What’s it like to experience light
converted into vibrations on your
skin?
The discussion on tactile-visual sensory substitution (TVSS) devices has centrally been about the question: “What phenomenal character does TVSS-perception have?” Roughly speaking, three positions have
been put forward, namely that TVSS-perception is (1) visual, (2) tactile, and (3) neither visual nor tactile
but something else altogether. I will argue that all three positions are untenable, because they do not pay
sufficient attention to the multimodal nature of perception. I will argue that we should start from the multimodality of perception, to understand the interdepence relations that exist between the phenomenal
characters of our sensory experiences. These relations are such that we cannot speak of a distinct phenomenal character of every individual sense. I will put forward the claim, then, that TVSS-perception should
rather be understood as a way of interacting with the world that builds on and gets integrated with the preexisting senses, and this interaction is experienced as an enhancement of features or objects of multimodal
experience.
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perception, that is, the way the phenomenal character of
the senses is interrelated. What TVSS-perception is like,
then, cannot be defined simply by saying that it is like
another sense. A fourth position, defended by Malika
Auvray and Ophelia Deroy (2015), amongst others, holds
that TVSS-perception builds on top of pre-existing sense
modalities. While I agree with their view, they too do not
fully develop the implications of the multimodality of perception for understanding the phenomenal character of
TVSS-perception.
My aim in this paper, then, is to clarify how we should
understand TVSS-perception. I will start by briefly introducing TVSS. In section two, I will give an overview of the
three most prominent positions in the TVSS-debate – the
three I mentioned at the beginning of the previous paragraph – namely that TVSS-perception is (1) like vision,
(2) like touch, or (3) neither of these two, but a new mode
of perception. In the third section, I will argue that none
of these positions can be right, because they are, in my
view, wrong about the relationship between phenomenal
character of experience and the individuation of the senses. Building on ideas by Auvray, Deroy and Myin, I will
put my own interpretation of TVSS-perception forward in
the fourth and final section.
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f someone has lost the ability to see, she or he could
make use of a tactile-visual sensory substitution (hereinafter abbreviated as TVSS) device. This sensory substitution device, first developed by Paul Bach-y-Rita, consists of a head-mounted camera and a device attached to a
person’s back. The camera first receives visual information
(light) from the environment. It then sends this information to the device on the person’s back, where it is converted
into tactile information (vibrational patterns). The vibrational patterns thus represent the patterns of light, at least
to some extent. The purpose of this device is to give blind
people a kind of vision. The main philosophical question
here is: What is TVSS-perception like, and on what basis
do we make this judgment?
One way to answer this question is to argue that
TVSS-perception is like vision. Susan Hurley and Alva
Noë (2003) defend this view. Prinz (2006) has explicitly attacked it, claiming that TVSS can only be tactile.
According to Kiverstein, Farina and Clark (2015), both
positions are wrong. They claim that we should understand TVSS as a completely new sense. While something
can be said for each of these positions, they are all, in my
view, untenable. My main point of criticism is that they
do not pay sufficient attention to the multimodality of
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I. WHAT IS TVSS AND WHY IS IT IMPORTANT?
Sensory substitution devices are devices built to substitute
one sense for another sense. While there are many kinds
of sensory substitution devices (such as vOICe, Brainport,
Optacon, Tongue Display Unit and similar devices), I will
focus on the first and most well-known sensory substitution device: Bach-y-Rita’s tactile-visual sensory substitution device, abbreviated as TVSS. Bach-y-Rita’s purpose
was to give blind people a vision-like experience, and he
believed he succeeded. To decide whether Bach-y-Rita was
right, at least four aspects about TVSS-experience, based
on reports of subjects, should be considered: (1) without
active use of the device, users only felt vibrations on their
backs. Then, (2) if they actively used the device for some
time, they started experiencing objects, perspective, depth
and other perceptual features reminiscent of vision. Next,
(3) simultaneously with 2, users stopped experiencing the
vibrational patterns on their backs (except when they consciously attended to these vibrations) and instead focused
on the world around them. And lastly, (4) activity in visual
cortex – the part of the brain devoted to processing visual
information – was measured after the device was used for a
while (both in blind and non-blind persons). The question
is how we should interpret these data. I want to go beyond
the practical limitations of current TVSS-devices and consider what they could do in principle. Before discussing
the positions in the TVSS-debate, though, I will explain
why it is important to understand what TVSS-experience
is like.
It should be clear from the beginning that this question is not about definition, that is, how we label TVSSperception. The naming is a means to understand the
phenomenal character of TVSS-experience. A further
question then is: Why is it important to understand the
phenomenal character of TVSS-experience? We can think
of at least the following reasons: Firstly, it informs our
knowledge of human, animal and artificial intelligence
perception. Secondly, it provides information about the
senses, the role of brain areas in perception, as well as the
role of sense organs and the body in general. Thirdly, the
question that Bach-Y-Rita originally posed is still on the
table: Can TVSS restore a previously lost sense?
Put more concretely, if we understand what TVSSperception is like we might also better understand questions like: Is visual perception an active or passive process?
How do bodily movements determine the character of
experience? Are eyes necessary for seeing? What is the role
of visual cortex in vision? And what defines a sense, and
how many senses are there? Unfortunately, I do not have
14

What’s i t like to experience light converted into vibrations on your skin?

the space to tackle each of these questions. Nonetheless,
it should be clear that there are plenty of theoretical and
pragmatic reasons to believe in the importance of the
philosophical question, “what is TVSS-perception like?”
A first attempt to answer this question came from Susan
Hurley and Alva Noë (2003).
II. OVERVIEW OF EXISTING POSITIONS
Position 1: TVSS is like vision
Susan Hurley and Alva Noë (2003) define “vision” as a set
of sensorimotor contingencies. Sensorimotor contingencies refer to the (implicit) knowledge or know-how of the
relations that exist between embodied activity and sensory
stimulation. Seeing, for them, is the mastering of a skill –
you have to learn how to see. “Seeing” therefore comes in
degrees, because you have to acquire (implicit) knowledge
of all the sensorimotor contingencies that constitute vision. For example, if I turn my head rightwards, the image
of an object on my retina shifts to the left, and when I
move towards an object the image enlarges.
Noë has often said that vision is touch-like, in the sense that we actively “probe” the environment with our eyes,
as a blind person does with his cane (Noë 2004:1). Like
perceiving an object by tapping around it with a cane, we
perceive objects visually by shifting our gaze. Now, since
Hurley and Noë argue that there is no reason why neural
activity in one brain area should give rise to an experience that is phenomenally different from neural activity
in another area, they argue that the phenomenal character
of any experience should be explained solely by looking at
sensorimotor contingencies (Hurley & Noë 2003:145–6).
If phenomenal character is simply a case of mastering
sensorimotor contingencies, we can see how tactile-visual
sensory substitution-perception can be vision-like: Vision
and TVSS-perception share many of the same sensorimotor contingencies. One example is how both in vision and
in TVSS-perception people reorient themselves to bring
occluded sides of objects into view. Even though, say,
hearing also provides spatial information (e.g., you know
where someone’s voice is coming from), you do not move
around to bring more of the source of that sound (e.g. the
person talking) into view, as you do with vision and TVSS.
Hearing simply does not work that way.
TVSS-perception and vision feel alike, then, because
“seeing and TVSS-perception are similar ways of exploring
the environment” (Hurley & Noë 2003:144). Neither the
eyes nor the visual cortex, then, is necessary to explain the
vision-like phenomenal character of TVSS-perception, because what it is like to TVSS-perceive is determined by a
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set of sensorimotor contingencies. With TVSS-perception,
blind people learn a new set of sensorimotor skills that
gives rise to an experience that is qualitatively, to some
degree, like vision.
Sensorimotor contingencies are an important part of
understanding TVSS-experience. As Auvray and Deroy
(2015) point out, users of sensory substitution devices are
able to recognize new objects as being similar to known
objects, because of the fact that the same sensorimotor
contingencies as the old object hold with respect to the
new object. There is thus undoubtedly some truth in the
claim that TVSS-perception resembles vision. This claim
is further supported by non-congenitally blind people, reporting that they experience something like vision while
using a TVSS-device. However, as Prinz (2006) has suggested, we cannot take resemblance to be evidence for the
phenomenal character of TVSS-perception. The resemblance might be due to memory association and be nothing more than visual imagery, which, according to Prinz,
does not share any phenomenal character with vision.
Secondly, to say that TVSS-perception is vision-like is
confusing – especially for non-visual beings who do feel
the same character of experience – because it is only vision-like by comparison with vision. What Hurley and Noë
have established is that TVSS-behaviour is similar to behaviour associated with vision. Therefore, we should now
answer the following question: how does a set of sensorimotor contingencies – that is, ways of behaving with respect to incoming stimuli – determine visual character?
Position 2: TVSS is tactile
Jesse Prinz (2006), explicitly attacking Hurley and Noë’s
view, argues that tactile-visual sensory substitution-perception has the qualitative character of tactile experience.
To argue that TVSS-perception is like vision, he says, one
must show that TVSS takes on the phenomenal character
of vision only because the functional behavior resembles
that of vision. However, the fact that TVSS-users respond
to objects in the distance in the same way as sighted people,
is not sufficient evidence for saying that TVSS-perception
has the phenomenal character of vision. There are many
instances of tactile experience without direct physical contact and where we focus on the distal object rather than
proximal stimulation, as Prinz shows:
When we tap an object with a cane we feel its shape
and texture; when we drive, we feel the surface of the road;
when we move towards a fan or a flame, we can sense our
approximate distance; and so on. (Prinz 2006:4)
For Prinz, rather than being vision-like, TVSS-
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perception is analogous to tactile perception with a long,
invisible cane. This will result in behavior comparable to
vision, but nobody would say that invisible-cane-perception feels like vision. Prinz is not impressed by the fact
that users of a TVSS-device respond by avoiding obstacles, and not by contracting the muscles on their backs.
Equivalently, if you poke something with a cane you will
not contract the muscles in your hand. There are thus no
strong reasons to believe, according to Prinz, that TVSSperception is vision-like.
Importantly, Prinz does not argue against the claim
that vision and TVSS-perception share certain sensorimotor contingencies. He simply does not believe that, even
in principle, the quality of experience is dependent on
this fact. Moreover, Prinz does not doubt that non-congenitally blind or sighted persons could form visual imagery when using a TVSS-device. He believes that this is
simply due to memory association, because the functional
structure of TVSS-perception and vision are comparable.
As Prinz says, we would have no reason to believe that
congenitally blind persons experienced anything visionlike – even if they have activation in primary visual cortex
– because they would have no idea what vision feels like
(Prinz 2006:5).
Two comparisons might support Prinz’s argument.
First, an intramodal case: the use of infrared goggles.
Infrared goggles convert infrared light into visible light,
i.e. colours that we can perceive. We therefore do not truly
see infrared with these goggles, because our eyes are insensitive to the corresponding wavelengths. It would be
wrong, in this case, to claim that our infrared perception
with goggles is anything like that of, say, some species of
snakes, who have biological infrared-receptors. The experience remains one of visible light. Likewise, TVSSperception remains tactile.
The second example is bat echolocation. We have no
reason to assume that bat echolocation is visual, since to
perceive by echolocation bats only produce sounds and
receive sounds. Although echolocation certainly gives rise
to spatial and object perception and leads to movement
characteristic for vision, this does not make it like vision.
Likewise, TVSS-perception is tactile, but conveys information of depth and objects in a way that it normally
would not (i.e. without physical contact).
Prinz has a point, but there are at least three problems
with his position. First, he does not deny that TVSSdevices can evoke visual imagery. But if so, the question
whether congenitally blind TVSS-users experience at least
something like sighted or non-congenitally blind TVSSBas van Woerkum
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users is still open, even if they would not call it vision-like.
It seems likely that visual imagery would change the phenomenal character of TVSS-perception, but Prinz simply
sees visual imagery as an “add-on”. Put differently, Prinz
argues that the phenomenal character of “visual imagery”
bears no resemblance whatsoever to the phenomenal character of vision, and so does not consider how visual imagery might also have considerable effects on the phenomenal character of TVSS-perception.
Moreover, the way visual information can also be conveyed by tactile stimulation is, in my view, unconvincing.
No analogy can be established between approaching an
object with a TVSS-device and approaching an object
with a cane. For example, objects are not perceived as larger as we approach them with a cane, but they do with a
TVSS-device. Of course, this does not necessarily mean
TVSS-perception is vision-like – which brings me to my
last point.
To say that TVSS-perception is not like vision because
we can have non-physical tactile experiences (like driving
a car and feeling the road), does not necessarily mean that
TVSS-perception should then be tactile. At this point, we
are stuck with the idea that TVSS-perception has to be
either visual or tactile for it to express any phenomenal
character at all. But there is no reason to presuppose this:
it could still be something else. This brings us to the next
position.
Position 3: TVSS is neither visual nor tactile, but a new
sense modality
Kiverstein et al. (2015) argue that sensory substitution devices call upon the cross-modal or “metamodal” plasticity
of sensory cortex. Neural plasticity is the brain’s ability to
“transfer” a function normally associated with one brain
area to another brain area, which is possible throughout a
person’s life. Every sensory area, they argue, can potentially
process input from sources normally associated with other
sense modalities. In the case of tactile-visual sensory substitution-perception, visual cortex is used for processing
tactile input. Pascual-Leone and Hamilton (2001) argue
that some brain areas, because of their functional properties, are better able to process one rather than the other
kind of input, but there are no sensory brain areas designated for one or another kind of input from birth on. As
the authors say, “Visual cortex (and sensory cortex more
generally) is plastic, and its functioning is in large part
experience-dependent. In this case it is dependent on the
acquisition of a skill” (Kiverstein et al. 2015:861). If this is
true, sensory brain areas might process features instead of
16
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sense modalities. Visual cortex, then, might be best suited
for processing information about shapes, motion, depth
and perspective.
The metamodality hypothesis makes clear why TVSSperception might resemble vision, but it simultaneously
shows that it should not be understood as vision-like. The
fact that the authors see the resemblance between TVSS
and vision is unsurprising, since they too acknowledge the
importance of sensorimotor contingencies for understanding TVSS-perception. However, they suggest that TVSSperception “is a mode of perception best described in
terms of skills we ordinary perceivers lack: a new mode of
perception made available by the meta-modality of sensory processing.” (Kiverstein et al. 2015:875). They add that
sensory substitution devices enhance our minds. Sensory
substitution, then, “gives the subject a brand new mode
of perception, not fully reducible to that of any existing
sense or any combinations of existing senses” (Kiverstein
et al. 2015:876). So, while blind people do not learn to
see, they learn to perceive the environment in a way that
was previously unavailable to them. The active use of the
TVSS-device calls upon the metamodality of sensory cortex, and this leads neither to vision, nor to touch, but to
something completely new.
The metamodality hypothesis is an important hypothesis to take into consideration. Starting from the metamodality of sensory cortex, it would not make sense to
say that TVSS-perception is either visual or tactile. While
brain areas are predisposed to process certain kinds of
information, they are not limited to the input of particular sense organs. These brain areas are like blank slates
up until the moment we start using our senses, so that
each brain area will process the kind of information that
it is best suited for in terms of functional organization. If
this is true, neurobiology cannot settle the TVSS-debate,
because sensory brain areas do not tell us anything about
sense modalities.
While this is an important insight, Kiverstein et al. say
TVSS is a “new mode of perception,” which suggests that
they understand TVSS as a “sixth sense”: a new, artificial
sense next to the existing, biological senses. But if we consider that TVSS-perception is a combination of input that
we could already perceive and proximal stimulation we
could already feel, it seems unlikely that TVSS-perception
will be completely new kind of experience. The authors,
unfortunately, are not very explicit about what it means
for TVSS to be a “new mode of perception,” nor about
how it relates to the biological senses.
Up to this point, we have seen that all three positions
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have their strengths but are also in some way problematic.
One way forward is to ask the question: What commitments do the positions share, and are these commitments
justified? I will now turn to this question.
III. THE RELATION BETWEEN PHENOMENAL
CHARACTER AND THE SENSES
The wrong point of departure: from individual senses to
phenomenal character
What makes vision like vision, touch like touch, or any
sensory experience like that experience? These questions
refer to the problem known as the “individuation of the
senses”. Individuating the senses is the problem of finding an objective set of criteria for each individual sense.
Without going into detail, it suffices to say that the issue is
unresolved (MacPherson 2015). The problem that we then
encounter is: How can we say whether TVSS-perception is
like vision, touch or something else, if we have no objective basis for describing any of these? Luckily, we do not
have to resolve this issue to see that the three positions
share a wrong commitment about the nature of the senses.
All three positions believe that tactile-visual sensory
substitution-perception resembles vision because of the
sensorimotor contingencies shared by them. But as we
saw, they all take the word “resemble” to mean something
different. They disagree, then, on the relation between
sensorimotor contingencies and the phenomenal character of experience. However, they (implicitly) agree that
the phenomenal character of a sensory experience is independent of the other sense modalities. As we have seen,
Hurley and Noë – although they do grant that this phenomenal character can come in degrees – believe that a set of
sensorimotor contingencies accounts for the phenomenal
character of vision. Prinz argues for the view that tactile
phenomenal character is an experiential quality over and
above mastery of sensorimotor contingencies, which is dependent on other factors. Kiverstein et al., finally, argue
that TVSS, as a new sense, expresses a phenomenal character that is irreducible to either that of vision or touch. All
three positions, then, imply that we can describe the phenomenal character of TVSS-perception without referring to
the way the biological senses are interrelated. I will try to
show that it is hard to argue for this claim, since it does not
take the multimodality of perception into account.
Multimodal perception
Nowadays, there is considerable evidence that multimodality is our normal way of perceiving, and unimodal
perceptual experiences are the exceptions (Nanay 2013;
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MacPherson 2011). The way we experience the world
is not simply the sum of all individual senses; there are
considerable cross-modal effects and modifications, that
together constitute the phenomenal character of sensory
experiences.
Consider how seeing and feeling are interconnected: A
bumpy spot on a surface feels a certain way, and we attach
that feeling to how it looks. How the spot looks and how
it feels are not two fully distinct phenomenal experiences that we “add” to each other. On the contrary, visual
and tactile phenomenal character co-determine each other
from the very beginning. If bumps would feel like holes
instead (admittedly, this hard to imagine), we would certainly see bumpy things differently. Or think about how
sight and smell affect taste, as most people have experienced themselves. We could ask what the real taste of a
strawberry is, apart from how it smells and looks, but this
is a nonsensical: the The strawberry only tastes like it does,
because it smells and looks a certain way, had it looked
or smelled differently, it would have tasted differently. For
these reasons, Louise Barrett (2011:187) offered that we
are multimodal beings from the moment we are born.
Another aspect of the multimodality of perception is
that the phenomenal character of sensory experience not
only depends on the other senses, but also on what is perceived. Not only is it impossible to isolate the phenomenal character of, say, vision, from that of the other sense
modalities. It seems equally impossible to capture this
phenomenal character without referring to what is perceived. What does “seeing” in itself feel like? What is the
phenomenal character of “seeing” that every experience
of “seeing” shares? It might be impossible to answer this
question, because when we perceive we always perceive
something.
In short, we could say that we are multimodal beings
to such an extent that speaking of human “vision” without
referring to human “touch” for example, is meaningless –
how the senses are bound up with one another determines
their phenomenal character. Hence, we cannot say that
vision gives rise to this particular quality, touch to another
quality, and so forth. Additionally, this quality is determined by what we are perceiving.
If we understand the phenomenal character of the
senses like this, we pave the way for an understanding of
sensory substitution devices as “extension, supplementation, or transformation, rather than substitution” (Auvray
and Myin 2009:1038). This insight is important to understand TVSS-perception. In Auvray and Myin’s account,
however, it is unclear what sensory substitution devices are
Bas van Woerkum
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an extension, supplementation or transformation of. In
my view, sensory substitution devices are an enhancement
of multimodal features or objects of experience. Perceptual
objects (things in the world) or features (e.g. space, perspective, shapes) are experienced more “fully”. In the next
section I will clarify extensively what I mean by this.
IV. TVSS AS AN ENHANCEMENT OF MULTIMODAL
EXPERIENCE
The picture seems now arguably more complex than what
the respective proponents of positions 1 to 3 have imagined. So far, I have said two things. First, I have argued
that we should not think of the senses as individual kinds
giving rise to a certain phenomenal character. Instead, we
should start from a multimodal perspective on the world
and assume that the phenomenal character of the senses
is determined intermodally. Secondly, I have said that defining the phenomenal character of an experience apart
from what is experienced is extremely difficult, if not
simply impossible. At this point, the question is where all
this leaves TVSS-perception. I will consider that question
in this final section.
Most philosophers assume that the senses are distinct
kinds that we can define by a feature or set of features.
Examples include phenomenal character, sense organ,
brain area, distal source, kind of stimulus, proximal stimulation and sensorimotor contingencies. According to
Deroy and Auvray (2015), TVSS-perception cannot be
defined either as visual or tactile according to any of these
criteria. They say that “The best way to capture [sensory
substitution device-perception] is to think about the integrated recognition abilities emerging from other sensory
modalities and other pre-existing capacities” (Deroy &
Auvray 2015:343). Sensory substitution devices, including TVSS, build on pre-learned sensory capacities. They
say that we should not understand sensory substitution
devices horizontally (fitting them within existing modalities, i.e. position 1 and 2), nor creating a “sixth sense”
(next to the existing modalities, i.e. position 3). Instead,
we should understand sensory substitution devices vertically: they come on top of pre-existing modalities. Deroy
and Auvray put this by saying that TVSS-perception is
“beyond vision and touch.”
While Deroy and Auvray do acknowledge the importance of pre-learned sensory capacities, they do not fully
acknowledge how the senses co-depend on each other, and
how that determines the phenomenal character of TVSSexperience. So, they only explain how we should understand the skillful mastery of TVSS-devices, but they do
18
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not really explain what TVSS-perception is like. To understand what TVSS-perception is like, an analogous case
might help.
Nagel et al. (2015) studied how people’s perception of
space got transformed by wearing a specific type of sensory substitution device: a magnetic belt. After a sufficient
amount of practice, subjects wearing the belt could feel
where north, south, east and west were without thinking
about it. One subject reported that, “After removing the
belt, my living space shrank quickly: the world appeared
smaller and more chaotic” (Nagel et al. 2015:13). Others
reported similar experiences. We can only understand this
“shrinking” relative to the other senses that represent space
(i.e. vision, hearing and touch). That is, the experience of
space was enhanced by the magnetic belt, relative to the
experience of space in the pre-existing sense modalities.
The space “feels” differently, or it “affords” new things, to
use Gibson’s term.
Importantly, the person did not experience a change
in the “qualitative character” of any sense modality, nor
did they feel as if they had a sixth sense. Rather, the experience of space itself was enhanced, the same space had a
stronger significance. Space is essentially multimodal, as it
is represented by different sense modalities together. The
living space grew, became less chaotic, and when the belt
was removed, it shrank and chaos returned – it felt smaller
than before, while the users were now back at their “normal” way of sensory experience.
Something similar, I believe, happens with TVSS: It
gives rise to a “fuller” or enhanced experience of object,
perspective, depth, and other features of multimodal experience. Blind people, then, don’t learn to “see” somehow,
they have an enhanced experience of features that they already could experience with their pre-existing senses, but
now in a new way. An object that was first only experienced through hearing and touch, say, is experienced more
fully because it is now also TVSS-perceived. It is absolutely
crucial to grasp here – and Auvray and Deroy don’t address this – that this enhancement is not experienced as a
“quality” emerging either from the visual or tactile (or any
other) sense modality, but that the “enhancement” is one
of multimodal features or objects from the very start. We
start from multimodal experience, instead of individual
senses.
My view thus slightly modifies and improves that of
Auvray and Deroy. However, it is different in an important
way. They argue that sensory substitution devices emerge
from the pre-existing sense modalities, but do not explicitly address what this means for the phenomenal charac-
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ter of TVSS-experience. I, on the other hand, have tried
to explain more accurately how we should understand
the phenomenal character of TVSS-perception and how
TVSS relates to the pre-existing, biological senses. That
is, as an enhancement of pre-existing multimodal features
and objects of experience.
V. CONCLUSION
I have argued that the three positions assessed in this paper
are untenable, because they overlook the multimodality
of perception. While they shared the conviction that we
should start with the question “What phenomenal character does TVSS-perception convey?”, I have argued that
we should start from the multimodality of perception, to
understand how the phenomenal character of our sensory
experiences is interrelated with that of the other senses,
such that we cannot speak of distinct phenomenal character of every individual sense. So, I have not denied
that TVSS causes a shift in phenomenal experience, but
that we must be clear on how we should understand this
phenomenal change – and in my view it is not a sudden
shift, in contrast with positions 1 to 3. TVSS therefore
resembles no existing sense, nor is it a new sense; it is a
way of interacting with the world that builds on and gets
integrated with the pre-existing senses. This, I have suggested, is not experienced as a qualitative change in any of
the existing sense modalities – which is indefinable – but
an enhancement of features or objects of experience, due
to the multimodal character of perception.
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NOTES
It is hard to avoid words like “sense”, “vision” or “seeing”, “touch”, and
so forth, as if we have an objective and independent definition of these
them. Nonetheless, I will still use these terms in what follows. It cannot
be emphasized too much, however, that I understand the phenomenal
character of the senses to be interrelated and co-determinative. When I
use words like “sense” and “vision”, then, I refer to how they are used in
ordinary language, without making any deep claims about their nature.
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