deployed at once; therefore,
deployment of a huge amount of concepts at once is not implausible as conceptualists
claim. For instance, McDowell claims that concepts in perception are not actively
exercised but rather passively actualized. Namely, the subject of the experience is not
engaged in an active process of conceptualization. This, in turn, would mean that in
order to have a perception with conceptual content one does not need to perform a huge
intellectual performance, therefore, there is nothing counterintuitive in the claim that the
richness of perception is nevertheless conceptual. Perceptual content can be both rich
and conceptually capturable through and through. Whether such an understanding of
conceptuality is successful or would make any sense is an important yet debatable issue
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and goes beyond the purpose of this work. Therefore, within the framework of this
study we can at least claim that the richness of perceptual content does not necessarily
falsify conceptualism, but it nevertheless reveals an important aspect of perceptual
content that conceptualism has to account for and it forces conceptualists to introduce a
notion of conceptuality that is consistent the richness of perceptual content”.

This article is a revised version of a section of my doctoral dissertation “Perception with and
without Concepts: Searching for a Nonconceptualist Account of Perceptual Content”
defended on January 2013. I am grateful to Assoc. Prof. Dr. Erding Sayan for his suggestions
and corrections.
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Algisal icerigin Zenginligi

Algi deneyimlerinin diinyay1 belli bir seklide sundugu sikga 6ne siiriiliir. Ornegin
bir portakali yuvarlak olarak veya gokyiiziinii mavi olarak algilariz. Bu nedenle
alginin temsil edici igerige sahip oldugu olduk¢a yaygin bir goriistiir. Algisal
icerik basitce, algi deneyiminin dis diinyay: temsil sekli olarak tanimlanmaktadir.
Ancak s6z konusu bu icerigin kavramsal niteligi, yogun tartismalarin odagi olmus
ve ‘kavramsalcilik’ ve ‘kavram-disisalcilik’ olarak adlandirabilecegimiz rakip
goriiglerin ortaya ¢ikmasina neden olmustur. Bu ¢aligmanin amaci kavramsalci
goriise kars1 6ne siiriilmiis olan ‘Algisal Igerigin Zenginligi Argiimani’ n1 sunmak
ve degerlendirmektir. Bu arglimanin temel iddiasi algisal igerigin kavramlar
tarafindan kapsanamayacak kadar zengin oldugudur.

Ozellikle John McDowell tarafindan benimsenmis olan kavramsalcihiga gore,
algisal igerik tamamiyla kavramsaldir. Buna gore, bir dznenin igerikli bir alg:
deneyimine sahip olabilmesi igin algisinin igerigini eksiksiz bir bi¢imde
betimleyen kavramlarin tiimiine sahip olmasi gerekmektedir. Ornegin, ‘mavi’ ve
‘kirmizi’ kavramlarina sahip olmadan gokyiiziiniin mavi oldugunu algilamak
miimkiin degildir. Kavramsalciligin temel motivasyonu alginin kavramsal olan
inanglar1 gerekeelendirdigi iddiasidir. Algisal inanglarin algi deneyimleri temel
almarak edinildigini inkar etmek oldukca giictiir. Algi deneyimlerimizin igerigi
algisal inanglarimiza neden ve gerekce teskil ederler. Algiya yiiklenen bu
epistemik rol, onun kavramsal olmasini gerektirir. Ciinkii kavramsalciliga gore
kavramsal olmayanin kavramsal olan1 gerekcelendirmesi miimkiin degildir.

Ote yandan kavram-disisalciliga gore, igerikli bir algi deneyimine sahip olmak
icin Ozne igerigi betimleyen kavramlara sahip olmak zorunda degildir. ‘Mavi’
veya ‘gOkyiizii’ kavramlarma sahip olmadan da gokyiiziiniin mavi oldugunu
algilayabiliriz. Bu goriise gore, algisal igerigin kavramsal olmamasi onun rasyonel
bir rolii olmadig1 anlamini tasimaz. Algisal igerik, kavramsal olmamasina ragmen
temsil edici bir igerige sahiptir ki bu da algisal inanglar1 gerekcelendirmesi igin
yeterlidir. Kavram-digisalcilar igerikli bir algi deneyimine sahip olmak igin
kavramlara ihtiya¢ duyulmadigmi gostermek adma birgok argiiman One
stirmiislerdir. Bu ¢aligmada algi igerigi ve inang igerigi arasindaki 6énemli bir farka
vurgu yapan ‘Algisal Igerigin Zenginligi Argiimani’® sunulacaktir. Bu argiiman
kisaca sunu iddia eder: Algisal igerik, inang igeriginin aksine, kavramsal degildir,
¢linkii icerdigi ayrintilarin miktart Oznenin sahip oldugu ve uyguladig:
kavramlardan ¢ok daha fazla olabilir. Algisal icerigin Zenginligi Argiimani her ne
kadar kavramsalciligr zorunlu bir sekilde yanlislayarak tartigmaya son noktayi
koymasa da, kavramsalci goriise 6nemli bir sorun teskil etmekte ve tartigmaya
farkli bir boyut kazandirmaktadir.
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Algsal igerigin kavramsal olup olmadigr tartigmasmin ¢ikis noktasinin Kant’in
bilgi kurami oldugu sdylenebilir. Kant’in kavramsal olmayan sezgilere ve
kavramsal olan diisiinceye insan deneyim ve bilgisinin olusmasinda bigtigi rol,
kavramsalc1 ve kavram-digisalc1 goriiglerin tetikleyicisidir. Kant¢1 bakis agist iki
sekilde yorumlanabilir: {lkine gére Kant kavramsalcihgi savunur iinkii
deneyimin olusmasinda duyarlik ve anlak fakiiltelerinin karsilikli isbirliginin
geregini vurgular. Ancak diger bir yoruma gore, Kant’in kavramsal olmayan
ancak yine de nesnel temsil yapabilen sezgilere bictigi rol, onun kavramsal
olmayan bir algisal icerik oldugu inancinin gostergesidir. Kant¢1 goriigiin bu iki
farkli yorumu, bizi, tartismanin gergevesini netlestirmek adina, tarafsiz bir ‘algr’
nosyonu ortaya koymak zorunda birakir. Buna gore algi Kant¢i deneyim kavrami
ile 6zdes tutulmamalidir. Aksi takdirde kavram-digisalcilik bastan ihtimal digt
birakilir ve tiim tartigma Onemini yitirir. Ayn1 sekilde, alg: temsil edici 6zellige
sahip olmayan ham hisler veya duyumlar olarak da tanimlanmamalidir. Ciinki
boyle bir tanimlama, alginin sahip olduguna inanilan epistemik ve rasyonel
islevini devre dis1 birakarak tartigmanin dziinii goz ardi eder. Oyle ise, bu tartisma
baglaminda, alg1 veya alg1 deneyimi, en basit hali ile temsil edici 6zelligi olan,
diger bir deyisle, diinyay1 6zneye belli bir sekilde sunan algisal durum olarak
degerlendirilmelidir. Kavramsalcilik ve kavram-digisalcilik arasindaki tartigma ise
bdyle bir algi anlayisinin kavram gerektirip gerektirmedigi olarak anlagilmalidir.

Algisal icerigin zenginligi ile ilgili argliman1 sunmadan 6nce iizerinde durulmasi
gereken 6nemli bir nokta ‘kavram sahibi olma’ ve ‘kavram kullanma’ arasindaki
farktir. Bir zihinsel durumun kavramsal olabilmesi i¢in 6znenin bu durumun
ierigini betimleyen tiim kavramlara sahip olmasi yeterli degildir. Ozne aym
zamanda s6z konusu bu kavramlart kullanmalidir da. Kavram sahibi olma
nesneleri tanimlama veya diislince olusturma kapasitesi olarak nitelendirilirken,
kavram kullanma bu kapasitelerin gerceklestirilmesi veya uygulanmasi olarak
anlagilabilir. Omegin ‘gokyiizii mavidir’ inancina sahip olan 6znenin inancinn
igerigi sahip oldugu herhangi bir kavramla degil, o an kullanmakta oldugu
‘gbkyiizii’ ve ‘mavi’ kavramlariyla belirlenmektedir. Bununla paralel olarak eger
alg1 kavramsal ise, bir algi deneyiminin igerigini belirleyen kavramlar 6znenin o
an kullanmakta oldugu kavramlara baghdir. Bu nedenle Algisal Icerigin
Zenginligi Argiimani, algisal igerigin yalnizca sahip olunan kavramlar tarafindan
degil, daha ziyade Oznenin kullanmakta oldugu kavramlar tarafindan
belirlenemeyecek kadar zengin oldugu iddiasi olarak anlagilmalidir.

Nesneleri algiladigimiz  zaman, onlart ¢evrelerindeki diger nesnelerden
soyutlanmis olarak algilamayiz. Algimiz bize nesneleri genellikle zengin bir sahne
icerisinde sunar. Ornegin su anda éniimde duran bilgisayar1 deneyimlemekteyim.
Ancak algimm bana sunduklar1 yalnizca bilgisayarimin bakmakta oldugum
pargasi ile sinirli degildir. Bilgisayarimi deneyimlerken onun sahip oldugu bir¢ok
6zellik disinda, yakin gevresinde bulunan birgok nesneyi ve bu nesnelerin sahip
oldugu ozellikleri de deneyimlemekteyim. Su anki algimin igerigi, bilgisayarin
rengi, sekli ve parcalarinin yani sira, onun arka planinda yer alan kitaplari,
kagitlart veya yaninda duran fincan1 da kapsamaktadir. Yeteri kadar genis bir
kavramsal repertuarimiz ve zamanimiz oldugu siirece bu liste ilkece algisal
icerigimizin tiim ayrintilarin1 kapsayacak Olglide uzatilabilir. Ancak eger
kavramsalcilik dogru ise, yani eger algimizin igerigi bastan asagi kavramsal ise,
algimizin igeriginin kapsadigi bu detaylar1 eksiksiz bir sekilde betimleyen
kavramlarin tamamina sahip olmamiz, dahasi deneyimimiz aninda bu kavramlari
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kullanmamiz gerekmektedir. Fakat bu kadar ¢ok kavramin, bir deneyim sirasinda
ayni1 anda etkin olmasi kavram-digisalcilar tarafindan olasi goriinmemektedir.

Algisal igerigin zenginligi, kavramsal icerige sahip Onermesel tutumlar ile
karsilastirldiginda daha da netlik kazamr. Ornegin ‘inang’ oldukca simrli bir
icerige sahip olan bir zihinsel durumdur. Bir nesnenin yuvarlak oldugu inancimiz,
s6z konusu nesne ile ilgili sayisiz ayrintiy1 temsil etmez. Ancak bir nesnenin
yuvarlak oldugu algisi, o nesnenin boyutu, rengi, konumu gibi daha bir¢ok
ozelligi de temsil etmektedir. Dretske ayni noktaya agiklik getirmek amaciyla
analog ve dijital kodlama arasindaki ayrima vurgu yapar. Eger bir sinyal herhangi
bir bilgiyi dijital olarak kodluyorsa, bu bilgi ve bu bilginin hali hazirda
gerektirdigi bilgi diginda herhangi bir ilave bilgi vermez, ancak eger analog olarak
kodluyorsa kodladig1 bilgi disinda ilave bilgi de verir. Oregin bir resim bilgiyi
analog olarak kodlarken, bir ciimle bunu dijital olarak yapar. Dretske’ye gore soz
konusu bu ayrim, algilar ve biligsel siiregler arasinda da vardir. Bir elmanin
kirmiz1 oldugu algisi bilgiyi analog olarak tasir, ancak elmanin kirmizi oldugu
inanci bilgiyi ancak dijital olarak sunar. Bu nedenle inang igerigi, algisal igerige
kiyasla olduk¢a simirhidir. Bu ayrimdan yola ¢ikarak Dretske, inang igeriginin
aksine, algisal igerigin kavramsal olamayacagini iddia eder.

Algisal igerigin zengin oldugu iddiasi, algilamakta oldugumuz tiim ayrintilara
dikkatimizi yonelttigimiz veya bu ayrintilarin hepsinin fakinda oldugumuz iddias1
olarak anlagilmamahidir. Algisal Icerigin Zenginligi argiimani daha ziyade, algisal
deneyimlerimizin, dikkatimizi yonelttigimiz veya farkinda oldugumuz seylerin
disindaki birgok ayrintiyr da temsil ettigini one siirmektedir.® Algiladigimiz her
bir ayrintiya dikkatimizi yoneltmemiz pek miimkiin gériinmemektedir. Ancak bu
durum, dikkatimiz disinda kalan ayrintilari algilamadigimiz ve dolayisiyla bu
ayrintilarin temsil edilmedigi anlamina gelmemektedir. Her ne kadar dikkatimizi
verdigimiz ayrintilar son derece sinirli olsa da, bu algiladiklarimizin da ayni
olgtide siirli oldugunu gostermez. Ancak, farkinda olunmayan veya dikkat
disinda kalan ayrintilarin gergek anlamda algilanip algilanmadiklar oldukca
tartigmalt  bir konudur. Bu tarz algisal durumlarin, deneyim olarak
nitelendirilebilmeleri igin yeterli dl¢iide epistemik 6neme sahip olmadiklari iddia
edilebilir. Oyle ise, bir kavramsalcinin sadece farkinda oldugumuz veya
dikkatimizi verdigimiz ayrintilar1 algiladigimizi iddia etmesi miimkiindiir.
Omegin Alva Nog, ‘degisim korliigii’ olarak bilinen ve 6znelerin onlerindeki
sahnede meydana gelen birtakim degisiklikleri algilayamadiklar1 durumu, alginin
aslinda tamamiyla dikkate dayali bir durum oldugunun gostergesi olarak
yorumlamakta ve dikkat disinda kalan unsurlarin  ger¢cek anlamda
algilanmadiklarin1 iddia etmektedir. Daha agik bir ifade ile “Eger bir sey
dikkatinizin kapsam1 disinda meydana geliyorsa, tam anlamu ile goriiniir dahi olsa,
onu goremezsiniz.” Ancak, degisim korliigii gibi durumlarda birtakim ayrint1 ve
farklar1 algilamiyor olmamiz bunlari higbir zaman algilamadigimiz anlamina
gelmemektedir. Alginin her zaman ve her durumda igerik¢e zengin oldugunu iddia
etmek yerine, alginin ¢ogu zaman zengin bir igerige sahip oldugunu sdylemek
kavram-digisaler goriis igin yeterli olacaktir.

Bu argiiman dikkat dig1 olma veya farkinda olunmama gibi 6zelliklerin kavramsal olmamayi
gerektirdigi iddias1 olarak anlasilmamalidir. Burada amaclanan dikkatini yoneltmek veya
farkinda olmak ile kavramsal olmak arasinda mantiksal bir iliski oldugunu iddia etmek degil,
algisal i¢erigin diisiiniilenden daha zengin oldugunu gostermektir.
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Algisal Igerigin Zenginligi Argiimanma getirilebilecek bu tarz kavramsalct
elestirilere sunulacak pek ¢ok karsi argiiman vardir. Bunlardan ilki Fred Dretske
tarafindan one siiriiliir. Dretske’ye gére birgok durumda bir kisiye ‘Gormiis olman
gerekirdi’ tarzinda ifadeler kullaniriz. Ona gore bunun nedeni, s6z konusu kisinin
herhangi bir nesneyi goérmemis oldugunu diisiinmesine ragmen, fiziksel ve
psikolojik kosullarin o nesnenin algi yoluyla kisiye sunulmasina elverisli
olmasidir. Oyleyse, ilk basit ve sezgisel kavram-disisalc1 gerekge, cogu zaman
goriis alanimizda bulunan nesneleri (6rnegin dikkatimizi yonelttigimiz bir
nesnenin arka planindakileri) algilayabilmek icin gerekli ve uygun fiziksel ve
psikolojik sartlari sagliyor olusumuzdur. Elbette bu gerekge kavramsalci
elestirileri etkisiz hale getirmek i¢in yeterli degildir ancak yine de dikkat dis1 veya
farkinda olunmayan ayrintilarin da gergek anlamda algilandiklarini destekleyen
bir isaret olarak degerlendirilebilir.

Algisal igerigin zengin olduguna dair ikinci ve daha Onemli bir gerekge
fenomenolojiktir. Dikkat dis1 veya farkinda olunmayan algisal durumlarin algt
fenomenolojisine katkist iizerinden yiiriitillen bir arglimana dayanir. Bir algisal
deneyimin sahip oldugu temsil edici igerik, yani diinyay1 6znesine nasil sundugu
ile bu deneyimin fenomenolojisinin, yani bu deneyime sahip olmanin nasil bir sey
oldugu, arasinda giiclii bir iliski oldugu iddia edilebilir. Bu nedenle eger bir sey
gercek anlamda bir algisal deneyim olarak nitelendirilecekse, fenomenal
ozelliklere sahip olmas1 gereklidir. Eger dikkat dis1 veya fark edilmeyen unsurlar
kavramsalcilarin iddia edebilecekleri gibi ger¢ek anlamda algilanmiyorlarsa,
fenomenal nitelikler tasidiklarini veya algmin fenomenal 6zelliklerine katkida
bulunduklarint séylemek olduk¢a zordur. Ayni goriis sartlari igerisinde, dzdes
nesnelere bakmakta olan iki kisi hayal edelim. Bu iki kisinin s6z konusu nesneleri
deneyimlerken, birbirine ¢ok benzeyen fenomenal hislere sahip olduklarini
sOyleyebiliriz. Ek olarak, bu kisilerin dikkatlerinin tamamiyla algilamakta
olduklar1 nesneler iizerinde oldugunu ve c¢evrede bulunan diger nesnelerin
farkinda olmadiklarin1 diisiinelim. Simdi de kisilerden sadece birisinin goriis
alaninda bulunan nesnelerden bir tanesinin kaldirildigint diisiinelim. Bu durumda,
bu iki kisinin ayni fenomenolojiye sahip benzer deneyimler yasamaya devam
ettiklerini sdylemek miimkiin miidiir? Cevap ‘hayir’ gibi goriiniiyor. Hatta birden
daha fazla nesnenin kaldirildig1 diigiiniiliince, s6z konusu kisilerin deneyimlerinin
arasindaki fark daha da agik hale gelir. Ayn1 sekilde, biri arka fona sahip, digeri
diger nesnelerden izole olan nesnelere dikkatlerini vererek bakan iki kisi
diisiiniildiigiinde de algilarinin fenomenolojisinin  olduk¢a farkli oldugu
sOylenebilir. Bu durum, farkinda olunmayan veya dikkatin ydnlenmedigi
nesnelerin de gercek anlamda algilanabildiklerini gostermektedir. Diger bir
deyisle, baz1 nesneleri, o an algiladigimizin farkinda olmasak dahi ger¢ek anlamda
algilariz.

Dikkat dist veya fark edilmeyen algilarin ger¢ek birer deneyim olduklarina
inanmak i¢in diger bir neden ‘duyusal hafiza’ olgusuna dayanir. Seeing and
Knowing adl eserinde, Dretske, birtakim seyleri gordiigimiizii hatirlayabilirken,
bu algisal deneyimlerin farkindaligini hatirlamadigimiz durumlar olabilecegini
iddia etmektedir. Algi deneyimimiz sirasinda farkinda olmadigimiz bir nesneyi
veya bir nesne ile ilgili bir detay1 aniden hatirladigimiz durumlar olabilir. Ornegin,
sokakta yiirlirken farkinda oldugumuz nesnelerin disinda farkinda olmadigimiz
veya dikkatimizi vermedigimiz nesneleri, mesela bir ekmek firinin1 da algilariz.
Boyle bir durumda bize ekmek firmimi goriip gérmedigimiz sorulsa muhtemel
cevabimiz gormedigimiz yoniinde olacaktir. Ancak, ilerleyen bir zamanda ekmek
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firmmi algilamis oldugumuzu aniden hatirlamamiz miimkiindiir. Yine aym
sekilde, goriis alanimizda bulunan bir nesneyi bulamayip, daha sonra s6z konusu
nesneyi nerde gordiigiimiizii hatirlamak sik¢a rastlanan bir durumdur. Algisal
deneyimin sonlanmasindan sonra bu gibi nesne veya detaylarin hatirlanabiliyor
olusu dikkat dis1 veya farkinda olunmayan algilarin da ger¢ek anlamda birer
deneyim olduklarinin gostergesi olarak yorumlanabilir. Clinki algilamadiginiz bir
seyi hatirlamaniz pek miimkiin gériinmemektedir. Eger bir seyin goriilmiis oldugu
hatirlaniyorsa daha oOnceden deneyimlenmis olmasit gerekmektedir. Michael
Martin’in de vurguladigi gibi duyusal hafizada yer alan deneyimler, gegmis
deneyimlerden kaynaklanmaktadir. Bu nedenle, farkinda olunmayan veya dikkat
dis1 algisal durumlarin hafizada yer aliyor olusu, onlarin ger¢ek birer gegmis
deneyim oldugunun gostergesidir.

Tiim bu bilgiler 15181nda, algisal igerigin zengin olduguna birgok felsefi nedenimiz
oldugunu gordiik. Zaten bir kavramsalct olan McDowell bile algisal igerigin
zengin oldugu iddiasiyla hemfikir goriinmektedir. Ancak algisal igerigin
zenginliginin, kavramsalci goriis i¢in énemli bir sorun teskil ettigi sdylenebilir,
¢linkii kavramsalcilart bu denli zengin bir igerigi tasvir eden kavramlarin hepsinin
bir anda ve bir 6zne tarafindan nasil kullanilabildigini agiklamak zorunda birakir.
Elbette, Algisal Igerigin Zenginligi Argiimani birgok yonden elestiriye aciktir. Bu
baglamda, bu argiiman kavramsalcilik ve kavram-digisalciik arasindaki
anlagmazliga son noktayr koymamaktadir. Kavramsalcilar i¢cin bu argiimana
verilebilecek iki olasi yanit vardir: kavram-disisalcilarin iddia ettiklerinin aksine,
algisal igerigin zengin olmadigmi iddia etmek ki bu caligmanin amacit bu
segenegin makul olmadigini gostermektir. Veya algisal igerigin zengin oldugunu
kabul edip, yine de algilanan tiim ayrintilarin kavramsal olarak temsil edildigini
iddia etmeye devam etmektir. Diger bir deyisle, kavramsalcilar dikkatimizi
yonelttigimiz veya farkinda oldugumuzdan daha fazla sey algilayabilecegimizi,
ancak bunun kavramlarimizin izin verdigi 6l¢iide olabilecegini iddia edebilirler.
Bu yanitin bagarili olabilmesi i¢in kavramsalciligin, kavram-digisalcilarin
vurguladigi konu ile basa g¢ikabilecek bir ‘kavramsal olma’ nosyonu sunmalari
gerekmektedir. Diger bir deyisle, bu nosyon ‘bu kadar ¢ok kavram bir deneyim
sirasinda nasil ayni anda kullanilabilir?” sorusuna yanit verebilmelidir. Farkinda
olunmayan algilarin igerigini de kapsayacak bir kavramsallik nosyonu bulmak
elbette miimkiindiir. Kavramsalcilar, kavram kullanmanin karmagsik bir biligsel
edim gerektirmedigini, cok sayida kavramin ayni1 anda kolayca kullanilabilecegini
ve dolayistyla, algisal igerigin zengin olusunun kavramsalciliga karst bir sorun
teskil etmedigini one siirebilirler. Bu anlayisa gore, algisal i¢erigin zengin ve ayni
zamanda kavramsal olmasi sezgilere aykir1 degildir. Oregin, McDowell’a gore
algt deneyimlerinde kavramlar etkin bir sekilde uygulanmazlar, aksine algisal
icerikte pasif bir sekilde bulunurlar. Baska bir ifadeyle, algi deneyiminin &znesi
aktif bir kavramsallastirma siireci yagsamaz. Kavramsal algisal igerigin bilissel bir
caba gerektirmemesi Algisal Igerigin Zenginligi argiimanina zarar verebilir.
Ancak, bu tarz bir ‘kavramsallik’ anlayiginin basarili olup olamayacagi veya bu
baglamda bir anlam ifade edip etmedigi bu ¢alismanin amacini asan 6nemli bir
tartisma konusudur. Oyleyse, Algisal Igerigin Zenginligi Argiimaninin her ne
kadar kavramsalligi zorunlu olarak ciiriitmese de, kavramsalcilarin bas etmek
zorunda oldugu bir soruna deginerek tartismaya onemli bir boyut kazandirdig:
sOylenebilir.

Anahtar Terimler
Kavramsalcihik, Algisal Igerik, Algisal Igerigin Zenginligi.
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