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ANALYSIS

In my thesis I criticise the most important Causal Theories
that have been advanced, and put forwaid a Causal Theory of

my own.

In Chapter 1 I describe some of the theories that have been
advanced, or criticised, as Causal Theories, and point out

that they fall into several distinct types.

In Chapter 2 I criticise the sort of Causal Theory that
includes the thesis that our knowledge of the physical world

is in some sense inferential.

In Chapter 3 I argue against the sort of Causal Theory which
involves the supposition that sense-data or their like are

involved in perception.

In Chapter 4 I argue in favour of the sort of Causal Theory
which contains the view that the perception of a physical
object is a matter of the perceiver's being caused by it to

have a sense-experience.

In Chapter 5 I argue that the experiential element in
perception is not a matter of the perceiver's acquiring or

tending to acquire a belief.



In Chapter 6 I inquire whether perception must involve the
having of a sense-experience which in some sense represents
the perceived object, and specify the conditions which the
perceptual erperience must fulfil. I intiroduce the expression
"have a good representation" in terms of one sense of '"seem"

and its cognates.

In Chapter 7 I conclude that representation enters into
perception insofar as the perceived object must bring about
the perceiver'!s sense-experience in a way which I describe
as "productive of good representations". 1 advance my own
Causal Theory of Perception, to which this contention is

central.

In Chapter 8 I support my theory by considering the
perception of certain sorts of physical objects that may
appear problematical and hiuve been unduly neglected by

philosophers in the past.
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CHAPTER ONL: THE CAUSAL THEORISTS AND THEIR CRITICS

SECTION I. The notion of the Causal Theory of. Perception

My title is "The Causal Theory of Perception". This is satisfactory
insofar as it brings to mind the issues I intend to discuss, but in
another way it may be misleading. Philosophers have advanced their
views, calling them "The Causal Theory of Perception", and other
philosophers have opposed certain doctrines again under the heading
"The Causal Theory of Perception". The implication is that thefe is
a constant body of doctrine concerning perception which has been
held by all those who have called themselves or been called 'causal
theorists", and that it is this that is being criticised in the works
of the professed opponents of the Causal Theory of Perception.

What I want to do now is to consider whether this is so: whether
philosophers who are known as causal theorists have advanced broadly
the same doctrines, and whether the picture its critics have of the
Causal Theory remains constant from one to another. The importance
of' asking these questions is obvious. TFor if we find that the Causal
Theory has several varieties, criticisms that are valid against one
variety may have no force against another; one variety may be correct,
even though the others are wrong. I will begin by studying the meaning
attached to the expression "The Causal Theory of Perception" by those

who criticise a doctrine to which they give that name.
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SECTION 2. Critics of the Causal Theory of Perception

H. H. Price devotes a chapter of his book "Perception" to a
doctrine he calls "The Causal Theory". He makes the sense he
attaches to this expression very clear. On p.66 he says that the
causal theory holds: "(1) that in the case of all sense-data (not
merely visual and tactual) "belonging to" simply means "being caused
by", so that "M is present to my senses" will be equivalent to "M
causes a sense-datum with which I am acquainted"; (2) that
perceptual consciousness is fundamentally an inference from effect
to cause". To understand this account one has to understand the
terms of art Price uses.

First, "sense-datum". Price defines a sense-datum as an entity
of the sort that, whenever we perceive physical objects, we cannot
doubt to exist and are "directly present to our consciousness".(p.3).
As to "belonging to" and "being present to my senses", Price offers
the following words of introduction (p.23 f.): after declaring
that there is a sense of "perceive" inm which it is not possible to
perceive what does not exist, he writes: "In this sense "I perceive
a candle" means (1) I sense a sense-datum, (2) this sense-datum
is related to a candle in a peculiar and intimate manner; (3) there
is no other thing to which this sense-datum is related in that
manner . . . We shall describe this as “having a material thing
present to one's senses". " Price also says on p.25: "We need
a name for the relation subsisting between the sense-datum and the
material thing when the material thing is present to the senses of
the being who is sensing the sense-datum. For the present we shall
follow Professor Moore in calling it the relation of "belonging to".“

The way the term "having a material thing presemt to one's
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senses" is introduced is open to objection, as condition (3)
seems to be otiose, as Price's attempts to state the Causal
Theory in Ch.4 of “Perception" show. For it is made quite plain
there that for a relation to be a candidate for the r0le of the
peculiar and intimate one which exists between sense-datum and
perceived object it is necessary that a sense-datum can stand in
that relation to only one physical object. We may also note
that Price cannot at the start of his work further characterize
"belonging to" than as a peculiar and intimate relation. Perhaps
the main aim of his work is to give a full and adequate account
of "“belonging to".

Finally, there is the term "“perceptual comsciousness". Price
first declares that sensing a sense~datum is noit a sufficient
condition of holding a belief about a physical object ~ some
further mental process is needed "by which the subjects of such
beliefs are brought before the mind". This process, he declares,
since Reid's time, has often been called “perceiving". This
mental process, which is non-sensuous and can be true or false,
Price mlls "perceptual consciousness". (pp.21-3) Price's own view
of it is that, taken in isolation, a single act of perceptual
consciousness is like what Cook Wilson called "being under the
impression that " (p.140) I think there is a real difficulty for
Price here: for perceptual consciousness is at once thought of as
a mere bringing before the mind of matter to be judged about, and
if it was this it could scarcely be described as being true or
false, and at the same time is described as if it were a form of
belief, albeit uncritical belief. But if it is a form of belief,

how can it do the job it is introduced as doing -~ bringing the
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subject of belief before the mind, before the formation of the
belief? Price struggles with this problem in ch.6, but does not
solve it.

If we replace Price's terms by ordinary ones, we can describe
his notion of the Causal Theory. For him, the Causal Theory is
the theory that holds (1) that "P perceives M" (where M is a
material object) means "M in a peculiar and intimate way causes
P to have a sense-datum", (2) that the beliefs about physical
objects we arrive at whilst perceiving are reached by inference.
So, according to Price, the Causal Theory is a two-headed doctrine
involving hoth the analysis of the perception of material objects
in terms of their causing the perceiver to have a sense-datum and
also the view that our knowledge about the physical world is
arrived at by inference from knowledge about our sense-data.

Compare this with the statements of a philesopher who makes
frequent mention of a view he calls "The Causal Theory", and has
many obligations to Price and his work on perception - A. J. Ayer.
Ayer gives different accounts of the nature of the Causal Theory.
On pp.171-2 of "The Foundations of Empirical Knowledge" he writes:
"The question that will be raised is how, if material things . . .
are not directly given, one can ever acquire any knowledge of
them . « «. The usual answer has been that one can justify
beliefs about the existence and character of things outside sense-
data by means of a causal argument, and it is through accepting
this answer that philosophers come to hold what is known as a
causal theory of perception." Ayer says that the Causal Theory
is concerned with linguistie rather than factual considerations.
He writes (p.172): "On this showing, its purpose is to elucidate

the meaning of sentences of the form “this is an x" and "A is
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perceptually conscious of x", where A stands for a person and

x for a material thing." (It is to be noted that he uses the
term "x" in a confused and ambiguous way.) He supposes the
causal theorist to hold that the former sentence means "This

is caused by an x" (or something similar). (So one could be
perceptually conscious of x without x existing, if the inference
were false.) The causal theorist, according to Aver, is led to
these views because he believes we can never immediately
observe, be directly aware of, material things. So that when I
say, for instance, "This is an inkstand" the "this" refers to
what is directly given, whilst the inkstand mentioned is a
material thing. Thus, if such statements are ever to be true,
they cannot be statements of identity, as they appear to be at
first sight. The most reasonable suggestion is that they are
statements of causal relation. This is the sort of reasoning
the causal theorist is supposed to go through to reach the
conclusion that "This is an inkstand" means "This is caused by
an inkstand". I have brought in the inkstand example, which
Ayer does not mention, because it is used by G. E. Moore in the
discussion that clearly gives rise to Ayer's views here. (Some
Judgements of Perception" in PAS 1918—19). There Moore argues
that one who judges "This is an inkstand" when he is perceiving
one, cammot be judging that the thing he indicates by fhe "this"
is identical with an inkstand. For it is the object of direct
acquaintance, and on philoso;hical ahalysis we realise that this

is never identical with -a physical object. So the statement
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"This is an inkstand" must have a hidden complexity, in explaining
which Moore is characteristically undogmatic. Ayer is slipshod
in describing his proposed causal theory, for he fails to mention
that the judgments that are being analysed are judgments of
perception, unless he really means to attribute to his causal
theorist the views that all statements of the form "This is an x"
(where an x is a material object) are to be analysed as "This is
caused by an x". For clearly one can be justified in making
such statements when one does not perceive the physical object
in question. And in these cases the person making the statement
is not having a sense-datum causally related to the physical
object about which the judgment is being made. Take, for instance,
the case of a blind man who turns towards a picture on his wall
and says "This is a Matisse". He makes good sense, even though we
don't believe he perceives the picture. But on the proposed
analysis, he statement will have to be either false or meaningless,
according to whether he is supposed to be referring to some sense-
datum not involved in the perception of the picture, or to be
failing to refer to anything ét all. In this case, where there
ig no question of there being anything caused by the picture to
which the man could refer by his "this", and in similar cases,
the proposed analysis would be a non-starter. But I suppose
Ayer means his causal theory to be a theﬁry ébout the analysis
of perceptual judgments.

Even so, it seems a remarkably unattractive theory. For
even if we grant that perceiving a physical object involves
having a sense-datum that is distinct from the physical object,

why should we accept that the "This" in perceptual judgments like
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"This is an inkstand" refers to the sense-datum? It is surely much

more natural to take it to refer to the physical object. In all such
cases, we coud have replaced the "This" by "This physical obJect" without
significantly altering the sense of the statement. Or we could have
pointed to the inkstand instead of saying "This is an inkstand" and

said "An inkstand", and in doing so coﬂveyed Jjust the same information.
And in such a case there would be no doubt that what was pointed at was
the physical object itself, not a sense-datum. I believe, then, that
Moore, in his attempt to clarify the notion of a sense-datum, only
succeeded in introducing a new problem for himself when he insisted these
judgments of perception had a hidden complexity. However, it may be said
that if Moore believed that material objects were never perceived (on

the grounds that they were never the objects of direct acquaintance) he
was for this reason forced to accept that these Jjudgments had such a
hidden complexity. For it might be asked how the "this" in such judgments
could ever find reference if it were supposed always to refe: to
imperceptible things. It might be said that in my example of the blind
man referring to the Matisse the "this" only succeeds in making reference
because the hearer can perceive the picture even though ﬁhe speaker
cannot. However this may be, Mooret!s analysis of judgments of perception
is very unattractive, whilst Ayer's version of the Causal Theory (with

which he himself does not agree, of course) is equally implausible.

Ayerts causal theory, as presented in "The Foundations of Empirical
Knowledge" is quite different from Pricels. For it dinvolves
a doctrine about the analysis of perceptual judgments of the form
"Thig ig an x", which Price!s does not. Price's theéry

advances a causal .account' of perceiving physical objects, which
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Ayer's does not. In common, they have the contention that
perceptual consciousness is inferential. But Ayert!s use of the
expression "The Causal Theory" in this book does not tally either
with his use of it in his later work "The Problem of Knowledge".
The sense he attaches to the expression there may be grasped

from the following quotationsa(pp.ll3-4, Penguin): "On this view,
(i.e. the Causal Theory of Perception) though we perceive physical
objects, we do not perceive them in their natural states: they
never appear in public unmade-up . . .. We can then work out
what the object must be like in order to have, in such conditions,
the effects on us that it does. It turns out to be just what
science tells us that it is." Here, it is plain, Ayer is using
the expression "Causal Theory" to mean the theory that physical
objects possess only a certain number of the qualities they seem
to have (the primary qualities). But then Ayer goes on to reject
the theory he calles the Causal Theory of Perception, for a very
strange reason (p.115): *It fails for the reason that however
strong the evidence for the existence of these scientific entities
may be, our belief in the existence of such physical objects as
stones and trees and chairs and tables does not depend on it. We
could give up all of current physical theory without being logically
committed to denying the existence of things of these familiar
gorts « « «. And from this it follows that, whatever may be said
in defence of the causal theory, it cannot be regarded as
furnishing an analysis of our perceptual judgments." The theory
that Ayer is attacking here (as the Causal Theory) seems to be one
that states that our everyday statements about chairs, tables, etec.,

are equivalent to statements using the terms employed in currelt
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physical theory. The scientific entities, which are referred to in
current physical theory, are clearly meant to be atoms énd
electrons and the like. So here Ayer is using the term "Causal
Theory" to refer to the (preposterous) one that our everyday
statements about physical objects are equivalent in meaning to
statements about atoms, electrons, etc. I conclude that Ayer
does not give a fixed sense fo the expression "The Causal Theory
Qf Perception" in "The Problem of Knowledge".

A more recent critic of a theory he calls "causal" is
Don Locke, in his book "Perception and our Knowledge of the
External World". On p.ll4 he writes: "The Causal Theory is the
theory that we never perceive physical objects directly, but only
indirectly". He glosses this by saying : "We perceive them only
in the sense that we perceive their effects, the percepts they
produce in our minds." We may note that exactly this theory is
mentioned and criticised by R. J. Hirst din his book "The Problems
of Perception" (see, for instance, p.23 and p.173). But he
calls it "The Representative Theory of Perception".

So much then for the critics of theories that they severally
call "causal". It is plain that the theories criticised under
the heading of "Causal Theory" vary to an extent from person to
person. Ayer, in particular, has his own idiosyncratic
conceptions - varying from place to place = of what the Causal
Theory is. The other philosophers, however, agree in describing
a.theory as causal if it analyses a man's perception éf a physical
object in terms of its causing him to have an experience of a

certain type: but they differ over the description of this type.
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For D. Locke says it is the perception of a sense-datum or

percept; for Price it is the sensing of a sense~-datum, and for

him sensing and perceiving are quite different phenomena. Price

also makes a certain doctrine about human knowledge - that perceptual
consciousness is inferential - an integral part of the Causal Theaxy .
Ayer follows him, but Don Locke does not. They regard this view

of perceptual consciousness, rather, as an unwanted and

unattractive consequence of the Causal Theory of Perception.

SECTION 3. The Causal Theorists: Locke

Let us now consider the main doctrines advanced by those who
are generally known as "causal theorists'", and discover whether
there is anything common to all of them. In the case of those
who have actually called themselves "Causal Theorists" we can
enquire into the meaning they attach to this expression.

The name most closely associated with that of the Causal
Theory is John Locle?!s. He declares : "Qur senses, conversant
about particular sensible objects, do convey into the mind
several distinct perceptions of things, according to the various
ways wherein those objects do affect them; « + & This great
source of most of the ideas we have . . . I call "sensation"."
(Essay Concerning Human Understanding 11, 1, iii). In 11, 19, ii,
he says that sensation is "the actual entrance of any idea into
the understanding by the senses." The causal rdle that physical
objects have is brought out clearly in Locke's discussion of
secondary qualities. Such qualities are '"nothing in the objects
themselves but powers to produce various sensations in us by

their primery qualities." (11, 8, x). In the next paragraph
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Locke says: "The next thing to be considered is, how bodies
produce ideas in us; and that is manifestly by impulse, the
only way we can conceive bodies operate in".

What is Locke doing here? 1Is he telling us what the
perception of physical objects is? Or is his view that we only
perceive things in our own minds? The problem is complicated
by the fact that Locke does not use "perceive" as most modern
philosophers do, as the genus of which seeing, hearing, feeling,
etc., are the species. By the term he means "“the first faculty
of our minds exercised about our ideas," (11, 9, i) What we
want to know is what Locke thinks we see and hear - physical
objects or sense-data. Now he often speaks of us as sgeing and
touching physical objects, but philosophers who hold that.we don't
do this often slip back into saying we do when they are not
concentrating on the issue of whether we do or don't, so this
is not conclusive evidence. If Locke were to say that his term
"sensation" meant the same as "seeing" and "feeling", then we
could class him as one of those who gives a causal analysis of
the perception of physical objects (to use that term in its
modern sense). But he nowhere explicitly states this, or equates
the causal process he describes with what we call "seeing" or
"feeling",

Locke's view of our knowledge of the existence of things
other than God and ourselves is that "it is to be had only by
sensation". (1V, 11, i). He goes on: "No particular man can
know the existence of any other being, but only when it makes
itself perceived by him." However, what we want from Locke is

a description of the circumstances in which our assurance of the
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existence of a physical object is rational. Wwhen in 1V, 11, ii,
Locke says: "It is the actual receiving of ideas from without
that gives us notice of the existence of other things, and

makes us know that something doth exist at that time without us
which causes that idea in us", he is giving a description of

the way our knowledge is brought about, but it is not clear
exactly how he thinks we are Jjustified in holding the belief

that does indeed arise at such a time. A little later, however,
describing his knowing that there is a piece of white paper in
front of him when he sees it, he says: "Of this (that the paper
exists) the greatest assurance I have, and to which my faculties
can attain, is the testimony of my eyes, which are the proper and
sole judges of the thing; whose testimony I have reason to rely
on as so certain I can no more doubt . . . that I see white and
black « . . than that I write or move my hand." Locke is here
treating our senses as reliable wiinesses, whose evidence we can
trust. But this analogy is unhelpful. For though the principle
"It is reasonable to believe that p if a reliable witness tells
one that p" "is eminently acceptable, it can only metaphorically
be applied to the case where I know that this paper is white
because I can see it. My eyes do not really tell me anything.
Moreover, the testimony of a witness can be tested against the so-
called "evidence of our genses", but by what touchstone is this
evidence to be judged? Perhaps Locke, in speaking of the senses
as reliable witnesses, is expressing in a metaphorical way the
view that it is at least sometimes the case that my seeing X
Jjustifies me in believing that X exists. But Locke nowhere

states this view clearly and explicitly, and would seem to be



- 18 -

dissatisfied with such a short answer to the sceptic. For he
goes on to produce four very poor arguments to show that phyeical
objects exist.

It will be noted, however, that Locke nowhere argues that
all our beliefs about the physical world are inferential, or
that a man must have reasons he can give to support a particular
belief of this sort if he is to be said to know that it is true.
He is quite convinced that we do have knowledge of the physical
world, but does not succeed in giving a convincing explanation

of its foundations.

SECTION 4. Bertrand Russell

To give such an explanation is one of Russell's most
enduring intentions, and he spends more time on this question
than on discussing the nature of perception. In "The Problems
of Philosophy" (1912) he tries to show that our knowledge about
physical objects is not as secure as we uncritically take it to
be. Speeking of the table in front of him, he says (HUL Edition
p.11): "It becomes evident that the real table, if there is one,
is not the same as what we immediately experience by sight or
touch or hearing. The real table . . . is not immediately known
to us at all, but must be an inference from what is immediately
known," What is "immediately known in sensation" is called by
Russell a "sense-datum". (p. 12) When in Ch.2 Russell is led
to consider what reason we can have, knowing about sense-data, to
believe that there are physical objects, the reason he finds is
that if we suppose physical objects exist and cause our sense-data,

we can find simpler explanations for the course of our sense-data.
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The same approach is taken in "The Analysis of Matter" (1927).
Here he writes (p. 181): "I have come to regard these things
(physical objects) as inferences. I do not mean that I inferred
them formerly, or that other people do so now. I fully concede
that Idid not infer them. But now, as the result of an argument,
I have become unable to accept the knowledge of them as valid
knowledge, except in so far as it can be inferred from such
knowledge as I still consider epistemologically primitive'.
This knowledge is knowledge about sense-data, and we get our
knowledge of physical objects by inferring the existence of causes
(physical objects) from the existence of effects (sense-data).
The Causal Theory that embodies this view, says Russell, has as
its main ground "the desire to believe in simple causal laws"
(p. 200).

A rather different presentation, but with the same emphasis
on inference, is found in "Human Knowledge" (1948). On p. 181
Russell makes a distinction between beliefs that arise spontaneously
and beliefs for which no further reason can be given. The latter
class, which he calls "data", are "the indispensable minimum of
premises for our knowledge of matters of fact". And on p. 185
he declares "Only sensations and memories are truly data for our
knowledge of the external world."” To infer the existence of
physical objects from that of our percepts, we need some general
principles. Russell sets out to formulate these in the last part
of his book. Knowing these, and knowing certain truths about
our percepts, we can infer the truths of science with validity.
As to our knowledge of these principles, he holds that it'tannot

be based upon experience, though all their verifiable consequences
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are such as experience will confirm". (p. 527)

Russell is quite sure that inferenoe is inextricably bound
up with our knowledge of the external world. It is a common
theme throughout his epistemological writings. In the first
book mentioned, he seems to suggest that we do in fact infer
every proposition we know about physical objects, it being under-
stood that we know a fair number; in all the books the view is
that if we are to know any such propositions we must have inferred
them validly from other propositions; but in the later books
Russell would seem to be calling into doubt our belief that we
and others know many things about the physical world, not
accepting it as in "The Problems of Philosophy".

But what is Russell's view of the perception of physical
objects? Does he believe we ever do perceive them? We will
remember that on pWlof "Tue Problems of Philosophy" he writes that
the real table is not the same as what we "immediately experience
by sight or touch or hearing". ©Now if we take, for example,
"experience by sight" to mean "see", we find that Russell is
eaying we don't see the table - or not immediatdy. Some philosophers
have drawn a distinction between mediate and immediate percepiion
(e.g. Armstrong, Smythies, D. Locke). But Russell doesn't. And
he gives us no help in understanding what he means by "immediately
experience". So this passage does not assist us in our enquiry.

In "The Analysis of Matter". however, Russell writes (p. 197)
"Common sense holds - though not very explicitly - that perception
reveals external objects to us directly: when we 'see the sun" it
is the sun that we see. Science holds that, when we '"see the sun'"

there is a process, starting from the sun « . . finally producing
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the event which we call "seeing the sun"." There is nothing
controversial about this. But there is when Russell continues

by saying that the facts of science entail.that our knowledge

of the sun must be inferential; that our direct knowledge is of
an event which is in some sense "in us". More to the point,
though, does Russell think it follows from the fact (if fact it
be) that we have no "direct knowledge" of the sun that we don't
see it in the situation we describe as "seeing the sun"? I think
he probably does. I think the notion of "direct knowledge" he
uses is the notion of an awareness of things, an awareness of the
sort we have in perception. This is certainly the impression given
by the passage in "“The Problems of Philosophy" that I quoted,
where the term "immediate knowledge" crops up. (on p. 11 of

"The Problems of Philosophy"). I believe that the view being put
forward in this passage of "The Analysis of Matter" is that we
don't perceive physical objects; the belief that we do is false,
and its falsity is revealed by the phﬁsicist.

This view seems to be reproduced in "Human Knowledge", in the
discuegsion of perception of pp. 218-225. Talking there of "percepts",
Russell says that a percept is "what happens when, in common-senée
terms, I see something or hear something." In his view, the
common-sense opinion is that, e.g. on certain occasions which are
"geeing the sun", "the kind of event called "seeing the sun"
consists in a relation between me and this object, and when
this relation occurs I am “perceiving" +the object. " But then,
Russell says, physics intervenes, and "we cannot therébre identify
the physical sun with what we see; nevertheless what we see is
our chief reason for believing in the physical sun." This seems

clear enough: Russell is saying that what normal people take to
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be a transaction between themselves and the sun, and so call
"seeing the sun", is in fact the occurrence of a percept, which
does not involve a transaction with the sun. So we do not perceive
physical objects.

However, Russell goes on, whilst discussing the variety of
ways in which the objects we say we perceive are related to our
percepts, to write such things as: "The other senses do not give
us the same kind of perception of distant objects or of inter-
mediate links in causal chains (as vision)", and "It is clear that
the relation of a percept to the physical object which is supposed
to be perceived is vague, approximate, and somewhat indefinite.
There is no precise sense in which we can be said to perceive
physical objects.”

And there is more in this vein in his "Reply to My Critics"
in “"The Philosophy of Bertrand Russell" (1944). On p. 702 he
defends a theory he calls "The causal theory of perception”.

And on p. 703 he writes: "It is obviously possible to produce,
by artificial means, an occurrence which: will seem to the
percipient to be a case of "seeing the sun", tﬁough in fact it is
not so. Unless a special kind of causal connection with the sun
exists, we are not "seeing the sun", even though our experience
may be indistinguishable from one in which we are "seeing the
sun"."

We may thus conclude that Russell throughout his writings on
perception proclaims his allegience to a theory he calls "“The Causal
Theory". But in expounding this theory he seems to move uncertainly
between two alternatives: one view, that we don't perceive physical

objects, but the things we do perceive, sense-data, are caused by
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physical objects. The other view isthat physical objects are
perceived and that it is a logically necessary condition of a
man's perceiving a physical object that the object causes him
to have an experience of & certain sort. TFurther, whichever
view of perception he takes, Russell thinks that it leads us to
the doctrine, which he gladly accepts, that all our knowledge

about physical objects is in some sense inferential,

SECTION 5 C. D. Broad

Another writer who ie spoken of as a causal theorist, and who

sometimes calls himself by this title, is C. D. Broad. Indeed,

in his early book "Perception, Physics, and Reality" (1914), he
adopts what he calls "The Causal Theory", which he contrasts with
"The Instrumental Theory". On p. 197 he writes: "We have seen
that all the facts are capable of itwo interpretations, viz. the
Instrumental one which holds that our organs and their detailed
structure are instruments by which the mind perceives real things
and their real qualities and characteristics; and the Causal one
which holds that our organs and their internal structure are
conditions of the perception by the mind of objects and distinctions
in them, both of which, for aught we can tell, are mere appearances".
The distinction between the Instrumental and Causal Theories, as
they are here described, is a very fine one; for the instrumental
theorist, in holding that our sense-organs are instruments by means
of which we perceive, must hold that they are conditions of our
perceiving the things we do, and so he has this view in common
with the Causal Theorist. The only difference in their views is

that the Causal Theorist takes an agnostic stand on the nature of
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the objects of perceptiom, whereas the Instrumentalist is a
stalwart Realist,

But later on in the book, Broad represents the Causal
Theory as holding that what is perceived is always an appearance,
which is a phenomenon wholly produced by certain factors including
the perceiverts brain, and exists no longer than it is perceived -
and so cannot be a physical object. He writes on p. 204: "In
the causal theory something X acts on the organ, the organ and
the mind together produce a perception as a whole, i.e. something
from which indeed an object can be analysed out, though there is
no reason to think it can exist out of that whole called a
perception. Such en object is an appearance in our sense of the
word."

Broad realises that there is a problem facing the causal
theorist: how can he justify his belief that the cause of each
appearance resembles it, at least in respect of the primary
qualities? In other words, if the causal theory is correct, how
can we have knowledge of the physical world? The answer (given
on p. 267) is as follows: "The further determination of the real
world does not pretend to be anything more than hypothetical . . .
In comparing the probability of any two alternative theories as
to the further determination of the nature of the real causes
of perception we need not consider anything but their repective
success in explaining what we do perceive. And there is certainly
no alternative theory of the nature of the real before the public
at present that can claim to explain so many of the facts so
well as the theory of science."

There is a similar treatment of the epistemological problem
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in "Scientific Thought". On p. 268 he writes: "The belief
that our sensa are :#Ppearances of something more permanent

and complex than themselves seems to be primitive, and to arise
inevitably in us with the sensing of sensa. It is not reached
by inference, and could not logically be justified by inference.
On the other hand there is no possibility . . . of coordinating
the facts without it."

Returning to Broad's view of perception, we must consider
his "Object Theory" of sensible appearance, which is advanced
for the first time in "Scientific Thought". This is described
best on p. 239, as follows: MWhenever I truly judge that x
appears to me to have the sensible quality q, what happens is
that I am directly aware of a certain object y, which (a) does
really have the quality q, and (b) stands in some peculiarly
intimate relation, yet to be determined, to x." Broad later
concludes that this relation is causal, and when the Object
Theory has this stipulation that the relation is causal added
to it, it becomes the "Critical Scientific Theory" described on
p. 272f.

Now this theory of appearing seems to commit Broad to the
view that for a man to perceive a physical object he must be
caused by that object to have a sense-experience (in Broad's
view this having of a sense-experience would be the sensing of
a sensum). For there is surely a sense of the word "appear" -
and it is the one Broad has been analysing - in which a thing's

appearing somehow to me is nothing more or less than my
perceiving it. O perceives M iff M appears somehow to O.

So, if the notion of an object®s appearing to a man is to be
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analysed causally, so must the notion of a man's perceiving

an object. And again, if Broad's view is that physical objects
do appear to people, then he must agree that we sometimes
perceive physical objects.

Now both in "Scientific Thought" and in "Mind and its Place
in Nature" (1925), Broad takes it for granted that we perceive
physical objects. But as to the causal analysis of perception,
Broad never explicitly advances it. Indeed, what he says about
perception contains no reference to the causal analysis. On
P. 243 of "Scientific Thought" he mentions the "sensum theory
of sensible appeazance" (i.e. the "object" one) and says:
"Closely connected with it is a theory about the perception of
physical objects, and we may sum up the whole view under
discussion as follows: Under certain conditions I have siates
of mind called sensations. These sensations have objects
which are always concrete particular existents, like coloured
hot patches . . .. ©Such objects are called sensa. The existence
of such sensa . « . lead us to judge that a physical object
exists and is present to our senses." Is this really meant to
be a complete description of the perception of a physical
object? It is hard to think so, as it is plainly Broad'!s view
that in hallucination we sense sensa, and this sensing could
be accompanied by a judgment that a physical object existed,
but Broad would not want to say that this complex of events would
be the perception of a physical object. But he says that he is
presenting a theory about the percepiion of physical objects.
And there is no mention of causation in this theory.

In "Mind and its Place in Nature" Broad analyses "“perceptual
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situations" which are described by sentences like "I am seeing
a chair" and "I am hearing a bell". (p. 140f). On p. 151
Broad suggests that in every perceptual situation more is
involved than the perceiver and a spatio-temporally extended
particular - there is also the conviction that the particular
is part of a physical object. If this were meant to be a
complete description of the perception of a physical object, it
would fall under the same criticism as the view in "Scientific
Thought". (The examples Broad gives scotch the suspicion that
Broad might be using "perception " in the sense which Price
denotes by the expression "perceptual consciousness") But I
cannot help thinking it is meant to be such a description.

And again we may note that there is no mention of causation.

Yet on p. 182 of "Mind and its Place in Nature" Broad reiterates
the "Sensum" or "Object" theory of sensible appearance, which he
goes on to accept, preferring it to two alternative theories.
And on p. 183 he describes how the "Sensum" theory leads us to
the "Critical Scientific Theory", if, that is, we wish to keep
as near to the common~-sense notion of physical objects as
possible. And the "Critical Scientific Theory", as we have seen,
is an analysis of appearing in causal terms, which therefore
implies that perception must be analysed in causal terms, too.

I conclude that in the two later works Broad presents an
analysis of what it is to perceive a physical object on the one
hand and of what it is for a physical object to appear somehow
to us on the other. The account given of each of these
phenomena is remarkably constant from one work to the other, but

the analysis of perception seems to be inconsistent with that of
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appearing: for I have suggested that there are reasons for
supposing a causal analysis of appearing demands to be comple=
mented by a causal analgsis of perceiving (p. 25 of this

thesis); but Broad gives a causal analysis of appearing,

vhilst his account of perception makes no reference to causation.
Both these analyses are incompatible with the view of perception
expressed in "Perception, Physics, and Redity", where the object
of perception is stated to be an appearance, which is produced
in part by the action of a physical object on a man's sensory

equipment.

SECTION 6. Contemporary writers.

If we wish to discuss what contemporary philosophers who
call themselves causal theorists, or are so called by others,
hold to be true about perception, we will do best if we begin -
with H. P. Grice, who has dealt with the subject carefully and
in some detail in AS Supp. Vol. 1961, In his article "“The
Causal Theory of Perception" he asks 'What is to count as holding
a causal theory of perception?" (This language suggests he is
alive to the fact that there are many varieties of the causal
theory.) In answer he writes (p. 121): "It may be held that
the elucidation of the notion of perceiving a material object
will include some reference t the role of the material object
perceived in the'causal ancestry of the perception (or of the
sense-impression or senge-datum involved in the perception).
This is central to what I regard as a standard version of the
Causal Theory of Perception."” Grice then tries to carry to

completion the particular version of the Causal Theory that he
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isolates. He attempts, by the addition of further conditions,
to give an account of the perception of a physical object,
starting fiom the condition that this camnot occur unless the
object plays a part in causing the perceiver to have a sense-
experience., The details of this account will be studied in a
later chapter: what we should notice now is that though he
proclaims himself a supporter of the Causal Theory Grice rejects
the view that all our perceptual beliefs are inferences (p. 146f).
Thus he does not agree with the account of the Causal Theory
given by Price and Ayer, where this view is said to be integral
to it.

A similar view to Grice's about the justification of our
perceptual beliefs is taken by another philosopher who is
naturally spoken of as a causal theorist. This is R. M. Chisholm,
who in his book "Theory of Knowledge" (1966) suggests that the
very fact that a man is in the state of thinking he perceives
such-and~such a thing gives that man some reason to believe that
he is perceiving a thing of that sort; and that in certain
circumstances this reasoned belief can become rational convictim.
Now in his book "Berceiving" (1957) Chisholm attempts to define
"the simplest of the nonpropositional senses of "perceive"? and
his definition of "S perceives x" involves the notion of causation,
gince for x to.be perceived x has to be a "proper stimulus" of S,
causing S to have an experience., What the "proper stimuli." of
each sense are is specified by Chisholm in the language of
physics and physio%ogy,yinr instance, by "a proper visual
stimulus of S" Chisholm meamns an object such that light trans-

mitted from it stimulates a visual receptor of S, provided that
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this light is not reflected after being transmitted from the
object,

A further doctrine in "Perceiving" that should be noted is
Chisholm's view that the inference from "x appears f to S"
to "There is something which is " is always fallacious - an
example of what he calls the "S:nse-datum Fallacy".

Scientists have always been fond of advancing "Causal
Theories". A recent presentation is the Representative Theory
in Smythies! "Analysis of Perception" (1956). Smythies says
his task is “to give an account of the relation between our
gsensory experience and the physical and physiological processes
of perception." (p. 1) He thinks the perception of objects
must involve the sensing of sense-data, on grounds relating to
hallucinations and the like. The mental and the physical ane,
he concludes, radically different in nature, so perception
consists in a physical process starting from the perceived object
and terminating in the perceiverts brain, plus a mental event
in the perceiver (his sensing of a sense-datum), which is brought
about by the brain state.

When he turns to face objections, he falls back on a
distinction between direct and indirect observation. His theory
does not result in the view that physical objects are unobservable,
For though only sense-data are directly observed, physical
objects are observed indirectly. And he gives an argument to
show that we can have knowledge about what can only be observed
indirectly.

A more philosophically sophisticated view of this type is

to be found in Hirst's "The Problems of Perception" (1959). On
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p. 307 he says in summarizing his theory: "Perceiving is a
relation between person and public object in which a mode of
active experience, perceptual consciousness, is caused in him
by the stimulation of his sense ¢T'gans by the object or by
emanations from it". We need not go into the method he employs
to avoid the problems attached to the traditional duwalism of

mind and body.

SECTION 7. Conclusions and programme for the rest of the thesis.

I set out in this chapter to discover whether the
philosophers who are known as causal theorists have advanced
broadly . the same doctrines, and whether the picture its critics
have of the causal theory remains constant from one to the other.
Now it will have become clear that there is little in common
between all the theories that have been advanced as causal
theories or criticised as causal theories. They are all theories
about perception, in which a prominent part is given to the
concept of causation, but this seems to be about all they have
in common.,

What we can do, however, is distinguish various types of
causal theories. I think we can separate out four main types,
two of which can be divided usefully into sub-types. The fist
type of causal theory (A) is that of which the theories of
Grice, Chisholm, and Smythies are examples. The distinctive
feature of these theories is that in them a causal analysis is
given of the perception of physical objects, but no account of -
the genesis or justification of our knowledge of these objects

is integral to them. Broadts "Critical Scientific Theory"™ of
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sensible appearance is another theory of this type.

The second type of causal theory (B) is that of which
Broadt's theory in "Perception, Physics, and Reality" is an
example. This is the theory that sense-data or semnsa or percepts
are the only objects of perception, and that physical objects
are known to us only as the causes of these: we are never
perceptually acquainted with them. We noted that John Locke may
have held this view, though we could not be sure.

The third type is the one of which the theory Price
criticises in "Perception" is an example: it results from the
addition to A of a further thesis, that our perceptual judgments
are all inferential, and that all our knowledge of the physical
world is therefore in some sense inferential. Let us call this
thesis I, and the third type of theory AI.

The fourth type results from the conjunction of I with B.
Iet us call it BI. We can now say that Russell in the works I
have discussed wavers between AI and BI. He most closely
associates himself with AI in his "Reply". We should note that
it is possible to hold B without T. Indeed, Braod, who favours
B, is not attracted tewards I. He prefers to think of the
assumption of a physical world as a transcendeniil hypothesis
which alone can enable us to make sense of our perceptual experiences.

These, then, are the four types of theory that have been
advanced, and criticised, under the title of causal theories. In
order to make the programme for the rest of my thesis clearer, I
would also like to subdivide A and AI, according to whether the
causal analysis of perception given involves reference to sense-

data or the like., Chisholmts theory is of type A, but avoids all
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reference to sense-data. Let us say it belongs to type A; .
Smythies!'! theory is of type A, but makes use of the notion of a
sense-datum. Let us say it belongs to type Ao . Similarly,
theories of type AI may be divided into theories of type AjI
and ApI. Russell's theories of type AI clearly fall into type
ApI.

Having made these distinctions, I can briefly describe
the programme of my thesis: it is, first, to see if the correct
theory of perception falls into any of the above-mentioned types;
and, second, if it appears that the correct theory of perception
does fall into one of these types, to attempt to specify it
more exactly, giving conditions separately necessary and jointly
gsufficient for perception. In this attempt, should it be made,
I will strive to present my causal theory in the most attractive
light possible, though not at the expense of a proper critical
examination of the theory. But I shall take it as my task to
be an advocate Hr the theory, rather than against it, if I am
once satisfied that a theory of its type must be correct.

I shall proceed first to the examination of the thesis I.
If I proves unacceptable, then no theory of types AI or BI can
be acceptable (Ch. 2). I shall then discuss whether sense-data
or the like can, and do, have any part to play in perception.
If it appears they cannot, and do not, no theory of type Ay or
type B can be acceptable (Ch. 3). Then I will congider whether

it is reasonable to suppose that it is in a theory of type A

that the correct account of perception is to be found (Ch. 4).
It is as well that I should now say that it is my view that a

theory of type Ay is correct. The remainder of my thesis will
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be devoted to an attempt to give an adequate specification

of this causal theory (Chs. 5 - 8).



- 35 =

CHAPTER TWO: THE THESIS THAT OUR KNOWLEDGE OF THE PHYSICAL

WORLD IS INFERENTIAL,

SECTION 1. Introduction

I want now to begin my examination of The Causal Theory
by considering a theory which inter alia contains the assertion
that our knowledge of the physical world is in some sense
inferential. 1Is such a theory bound to fail? The first point
that will come immediately to our minds is that most of the
writers we discussed as being causal theorists did not hold
such a theory. It is not heidd by Locke; it is explicitly
rejected by Broad, who writes: "The belief that our sensa are
appearances of something more permanent and complex than them-
selves seems to be primitive, and to arise in us with the sensing
of the sensa. It is not reached by inference, and could not
logically be justified by inference." ("Scientific Thought",
p 268). Neither Grice nor Chisholm accept it, Chisholm
advancing a completely different view of the way we are justified
in believing such propositions. (Theory of Knowledge, Ch. 3).
Price, indeed, makes the point that "perceptual consciousness
is fundamentally an inference from effect to cause" an integral
part of what he calls "The Causal Theory" ("Perception", p 66),
but only in the philosophy of Russell do we find this doctrine
advanced as part of a causal theory.

However, such is the importance of Russellt's work, I will
discuss the thesis that all our knowledge of contingent truths
about physical objects is inferential, to see whether a causal

theory of which it is an essential part must fail because the
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thesis leads to scepticism of the senses or some other insuperable
difficulty. For I take it to be the case (as Russell himself
does) that we do have some knowledge of contingent truths about
physical objects. If some theory implies that we do not, then
that theory is unacceptable. We may also note that a thesis
similar to Russell's has been held by another distinguished
philosopher, C. I. Lewis. He is not a causal theorist, or,
rather, I find no evidence for his being one in his works, but
he does hold the doctrine which I am now discussing. So it will
be worthwhile to consider what Lewis says on the subject.

First, however, we must make it clear just what the docirine is
which Bussell and Lewis hold, which I have described as "The view
that all our knowledge of contingent propositions about physical

objects is inferential." Do they mean to say that as a matter of

fact all such knowledge is arrived at by inference, though it
might ke that it could be acquired in some other way? No. They
believe, rather, that if I had not inferred that p ( "p" being
a contingent proposition about physical objects) it would be
improper for me to be said to know that p. Unless I have inferred
that p, and inferred it validly from other propositions that it is
reasonable for me to hold, then it is not reasonable for me to
hold that p, and if it is not reasonable for me to hold that p
then I cannot know that p: such is their view. What we have to
discuss, then, is the doctrine that if “p" is a contingent
proposition about physical objects then a man cannot reasonably
believe that p unless he has validly inferred that p, from other
propositions that he reasonable believes.

Or, rather, something like this. For this is not an adequate

expression of the Russell-Lewis position. We can see straight away
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that the doclrine I have described is likely to lead to scepticism.
For it may be said that amongst the premisses of any argument of
which the valid conclusion is a physical object proposition there
must be at least one physical object propesition. Thus, if in
the argument of which p is the conclusion, g is this premiss,
and I infer p from q and the other premisses, I only believe
that p reasonably if I believe that q reasonably. But I can only
believe that g reasonably if I have correctly inferred it from
another physical object proposition which I believe reasonably.
But I can only have performed a finite number of inferences in
my life, and the earliest physical object proposition in the
regress, in terms of which all the others are to be justified
(if they are to be justified at all), will not be justified
itself - for I did not believe it reasonably because I inferred
it from no other proposition. But then the whole edifice of my
justified beliefs collapses. This criticism would not apply
to the sort of inferential justification of physical object
beliefs given by Descartes, however. One might argue that God
must exist, and that he could not suffer us to have a completely
delusive sense-experience. Thus one might infer on a particular
occasion that such-and-such was probably the case with regard to
the physical world, using as a premiss the proposition "God would
not in general deceive me about the nature of the world I live in."
However, this Cartesian approach has problems of its own, as is
clear.

But in fact the Russell-lewis view is as follows: There is
a set S which is composed of a number of propositions. From

members of S and other propositions which we reasonably believe
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all physical object propositions nmst in S must be validly
inferred if they are to be reasonably believed. (The members of
S are reasonably believed for other reasons than that they can be
inferred from other propositions.) However, it may be said that
this view is no differemt from the one we all accept uncritically.
For we all agree that many of the propositions about physical
objects that we know we know because we inferred them validly
from other propositions we knew. So to make the originality of
the Russell-Lewis view patent, we must add: "For Russell and
Lewis the members of S are a limited number of hypotheticals
which license inferences from propositions about mental phenomena
to propositions about physical phenomena; and no proposition
about physical phenomena that is not a member of §, (and is not
reasonably believed because validly inferred from other reason-
ably believed propositions about physical phenomena which are

not members of S), is reasonably believed unless it is validly
inferred from a propositon (or propositions) about mental
phenomena that we are justified in believing, in conjunction with
a member (or members) of S," The distinctive feature of the
Russell-Lewis view is thus that our beliefs about the physical
world are only held to be justified if the& have been validly
inferred from some propositions we are justified in holding about
our mental phenomena and some hypothetical propositions WHich
allow inference from the mental to the phyéical. (Tohough, of
course, Russell and lewis would agree that a mah is also justified
in believing propositions about physical phenomena that he has
validly inferred from propositons about physical phenomena that
he is justified in holding in the above-mentioned way).l

lThis account of Russell's position is misleading: ~ See Appendix p 236
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This is a general account of the Russell-Lewis view. The exact
specification of the propositions which they believe license
inference to propositions about physical phenomena will be given
later. Two very damaging criticisms of the Russell-Lewis view
could be developed in the following way: first, if it could

be shown that, though indeed we do arrive at some of our beliefs
about the physical world by inference, the vast majority of our
beliefs about physical objects, including those which are the
basis of the inferential beliefs I have just mentioned, are not
in fact inferred from propositons about our minds along with some
hypothetical propositions. For then we would be led to suppose
that we are not justified in holding these beliefs, that is, we
would be led to a position where we had to admit we knew little
or nothing about the physical world, should the Russell-Lewis
view be correct. For according to this view, we can only be
justified in these beliefs if we have carried out such inferences.,
Second, when we come to consider the proposed constituents of

the set S (the propositions licensing inferences from the mental
to the physical) we may discover that these are in some way
defective: they may not in fact license the inferences as they
are meant to; or they may not be propositions which are in them-
selves reasonable to believe. For if the Russell-Lewis view is
to survi#e, these basic hypotheticals must be able to stand
without need of justification, since we are supposed to be
justified in holding propositions about physical phenomena just
because they follow from these hypotheticals. We must consider,
then, whether a man would be justified in holding these hypotheticals

even though he could provide no justification for holding them.
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The two questions we must ask, then, are: "Do we infer the
majority of our beliefs about the physical world?" and "Can we
justify these beliefs by reference to propositions about mental
phenomena and some self-evident hypothetical propositions
licensing inferences from the mental to the physical?" If the
answer to both questions is "No", then the Russell-lewis view
is completely overthrown., If the answer to the first is "No",
but to the second "Yes", Russell and Lewis can say that although
we are not in fact justified in holding the beliefs we do about
the physical world, we could acquire such justification if we
wished. Both these questions are discussed, and answered, by
Price in Ch. 4 of "Perception", and it is clearly worthwhile to

study his answers before attempting to give any of our own.

SECTION 2., Price on the doctrine that perceptual consciousness is

an inference.

Price discusses the doctrine that (as he puts it) perceptual
consciousness is fundamentally an inference from effect to cause
in Ch. 4 of "Perception", as I have said. His criticisms of
the doctrine will be helpful to us in our attempts to criticise
it. The main weight of Pricets attack should be directed on the
view that the judgments we make about physical objects whilst
perceiving them are inferences ~ for this is the doctrine he sets
out to criticise. And indeed he does argue against it. But most
of his time is spent first in describing as best he can a method
of justifying our beliefs about physical objects and their
properties by referring to our sense-experience and certain causal

principles; and second in exposing this method as unsuccessful.
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That is, he spends most of his time arguing whether or not we
;an Justify our beliefs about physical objects by means of
inferences from what we know about our mental phenomena along
with some general principles tha£ are gself-evident. The intro-
duction of these arguments seems irrelevant to Price®s purpose -
that p cannot validly be inferred from q does not prove that a
man cannot infer p from q, for he may argue incorrectly - and
Price's purpose is to show that a certain set of judgments -
perceptual ones - are not inferences. Perhaps what Price is
doing is trying to show not only that perceptual consciousness
is not an inference, but also that even if it was, it could not
provide us with assurance about physical objects, their existence
and nature. However, we have the benefit of seeing a theory
about the inferential justification of physical object propositims
advanced and destroyed.

Price begins by ececting a theory in which perceptual
consciousness is presented as inferential. The difficulty he
encounters is to make it plausible. As he says (p. 67): "It is
obvious that we are not ordinarily conscious of making any
inference at all when we see a table or a chair or a tree; and
this might seem to be already a fatal objection to the theory.
But several answers are offered. The theory may say, like
Helmholtz and others, "You do infer but you are not conscious of
inferring, because you do it so quickly and without any effort."
This will not do. If we are not conscious of inferring, what
evidence is there that we do it at all?* Faced with this
supposed difficulty, Price thinks the best way such a theory

can be stated is if it is held that I have in the past inferred
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material objects from sense-data by causal arguments, and this
has enabled me to establish the inductive generalisation that
whenever such and such a kind of sense-datum exists, such and
such a kind of material object exists, too. What happens next,
he says, is as follows: "Once having established it, I proceed
henceforth to apply it in a mechanical way to all my sense-data
as they come along, without thinking any more about the grounds
upon which it islased, and without troubling to verify it in
each new case by going through the whole causal argument again".
(p. 68). Pricets argument here is a little strange: he rejects
the view that we go through an argument about the causes of our
sense-data when we have them, concluding in a judgment that
there is a material object of some kind that is responsible for
each, and rejects it on the grounds that we are unconscious of
any such argument; but then he allows the suggestion that, though
not going through such an argument, we do go through some form
of reasoning in every case of the type, that is, we argue "This
is a sense-datum of sort S, and these are always connected with
material objects of type M, so there is a material object of
type M." But if it is true that we are not conscious of any
reasoning process when making perceptual judgments, and we cannot
fail to be conscious of any such reasoning if it occurs (both of
which propositions Price holds), then it would seem that he
cannot accept the alternative formulation he proposes for the
inferential theory, any more than the original one. Perhaps
what Price thinks is that we could not carry out a complex piece
of resoning (such as the first version of the theory proposes)

without being conscious of it, but we could do this if it were
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the simple inference of the alternative theory. And, indeed, it
does seem to be the case, as I shall argue later, that there are
unconscious inferences. But Price does not himself say that them
can be.

Price, having described a theory of perceptual consciousness
which holds that it is inferential, goes on to give the most
plausible account he can of how we could validly infer the
existence of a physical object from the existence of a sense=-
datum. It is not obvious how this inguiry is relevant to the
question "Is perceptual consciousness an inference from effect
to cause?"' Perhaps, though, Price is thinking on the following
lines: "Perceptual consciousness usually is correct, i.e. the
propositions we come to believe through it are usually true. But
then it can only be inferential if it is possible to argue validly
to propositions about physical objects from others about sense-
data. For if this were not possible, why should perceptual
consciousness, if inferential, so often be correct?"

To turn now to‘PTice's account, he begins by stating that,
if the inferential justification view is to be correct, we would
need to be sure that every event has a cause. But then are we
forced to invoke . the existence of physical objects to be the
causes of sense-data? Could not they be caused by one another?
Price replies that if we were omnisentient beings, then it would
be plausible to suggest that sense-data might be caused by other
sense-data. But things are different in fact - "Every drowsy
nod, every turn of the head, every blink", he says, "would destroy
the order of Nature, if Nature consisted simply of our sense-data.

Even the simplest laws, e.g. that unsupported bodies fall,
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cannot be stated in terms of our sense-data alone . . . .

When the motor-car is moving, I do not and cannot see the
explosion in the cylinder. Here are effects without causes, if
we insist upon stating causal laws in terms of sense-data
alone. And again we have causes without effects. I drop a
pencil from my window on a dark night. This should cause

its fall, But I never see its fall." (p. 72). Thus, if every
event has a cause, and if our sense-data are events, something
must exist besides our sense-data: +to redress the balance of
the "o0ld" world of our chaotic and disorderly sense-experiences
we have to supplement it with a "new" world of physical objects.
This argument for unsensed causes is, in Price's opinion, the
only plausible basis for inferences from the existence of our
sense~data to the existence of physical objects. Provided we
are reasonably assured of the principle that every event has a
cause, we can (he thinks) be reasonably assured that there are
things other than our sense-data, that cause them. (whether we
are so assured concerning the principle of universal causation,
he discusses later.)

But, Price observes, the argument for unsensed causes tells
us nothing as to the causes of our sense-data, except that they
are not sense-data themselves. However, there are several
methods, based on the argument for unsensed causes, which purport
to show that these causes are material things, extended in space
and enduring through time, and having such causal properties as
natural science attriblutes to them. These methods (as presented
by Price) are complex and hard to understand, and Price’s

arguments against them are equally difficult. The clearest
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method is the Method of Correspondence, derived from Descartes’
principle that there must be at least as much "reality" in the
cause as in the effect, i.e., at kast as many positive attributes.
One who holds this priciple argues that wherever we find differerces
in the sense-data, there must be differences in their causes.
Thus there must be differences in the non-sensible corresponding
to spatial and temporal differences among sense-data. There
must be a plurality of factors in the non-sensible, and they
must be related to each other in an order having at least four
dimensions., Further, as one part of our sense-field can change
when other parts do not, as whenever (as we say) we see something
move, the diverse factors of the non-sensible must have a certain
independence of each other. Having argued that the non-semsible
must have such characteristics, the theorist suggests that he
has shown that it is a world of bodies in space and time, and
that this world is at least as complex as common sense-—- supposes,
But Price replies (p. 92) that all the theorist can have
shown by his use of the method of correspondence is that im the
Non-sensible there must be an ordered plurality of some sort. It
does not have to be an ordered plurality of individuals, for
there might be a number of characteristics of the same thing,
vhich displayed sufficient independence to account for the
observed facts. Again, Price argues, though our sense~-data have
spatial relations to each other, their causes need not: as it
does not follow from the fact that my decision to draw a circle
is the cause of its production that my decision is itself
circular. Thus, Price concludes, it seems doubiful whether a man

who is reasonably assured about the law of universal causation
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and of the validity of such methods as the method of correspondence
can validly infer the existence of physical objects bywsing these
principles in conjunction with his knowledge of his mental state.
But can one even be reagonably assured about the principle of
universal causation? On p. 102 Price calls this principle into
question. For Price thinks that the most we are Jjustified in

believing is that every event in the material world has a cause.

"But is this proposition relevant to sense-data?' Price asks.
Only if we are willing to assert that sense-data are events

in the material world, he replies. But then we must assume the
existence of the material world before wé can use the principle
of universal causation with regard to our sense-data. So we
cannot use this principle to prove that there must be some other
things than our sense-data, that is, material objects, which
are the cmuses of our sense-data.

Price, then does: not think we have rational assurance
about premisses strong enough to enable us validly to infer the
existence of physical objects, given that we Have knowledge
about our sense-data. Indeed, he thinks that no inference of
this type can be made without begging the question. But what of
the view that perceptual consciousness is inferential (whether
the inference is valid or not, whether or not it usually results
in true beliefs)? Well, Price simply asserts (on p. 99) that, as
a matter of fact, we do not reach the belief we have in physical

objects by inference from our beliefs about our sense-data. I
suppose his reason for saying this is that we are not conscious
of any passage of our minds from beliefs about sense-data to

conclusions about physical ebjects at the time we are perceiving
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the objects, for he thinks that if there was any such inference
we would have to be conscious of it. But this does not seem to
me to be at all plain, as I will argue below. I think a
better argument to show that no inference of the supposed type
takes place is presented by Price on p. 10l.: the fragmentariness
and interrupted existence of our sense-data, one of the starting
points of the causal argument, is not historically original at
all, Price declares. For we start out believing in physical
objects, not in sengse~data, since we have to be persuaded by
argument that these are not identical with our sense-data. So
it cannot be that, starting with a belief in our sense-data, we
argue from them to physical objects.

The reason I think this latter argument is better I will
now make plain, and in doing so I will generalize Price's
argument into a criticism of any theory that holds that our
perceptual judgments about the existence and nature of physical
objects are inferences from what we know about our mental content
at the time, along with some other principles. (Thus the argu-
ment will apply whether or not the mental content is supposed
to be the sensing of sense-data or something else.) Earlier on
I disagreed with Pricet's view that if perceptual consciousness
were an inference, we could not fail to be conscious of it. For
it is plain that, in many cases where it is proper to say we
have reached some conchsion by inference, we are not conscious o
having drawn these conclusions from some premisses. This is most
obvious in everyday cases, for instance, when one concludes that
the occupants  of a house have gone away on holiday when one

sees the milk-bottles piling up on their front step, or when one
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realizes that a certain person known for his boisterousness has
come home when one hears the front door slammed and the tread of
heavy feet. Why is it proper in cases like these to'say that
one Iferred that the people were on holiday, or that the
boisterous person has come home? There may be no conscious
passage of the mind from premisses to conclusions. What makes
this sort of case one of inference is surely that I hold a
certain proposition because I hold some other propositions and
because I believe it follows from them. In this case I can be
said to have inferred the proposition, even though my belief

in the other propositions, and that they imply the inferred
proposition, is not conscious., The test of whether an inferemce
has taken place is my being ready and able to give reasons for
the belief I have acquired (though they may not be good reasons),
and my acknowledgement that if these reasons do not in fact
support the supposedly inferred proposition, I no longer have
the justification I had for holding it. In the case of the
milk bottles, if asked why we thoughit the occupants of the house
vere away, we would say: "There were milk bottles piling up on
the steps". If then someone were to say "So what? we might
continue and make the other premiss of our inference clear:
"People don't let their milk-bottles pile up when they are at
home", The further test would be one which made it plain whether
or not it was for these reasons that we held the belief that
they were away, and this test could be carried out by replying
to the supposed inferrer "What if I told you that the people
there are so forgetful that they often let milk bottles pile up

even when they're at home?" If the acceptance of this information
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caused the supposed inferrer to question his belief that the
people were away, then this would be a strong reason to say he
had inferred it.

So the fact that we are not conscious of inference does
not mean we have not carried out an inference. What counts is
whether we can give reasons for a belief we have acquired,
along with the fact that we hold that belief for those reasons
(or, at least, that those are among our reasons for holding
that belief.) But to turn to the case in point, whether the
beliefs we acquire about the existence and nature of physical
objects during our perception of them are in general inferential,
it is plain that they are not. If I am asked "What makes you
think that there is a piece of mper with writing on it, and a
hand (your hand) with a blue and silver pen in it before your
eyes at the moment?" I find it hard to give an answer., I
might try to scrape up an answer, if I thought it was incumbent
on me to produce one, for instance, "It looks as though there's
a piece of paper, etc, and things are usually the way they look",
but apart from the fact that this is a philosophically doubtful
reason, it seems quite plain to me that it is not for this
reason that I came to believe what I did about the things I was
seeing. Indeed, it is clear that in the majority of cases of
this type, a belief arises in us which is not the product of a
train of reasoning, conscious or unconscious. For we find it
difficult to give any reasons for our belief, and, even if we
give them, we feel doubtful whether we acquired the belief for
these reasons., It is for this reason that I think Price's

argument that we have to be led to a belief in sense-data from
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our belief in physical objects has force. For if a man does not
believe there are sense-data (having never even heard of them)
how could he possibly infer that a physical object of a certain
type'existed because he was sensing a certain sort of sense-
datum? He could not. However, the sense-datum theorist might
reply that indeed the man's judgment could not be of the form
"]l am having a ¢ sense-datum", but it could be of the form "It
looks as though there is a ¢ physical object", and that it was
he (the sense-datum theorist) who introduced the terminology of
sense-data as a philosophically more perspicuous language for
describing the phenomena which ordinary people describé in
the terminology of seeming. So that the ordinary man is making
judgments about sense-data, although he would not put it in
those terms. But then it might be replied to the sense-datum
theorist that as the language of seeming is, and must be,
learnt subsequently to expressions in which physical objects
are simply said to exist and have properties, there must be many
statements made, and beliefs acquired, about physical objects
which cannot have been inferred from prior beliefs about what
seemed to be the case. But even if the language of seeming is
not parasitic upon the everyday language about physical objects
and their properties, it still does not seem to me that we are
prepared to justify our physical object. statements by reference
to statements about what seems to be the case - or, rather, not
in general,

So I conclude that the majority of our beliefs about
physical objects, . j.e. the vast majority of those we acquire

whilst perceiving the objects in question, are not reached by



- 51 -

by inference. If, then, as Russell and Lewis suggest, we are
only justified in holding such beliefs if we have inferred them
from other propositions we know, we are not justified in holding
them, and hence we will turn out to have no knowledge at all of
contingent propositions about the physical world.1

Still, it is open to Russell and Lewis to say that we could
turn our belief into knowledge if we carried out certain
inferential procedures that we have open to us. Our beliefs about
physical objects can, they could say, be rendered reasonable if
we validly infer them from our knowledge about our mental states
along with certain other propositions.

But didn't Price show that this is impossible? Didnt't he
prove that the law of universal causation, and the principle
enshrined in the method of correspondence were not sufficient,
along with propositions we know about our minds, to entail
contingent propositions about physical objects? Yes, he did.

But it may be objected that though Price believed the argument
he described was the only one the causal theorist could use with
any plausibility at all, he did not show that all the other
possible suggestions that causal theorists might make about the
justification of physical object propositions would be implausible.
Russell and Lewis may then be able to describe for us a set of
principles which are such that along with propositions we can
know about our mental state they entail propositions about
physical objects. If so, then they can at least claim that men
can acquire knowledge about the world around them: provided,

that is, a man is justified in holding the principles in questim

even though he can give no reasons for his holding them. For

lThis is not entirely fair to Russell - See Appendix p 236,
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even if these principles along with propositions about our
mental state do entail physical object propositions, they will
not be able to justify our believing in such physical object
propositions as we do validly infer from them, if our only
reason for holding that the principles are true is that they
are supported by physical object propositions we already know

to be true. The principles, then, must be self-supporting.

SECTION 3. Russell and lLewis on the inference to physical

object propositions.

fn "An Inquiry into Meaning and Truth" (1940) Russell makes it
clear that he believes everyday judgments like “That is a dog",
made when one is seeing a dog, are inferences. He introduces
the notion of an "epistemological premiss" which is "(a) a
logical premiss, (b) a psychological premiss, and (c) true

as far as we can ascertain" (Penguin edition, p. 124). Amongst
these epistemological premisses, which are the foundations of
our empirical knowledge, are "basic propositions", which are
beliefs caused in us by sensible occunences, and of such a

form that no other basic proposition can contradict them (p.131).
He elsewhere (p. 142) defines them as “those propositions about
particular occurrences which, after a critical scrutiny, we
still believe independently of any extraneous evidence in their
favour". Statements like "Therets a dog" dontt survive critical
scrutiny. Because it can look to us as if there's a dog when
there isntt one (we could be seeing a film and not realizing

this) we will, according to Russell, on such occasions "avoid
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such rash credulity as is involved in saying "there's a dog".

We will say "there is a canoid patch of colour." (p. 143).
Beliefs like "There's a dog"must be acquired by inference.

The basic beliefs concern our experiences, and it is from these
that we must infer propositions about physical objects, if we
want to know that they are true. Such is Russell®s view in this
and his other works.

We have to go to "Human Knowledge" to discover the
principles that, according to Russell, can, along with suitable
basic propositions, entail physical object propositions. On
P. 4%6 he writes: "Scientific inferences, if they are in
general valid, muét be so in virtue of some law or laws of
nature, stating a synthetic prgperty of the actual world, or
several such properties. The truth of propositions asserting
such properties cannot be made even probable by any argument
from experience, since such arguments, when they go beyond
hitherto recorded experience, depend for their validity on
the very principles in question." The sixth part of the book,
entitled "Postulates of Scientific Inference", ié an enquiry
into "what those principles are, and in what sense, if any, we
can be said to know them."

The result of the enquiry is the formulation of five
postulates. These postulates are supposed to be inherent in
many of the everyday arguments we use, but to be comsciously
employed by scientists. The first is the postulate of quasi-
permanence, which states: "Given any event A, it happens very
frequently that, at any neighbouring time, there is at some

neighbouring place an event very similar to A", The use of
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this postulate is said (p. 506) chiefly to be to replace the
common sense notions of "thing" and "person", a "thing" being
said by Russell tbtbe a series of events such as are mentioned in
the postulate. The second postulate is as follows: "It is
frequently possible to form a series of events such that, from
one or two members of the series, something can be inferred as
to all the other members." This postulate, along with the first,
is supposed by Russell to permit us to infer the existence of
series of mutually interrelated events, which are his analogues
to what normal people call "things". It also allows us to make
the inference we do when we attribute "the multiplicity of our
visual sensations in looking at the night sky to a multituéeof
stars as their causes." (p. 508). The third postulate, of
spatio~temporal continuity, which is concerned to deny "action
at a distance", states that when there is a causal connection
between two events that are not contiguous, there must be inter-
mediate links in the causal chain such that each is contiguous
to the next, or (alternatively) such that there is a process
which is continuous in the mathematical sense.

The fourth postulate is the Structural Postulate, which is
as follows: "When a number of structurally similar complex
events are ranged about a centre in regions not widely separated,
it is usually the case that they all belong to causal lines
having their origin in an event of the same structﬁre at the
centre." This postulate, Russell says, is concerned with
certain circumstances in which inference to a probable causal
connection is warranted, e.g. when a number of people hear the

same sound, the source of the sound is the centre, the
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respective hearings of it are structurally similar complex
events, and using the postulate we can know that the hearings
have a common cause, the event which results in the sound being
produced. (p. 511). The fifth postulate, of Analogy, states:
"Given two classes of events A and B, and given that, whenever
both A and B can be observed, there is reason to believe A
causes B, then, if in a given case A is observed, but there is
no way of observing whether B occurs or not, it is probable
that B occurs: and similarly if B is observed, but the presence
or absence of A cannot be observed." This postulate is on the
lines of the traditional inductive principle. (pp. 511-12).

Now with postulates such as these, plus propositions about
our experiences, is it possibile for'us validly to infer other
propositions about physical phenomena? If the postulates are to
do their job, they should allow us to draw conclusions about the
nature of the physical world. But how can they do this?

They contain no reference to physical phenomena, either the
things in which common-sense believes or the entities which
scientists describe. So the postulates, along with propositions
which describe some mental state, cammot imply any propositions
about physical phenomena., Indeed, there is some difficultiy in
understanding what Russell thinks he is doing. In the first and
last chapters of Part VI of "Human Knowledge" he makes it sound
as though the postulates are the basis of all human knowledge,
not just scientific knowledge. But the very name of the postulates,
"Pogstulates of Scientific Inference", suggests a narrower inter-
pretation of Russell's purpose. The inferences that would be

licensed by his principles are more like scientific statements
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than statements about the world of common-sense. But the position
is complicated by the fact that Russell wishes to work with an
ontology of events alone, and make no reference to things. (Or,

at least, this seems to be his view on p. 506. On p. 507 a
different view is expressed: "A "thing" is a series of such
events. It is because such series of events are common that
"thing" is a practically convenient concept." Of what he says on
p. 507 I think one can justifiably ask "Is a thing really a series
of such events?® This seems an utterly implausible suggestion.)
This being so, it is hard to see how he can relate what he

does in this part of "Human Knowledge" to what is known either

by scientists or ordinary men. For they do not, either group

of them, confine themselves to an ontology of events. However,

it is plain that Russell does not describe premisses which along
with propositions about people!s experiences entail propositions
about physical phenomena. Let us now see if Lewis fares any
better.

In "An Analysis of Knowledge and Valuation" (1946), Lewis
distinguishes thee classes of empirical statements. First, there
are "formulations of what is presently given in experience"

(p. 182). These are expressive statements. "The distinctive
character of expressive language, or the expressive use of
language, is that such language signifies appearances." (p. 179).
Second, there are terminating judgments, and statements of them.
"These represent some prediction of further possible experience
e o oo Terminating judgments are, in general, of the form "If
A then E," or "S being given, if A then E", where "A" represents

some mode of action taken to be possible, "E" some expected
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consequent in experience, and "S" the sensory cue". (p. 184).
Third, there are non-terminating judgments "which assert

objective reality; some state of affirs as actual. These are

so0 named because, while there is nothing in the import of such
objective statements which is intrinsically unverifiable, and
hence nothing included in them which is not expressible by

some terminating judgment, nevertheless no limited set of
particular predictions of empirical eventualities can completely
exhaust the significance of such an objective statement." (p. 18 ).
Lewis is thus to be classed as a phenomenalist.

He goes on to declare that the reason for distinguishing
expressive statements from the other types is that without this
distinction "it is almost impossible so to analyze empirical
knowledge as to discover the grounds of it in experience, and the
manner of its derivation from such grounds." (p. 185). Thus, to
know that some non-terminating judgment is correct, we must
derive it from some expressive statement(s). This is precisely
Russell's view. How does Lewis think the derivation is to be
carried out? By what principles can we pass validly from
expressive to non-terminating judgments?

lewis does not deal with this question as clearly as might
be desired, but his answer is not entirely obscure: on p. 236,
discussing the'justification of a belief in an objective statemem t,
he writes: "If in any instance a belief so arising be challenged,
the only justification which can be offered for it is by way of
some multiplicity of inductively corroborated real comnections
in experience, If you move your eyes, things seen will be

displaced in the field of vision - unless illusory. - If you reach
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for what has certain recognizable but indescribable visual
characters, you will feel it with your hand - if the apprehensim
is veridical. It is by learning such real connectioms in
experience that we establish the actuality of things seen; learn
that real objects exist having certain properties signalized by
certain visual and other data". I take him to be saying that

we know that certain experiences are good signe of the presence
of physical objects. This is certainly the import of the last
sentence of the quotation. This knowledge, he says, is acquired
by learning. We discover that when we have such-and-such an
experience we are in the presence of such-and- such a physical
objects But it is plain that, as an explanation of how, in
general, we come to know of the presence of physical objects,
this account is incoherent. For we can only learn that one
thing is a sign of another if we have an independent way of
establishing that the second thing is present. So we can only
learn that an experience of a certain type is a sign of the
presence of physical objects of a certain type if we have some
other, prior, way, of knowing the physical objects are fhere.

It is true, as he says, that we can, when challenged about a
statement that we have perceived a physical object, support

our statement by referring to the fact that the object changed
its place in our visual field when we moved our eyes, or was
perceptibe by touch as well as sight. But we cannot use such
justifications in all cases. We have to have some other source
of justification for our beliefs in physical object propositions
in the majority of cases; and being so justified, we can go on

to establish inductively the generalisations of which Lewis
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speaks, which we may then use to justify other physical object
beliefs we may bechallenged about. I conclude, then, that

lewis does not give us a satisfactory explanation of how we

can be justified in holding the hypotheticals that state that if
one has an experience of a certain sort this is a good sign of
the presence of a physical object of a certain sort. And so,

I conclude, Lewis has not succeeded in showing that we can
validly infer the existence and nature of physical objects from
propositions we know about our minds and some other propositions
we are justified in holding - for he has not shown how we could
be Jjustified in holding the hypothetical propositions we must
have if we are to make the inferences. Thus, lewis! acéaunt of
the inferential justification of our beliefs about physical -«

phenomena succeeds no better than Russellts.

SECTION 4. Conclusion

The accounts given by both Russell and lewis of the inferential
Jjustification of our beliefs about physical phenomena were
failures, Russellt's because his premisses did not permit valid
inference to propositions about physical objects, Lewis'

because one set of his premisses was mnot satisfactorily justified.
However, we can produce a theory similar to theirs which does not
suffer from the @defects under which their theories labour. This
theory would be identical to Lewist!, except that we would not
argue that the justification we had for believing that the
principles of the form "An experience of type A means a physical

object of type B is around" was inductive; we would say that we
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were justified in holding such principles in the same way as
we are justified in holding beliefs at a particular time about
our mental states at that time - that is, in a way that does
not involve the having of good reasons for the belief. We
would say that a man could, and does, know such principles
are true even though he cannot give reasons for holding them,
and, indeed, even though he has no reasons for holding them.
This view would escape the criticism of incoherence that was
made against Lewis,

But I do not think our new theory succeeds. My criticism
of it does not spring from the fact that it suggests that
there are propositions that a man knows for which he has no
reasons or evidence: it is plain that there must be some
knowledge of this type if there is to be any knowledge at all.
Rather, my criticism is that this theory mis}ocates the propo-
sitions known without evidence amongst the body of our knowledge.
Principles of the kind in question, I submit, could never be
known by a man unless he had evidence in their favour. In this
matter I am completely in agreement with lewis: for he, as we
will remember, demanded that such principles should be inductively
corroborated. However, I cannot think of any way of altering
the principles which along with propositions about our minds
entail physical object propositions so that whilst still enabling
us to make these inferences validly they would now be such that
we would be justified in believing them even though we had no
reasons for our belief.

So I conclude that just as the view that we arrived at

most of our physical object beliefs by inference was shown to
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be false, so the view that these beliefs are in fact justifiable
by inference has also been shown to be incorrect. The upshot

of this is that any causal theory that involves either or

both of these views is incorrect just to the extent that it

does. But, as we have seen, most of the causal theorists,

e.g. Broad, Chishdm, and Grice, either openly reject or completely
ignore both of these views. Russell alone embraces the

Jjustificatory inference theory.
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CHAPTER THREE: SENSE-DATA AND THE CAUSAL THEORY OF PERCEPTION

SECTION 1. Introduction.

The majority of the causal theorists we have enumerated
are committed to the view that there are sense-data, or
percepts, or sensa (all these supposed phenomena being of a
similar nature.) There are on the one hand the theories held
at certain times by Broad and Russell that the objects of
perception are always sense-data (otherwise known as sensa or
percepts); and there are the other types of theory in which
the perception of a physical object is said to be its causing
someone to have a sense-datum or percept, as Smythies, Grice,
and Russell (elsewhere in his writingsl have suggested. On
the other hand, there are causal theorists like Chisholm who
will have no truck with sense-data and the like, as he thinks
any reference to such phenomena leads to insuperable difficulties
for the philsopher of perception. We must therefore discuss
the questions whether there are sense-data, and if they are
involved in the perception of physical objects. If they are
found not to be so involved, or not even to exist, then the
majority of the causal theories we have noted must be in error.

But these questions are not as easy toanswer as they first
may appear; and this is because we must distinguish the
different views that philosophers may be committing themselves
to when they declare that there are sense-data, or percepts,
or sensa. One sense-datum theorist may differ enormously in
his views from another. Most philospphers who criticize the

sense-datum theory quite ignore this fact, and speak as though



- 63 -

it was one clearly-defined view they were attécking. And, indeed,
they may be attacking one view, but then it should be realized
that there are sense-datum theorists who will not hold that
view. So we must look carefully to see what the causal theorists
who believe in sense-data are committing themselves to. Then we
will be able to decide whether their theories are severally
undermined by an adherence to sense-datum theory.

I shall, however, cast my net a little wider, and consider
what some of the more distinguished sense-datum theorists
(even if they were not causal theorists) have committed themselves
to by their theories. I think this is a useful exercise as it
helps to destroy the view that there is one monolithic sense-
datum theory, a view which seems to underlie much writing on
the subject. 1I shall divide the philosophere into two groups:
those who introduce thé notion of a sense-datum (or percépt, or
sensum) in a controversial way, and those who do not. A
philosopher introduces one of these terms in a controversial
way if it is a matter of dispute among philosophers whether
there are any such phenomena as the ones the term is supposed to
stand for. Thus if "sense~-datum" is introduced as meaning "front
gide of a physical object" then this is uncontroversial. No
philosophers will rush to dispute that there are front sides of
objects. But if it is introduced as meaning "non-physical
particular occurring whenever we perceive a physical object,
such that the person who is conscious of it cannot be mistaken
as to its characteristics" then this is a source of controversy:
for philosophers differ as to whether there are any such things.

However, it does not follow from the fact that the term in
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question is not introduced controversially that the sense-
datum theory presented will not as a whole be controversial.
For the further descuiption of the phenomena for which the
uncontroversially introduced term stands may itself be a source
of philosophical controversy, as would happen if I introduced
"sense-datum" uncontroversially as ﬂobject of perception" and
then went on to say that no sense-datum could exist apart from
a perceiver. Indeed, as Don Locke rightly remarks ("Perception!
P. 21), both Moore and Price wished to introduce the term "sense-
datum" in a fashion which could not give offence, and then to
proceed to their more controversial statements in describing
the nature of these sense-data. (Though it may be doubted, as
I shall argue, whether they did introduce the term
uncontroversially). So in the case of those who introduce
whatever term they use in an uncontroversial way, I shall also
describe their further characterization of it, so that it will
be plain whether or not they are controversial at a first

remove.

SECTION 2., Controversial methods of. introducing the term

"genge~datum" and its cognates.

Let us now consider some ways in which the term "sense-datum"
and its cognates have been introduced. If we say that sense-
data, percepts, or sensa that have been so introduced exist and
are involved in perception, we will, I believe, be immediately
involved in philosophical controversy. One of these ways is
the one used in Broadts "Object Theory" of sensiblé appearance.

Broad analyses the notion of "sensible appearance" in terms of
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the expressions "direct awareness", "sensum" and "a peculiarly
intimate relation', which later is declared to be a causal
relation. He writes ("Scientific Thought" pp. 239-40): “When-
ever I truly judge that x appears to me to have the sensible
quality q, what happens is that I am directly aware of a
certain object y, which (a) really does have the quality q,
and (b) stands in some peculiarly intimate relation, yet to be
determined, to x + . .. Such objects as y I am going to call
sensa". Broad does not explain what he means by "direct
awareness", but presumably he means "perception" or what has
been called "direct perception". Now it is plain that this
leads him stmight into controversy: for it follows from what
Broad says that whenever a man perceives something that looks
different from what it is, he perceives, or directly perceives,
another object as well, which has the quality the other thing
seems to have., But this introduction of new entities is con-
sidered highly objectionable by many philosophers.

Another controversial way of introducing the notion is
the one used by Price, when he uses the famous example about
the tomato ("Perception", p. 3): "When I see a tomato there is
much I can doubt . . .. One thing however I cammnot doubt: that
there exists a red patch of a round and somewhat bulgy shape,
standing out from a background of other colour-patches, and
having a certain visual depth . . .. Analogously, when I am in the
situations called "touching something", "hearing it", "smelling
it", etc., in each case there is something which at that time
indubitably exists - a pressure, a noise, a smell . . .. The

thing present is a "sense-datum"." Now it seems that any
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philosopher could agree with Price, giving the following
reasons, that there are sense-data: "When I see a tomato it

is true that on most occasions I cannot stop myself doubting
the existence of something - a tomato. Normally, when we
perceive physical objects, it is psychologically impossible
“for us to doubt.that they exist." So it seems that any philosopher
can accept that there are sense-~data in Price%s sense, and say
that they are physical objects. But then we may conclude that
the notion has been introduced by Price in a non-controversial
way. But I think what Price was really trying to get at

was that even in those cases where, though I see a tomato, I
may doubt that there is one there (e.g. if I was told that

what was a real tomato was a fake), there is something

there the existence of which I cannot doubt -~ a patch of a
certain shape and colour, as he describes it. But I think this
is philosophically controversial, to say that in every case of
perception there is something of which the perceiver is aware,
the existence of which he cannot doubt. For one who believed he
was being hallucinated when he was in fact perceiving a tomato
would not as a result of the experience he was undergoing be
assured of the existence of any entity = or so it might be
argued by philosophers. Only the philosopher who like Broad
thinks that, when X that is ¢ appears‘r‘to A, A must be aware
of a particular that is *’, and that when it appears to A as
though there is something that is ¢, A must be aware of a
particular that is @, will subscribe to Price's opinion that in
every perceptual situation there is something the existence of

which we cannot doubt. So I conclude that it is controversial
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whether there are sense-data, in the sense Price introduces
of the term '"sense~datum".

We should also note Smythies' method of bringing in the
notion of a sense-datum. The basis of the various
definitions he gives is that of an after-sensation. "We can
ingtruct anyone how to set about observing an after-sensation,
and no-one is likely to confuse an after-sensation with a
physical object", he says. ("Analysis of Perception", p. 6).
He then goes on to give an obscure definition of the term
"sense-datum", using what seems to me to be an unnecessarily
technical terminology, and one which he leaves unexplained.
He writes: "If (having obtained an after-sensation of a light
bulb) you can observe the following spatial relations of the
af ter-sensation you will be able to use Defn. 1.1 which states:
'If the boundary J of the after-sensation (hereafter y) can be
observed to describe a Jordan curve in the total field composed
of x and y such that it divides the total field into one
inside and one outside, then x is a sense-datum'." It is plain
that Symthies is here suggesting that when one has an after-
sensation it is located in a field which contains a variety of
other things. But this is controversial. Many philosophers
will wish to deny that after-sensations form a field with any
other things. They may be ready to say that it looks as
though onets after-sensations are imposed on physical objects
that one perceives, i.e. they seem to be in the same space, but
they are not in fact so. So much for the controversial ways

of introducing the term "sense-datum" and its cognates.
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SECTION 3. Non-controversial ways of introducing the term

"sense-datum" and its cognates.

A definition of "sense-datum" which can be taken in an
uncontroversial way is Russell!s in "The Problems of Philosophy",
given on p. 12: "Let us give the name of sense-data to the
things that are immediately known in sensation: such things

as colours, sounds, smells, roughnesses, and so on." If we
interpret "immediately known in sensation" to mean "perceived",
which is the natural interpretation, why should anyone wish to
deny that there are things we perceive? And if Russell adds
that sense-data must not only be perceived, but also be colours,
sounds, and the like, why should anyone wish to deny that there
are sounds and colours, and that we perceive them? If then this
is what Russell means by "sense-data", who will take issue with
him when he says that there are such phenomena?

Several philosophers have attempted to introduce the notion
of a sense-datum by reference to the notion of appearing. Some
of these attempts lead to a non-controversial theory about sense-
data. For instance, Paul, in his article "Is There a Problem
about Sense-Data?" (PAS 1936-7), declares himself willing to
accept the sense-datum terminology insofar as it is used as an
alternative way of saying something we can already say in
ordinary language, and provided its introduction serves some
useful philosophical purpose. The manner of introduction that
Paul seems to be supporting is that which is, for instance,
practised by Ayer in "The Foundations of Empirical Knowledge".
On p. 58 Ayer says: "I have chosen . . . 10 indicate its

(i.e. the term "sense-datum" 's) usage by giving examples in
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which sentences referring to sense-data are introduced as
translations of sentences the meaning of which is already
known. The gemeral rule which one may derive from these
examples is that the propositions we ordinarily express by
saying that a person A is perceiving a material thing M, which
appears to him to have the quality x, may be expressed in the
sense-datum terminology by saying that A is sensing a sense-
datum S, which really has the quality x, and which belongs to
M'. (Ayer shows no awareness of the variety of senses in which
“"appearing" expressions may be used.)

Grice also (in his article "The Causal Theory of Perception"
in AS Supp. Vol. 1961) declares that the notion of the sense-
datum can only be introduced by reference to some range of
locutions of the form "It looks (soundg feels, etc.) 10 X as
if + + «o" Now if Paul and Grice gave us a set of rules for
translation into the sense~datum terminology, and stated that
the sense-datum statement corresponding to a statement of
appearing according to their rules has its meaning wholly
determined by the meaning of that statement of appearing, then
I cannot see how any philosopher could object to the intro-
duction of the new terminology in that it resulted in false
statements. For no philosopher is going to deny that some
statements about the way things .appear are true; and the sense-
datum statements would be by definition equivalent in meaning
to these. But, of course, it remains true that neither Paul
nor Grice provides such rules: they are merely sketching a
programme, which if fulfilled would provide a non-controversial

introduction of the term "sense-datum". Again, neither provide
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any good reasons for introducing this terminology.

Ayer, on the other hand, thinks that the introduction of
this terminology brings to light philosophical problems that
might otherwise escape our notice, and suggests it sould be
accomplished as described in the quotation above. In "The
Foundations of Empirical Knowledge" and "“The Problem of
Knowledge" he attempts to silence criticism of the new terminolagy
by saying that the meaning of statements in it is wholly
determined by the meaning of everyday language statements of
which they are tramnslations. Of his introduction of the term
"seeming-x" (or "sense-datum"), he writes: "“The transition
from "it now seems to me that I see x" to "there is a seeming-x
that I now see" may be defended on the ground that the second
sentence is merely a reformulation of the first". ("Problem
of Knowledge", Penguin ed. p. 109). But although Ayer seems
here to be introducing the notion in an uncontroversial way,
he concludes that in accepting the terminology of sense-data
we part with the naive realist who believes that physical
objects are directly perceived. This is because the naive
realist overlooks "the existence of the gap between what things
seem to be, in our special sense of seeming, and what they
really are." (p. 133). But then the existence of sense-data
in Ayert's sense must be controversial. But I think Ayer is
wrong to conmect the introduction of the sense-datum terminology
with his parting compaumy with the naive realist. For, as Ayer's
words show, the supposed error of the naive realist can be
made clear without any reference to the sense-datum theory: it

is that the naive realist fails to realize that the occurrence
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of a perceptual experience (its seeming to someone that something
is the case) does not guarantee that there is something of the
sort there seems to be. It is not the introduction of the
sense-datum terminology that produces this dispute between

Ayer and the naive relist, then.

Don Locke, in his recent book on perception, sets out
deliberately to introduce the tem "gense-datum" in what he calls
a theory-neutral way. There may be things called percepts, he
says, which would be mind-dependent entities, existing only in
so far as they are perceived. But sense-data, he says on p. 22
on "Perception", are the immediate objects of perception.

They are "the theory-neutral equivalent of percepts . .

The question at issue between the theories of perception is,

in part, whether sense-data are percepts." Some difficulty
arises, though, when Locke attempts to give an account of
immediate perception, sense-data having been defined as the
objects of immediate perception (p. 172f). He writes (p. 173):
"The crucial point about immediate perception is that it does
not go beyond what is perceived at the particular moment. Or,
as we might prefer to put it, sense datum statements, statements
describing what we immediately perceive, do not refer to or
describe or entail or imply anything about anything which is
not being perceived, in its entirety, at that particular
moment". He then specifies four ways in which sense~-datum
statements do not go beyond the perception of the particular
moment. First, they imply nothing about the real existence or
nature of what is perceived. Second, "immediate perception is

such that our sense data include only what is perceived in its
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entirety at the time in question by the sense in question".
(pp. 174-5). So, Locke says, hearing a train cannot be
immediate perception, nor can seeing a jug. For in the

first case, the train is heard indirectly, by means of hearing
its sound, and in the second the jug is not perceived in its
entirety ~ only the outside surface, not every part of it, is
seen. Third, immediate perception is restricted to the sense
objects of the appropriate sense, e.g. sounds for hearing,
odours for smelling. Finally, the report of what is
immediately perceived describes the sense objects as they

are perceived to be, not as they really are. "The sound I
hear may, in itself, be loud and squealing but if, due to the
cotton wool in my ears, it sounds soft and muffled to me then
the correct sense-datum description of that sense object is
"Soft and muffled", not "Loud and squealing." " (p. 177).

One difficulty is the way Locke moves from talking about
the characteristics of "sense~datum statements" to talking about
those of immediate perception. The first and last points he
makes about immediate perception and sense-data are made in
terms of the language of sense-=data; the second and third
make straight reference to the phenomena mentioned. This smacks
of confusion, between the more normal sense-datum theory and
the sort of theory held, say, by Paul and Grice. The former
theory involves the assumption that there is a range of part-
iculars which are properly called "sense-data". The latter
does not, only containing the assertion that there is a language
which can properly be called "the sense-datum language'. But

this obscurity covers a more serious difficulty, which is the
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following: it seems we would all be ready to admit the existence
of sense-data if these are said to be the objects proper to
each sense, or the things perceived in their entirety at a
particular moment. We all admit that there are sounds, and
front surfaces of material things. But would we be willing to
say that the loud ndsé we heard was really soft because we
heard # +through plugged ears? Would we be willing to say that
sense~-data, as being the proper objects of the senses, possessed
the qualities they seemed to possess to their perceiver? Surely
not. We would say that it was an objective matter what
qualities a sound had, so if sounds were sense-data their
qualities could not always be what it seemed to their perceiver
that they were. There appears, then, to be an inconsistency
in Locke's criteria. for sense-data. But it is plain that he
tries to introduce the notion of a sense-datum uncontroversially,
and that if he had merely defined sense-data as the proper
objects of perception by each sense or as the things perceived
in their entirety a2t some particular time he would have
succeeded. But he says more, and thus gets into difficulty.

Don Locke's account of sense~data seems to leave him, then,
in a middle position. But the other philosophers whose views
I have described in this section do succeed in introducing the
term "sense-datum" in an uncontroversial way. Of those who go
on to further characterize the nature of sense-data, Russell
and Ayer agree that they are particulars not to be found in
the physical world, private to the person who has them, and
dependent on him for their existence. So Russell and Ayer

part company with the direct realist, just like those
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philosophers who used a controversial method of introducing the
term "sense-datum", but they do so at a later stage in their

argument.

SECTION 4. G.E.Moore and the introduction of the term “sense-datum".

I have left G.E.Moore'!s treatment of the topic until last, as his
work on the subject is the most thorough and the most complex.
I believe he sometimes introduces the term "sense-datum" in a
controversial way, sometimes in an uncontroversial fashion.
Anyway, he diecussed sense-data and fhe problems relating to
them in a series of articles spread over many years. In "Some
Main Problems of Philosophy" (1910-11) he declares that when
he sees an envelope, he sees a white patch. This he calls a
sense~datum. There are things he calls sensations, which are
experiences consisting, e.g. in the seeing of a colour (a
sense~-datum). The act directed upon the sense-datum in such
cases he calls "direct apprehension", A similar view is
expressed in "The Status of Sense-Data" (PAS 1913-14). He
there interprets the expression "I see X" as "I directly
apprehend X and X is a patch of colour (or something of the
sort)". X here is, in his terminology, a sensible or sense-
datum. Now is there any reason why any philosopher should
wish to deny that there are sense-data in this sense? For it
is unlikely that anyone should wish to deny that we see patches
of colour, hears sounds, etc., and on Moore's definition to see
a patch of colour is to directly apprehend a sense-datum.

In "Some Judgments of Perception" (PAS 1918-19) Moore

intjroduces the notion in a different way. He first mentions
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a class of judgments of perception, e.g. "This is an inkstand",
judged when one is perceiving an inkstand. There is one thing
that seems to him to be very certain about such judgments. It
is "that in all cases in which I make a judgment of this sort,
.I have no difficulty whatever in picking out a thing, which is,
quite plainly, in a sense in which nothing else is, the thing
about which I am making my judgment, and yet though this thing
is the- thing about which I am judging, I am, quite certainly,
not, in general, judging with regard to it, that it is a thing
of that kind for which the term, which seems to express the
predicate of my Jjudgment, is a name." He goes on to say: "The
object of which I have spoken as the object, about which . . .
such a judgment as this always is a judgment, is, of course,
always an object which some philosophers would call a sensation,
and others would call a sense-datum." A similar way of intro-
ducing "sense-datum" is also to be found in Moore's "Defence
of Common Sense" (1925), There he repeats the contentions he
has earlier made about sense-data and judgments of perception,
he goes on to say (Philosophical Papers, p. 54): "In order to
point out to the reader what sort of things I mean by sense-
data, I need only ask him to look at his own right hand. If
he does so he will be able to pick out something . . . with
regard to which he will see that it is, at first sight, a
natural view to take that the thing is identical, not, indeed,
with his whole right hand, but with that part of its surface
which he is actually seeing, but will also (on a little
reflection) be able to see that it is doubtful whether it can be

identical with the part of the surface of his hand in question."
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There can be little doubt that both these ways of intro-
ducing the notion are controversial: for if it is introduced
in the first way there will be many who will want to deny that
it is certain that, e.g. when I make the perceptual judgment
"This is an inkstand", we are not judging the thing we refer
to by the "this" to be an inkstand; whilst if it is introduced
in the second way, one who accepts that there are sense-data
in this sense is committed to the view that it is doubtful
that what one actually sees when one looks at one's hand is
ever even its surface, let alone the hand itself. And this
view is certainly controversial.

Moore's work contains differing views about what sense-
data are, then, some controversial, some not. Summing up his
own investigations himself (Philosophy of G.E.Moore: "A
Reply to My Critics", p. 639) he says: "I think I have always
used and intended to use "sense-datum" in such a sense that the
mere fact that an object is directly apprehended is a sufficient
condition for saying that it is a sense-datum". And Moore
explains "directly see", which is presumably the name of a
species of direct apprehension, as the sense of "see" in which
one can speak of seeing an after-image when one's eyes are
shut, or in which Macbeth saw his dagger (ibid. pp. 629-30).

Is this method of introducing the term uncontroversial? I
think many philosophers might take issue with it, on the grounds
that it presupposes that after-images and hallucinatory daggers
are separate entities on to which we direct our minds in
perception. It may be said that though this is true of seeing

real daggers or real pictures, in the case of hallucination and
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and afterimaging there are only objects that we are aware of
in the sense of intentional objects. However, the objection
to Moore might be put differently: the objector might agree
with Moore that there are sense-data, but deny what he takes
for granted, that whenever we perceive a physical object we
directly apprehend a sense-datum For the objector might think
that it was plain that there are, in a sense, hallucinatory
objects and after-images, and so would not wish to deny that
there were sense-data in the proposed sense.

This concludes our survey of the ways in which the term
"sense-datum" and its cognates have been introduced. From it
we can observe that many of these ways are gquite uncontroversial,
and if the sense-datum theorist who has so introduced the term
becomes involved in controversy, this is because of the way
he further specifies the nature of sense-data. With regard to
the causal theorists who invoke sense-data, it is plain that all
of them but Grice either earlier or later become involved in
controversy. Broad and Smythies introduce their sensa and sense-~
data in a controversial way; Russell does not, but he goes
on to attribute further characteristics to them that must lead
to dispute. These three philosophers are committed to the
view that perception involves the consciousness of particulars
that exist in space and time, but are not physical objects or
constituents of physical objects. These particulars are
supposed to exist in some mental realm quite divorced from the
common world of physical objects which we think we perceive.‘l
Grice, on the other hand, in accepting that there are sense-data
and that perceiving a physical object involves having sense-data
only comﬁits himself to the proposition that fiis perception

1Thls is a misleading account of Russell's views, which varied from tiyg
t time - See Appendix p 237.
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cannot occur unless it seems to a man as though something or
other is the case (in some sense of this expression). Iall
discuss Grice's view in a later chapter, where I shall advénce
a gimilar view to his, without resorting to the terminology

of sense-data. For the rest‘of this chapter I shall consider
whether any theory which involves the thesis that perception
involves awareness of sense-dat® if these are such as Broad,
Smythies, and Russell say they are, can be correct. This is
the thesis which is usually discussed under the heading "Are
there sense-data?' We, however, have seen that the assertion
that there are sense-~-data is not unambiguous. The question

' we are going to ask using this form of words could be re=-

expressed as "Are there non-physical particulars the awareness

of which is involved in every case of perception?"

SECTION 5. Are sense-data the only objects of perception?

It will be remembered that fhe causal theories'that involve

reference to sense~data fall into two classes: the first sort

hold ihat the objects of perception are always sense-data,

and physical objects are the causes of.these; the second that

the perception of a physical object is its causing us to have

a sense-datgm. In this section I will discuss the first type

of causal theory, which holds that the objects ofbperception are

always sense-data, i.e., always non-physicél particulars existing

in space and time. |
This view does not recommend itself to one ﬁaturally, and

its supporters have not in recent times treated it as self-

evident. They have agreed that it is only to be accepted if it
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can be supported by some strong arguments. And in the attempt
to give this support they have brought forward arguments from
the facts of illusion, hallucination, and the physical basis

of perception. But these arguments do not, I believe, succeed
in showing what they are supposed to. ILet us consider them

in order. First, the argument from illusion. This is the
rather misleading title given to the argument from the fact
that things may appear other than they are. The title arose
because it was mistakenly supposed that it was proper in all
such cases to say that the people to whom they appeared other
then they were were suffering from an illusion. The sense-
datum theorists used an argument of the following kind:

"This penny is round, but when seen under certain circumstances,
it looks elliptical. At that time, what is seen is elliptical.
But then what is seen cannot be the penny, because it is round.
So what is seen must be an object of another kind." But this
argument is clearly invalid, as the conclusion contradicts

one of the premisses. For starting from the assumption that
when we see pennies, they sometimes look other than they are,
it is argued that we do not in such cases see them at all.

If we remove the offending reference to seeing in the premiss,
and argue "Sometimes pennies look to have characteristics they
don't have, e.g. they may look elliptical, and in these cases
we see something elliptical', the argument must still be rejected
on logical grounds. For when a penny looks elliptical to some=-
one in the sense here being used of the word "looks" it follows
necessarily that the person in question sees it.

However, the argument may be re-stated as follows: "In
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the situation which we would normally describe as "The round
pennyt's looking elliptical to me", what I perceive is something
elliptical; but the penny is round, so that, in the situation
mentioned, I cannot be seeing a penny." But what reason is
there to say that in the situation usually described as
"something's looking elliptical to me" I must be perceiving
something elliptical? Surely this will only be the case if
the thing that looks elliptical actually is elliptical? Take
the case of the situation whith I would normally describe as a
square tower's looking round to me. In this situation am T
seeing something square or elliptical? Something square.
There might be a temptation among people who haventt learnt
about perspectival distortion to believe that under such
circumstances they were seeing something round, but this would
Jjust be a case of false belief, and one of which experience
would cure them. Or, at least, I see no reason to suppose
otherwise. The sense-datum theorist owes us an argumsnt if he
wants to persuade us of what seems so obviously false -~ that
when X looks ¢ to me, I must be seeing something that is ¢,
whether X is @ or not. But the sense-datum theorist gives us
no such argument. So I conclude that the argument from
illusion fails.

The argument from hallucination is perhaps stronger. It
is something like this: "In hallucination, e.g. when Macbeth
sees the dagger, something is seen, but it is not a physical
object. But his experience is indistinguishable, at least as
far as he is concerned, from those of the type we would call

"perceiving a real dagger". This is why those who are
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hallucinated are usually deceived into believing that they are
in fact perceiving physical objects - there really are pink
rats scampering across the floor, there really is someone
whispering © them, but just out of sight. But if one

cannot thus distinguish seeing a hallucinatory object and

what is usally called seeing a real thing, surely there is

no difference between them, and even in those cases where we
think we are perceiving a physical object we must be perceiving
a non-physical entity, a sense~datum."” I think this argument
does not necessarily lead the sense-datum theorist into the
unattractive position that there is no difference between

the cases we usually describe as "being hallucinated" on the
one hand, and "perceiving real physical objects" on the other.
For he can say that though the person having the experiences
may not be able to distinguish them, there may be a difference:
the sense-data involved in hallucination, he can say, in no
way represent the world about the subject of the hallucination,
whereas in the other case they in general do. Hallucinations
and yeridical experiences do not differ in a way which is
obvious to the one experiencing them, only in their relation
to physical objects, which are never perceived. However,

even if the theorist can distinguish hallucination and perception
in this way (and the distinction he draws may well break

down upon further investigation), I think his argument is

open to serious criticisms. First, there is his assumption
that in the case of having a hallucination there is some
object of which we are aware, as there is in ecases of real

perception. This object is supposed to be like a physical
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object in some ways, but more evanescent and lacking some of
the essential properties of physical objects. But it seems

to me that having a hallucination of a dagger is rather to

be compared to searching for a dagger. The fact that I am
searching for such-and-such a dagger does not imply that there
is such~-and-such a dagger, plainly. But this does not lead

us to suppose that when a man is searching for a physical
object that does not exist, the object of his search is really
something else =~ an entity something like a physical object;
but existing in some ethereal mental realm. Searching can
have as its object something that does not exist. I suggest
the same is true of hallucination. The objects of hallucindtion
are non-existent, not things rather like physical objects

only less substantial. Hallucination only has objects in

the sense of intentional objects. Now if this is so, the
theorist cannot go on to argue that what is perceived in those
cases wecall "perceiving a physical object" is.the sort of
entity that is the object of hallucinatory experience. If
this were something rather like a physical object, only less
substantial, then we might be ready to suppose that the
objects of normal perception were of this type. But we have
no temptation to say that the things we normally perceive

are merely intentional objects. We are likely to say: "If
the objects of hallucination are only intentional objects,
there cannot be a parallel of the kind you suggest between
hallucination and ordinary perception, for ordinary perception
is of particulars which it is at least possible can exist

even though unperceived." And the second point I want to
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make against the sense~datum theorist is that it is not the
case, as he suggests, that all cases of hallucination are
indistinguishable from cases of real perception by the person
who is experiencing them. This is, of course, illustrated

by the Macbeth case, where Macbeth is in doubt if there is
really a dagger there. However, it may be said that Macbethts
doubt is produced by his inallity to feel the dagger when he
tries to grasp it, and also, perhaps, by his disbelief that
daggers can float unsupported. Thus the doubt is not instilled
in him by anything in the character of the visual experience
he has, the hallucination of the dagger. A stronger point
than this against the argument from hallucination is that even
if it is allowed that the experiences involved in hallucination
and perception are identical in some cases, it does not follow
from this that perception is only of sense-~data, even if we
further allow that hallucination is the awareness of sense~
data of some sort. All that the argument proves is that when
one perceives physical objects one must also have an awareness
of sense-data. For it may well be the case that experiences
that are identical in themselves may or may not be perceptual
experiences according to the different ways in which they are
produced, and that the object perceived is the thing that
plays a special part in producing a perceptval experience. In
this case the sense~-datum theorist may only be able to argue
that the perceptual experience is the awareness of a sense-
datum, whilst the object of the perception as a whole is
something different, a physical object. The argument from

hallucination can only prove its point, themn, if it is further
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shown that such an account of perception is incorrect. The
argument in itself, even if it is correct in stating that the
experience in perception is the awareness of a sense-datum, is
not sufficient to show that perception cammot have a further
object, which may be a physical object. But I do not think it
is correct even in its view that the perceptual experience is
the awareness of sense-data. For these are not involved in
hallucinations, so we cannot argue from the experiental
similarity between hallucinations and perceivings to the view
that perceivings involve the awareness of sense-data.

The third argument, from the physical basis of perception,
seems to be the weakest of the set. It is that, since the way
things appear to us is a function of the characteristics of _
certain processes in the intervening media and our bodies, the
nature of the objects of perception is dependent on the
characteristics of these processes: but the nature of the
physical objects we suppose ourselves to perceive is certainly
not thus dependent, so the objects of perception cannot be
physical objects. This argument relies on a suppressed premiss,
which when stated makes us realige that the argument camnot be
fully stated without begging the question. The premiss is that
when things appear to us to have certain characteristics, what
is involved is their causing us to perceive sense~data having
these characteristics. It is only on this supposition that
the sense-datum theorist can plausibly suggest that the nature
of the objects of perception is dependent on the nature of
certain processes in the physical world.

So much for the three arguments: it is clear that they
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fail to prove their point. So I can see no reason to abandon
the view that we very often perceive physical objects, and

substitute the view that it is always sense-data that we perceiw.

SECTION 6. Must the perception of a physical object involve

awareness of a sense-datum?

A view which is not so immediately open to the charge of
implausibility which I have made against the thesis that sense-
data are the only objects of perception is the second one we
mentioned as being held by causal theorists, that a man's
perceiving a physical object is nothing other than its causing
him to have or be aware of a sense-datum. Thie view is not
open to the criticism that for no good reason it denies one

of the most firmly held of our beliefs, the belief that we
often perceive physical objects.

But very serious difficulties beset this view, also. Take
the exposition that Broad gives of it in "Scientific Thought":
X's looking § to P is nothing more or less than P's being
directly aware of a { sense-datum that stands in a causal
relation to X. Or Smythies! view: P's perceiving X is P's
sensing a sense-datum that stands in a causal relation to X.
It is plain that it is a precondition of these theories being
correct that some significance should attach to the words "be
directly aware of" and "sense" which can be elucidated without
reference to the notion of perceiving a physical object, and
which is such that it is possible for a man to be able to be
directly aware of, or sense, a sense~datum, this being supposed

to be a non-physical particular existing in time and space. Do
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the theorists succeed in doing this? They do not even try.
But can the job be done? It is up to us to enquire whether
"sense" and "be directly aware of" can be given an appropriate
significance.

One possibility is that these terms mean the same as
"perceive" when it is used in the sentences "Macbeth perceived
a dagger that wasn't there", "The drunkard may perceive pink
rats", or "Milton perceived his 'late espoused Saint? in his
dream." But this possibility is fraught with difficulties.
For it may be held that there is no difference in the sense
of "perceive" in these examples from the sense in which it is
normally used. Austin argues thus against Ayer in "Sense and
Sensibilia" pp 87~102. And Don Locke takes the same view in
his recent book on perception (p 16): "It may be true", he
says, "in a way, to say that Macbeth didn't perceive a dagger,
but this is not true in the way that philosophers take it to
be true. They usually take it to mean that Macbeth wasn't
perceiving, that he didn't see a dagger (or anything else),
that he only thought he saw, or merely "saw" in some special
square-quotes or Pickwickian sense of the verb, a dagger.
Obviously Macbeth didn't see a dagger, at any rate not a real
dagger, but he did see something, something which he described
as a dagger."

But if this is correct, the causal theorist cammot say
that perceiving a physical object is the same as being caused
by it to sense, or be aware of, a sense-datum. For then he is
saying that perceiving a physical object consists of being

caused by it to perceive a semnse~datum, and this perception of
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a sense-datum must consist, on his view of senging and direct
awareness,in the sense-~datum®s causing the perceiver to perceive
yet another sense-datum, and so on ad infinitum. So the causal
theorist, if he wishes to equate direct awareness or sensing
with perception as involved in hallucination and dreaming,

must argue that this sort of perception is different from that
which occurs in normal cases of perceiving physical objects.
This seems to me to be the natural view to take of statements
like "The drunkard perceives pink rats". What occurs in the
drunkard's case can be called perception because of the
similarities in it with what occurs when real objects are
perceived. But here is the difficulty for the causal theorist:
it is mnatural for us to suppose that originally the use of the
perception words "“see", "hear", "feel", etc., to describe
hallucinatory and dream experiences was metaphorical, for these
experiences are less frequent than, and parasitical upon, the
perceivings of physical objects, but that the metaphor hardemned
into standard usage. However, the upshot of this plausible
view about the way the perceptual words came to be applicable
to hallucinatory and dream experiences is surely that the
proper account of the sense of "perceive" in "Drunkards often
perceive pink rats when érunk" is "have experiences similar

to those involved in the perception of pink rats", the word
"perception" in its last occurence being used in its ordinary
sense, the one in which I can now say I perceive a piece of
paper, a pen, and my hand. So if the causal theorist takes this
view of the meaning of "perceive" in those cases when it is

used to describe hallucinatory experiences, he cannot make
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reference to it in his analysis of the normal sense of "perceive".
For the sense of "perceive" as found in its normal use must be
understood before one can understand the sense the word is found
in in those cases where it is employed to describe hallucinatory
experiences.

However, it may be replied that what makes it reasonable to
compare the experiences we have in hallucination and dreaming with
those we have in the perception of physical objects is that in
both sets of cases the mind is directly aware of some sensuous
phenomena. This direct awareness, it may be suggested, is
referred to by the word "have" when we are talking about
hallucinations and dreams, and also mental images. So the
suggestion we must now consider is that the terms "direct aware=-
ness" and "sensing" are equivalent to "having", in the sense
this expression is used in when we say a man has a hallucination
of a dagger, or an after-image of a light bulb, or a dream image
of a wonderful land. But my reply to this suggestion is that
whilst sense-data are supposed to be particulars that exist iﬁ
space and time, which can be logically distinguished from the
mental acts that are directed upon them, it seems to me that
the objects of "having" that we have mentioned are not like this,
"I am having a hallucination of a dagger" does not, I suggest,
imply that I am standing in a relationship - one of awareness -
to an object which might exist apart from my awareness ~ a
hallucinatory dagger. Rather, the expression conveys that I am
in an unanalysable state of mind, so that the words "am having"
do not stand for any mental phenomenon by themselves. The words

"am having a hallucination of a dagger" are the full specification
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of the mental state I am in, and this state cannot be analysed
into simpler components, to which components of the verbal
expression could be supposed to refer. "I am having a hallucirdion
of a dagger" is thus to be compared with "I am white" rather than
"I am eating a good meal"., No more than "I am white" does it
state that I am doing something to something, or am in some way
related to something. If this is correct, then "be directly
aware of" and "sense" cannot mean what "have" does in these
cases, for the objects of sensing and direct awareness are
supposed to be capable of existing apart from the acts of

sensing and direct awareness, and the whole situation "I am
sensing (am directly aware of) a sense~datum is supposed to

admit of a relational or act/object analysis.

This being so, I cannot see any other notion that seems at
all appropriate for the role of explicating the sense of these
two terms, and am thus led to doubt whether any analgsis of
the perception of a physical object which involves reference to
being directly aware of, or sensing, sense~data, can be correct.
Moreoever, we have to face the well-known difficulties that the
acceptance of sense-data brings, if we do introduce them. The
world will be populated by an enormous number of entities the
existence of which we do not recognize in our pre-philosophical
inmocence. They cannot be placed in the physical world, so they
must exist in a mental realm, and then we are faced with the
difficulty of describing how these mental phenomena are related
to physical objects. Purther, the nature of this mental realm
must be highly complex. As sense-data are supposed to be

extended in space, and to exist in time, the world in which they
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exist must have three dimensions of space and one of time.

How can these worlds be individuated, supposing each conscious
person to have his own? It may be replied: "By reference to
the persons to whom they severally belong." But as the theorist
must hold that it is possible for people to have qualitatively
identical sense-data at the same time, and thus that several
qualitatively identical private worlds can exist at the same
time, the private worlds must themselves exist in a common
space (or something ahalogous to it) if they are to be capable
of individuation one from the other. Thus we arrive at the
picture of a multi-dimensional universe of minds, each mind
being causally related to a body in the physical world, as
suggested by Smythies. Whether or not this suggestion about
the nature and relations of mind and matter is coherent and
comprehensible, it would seem that, for Occamite reasons, we
should avoid it if possible.

But why should we accept the view that whenever we perceive
physical objects we are aware of sense-data? The view that we
perceive only sense-data was held to be prima facie implausible
because it ran counter to our belief that there are times when
we perceive physical objects, and so we demanded of the sense-
datum theorist some good reasons for giving up our belief, and
when he failed to give them, we felt that we could safely dis-
regard his view. Now, in the present case, the theorist does
not deny that we ever perceive physical objects, but he seems
to me to make an equally implausible suggestion, that whenever
we are conscious of a physical object in perception, we are

also conscious of something else, a non-physical particular
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that is private to us. We have seen that his position is
rendered all the more difficult by problems he encounters
when he specifies the nature of this consciousness (as "direct
awareness" or "sensing" or whatever) and by the complexity of
the ontological picture which his views commit him to. What
reason can the sense~datum theorist give us for accepting a
position so far removed from ordinary beliefs and so beset by
problems? He must have recourse to rather differently stated
versions of the arguments from illusion, hallucination, and
the causal basis of perception that we discussed before.

As to the argument from illusion, he will say: "Whenever
the penny I perceive looks elliptical to me, I am directly
aware of something that is elliptical, so the perception of
the penny must involve the awareness of something else, a sense-
datum; for the pemny is round." But what reason is to be found
here for holding the position that is recommended to us? The
sense~datum theorist merely asserts something to be true that
no normal person accepts. A man might believe that he was
conscious of something elliptical when he was in fact seeing a
round penny, if he was deceived by a perspectival trick, but
when he was shown the penny from a normal angle, he would
give up the view that he had been conscious of something
elliptical. For what he believed was that he was seeing some=-
~ thing elliptical, not that he was directly aware of it, if
direct awareness is supposed to be something different from
perceiving. Normal people don®t believe that they are .'

always aware of some other pbenomena whenever they perceive
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physical objects: the only consciousness of objects involved in
perception is, they think, the perception itself, of the physical
objects. 1In the case of the man tricked about the shape of the penny,
he did not believe that he was conscious of two things, a penny, and
something elliptical, the consciousness of the latter being involved
in the (peroeptual) consciousness of the penny.

I don't think the sense-datum theorist persuades us to accept
his view by referring to the facts of what he calls illusion, then.
How does he fare with the re-stated argument from hallucination? The
sense-datum theorist will argue: "When a man is hallucinated, he does
not perceive the objects we say he perceives in the same sense of
"perceive'" as that in which we may be said normally to perceive physical
objects. But in hallucination a man is indeed aware of certain objects,
not physical ones, but sense-data. How then could it come about that
men confused hallucinatory and perceptual experiences unless a similar
type of experience occurs in each case? So the perception of physical
objects must at least involve the awareness of sense~data in order to
produce the required experiential similarity, even though this perception
may not be anything more than the awareness of sense~-data." The object-
ion I make to this argument is the same as I made to its earlier countr-
part: that it seems doubtful to me that hallucination involves the
awareness of sense-data, if these are supposed to be particulars capable
of independent existence. There is the further difficulty that I have
already dealt with in this section, that of describing the nature of
the supposed awareness. This we were unable to do in a plausible fashion.

The third argument, from the physical basis of perception, can only
be stated in a question-begging way, just like its counterpart. The
theorist must say that the nature of the objects of direct awaremess in

perception depends on the state of the perceiver's body, etc., so that
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these objects, sense-data, must be different from physical objects.
But this argument only has force if we assume that when we perceive a
physical object that seems @, we must be directly aware of a sense-
datum that is ¢. But this is what the argument sets out to prove, or,
rather, it implies the truth of the desired conclusion of the argument
all by itself.

I conclude that the sense-datum theorist cammnot provide us with
good reasons for rejecting our everyday belief that we are conscious
in their perception only of physical objects, or for accepting his view
that we are aware in a non-perceptual way of other phenomena, sense-

data, in every case of perceiving a physical object.
SECTION T, Conclusion

We have seen that one who is described as a sense~datum theorist may

hold one of a variety of views, not all of which need be a subject of
philosophical controversy. In Section 5 and 6 we considered whether

causal theories which embodied a controversial sense-datum theory were

for this reason rendered unacceptable. The controversial theory was that
sense~data are non-physical particulars extended in space and existing in
time.l We saw that sense~data in this sense might be said to be involved
in perception in either of two ways: there was the theory that sense-data
were the sole objects of perception, and that physical objects were their
causes; and the theory that to perceive a physical object was to be caused
by it to have a sense-datum. Both these theories, the first held sometimes
by Broad and Russell, the other held by Russell and Smythies, were found to
be unacceptable because they involved a belief in the existence of sense-
data, in the controversial sense I mentioned, and the supposition that the

awareness of these was somehow involved in the perception of physical objgcts.

1 This is not a fair statement of Russell's position. See Appendix p 236.
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CHAPTER FOUR: THE THEORY THAT PERCEIVING A PHYSICAL OBJECT IS

BEING CAUSED BY IT TO HAVE A SENSE-EXPERIENCE

SECTION 1. Introduction

We have in the last two chapters considered two sets of
difficulties that beset at least some of the causal theories

we enumerated in the first chapter. These difficulties related
to the wiews held by some causal theorists that, on the one
hand, perceptual consciousness should be inferential if it is
to provide us with knowledge about the world, and, on the other,
that perception is of, or involves the awareness of, non-
physical particulars that have been called sense-data or something
of the weort. As a result of this consideration we have
concluded that causal theories to which either of these views
are integral cannot be upheld with plausibility. So we are
left with the causal theories of the type held by Grice and
Chisholm: for these theorists support neither of the above-
mentioned views. (we saw thét Grice did, indeed, introduce
sense-data into his theory, but the significance he gave to
sengse-datum statements rendered them philosophically innocuous
and to all intents and purposes unobjectionable.) We must
now discuss whether any theory of this type can be correct,

and if we conclude that one of them must be, we will proceed

to study the individual versions produced by Grice and
Chisholm in more detail. I shall also take into account the
theory of perception advanced by R. J. Hirst in his book

"The Problems of Perception"”. Though he does not call it a

a causal theory, it has much in common with the theories of
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Grice and Chisholm.

But what exactly do these theorists! views have in common?
How are we to characterize the common theory to which they
subscribe? I suggest it can be characterized in thelfollowing
way. First of all, they agree that if a man is to perceive an
object at some particular time, he must be having an experience
of a certain type at that time. Hirst speaks of it (rather oddly)
as the perceivert!s being subject to "a mode of active experience",
by which he does not mean the sensing of a sense-datum, for in
this latter supposed form of experience an act can be distinguished
from an object upon which it is directed, whilst in Hirstt's
opinion no such distinction exists in the experience that must
occur if perception is to take place. Such is Hirst's view, and
Chisholm concurs, describing such an experience as "its appearing
in such-and-such a fashion to someone", e.g. "its appearing redly
to me." Grice calls the experience "the having of a sense-datum",
but suggests that this expression meané no more than standard
locutions of the type "It seems to such-and-such a person as if
such-and-such were the case", and so repudiates the more contro-
versial claims of sense-datum theorists.

I shall describe this view that these theorists share by
saying that they make it a necessary condition of A's perceiving
X at t that A should have a sense-experience at t. By this I mean
to suggest no more than that they agree on the necessity of some
experience of a type peculiarly related to perception. This
condition for perception that they advance seems to me to be
uncontroversial and obviously correct: no-one denies that perception

involves having experiences of a distinct sort at the time of the
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perception. What may be argued about is the nature of this
experience: some have said it is the awareness of sense-data,
others the acquisition of beliefs about the world, others the
sort of occurrence we describe as "its seeming as though some=-
thing is the case to someone", I shall later give my own views
about the nature of the experience involved in perceiving
physical objects, but at present let us leave the matter
undecided.

The second common element in the views of Grice, Chisholm,
and Hirst, is that they believe that A cannot perceive X at t
unless X play some part in producing a sense-experience of At's
at t. This is the nub of their theories. No-one will dispute
that X cannot be perceived unless A has a sense-experience;
what is controversial is the further demand that X play a part
in producing this sense-experience of A's. FHow do they support
their view that this is a logically necessary condition for
perception? Hirst and Chisholm do not say: they seem to take
it for granted, presumably because they believe that an acceptarce
of modern scientific doctrine on perception is incompatible with
its rejection. Grice, howevei, and Martin, in his book
"Religious Belief", advance arguments to support this view. We
must now consider these, and more generally come to a decision
whether we should hold, like the proponents of this brand of
causal theory, that we cannot perceive a physical object at a
time unless it helps to bring it about that we have a sense-

experience at that time.



- 97 -

SECTION 2. The thesis that to perceive a physical object is to

be caused by it to have azéense-experience.

Let us consider this thesis about perception, that A cannot
perceive X at t unless X helps to bring it about that A has a
sense-experience at t. Does it accord with our everyday beliefs?
And how does it fare when brought face to face with competing
theories of perception? I shall take into account three other
theories concerning the perception of a physical object. The
first simply states that perception is an unanalysable relation
between perceiver and perceived, its nature being sui generis.
The second is that perceiving a physical object is a matter of
forming a certain judgment about it. The third is that one
perceives a physical object when one has a sense-experience whic
represents it. (It is here understood that it is not part of
B's representing C that C should have played a part in bringing
B into existence.) It is plain that with regard to the first
view, it must be wholly false if the version of the causal
theory we are now discussing is correct. The two other theories
can be combined with the causal theory, once it is admitted that
they do not encapsulate the whole truth about perception, e.g.,
one might decide that A's perceiving X was a matter of X's
causing A to have a sense-experience which represented X.

The first argument advanced in favour of the causal theory
that I want to deal with is to be found in Grice's article
"The Causal Theory of Perception" ( AS Supp. Vol. 1961 p 142),
Here Grice describes a situation where it looks to a man as
though there is a pillar of a certain type in a certain place;

and there is indeed such a pillar in that place. But it is not
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seen. What is seen is another pillar of the same type, but in
a different place, which is reflected in a mirror which stands
between the first pillar and the perceivez. It is reflected

so that it appears to be where the first pillar actually is.
Why do we say the first pillar is not seen, whereas the second
is seen? Grice replies that it is because the second, but not
the first, pillar plays a part in making it seem to the man

as though there is a pillar before him, that is, in producing
the sense-experience involved in the perception. The
difficulty I find about this example is that opponents of the
causal theory might well accept the conclusion that when a man
perceives an object by reflection it must play a part in bringing
about the sense-experience involved in the perception of the
object. This is because those who do not think that it is in
general a necessary condition of perceiving a physical object
that it play a part in producing the sense-experience involved
in its perception may think that this is the case when it is a
matter of hearing and smelling physical objects, and perhaps
also of seeing them by reflection. For it seems natural to
suppose that hearing a physical object is a matter of hearing
'(in another sense of "hear") a sound produced by the object.

In the same way, it might be argued that seeing an object by
reflection is a matter of seeing a mirror-image produced by the
object. Thus the philosophers who do not in general allow that
perception involves causation may allow that it does in cases
like this. To make his example safe from this possibility Grice
would have to show that it is not reasonable to compare seeing

an object by seeing its reflection with hearing an object by
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hearing its sound. This could be done by showing that sounds

are real particulars produced by physical objects, but reflections
are not. But until +this is done, Gricets argument is
inconclusive.

Grice's other example is much stronger. He writes (p 142):
"Suppose that it looks to X as if there is a clock on the shelf;
what more is required for it to be true to say that X sees a
clock on the shelf? There must, one might say, actually be a
clock on the shelf which is in Xt*s fleld of view . . .. But
this does not seem to be enough. For it is logically conceivable
that there should be some method by which an expert could make
it look to X as if there were a clock on the shelf when the
shelf was empty; there might be some way in which Xt's cortex
could be suitably stimulated, or some technique analogous to
post~hypnotic suggestion. If such treatment were applied to X
on an occasion when there actually was a clock on the shelf,
and if X*s impressions were found to continue unchanged when
the cbck was removed or its position altered, then I think we
should be inclined to say that X did not see the clock which
was before his eyes, just because we should regard the clock as
playing no part in the origination of his impression." It will
be noticed that Grice thinks that what I have described as a
man's having a sense-experience is the same as its seeming to
him that something is the case. Whether this is so, and in
what sense of "seems", I will consider later in this thesis, as
I said in Ch. 3. Martin, in his book "Religious Belief",
advances a similar argument, but calls the having of a visual

gsense-impression "the having of a visual response". He writes
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(p 109): "Someone is sitting looking at a patch of light. An
expert physiologist knows that if he inserts a very fine needle
into a particular area of the personts brain that person will
have a visual response exactly similar to his visual response

to a patch of light. While the subject is still looking at

the patch of light, the physiologist inserts the needle and at
this moment the subject closes his eyes. The subject notices

no difference, the visual reaction is the same as it was, and
the patch of light is still before him on the wall. Does he
still see the patch of light? Surely not, because now the
existence and nature of the patch has nothing to do with his
visual reaction. Indeed, it might as well be no longer before
him,"

I think these arguments (their content is virtually the same)
are fatal to the judgment and representation theories of perceg -
ion that I outlined - obviously so. For part of the strength

of Gricet's and Martints arguments is that they make it clear
that the experiences involved in perception and hallucination may
have little or nothing about them to distinguish them apart. So
what distinguishes hallucination from perception must be the
absence of some other factor or factors, and it is plausible to
say that this or these must relate to the way the experience

is brought about. Now the theorist who declares that perceiving
a physical object is making a judgment about it of some kind
cannot deny that exactly the same judgment may be made by a
hallucinated man - in the Grice example it might be "That's a
big clock on the shelfi" Again, as the Grice and Martin
examples show, a ﬁan's sense-experience may represent reality

(as both their expert-beset subjects prove to us) and yet still
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be hallucinatory. It seems then that both these theories
cannot stand in the form they are cast in, but need supplement-
ation if they are to be plausible. Take the theory that percept-
ion is Jjudgment. If this is so, and, let us say, the perception
of a pen that I am now experiencing consists in my judging
"There is a pen in front of me", or something of the kind, then
by a like argument, if a blind man judges that there is a pen
in front of him, he will be perceiving it, even if the only
reason for his judgment is his having been told there is one in
front of him., It seems that the judgment theorist must add
some further conditions, over and above those relating to Jjudg-
ment, to his account of perception. For whatever type of
Jjudgment he may offer as peculiar to perception, the same will
be found to occur when no perception need be taking place. And
it is plausible to suggest that the further conditions will
contain reference to the way the perceived object brings about
the judgment that is involved in its perception. In the case
of the hallucinated man, the clock does not play a part in
bringing about his Jjudgment in the way it would in bringing it
about if he saw it. The pen does not affect the blind man in
the way it affects me: it is plausible to say this is why I
perceive it, and he doesn!t, given that we make the same
judgment. As to the representationalist, like Grice he may
conclude fhat what separates the hallucinated man from the
perceiver, when each has a sense-~experience that represents an
object as well as the other's, is that the object represented
stands in some causal relation to the perceiver when it is

perceived. For this is indeed the case in the example of the .-
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man who is subjected to the expertit's attentions -~ his having the
sense-experience he does is not due to the presence and nature
of the clock on the shelf.

The point that is to be found in what both Grice and Martin
say, that the experiences involved in hallucination and
perception may be indistinguishable, is enough to undermine
these two theories of perception, then, and to recommend their
alteration into causal theories, each giving its own version
of the nature of the sense-experience involved in perception -
the having of a representation in one case, the making of a
judgment in another. We shall consider these versions of the
causal theory at a. later stage in this thesis. There remains
for consideration the view that perception is an unanalysable
notion. Now the theorist who holds this view must challenge
the view implicit in what Grice and Martin say, that the
experience in perception may not differ from that in hallucination.
And, unlike the other two theorists who could scarecely fail to
agree with Grice and Martin, the philosopher who holds that
perception is an unanalysable relation between person and thing
can advance a case against them which has some plausibility.
Unless he does., his theory collapses: for he cannot deny that
the unanalysable relation he talks of must be identical with
what we have alled the experience involved in perception, since
it is undeniable that whenever one perceives one has a sense-
experience, and on his view there is no complexity in perception.
So if at least one phenomenon occurs whenever we perceive, that
Phenomenon, he must agree, is the perceiving. The theorist

should, then argue as follows: "The experiences men have in
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perception and in hallucination seem very similar to the persons
who have them, and for this reason it is reasonable that we
should, as we do, have a set of expressions that describe
experiences of either kind without distinction - "it seems as
though p", and cognate locutions, when employed in one of their
senses. But the truth is that there are two very distinct
kinds of mental phenomena here: there are perceptions, and

there are hallucinatory experiences. These are in themselves
quite different types of mental phenomena, though it is hard
for one undergoing them to distinguish t