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PREFACE

THE title of this book covers a wide range of subjects ;
and T do not wish to claim that I have investigated
them all My main purpose has been to resolve the
philosophical problems which are commonly brought
under the heading of * our knowledge of the external
world” But I have also found occasion to deal with
such further questions as those of our knowledge of
other minds, of the character of causal laws, of the
analysis of meaning, and of the nature of propositions
and their relation to facts

Where I believe that I am indebted to other
authors I have made my acknowledgements in the
text. But I should like here to pay a tribute to
Professor H H. Price’s work on Perception, to which
I owe considerably more than my frequent criticisms
of 1t would suggest.

My thanks are due also to my friend Mr C E
Stevens for reading the proofs.

A. J. AYER

BricapE oF Guarps DEPOT,
CATERHAM, SURREY,
March, 1940
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I

THE ARGUMENT FROM ILLUSION

1 EXPOSITION OF THE ARGUMENT

It does not normally occur to us that there 1s any
need for us to justify our belief in the existence of
material things At the present moment, for example,
I have no doubt whatsoever that I really am per-
cewving the familiar objects, the chairs and table, the
pictures and books and flowers with which my room
1s furnished , and I am therefore satisfied that they
exist I recognize indeed that people are sometimes
decewved by their senses, but this does not lead me
to suspect that my own sense-perceptions cannot 1n
general be trusted, or even that they may be deceiving
me now. And this is not, I believe, an exceptional
attitude. I believe that, in practice, most people
agree with John Locke that ** the certainty of things
existing n rerum natura, when we have the testimony
of our senses for 1t, 1s not only as great as our frame
can attain to, but as our condition needs.” !

When, however, one turns to the writings of
those philosophers who have recently concerned

! An Essay concermmg Human Understandimg, Book IV, ch 2,

section vin
I B
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themselves with the subject of perception, one may
begin to wonder whether this matter is quite so
simple It 1s true that they do, 1n general, allow
that our belief 1n the existence of material things is
well founded ; some of them, indeed, would say that
there were occasions on which we knew for certain
the truth of such propositions as ““ this 1s a cigarette '
or ““this 1s a pen” But even so they are not, for
the most part, prepared to admit that such objects
as pens or cigarettes are ever directly perceived
What, 1n their opinion, we directly perceive 1s always
an object of a different kind from these, one to
which 1t 1s now customary to give the name of
‘ sense-datum ”’. These sense-data are said to have
the *‘ presentative function ”’ ! of making us conscious
of material things But how they perform this
function, and what 1s their relation to the material
things which they present, are questions about which
there 1s much dispute There 1s dispute also about
the properties of sense-data, apart from their relation-
ship to material things : whether, for example, they
are each of them private to a single observer,
whether they can appear to have qualities that they
do not really have, or have qualities that they do not
appear to have, whether they are in any sense
“within ” the percipient’s mind or brain I shall
show later on that these are not empirical questions
They are to be settled by making 1t clear how the
term ' sense-datum ”’ 1s intended to be used But
first I must explain why it 1s thought necessary to

* Cf H H Price, Perception, p 104
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introduce such a term at all Why may we not say
that we are directly aware of material things ?

The answer 1s provided by what is known as the
argument from illuston This argument, as it 1s
ordinarly stated, 1s based on the fact that material
things may present different appearances to different
observers, or to the same observer in different con-
ditions, and that the character of these appearances
is to some extent causally determined by the state
of the conditions and the observer For nstance,
1t is remarked that a coin which looks circular from
one point of view may look elliptical from another
or that a stick which normally appears straight looks
bent when 1t 1s seen 1n water , or that to people who
take drugs such as mescal, things appear to change
their colours The familiar cases of mirror images,
and double vision, and complete hallucinations, such
as the mirage, provide further examples. Nor 1s
this a pecubarnity of visual appearances. The same
thing occurs 1in the domains of the other senses,
mcluding the sense of touch. It may be pointed
out, for example, that the taste that a thing appears
to have may vary with the condition of the palate ,
or that a liquid will seem to have a difterent tempera-
ture according as the hand that 1s feeling it 1s itself
hot or cold ; or that a coin seems larger when it is
placed on the tongue than when 1t is held in the palm
of the hand , or, to take a case of complete hallucina-
tion, that people who have had limbs amputated may
still continue to feel pain 1n them

Let us now consider one of these examples, say,
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that of the stick which 1s refracted in water, and see
what 1s to be inferred For the present 1t must be
assurned that the stick does not really change its
shape when 1t 1s placed 1n water I shall discuss the
meaning and validity of this assumption later on.
Then 1t follows that at least one of the visual appear-
ances of the stick 1s delusive, for 1t cannot be both
crooked and straight Nevertheless, even 1n the case
where what we see 1s not the real quality of a matenal
thing, it is supposed that we are still seeing something,
and that 1t 1s convenient to give this a name And
1t 1s for this purpose that philosophers have recourse
to the term ‘' sense-datum By using 1t they are
able to give what seems to them a satisfactory answer
to the question What 1s the object of which we
are directly aware, 1n perception, if 1t 1s not part of
any material thing? Thus, when a2 man sees a
murage 1n the desert, he 1s not thereby perceiving
any matenal thing, for the oasis which he thinks
he 1s percerving does not exist At the same time,
it 1s argued, his experience 1s not an experience of
nothing , 1t has a definite content  Accordingly, 1t
1s said that he 1s experiencing sense-data, which are
similar 1n character to what he would be experiencing
if he were seeing a real oasis, but are delusive 1n the
sense that the material thing which they appear to
present 1s not actually there Or again, when I
look at myself in the glass my body appears to be
some distance behind the glass ; but other observa-
tions 1ndicate that 1t 1s 1n front of it Since 1t 1s
impossible for my body to be in both these places
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at once, these perceptions cannot all be venidical. 1
believe, 1n fact, that the ones that are delusive are
those 1n which my body appears to be behind the
glass But can it be denied that when one looks at
oneself in the glass one 1s seeing something ? And
if, 1n this case, there really 1s no such material thing
as my body 1n the place where 1t appears to be, what
1s 1t that I am seeing ? Once again the answer we
are 1nvited to give 1s that it 1s a sense-datum And
the same conclusion may be reached by taking any
other of my examples

If anything 1s established by this, 1t can be only
that there are some cases in which the character of
our perceptions makes 1t necessary for us to say that
what we are directly experiencing 1s not a material
thing but a sense-datum. It has not been shown
that this 1s so 1n all cases It has not been demed,
but rather assumed, that there are some perceptions
that do present material things to us as they really
are; and 1n their case there seems at first sight to
be no ground for saying that we directly experience
sense-data rather than material things But, as I
have already remarked, there 1s general agreement
among the philosophers who make use of the term
““ sense-datum ", or some equivalent term, that what
we immediately experience 1s always a sense-datum
and never a material thing And for this they give
further arguments which I shall now examine.

In the first place 1t 1s pointed out that there 1s
no mtrinsic difference in kind between those of our
perceptions that are vendical 1n their presentation
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of matenal things and those that are delusive.!
When I look at a straight stick, which 1s refracted
in water and so appears crooked, my experience 1s
qualitatively the same as 1f I were looking at a stick
that really was crooked When, as the result of my
putting on green spectacles, the white walls of my
room appear to me to be green, my experience is
qualitatively the same as if I were perceiving walls
that really were green. When people whose legs
have been amputated continue to feel pressure upon
them, their experience is qualitatively the same as
if pressure really were being exerted upon their
legs  But. it 1s argued, if, when our perceptions
were delusive, we were always percerving something
of a different kind from what we perceived when they
were veridical, we should expect our experience to be
qualitatively different 1n the two cases. We should
expect to be able to tell from the intrinsic character
of a perception whether 1t was a perception of a
sense-datum or of a material thing But this 1s not
possible, as the examples that I have given have
shown In some cases there 1s indeed a distinction
with respect to the beliefs to which the experiences
give rise, as can be 1llustrated by my original example
For when, 1n normal conditions, we have the ex-
perience of seemng a straight stick, we believe that
there really 1s a straight stick there, but when the
stick appears crooked, through being refracted in
water, we do not believe that 1t really 1s crooked ,
we do not regard the fact that i1t looks crooked in

' Cf H H Prce, Perception, p 31
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water as evidence against its being really straight It
must, however, be remarked that this difference in
the beliefs which accompany our perceptions is not
grounded 1n the nature of the perceptions themselves,
but depends upon our past experience. We do nat
believe that the stick which appears crooked when 1t
stands 1n water really 1s crooked because we know
from past experience that in normal conditions it
looks straight But a child who had not learned that
refraction was a means of distortion would naturally
believe that the stick really was crooked as he saw it.
The fact, therefore, that there 1s this distinction
between the beliefs that accompany veridical and
delusive perceptions does not justify the view that
these are perceptions of generically different objects,
especially as the distinction by no means applies to
all cases For 1t sometimes happens that a delusive
experience is not only qualitatively mdistinguishable
from one that 1s veridical but is also itself believed
to be veridical, as 1n the example of the murage ; and,
conversely, there are cases 1n which experiences that
are actually veridical are believed to be delusive, as
when we see something so strange or unexpected
that we say to ourselves that we must be dreaming.
The fact is that from the character of a perception
considered by itself, that 1s, apart from 1ts relation
to further sense-experience, 1t 1s not possible to tell
whether 1t 1s veridical or delusive  But whether we
are entitled to infer from this that what we immedi-
ately experience 1s always a sense-datum remains
still to be seen.
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Another fact which 1s supposed to show that even
i the case of veridical perceptions we are not directly
aware of material things 1s that veridical and delusive
perceptions may form a continuous series, both with
respect to their qualities and with respect to the con-
ditions 1n which they are obtamned® Thus, if I
gradually approach an object from a distance I may
begin by having a series of perceptions which are
delusive 1n the sense that the object appears to be
smaller than 1t really 1s. Let us assume that this
sertes terminates 1 a veridical perception Then
the difference i quality between this perception
and its immediate predecessor will be of the same
order as the difference between any two delusive
perceptions that are next to one another in the series ;
and, on the assumption that I am walking at a uniform
pace, the same will be true of the difference in the
conditions on which the generation of the series
depends. A similar example would be that of the
continuous alteration 1n the apparent colour of an
object which was seen 1n a gradually changing light
Here agan the relation between a veridical percep-
tion and the delusive perception that comes next to
it 1 the series 1s the same as that which obtains
between neighbouring delusive perceptions, both
with respect to the difference in quality and with
respect to the change in the conditions, and these
are differences of degree and not of kind. But this,
1t 1s argued, 1s not what we should expect if the
veridical perception were a perception of an object

! Cf Price, 0p cit p 32
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of a different sort, a material thing as opposed to a
sense-datum Does not the fact that veridical and
delusive perceptions shade into one another in the
way that 1s indicated by these examples show that
the objects that are perceived in erther case are
generically the same? And from this it would
tollow, 1f 1t was acknowledged that the delusive per-
ceptions were perceptions of sense-data, that what
we directly experienced was always a sense-datum
and never a material thing

The final argument that has to be considered 1n
this context 1s based upon the fact that all our per-
ceptions, whether veridical or delusive, are to some
extent causally dependent both upon external condi-
tions, such as the character of the hght, and upon
our own physiological and psychological states In
the case of perceptions that we take to be delusive
this 1s a fact that we habitually recognize We say,
for example, that the stick looks crooked because it
1s seen 1n water ; that the white walls appear green
to me because 1 am wearing green spectacles , that
the water feels cool because my hand 1s hot ; that
the murderer sees the ghost of his victim because of
his bad conscience or because he has been taking
drugs In the case of perceptions that we take to
be veridical we are apt not to notice such causal
dependencies, since as a rule it 1s only the occurrence
of the unexpected or the abnormal that induces us
to look for a cause But in this matter also there is
no essential difference between venidical and delusive
perceptions When, for example, I look at the piece
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of paper on which I am wnting, I may claim that I
am seeing it as it really is But I must admit that
in order that I should have this experience it 1s not
sufficient that there should actually be such a piece
of paper there Many other factors are necessary.
such as the condition of the light, the distance at
which I am from the paper, the nature of the back-
ground, the state of my nervous system and my eyes
A proof that they are necessary is that if I vary them
I find that I have altered the character of my per-
ception Thus, if I screw up my eyes I see two
pieces of paper instead of one, 1if I grow dizzy the
appearance of the paper becomes blurred ; if I alter
my posttion sufficiently it appears to have a different
shape and size, 1f the light 1s extinguished, or
another object 1s interposed, I cease to see 1t alto-
gether On the other hand, the converse does not
hold If the paper 1s removed I shall cease to see 1t ;
but the state of the light or of my nervous system
or any other of the factors that were relevant to the
occurrence of my perception may still remain the
same From this 1t may be inferred that the relation
between my perception and these accompanying con-
ditions 1s such that, while they are not causally de-
pendent upon 1t, 1t 1s causally dependent upon them
And the same would apply to any other instance
of a venidical perception that one cared to choose.
This point bemng established, the argument pro-
ceeds as follows. It 1s held to be characteristic of
material things that their existence and their essential
properties are independent of any particular observer.
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For they are supposed to continue the same, whether
they are observed by one person or another, or not
observed at all. But this, it 1s argued, has been
shown not to be true of the objects we mmmedi-
ately experience. And so the conclusion 1s reached
that what we 1mmediately experience 1s 1n no case
a material thing According to this way of reasoning,
if some perceptions are rightly held to be veridical,
and others delusive, 1t 1s because of the different
relations 1n which their objects stand to material
things, and 1t 1s a philosophical problem to discover
what these relations are We may be allowed to
have indirect knowledge of the properties of matenal
things  But this knowledge, 1t is held, must be
obtained through the medium of sense-data, since
they are the only objects of which, 1n sense-percep-
tion, we are immediately aware

2 EVALUATION OF THE ARGUMENT FROM ILLUSION

With this I complete my exposition of the so-
called argument from illusion In considering its
validity it 1s 1mportant first to determune whether
the question it raises concerming the nature of the
objects that we directly percerve 1s to be regarded
as a question of language or as a question of fact
In most cases the philosophers who have made use
of this argument have taken 1t to prove a matter of
fact. They have inferred from 1t, not merely that it
1s linguistically inconvenient, but that it 1s false to
say that we are ever directly aware of a materal
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thing. But if the argument 1s interpreted in this
way 1t 1s evidently not conclusive. In the first place,
when one examines the subsidiary arguments which
are supposed to prove that what we percerve when
our perceptions are veridical cannot be generically
different from what we perceive when they are
delusive, one finds that each of them rests upon a
premise that 1s open to question. It 1s taken for
granted that if veridical and delusive perceptions
were perceptions of objects of different types, they
would always be qualitatively distinguishable, or
that they would not, 1n respect of their qualities and
the conditions of their occurrence, be capable of
being ranged 1n a continuous series , or thirdly, that
material things can exist and have properties without
being causally dependent on any observer But each
of these assumptions could be denied without self-
contradiction Nor do the first two appear to admut
of any empirical proof. As for the third, 1t 1s true
that we find reason to believe a number of hypo-
thetical propositions about the experiences that we
should be having if we were in certain situations in
which we actually are not And if the proposition
that material things are causally independent of our
observation of them 1s understood to imply no more
than that some such hypothetical propositions are
true even though their protases are never fulfilled,
we may consider ourselves justified in maintaining
1t on inductive grounds. But though this 1s perhaps
the most natural way to interpret this proposition,
and the one that I shall adopt myself, it is not the
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interpretation that 1s required by the argument from
illusion. For these hypothetical propositions con-
cerning what we should observe in certain unfulfilled
conditions might very well be true of objects whose
manifestations proved, when we actually did observe
them, to be causally dependent upon our observa-
tion. If, therefore, the proposition that materal
things are independent of our observation of them
means no more than the certain hypothetical pro-
positions about our sense-experiences may be both
true and unfulfilled, 1t does not entaill the con-
clusion that the objects we directly perceive, being
causally dependent upon the state of the observer
and the accompanying conditions, are not material
things But if we have to interpret the proposition
in such a way that 1t does entail this conclusion, then
1t no longer appears capable of being istified on
empirical grounds It might indeed be made a
matter of definition that matenal things should be
causally independent of any process of observation,
1in some sense from which 1t would follow, in con-
Junction with the facts I have mentioned about the
causes of our sense-experiences, that the objects of
which we were 1mmediately aware could not be
material things. But the consequence of this would
be that such objects as pens and books and tables,
as they are ordinarily conceived, could not 1n virtue
of this definition any longer be counted as material
things. And 1t was with objects such as these that
the argument which the definition 1s supposed to
save was primarily concerned.
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So far 1 have been maintaming only that the
argument from 1illusion does not prove that we are
always mistaken in believing that the objects we
directly perceive are matenal things, if the question
What kind of objects do we directly perceive ? s
taken as a question of fact But does the argument
prove even that there are any cases of perception in
which such a belief would be mistaken » 1 have
shown that the ground on which 1t 1s maintained
that there are at any rate some occasions on which
we perceive sense-data which are not parts of any
material things 1s that some perceptions are delusive ;
and the ground on which it 1s maintained that some
of our perceptions must be delusive 1s that if we
take them all to be veridical we shall involve ourselves
in contradictions, since we shall have to attnibute
to material things such mutually incompatible pro-
perties as being at the same time both green and
yellow, or both elliptical and round But here 1t
may be objected that these contradictions cannot,
fact, be derived from the nature of our perceptions
alone If from one standpoint I see what appears
to be a round comn and then, subsequently, from
another standpoint, see 1t as elliptical, there 1s no
contradiction nvolved in my supposing that in each
case [ am seeing the coin as 1t really 1s  This sup-
position becomes self-contradictory only when 1t 1s
combined with the assumption that the real shape
of the coin has remained the same Similarly, if
someone whom I call colour-blind sees as red what
I sec as green, the proposition that our perceptions
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are both veridical 1s not contradictory in itself. The
contradiction arises only when one adds the assump-
tion that we are both seeing the same material thing.
Nor again, in the case where one puts both one’s
hands simultaneously 1nto a vessel of water and finds
that 1t seems cold to one hand and hot to the other,
1s it self-contradictory to hold that both these
experiences are veridical To obtain the contradic-
tion 1t must also be assumed that the temperature
of the water with which the vessel 1s filled 1s really
the same throughout And so 1t goes with all the
examples, including those 1n which the experience
of one sense is supposed to contradict that of another,
and those 1n which our perceptions are held to be
completely hallucinatory. For instance, if a stick
that looks crooked at the same time feels straight,
it 1s not logically impossible that both these percep-
tions should be veridical. It becomes so only if one
makes suitable assumptions about the correlation of
the domamns of sight and touch And in the case
of the mirage, 1t 15 only iIf we make suitable assump-
tions about the duration of material things and their
accessibility to different observers that we are obliged
to hold that the trees and the water which the observer
in question thinks he 1s perceiving do not really
exist

But now let us suppose that instead of recognizing
these alleged contradictions and attempting to evade
them by saying that we immediately experience
sense-data which are not parts of materal things,
we choose rather to deny the supplementary assump-
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tions which are required for the contradictions to
result None of these assumptions is logically
necessary, so that if they are to be validated it must
be on empirical grounds What then 1s the nature
of the empirical evidence upon which they rest ?
The answer 15 that 1t 1s 1n every instance a matter of
our being able to establish a certain order among our
experiences. We say that an object seen in a looking-
glass is not really in the place in which 1t appears to
be, because, when we go to that place, we find that
there 1s no such object there to be seen or touched
We say that a penny which appears to have a different
shape when 1t 15 seen from a different angle has not
really changed its shape, because, when we return
to our original point of view, we find that 1t looks the
same shape as 1t did before We say that a man who
sees as red what we see as green 1s nevertheless seeing
the same object as ourselves, because of the observa-
tions that we make concerning his behaviour, for
example, we may have the experience of hearing him
describe 1t, apart from 1ts colour, in the same way
as we should ourselves, or if we ask him to touch 1t
we may see what appears to be his finger comnciding
with an appearance of the object in our own visual
fields We say that the temperature of the water
that feels hot to one hand and cold to the other 1s
really uniform, because 1t 1s observed to yield a
uniform reading on a thermometer. We say, 1n the
instance of the murage, that the trees do not really
exist, because we believe that people who were 1n
what we should call a normal physiological state would
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not perceive them and because they cannot sub-
sequently be percerved by the observer himself
Now, having described the nature of the evidence
that 18 ordinarily thought to be sufficient to establish
these various assumptions, I wish to consider what
would be the position of one who, though he acknow-
ledged the particular facts about our experiences that
constitute this evidence, still chose to deny the pro-
positions about material things that these facts are
supposed to prove. One may 1magine his saying, for
example, that the fact that the shape of the penny
still appears the same when the observer returns to
his original point of view does not prove that its real
shape has been unchanged , for it might be the case
that the shape that 1t originally appeared to have was
in realhity altered and then regained Or again, he
might say that the fact that I observe another person
behaving 1n the way I should expect him to behave
if he were seeing the same object as I am myself
does not prove that he reallyis seeing the same object,
it may show that the structure of his world 1s 1n a
large measure simlar to that of my own, but 1t does
not follow that its contents are the same. And I
have no doubt that by postulating a greater number
of matenal things and regarding themn as being more
variable and evanescent than we normally do, 1t
would be possible to dcal with all the other cases
i a stmular way  How then 1s one who holds this
position to be refuted ? The answer 1s that so long
as we persist in regarding the 1ssue as one concerning
a matter of fact i1t 1s 1mpossible for us to refute him
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We cannot refute him, because, as far as the facts are
concerned, there 1s really no dispute between us. It
has been assumed that he agrees with us about the
nature of the sensible appearances , and no evidence
of any other kind is or can be available In what
then does our disagreement consist ? It consists 1n
the fact that he refuses to describe the phenomena
1n the way 1in which we describe them Where we
say that the real shape of a coin 1s unchanging, he
prefers to say that its shape is really undergoing some
cycheal process of change Where we say that two
observers are seeing the same material thing, he
prefers to say that they are seeing different things
which have, however, some structural properties 1n
common But the facts to which these expressions
are intended to refer are 1n either case the same In
other words, we are not disputing about the validity
of two conflicting sets of hypotheses, but about the
choice of two different languages The dispute
appears to be concerned with a matter of fact because
our opponent uses the same form of words as we use
ourselves ; but since the empirical evidence which we
regard as justifying the employment of these words 1s
not so regarded by him, 1t 1s to be inferred that he
1s assigning to the words a different meaning from
that which we have given them. Assuming that his
language 1s self-consistent, we may still cnticize 1t
on the ground that 1t 1s cumbersome and incon-
venient And we may argue in support of some
other terminology, such as the terminology of sense-
data, that 1t involves a less radical departure from
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normal usage But at the same time we must recog-
mize that the superiority of the language that we
favour, 1f 1t 1s superior, does not consist in the
expression of any truth that our opponent disregards
or denies. For if there 1s here to be any question of
truth or falsehood, there must be some disagreement
about the nature of the empirical facts And in this
case no such disagreement exists

3 THE INTRODUCTION OF SENSE-DATA

The conclusion that I have now reached 1s that
in order to account for our perceptual experience, it
1s not necessary to mamntain that any of our percep-
tions are delus;ve  And i saymg this I am not
attempting to deny the empirical facts which the
proposition that some of our perceptions are delusive
15 ordinanly understood to express 1 am pointing
out merely that this 1s not the only way of describing
them I have argued that these facts do not render
1t impossible to hold that what is percerved 1s always
a material thing, provided that one makes suitable
assumptions about the constitution and behaviour of
the material things in question But since these
assumptions are not factual but linguistic 1n charac-
ter, the effect of making them 1s to give to the
expression ‘‘ material thing ” a different meaning
from that which 1s ordinarily given to it. I have,
therefore, not yet answered the question that I
originally set out to discuss For I have not yet
succeeded 1n showing that 1t 1s logically possible both
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to admut the facts that are ordinarily expressed by
saying that some perceptions are delusive, and also
to maintain that, in the case of such perceptions, we
directly perceive material things, in the ordinary
sense. It may be granted that the argument from
illusion does not prove that 1t 1s necessary, in describ-
Ing our perceptual experience, to use any word in
precisely the same way as philosophers have proposed
to use the word ** sense-datum ”’. But does 1t not
prove that we need to make at any rate some altera-
tion 1n our ordinary way of speaking if we are to be
able to describe all the empurical facts ?

I do not think that even this imited claim can be
justified It 1s indeed true that, if we restrict our-
selves to using words 1n such a way that to say of an
object that 1t 1s seen or touched or otherwise per-
cewved entails saying that 1t really exists and that
something really has the character that the object
appears to have, we shall be obhged either to deny
that any perceptions are delusive or else to admit
that it 1s a mistake to speak as if the objects that we
perceived were always material things  But the fact
1s that in our ordinary usage we are not so restricted
Thus, to return to the familiar examples, 1f I say
that I am seeing a stick which looks crooked, I do not
imply that anything really 1s crooked, or if 1 say that
someone is feeling pressure on his leg, I do not
necessarily exclude the possibility that his leg has
been amputated, or 1f, being subject to an illusion of
double vision, I say that I am percerving two pieces
of paper, I need not be implying that there really
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are two pieces of paper there. But surely, it may be
said, 1f the two pieces of paper really are percerved
they must both exist in some sense, even 1if not as
material things The answer to this objection is that
1t 1s based on a misunderstanding of the way 1n which
I am using the word “‘ perceive” 1 am using 1t
here in such a way that to say of an object that 1t 1s
percetved does not entail saying that 1t exists in any
sense at all And this 1s a perfectly correct and
tamiliar usage of the word

If there 1s thought to be a difficulty here, 1t is
perhaps because there 1s also a correct and familiar
usage of the word “ percerve ”’, i which to say of an
object that 1t 15 percerved does carry the implication
that it exasts  If I decide to use the word ** perceive ™
in this sense, I cannot then describe my illusion of
double vision by saying “ I perceived two pieces of
paper but there was really only one piece there ”.
Instead I may say ““ I thought I perceived two pieces
of paper but I was really perceiving only one” At
this point someone may be tempted to ask *“ Which
was 1t that you really perceived ? Two pieces of
paper or one ? ' and to imagine that he 1s raising a
question of fact But this would be a mistake For
the fact which I am purporting to describe 1s the
same, whichever method of description I choose.
Assuming that the proposition which I am intending
to express 1s true, all that 1s needed to settle the
question whether I did or did not really percerve two
pieces of paper 1s that we should decide what we
mean by ““ perceiving ’  If the word 1s used 1n one
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familiar sense, 1t can be said that I really did percerve
two pieces of paper If 1t 1s used 1n another sense,
which 1s also sanctioned by convention, then it must
be said that I perceived only one In the sense of
‘ percerving >’ 1 which 1t 1s 1impossible to perccive
what does not exist the word 1s not applicable to
experiences that are existentially delusive  In this
sense 1 did not perceive two pieces of paper ; 1 only
thought that I perceived them What I really per-
cetved was one piece of paper, if only one piece
existed , or if 1t be assumed that my experience was
totally hallucinatory, I did not really perceive any-
thing at all. I was indeed having an experience that
could properly be described as perceptual in one
sense of the word But in this sense there 1s no
objection to my saying that I really did perceive two
pieces of paper, even if they did not both exist There
1s no problem so long as one keeps the two usages
distinct

The same ambiguity 1s to be found 1n the way in
which we describe perceptions that are qualitatively
delusive For example, a man will say that he sees
a distant star which has an extension greater than
that of the earth , but if he 1s asked to describe what
1t 1s that he 1s actually seeing, he may say that 1t 1s a
silvery speck no bigger than a sixpence. Now, since
1t 1s 1mpossible that the star should both be bigger
than the earth and at the same time no bigger than
a sixpence, one 1s tempted 1o conclude that one at
least of these assertions 1s false And, 1n fact, many
philosophers would say that the man was mustaken
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in asserting that he saw the star But this 1s to
ignore the fact that the word ‘‘ see ”’, like the word
«“ percerve ', is commonly used 1n a variety of senses.
In one sense, the sense 1n which the man can say
truly that he sees the star, 1t is necessary that what
1s seen should really exist, but not necessary that it
should have the qualities that it appears to have. In
another sense, which 1s that in which the man can
say truly that what he sees 1s no bigger than a six-
pence, 1t 1s not possible that anything should seem
to have qualitics that it does not really have, but
also not necessary that what 1s seen should really
exist If, in our example, 1t 1s assumed that the man
1s using the word ““ see ”’ consistently, then 1t does
follow that at least one of his statements 1s empirically
false. But it 1s also open to us to accept both his
statements if we assume, as indeed we ordmarly
should, that he has shpped from one to the other
usage of the word *“ see” 'The important point to
notice 1s that we do not require the two usages 1n
order to describe the facts Let us suppose that, in
our example, the man decides to use the word “‘ see ”’
only in the sense 1n which he 1s justified 1n saying
that he sces the star. How, then, 1s he to express the
fact that what he sees in the other sense 1s a speck
no bigger than a sixpence ? Simply by using the
phrase ““ appears to be ”’ instead of “is ”’ And this
termunology of “ appearing ” 1s one that we do very
often use 1n describing facts of this sort That we
are accustomed also to describe them in another
way, which involves a different usage of words like
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see ”’ and '‘ perceive ", 1s not ordinarily a source
of confusion to us, because we are able to tell from
the context what 1s the sense in which such words
are mntended to be understood. But i1t has misled
philosophers, as their use of the argument from
illusion shows.

In order to avoid these ambiguities, what the
advocates of the sense-datum theory have done 1s
to decide both to apply the word ““see” or any
other words that designate modes of perception to
delusive as well as to vendical experiences, and at
the same time to use these words 1n such a way that
what 1s seen or otherwise sensibly experienced must
rcally exast and must really have the properties that
it appears to have No doubt they also use these
words 1n other, more familiar, senses But 1t 1s this
usage that leads them to the mtroduction of sense-
data For, having adopted it, they find that they
cannot then say, in the case of a delustve perception,
that what 1s experienced 1s a material thing, for
either the requisite material thing does not exist, or
else 1t has not got the requisite property And so
they say that it 15 a sense-datum And instead of
saying that this sense-datum 1s percerved, they say
that 1t 1s sensed But if in the case of a delusive
perception one 1s gomg to say that one 1s sensing
a sense-datum, then, inasmuch as the distinction
between delusive and veridical perceptions 1s not a
distinction of quality, 1t 1s convenient to extend this
usage to all cases 'That 1s to say, the contention that
if these perceptions are not qualitatively distinguish-
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able the objects perceirved must be of the same type,
which I saw no reason for accepting when it was
treated as a statement of fact, can reasonably be
accepted as a rule of language And thus one arrives
at the conclusion that in all cases of perception the
objects of which one 1s directly aware are sense-data
and not material things.

This procedure 1s 1n 1ttself legitimate ; and for
certain purposes it 1s useful I shall indeed adopt 1t
myself But one must not suppose that it embodies
any factual discovery. The philosopher who says
that he 1s seeing a sensc-datum 1n a case where most
people would say that they were seceing a materal
thing 1s not contradicting the received opinion on any
question of fact He 1s not putting forward a new
hypothesis which could be empirically verified or
confuted What he 1s doing is simply to recommend
a new verbal usage* He 1s proposing to us that
mnstead of speaking, for example, of seeing a straight
stick which looks crooked, or of seeing an oasis
when there 1s no oasis there, we should speak of
seeing a sense-datum which really has the quality
of being crooked, and which belongs to a straight
stick, or of seeing a sense-datum which really has
the qualities that are characteristic of the appearance
of an oasis, but does not belong to any materal thing
If we accept this recommendation 1t will not be
because our ordinary language 1s defective, in the

sense that 1t does not furnish us with the means of

* This point has been clearly brought out by G A Paul in his
paper on “‘ Is there a Problem about Sense-data?’’, Aristotelian
Society Supplementary Proceedings, 1936
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describing all the facts, or 1n the sense that 1t obliges
us to misdescribe some of them, but simply because
it 1s not so good an instrument as the sense-datum
language for our special purposes For since in
philosophizing about perception our main object 1s
to analyse the relationship of our sense-experiences to
the propositions we put forward concerning material
things, 1t 1s useful for us to have a terminology
that enables us to refer to the contents of our
experiences independently of the material things
that they are taken to present And this the sense-
datum language provides ' It has also the advantage
of laying down an unambiguous convention for the
use of words that stand for modes of perception, and
so freeing us from the verbal problems that develop,
as we have seen, out of the ambiguous use of such
words 1n ordinary speech  We may admut, therefore,
that there are good grounds for adopting this tech-
nical terminology But 1n adopting 1t we must
realize that 1t does not 1n 1tself add to our knowledge
of empurical facts, or even make 1t possible for us to
express anything that we could not have expressed
without 1t At the best 1t enables us only to refer to
familiar facts 1n a clearer and more convenient way.

The main proposition which the argument from
lusion, as I have interpreted it, was supposed to
establish was that what we see, or otherwise directly
experience, are never material things, but only sense-
data This conclusion I accept, but not as a pro-

T Not fully, indeed, but to an extent that 1s sufficient for our
purpose Vzde Part V of this book
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position 1n the ordinary sense A way of making
this distinction clear 1s to contrast the sentence *‘ I
never see material things but only sense-data ”’ with
some sentence of simular appearance that does
express a proposition about a matter of fact. Con-
sider, for example, the sentence “ I never see gold
sovereigns but only Bank of England notes ” The
proposition which this sentence expresses 1s one
whose validity 1s subject to empirical tests My
present experience confirms 1t, but at the same time
I can 1magine having perceptions that would con-
fute it My experience would be different if 1t were
false. But when I say “ I never see material things
but only sense-data™ I am saying something the
truth or falsehood of which makes no difference
whatsoever to the nature of my experience. Indeed
1t 1s musleading to speak of truth or falsehood at all
in this case For if we allow ourselves to say that
the sentence ** I never see material things but only
sense-data ”’ expresses either a true or a false pro-
position, we thereby suggest that 1t 1s on a level with
sentences like *“ T never see gold sovereigns but only
Bank of England notes ", that its validity depends
upon empurical facts. But I have shown that between
a philosopher who says that he sees only sense-data
and one who says that he sees material things there
1s no disagreement about any matter of fact If they
appeal to the facts at all 1t can be only to show that
one form of expression 1s more conventent than the
other. Thus, the sense in which my experience gives
me justification for saying that I see only scnse-data

3



28  FOUNDATIONS OF EMPIRICAL KNOWLEDGE 1

is quite different from the sense in which it gives
me Justification for saying that I sce only Bank of
England notes In the latter case 1t 1s a question of
the vertfication of an empirical proposition. In the
case of the scnse-data it 1s a question of there being
extraneous grounds for preferring one method of
description to another, which 1s equally true to the
facts And this shows that there 1s a generic
difference 1n the meaning of the two sentences 1n
spite of the similarity of their appearances In one
case we are expressing a proposition about an
cmpirical matter of fact, in the other case we are
expressing a resolution about the usage of words
We may appeal to experience to show that such a
resolution 1s sensible or foolish, but we cannot
properly claim that 1t 1s either true or false

4 Misusks OF THE ARGUMENT FROM ILLUSION

But 1s this all that the argpument from 1illusion
yields us , a motrve for adopting a new terminology ?
It seems a meagre result when one considers how
much mmportance has been attached to the argument
by wnters on the theory of knowledge. In one form
or another 1t has been used to support such con-
clusions as that the world of sensible phenomena
1s self-contradictory, that our ideas of secondary
qualities are not resemblances of any real qualities
of matenal things , which means, mnter aha, that no
material thing 1s Iiterally coloured, or literally charac-
terized by any sensible temperature or weight , that
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the primary qualities of solidity, extension, number,
figure and motion are also ‘‘ not real ”’; that the
testimony of the senses 1s not to be relied on, and
that if we have any acquamntance with material
things as they really are, 1t 1s not through any act of
sense-perception but only through some ““ intuition
of the mund ”’. But all such uses of the argument
are 1nvalid, as I shall now proceed to show

I may begin by pointing out that if the assertion
that the world of sensible phenomena 1s self-
contradictory 1s taken lhterally, no argument can
possibly prove 1t, for the reason that the notion of
self-contradiction 1s not applicable to the phenomena
themselves. It does not make sense to say of different
phenomena either that they do or that they do not
contradict one another, they simply occur. It 1s
only with regard to the propositions that we use to
describe the phenomena that the question of con-
tradiction can legitimately be raised Let us there-
fore assume that what the argument from illusion 1s
supposed to prove is that 1t 1s impossible to describe
whatever phenomena occur without sooner or later
falling into self-contradiction. But so far from
proving this, the argument does not show even that
any contradiction 1s involved 1n the propositions that
we actually use to describe phenomena. It shows
that we speak of material things as appearing to exist
mn some conditions and not in others, or to some
observers and not to others, and that we speak of
them as appearing to have incompatible qualities to
different observers, and 1n different conditions , but
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in all this there 1s no contradiction. It is not self-
contradictory to say that a penny that looks round
from one standpoint looks elhptical from another,
or that a curtain that looks green to me appears to
some other person to be blue It is not self-contra-
dictory to say both that a man feels pain 1n an ampu-
tated leg, and that the leg 1s not perceptible to any
other observer or subsequently to the man himself
And the same would hold good of any other example
that could be produced

But this, I may be told, 1s only because 1 am
treating the appearances as mere appearances. Treat
them as realities ; assume that things really have the
qualities that they appear to have, and contradictions
arise at once As Bradley says, ““ a thing must be
self-consistent and self-dependent. It either has a
quality or has not got 1t  And 1if it has 1t, 1t cannot
have 1t only sometimes, and merely 1n this or that
relation  But such a principle 1s the condemnation
of secondary qualities ' and, as he later adds, of
primary qualities also

If this argument 1s intended to apply not merely
to the language that we actually use but also to any
alternative language in which we might attempt to
describe the same facts, then I have already refuted
it For I have shown that a language in which no
distinction 1s made between things as they appear
and things as they really are need not be self-contra-
dictory. In such a language, a statement that a
material thing, M, appeared to have a quality, a,

' Appearance and Reality, pp 11-12
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would always entail that M really did have q, but
this would not lead to contradictions, provided that
the language also contained suitable criteria, which
would, of course, be different from the criteria that
we now employ, for determining when a thing
changed its qualities and when two appearances were
appearances of the same thing. It 1s true, indeed, that
if we abolished the distinction that we ordinanly make
between appearance and reality, and at the same time
refused to 1ntroduce any compensatory conventions,
we should be involved 1n self-contradiction. But why
should one be expected to do this ? The argument
which I am considering does not furnish any reason

Furthermore, 1s 1t true even that we do avoid
contradictions only by treating all appearances as
mere appearances * Admuttedly, we do not speak
as 1f every perception were veridical We use such
sentences as ‘‘ The curtains look green 1n this hght,
but they are really blue”, ‘ The penny looks
elhiptical from this angle, but 1t 1s really round ”
But this does not mean that we speak as if every
perception were delusive  We assume, n fact, that
some of our perceptions are veridical and others not
And 1n this there 1s no contradiction There would
be a contradiction only if the same appearances were
held to be both veridical and delusive 1n the same
sense , and this 1s not the case What we actually
do is to define the real qualities of a matenal thing
in terms of the qualities of certain privileged appear-
ances. Later on 1t will be shown that this is not an
arbitrary procedure, that an appearance 1s held to
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be privileged, 1n this sense, because of certain special
relations that 1t bears to other appearances, a pro-
position which will be stated more clearly in the
terminology of sense-data® But even if the pro-
cedure were arbitrary, which 1t 1s not, there would
still be no ground for saying that it led to any con-
tradictions There 1s no logical reason why, in
classifying appearances as veridical or delusive, we
should have to include them all in the same category

A more moderate and common use of the argu-
ment from 1llusion 1s that 1n which 1t 1s taken to show,
not that the assumption that certain sensible qualities
Iiterally characterize maternial things involves any
contradiction, but that it 1s always false For ths,
recourse 1s had to what Professor Price has called the
causal form of the argument,> with which I have
already dealt 1n a slightly different context® It 1s
pointed out that the appearance of these sensible
qualities to an observer depends, as I have shown,
upon other factors than the state of the material
thing which he supposes them to characterize, among
these factors being the physiological and psycho-
logical condition of the observer himself And from
this 1t 1s inferred that the sensible qualities do not
really characterize the material thing in question,
or at least that no one has any ground for believing
that they do To quote Bradley again, * A thing 1s
coloured, but not coloured in the same way to every
eye, and except to some eye, 1t seems not coloured

! Vide Part V, Section 24, of this book
2 Perception, pp 27 fT P8
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at all  Is 1t then coloured or not? And the eye—
relation to which appears somehow to make the
quality — does that itself possess colour ? Clearly
not so, unless there 1s another eye which sees 1t
Nothing therefore 1s really coloured , colour seems
only to belong to what itself 1s colourless. And the
same result holds again, with cold and heat. A
thing may be cold or hot according to different parts
of my skin, and without some relation to a skin, 1t
seems without any such quality And, by a like
argument, the skin 1s proved not itself to own the
quality, which 1s hence possessed by nothing
The argument shows everywhere that things have
secondary qualities only for an organ, and that the
organ 1itself has these qualities 1n no other way ” *
This 1s, substantially, a recapitulation of the
argument by which Locke sought to prove that 1deas
of secondary qualities were not resemblances of any
real quahties of material things; and 1t has been a
source of surprise to subsequent philosophers that he
did not extend this conclusion to the 1deas of primary
qualities also. For they have pointed out that it 1s
equally true of the sensible qualities of solidity,
extension, figure, number and motion that *‘ things
have them only for an organ, and that the organ itself
has them 1n no other way”  This criticism 1s justi-
fied ; but we must not therefore infer that the dis-
tinction which Locke drew between primary and
secondary qualities ? 1s altogether arbitrary For 1t

*Op cit p 12
2 Vide An Essav concerming Human Understanding, Book 11,
ch 8 and ch 23
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is possible to account for 1t, if we regard it as forming
part of a causal theory of perception The under-
lying assumption 1s that we are entitled to ascribe to
material things only those qualities that are neces-
sary and sufficient to cause a given observer to have
the sensations that he does , and these, 1t 1s held, are
the so-called primary qualities Thus, the view that
the quality of colour does not literally characterize any
matenial thing was maintained, I suggest, not merely
because of the argument from illusion, but also
because 1t was thought that sensations of colour
could be sufficiently accounted for 1n terms of the
motion of particles which had, besides motion, the
primary qualities of solidity, number, figure and
extension, but were themselves colourless ' It 1s,
hcwever, to be remarked that even 1f this was a vahd
line of argument 1t would not prove that material
things were not literally coloured, but only that we
had no good reason to suppose that they were, nor
would 1t prove, what Locke appears to have held,
that particular 1deas of primary qualities were ever
exact rcsemblances of the real qualities of any given
material thing, but only that material things were
characterized by some particular qualities of the
primary kind [t would entitle us to infer, for
example, that a matenal thing had some quality of
extension, but not that 1t had precisely that quality
of which, to use Locke’s terminology, we received

' Another, and perhaps the fundamental, source of the distinc-
tion betwetn primary and secondary quahties 15 the identificanion
of what 1s real with what 1s quantitatively measurable I refer to
this point in the last section of this book
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on any particular occasion a simple 1dea It 1s,
however, unnecessary to elaborate this point, be-
cause the argument 1s 1n fact invalid  For 1t will be
shown later on ! that the causal theory which 1t pre-
supposes 1s 1tself untenable

But let us return to the argument which has been
supposed by Bradley and others to be * the con-
demnation of secondary qualities ’ 'The assumption
upon which 1t rests 1s that if the fact that a thing
appears to have a certain quality 1s causally dependent
upon the nature of the environment and the observer,
1t follows that there 1s no ground for believing that
the thing really has that quality But if I am right
i supposing that the real qualities of a matenal
thing are to be defined 1n terms of the qualities ot
some of 1ts appearances, the thing itself indeed being
nothing apart from i1ts actual and possible appear-
ances,? then this assumption 1s fallacious For the
question how the appearances come to be manifested
does not arisc 1n this context  Let 1t be granted that
the relevant appearances would not, 1n fact, be met
with, unless certaimn further conditions were fulfilled ,
there 1s still no inconsistency 1n taking their qualities
to be the real qualities of the matenal thing It s
true indeed that when we speak of a thing’s really
having certain qualities we 1mply that 1t retains them
even when, through the absence of the requisite
causal conditions, 1t 1s not actually appearing to have
them. But all that this involves 1s that the hypo-
thetical propositions, which assert that the appear-

1 Part IV 2 Vide Part V
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ances would be manifested if the conditions were
fulfilled, remain true even when their protases happen
not to be reahzed It 1s true also, as Bradley says,
that * if the quahities impart themselves never except
under conditions ’, we cannot say ‘‘ what they are
when unconditioned ”  But the answer to this 1s
that when we assert that a given quality really
characterizes some material thing we are not assert-
ing that 1t 1s unconditioned, 1n this sense. No doubt
the argument would be valid if we conceived of
material things as unobservable things-in-them-
selves But we do not conceive of them m this way,
and there 1s no good reason why we should

In considering the use of the argument from
illusion as a ground for distrusting the dehiverances
of sense-perception I may take as a text the famous
passage in the Meditations of Descartes in which he
explains how a wide experience by degrees sapped
the faith which he had reposed 1n his senses  ** For
I frequently observed’, he says, ‘‘that towers
which at a distance seemed round, appeared square
when more closely viewed, and that colossal figures,
raised on the summits of these towers, looked like
small statues, when viewed from the bottom of
them , and 1n other instances without number, I
also discovered errors 1n judgements founded on the
external senses ; and not only 1n those founded on
the external, but even in those that rested on the
internal senses; for 1s there aught more internal
than pain ? And yet I have sometimes been in-
formed by parties whose arm or leg had been
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amputated that they still occasionally seemed to feel
pain in that part of the body which they had lost, a
circumstance that led me to think that I could not
be quite certain even that any one of my members
was affected when I felt pamn 1n it And to these
grounds of doubt I shortly afterwards added two
others of very wide generality ; the first of them was
that 1 believed 1 never perceived anything when
awake which I could not occasionally think I also
percerved when asleep, and as I do not believe that
the 1deas I seem to percerve in my sleep proceed from
objccts external to me, I did not any more observe
any ground for believing this of such as I seem to
perceive when awake , the second was that since I
was as yet ignorant of the author of my being, or
at least supposed myself to be so, I saw nothing to
prevent my having been so constituted by nature as
that I should be decetved even in matters that ap-
pcared to me to possess the greatest truth . And
although the perceptions of the senses were not
dependent on my will, I did not think that I ought
on that ground to conclude that they proceeded from
things different from myself, since perhaps there
might be found 1in me some faculty, though hitherto
unknown to me, which produced them !

It 1s true that Descartes himself does not abide
by these conclusions But that 1s only because he
thinks that he 1s able logically to demonstrate the
existence of God, and that the assumption that the

' Meditations on the First Philosophy, Meditation VI, p 131 of
the Everyman edition
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teachings of the senses ought in general to be dis-
trusted argues a deceitfulness in God which would
be inconsistent with his goodness And 1t 1s on this
ground that he holds that ‘“ it 1s at least necessary
to admut that all which I clearly and distinctly con-
cetve as wn [corporeal objects], that 1s, generally
spcaking, all that 1s comprehended 1n the object of
speculative geometry, really exists external to me ”’ , *
and also that “‘ as [ perceive different sorts of colours,
sounds, odours, tastes, heat, hardness, etc, I safely
conclude that there are 1n the bodies from which the
diverse perceptions of the senses proceed certain
varicties corresponding to them, although, perhaps,
not in reahity like them ’ : His reasoning at this
point 1s not, 1n my opinion, vahd ; but we are not
now concerned with the way 1in which he claimed to
be able to overcome his distrust of his senses, but
only with the question whether such a distrust 1s
any degree justified by the reasons that he gives
The first thing to notice 1s that the errors of
judgement to which Descartes refers are all of them
errors of inference 'The mere fact that a tower looks
round from one standpoint and square from another
nced not be, and, in general, 1s not, a source of
deception at all If anyone 1s decerved by a fact
of this kind, 1t 1s not merely because of the nature of
his experiences, but because he bases an erroneous
inference upon them Let us take as an example
the case of a man who, seeing the tower originally
from a distance, assumed that he would always see

YOp cat p 135 2 Op at p 126
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it as round. When he came close to it and found
that 1t then looked square, he would discover that
‘““his senses had deceived him”  But the reason
why he was deceived would be that he had assumed
that because an object presented a certain appearance
in one set of conditions, 1t would still present the
same appearance 1n another In this particular
instance we should say that the man’s assumption
was irrational as well as mistaken, inasmuch as 1t ran
counter to our expcrience of the way in which things
do alter their appearances But even if the assump-
tion had been rational, 1 this sense, it might still
have been false And the same would apply to any
other judgement that involved an inference, whether
conscious or unconscious, from past to future ex-
pertence  That 1s to say, the falibility of the
senses 1s simply an instance of the fallibility of all
inductive reasoning It consists 1n our being unable
formally to deduce the conclusion of an inductive
argument from 1ts premuses , ' and this 1s a necessary
fact, 1n the sense that the proposition which expresses
1t 15 analytic  For an argument the premises! of
which did formally entail the conclusion would, by
definition, not be inductive  What 1s contingent 1s
the fact that some of the inductions that we make are

t In spealung of ‘' the prermses of an inductive argument >’ 1
mean here to refer only to a set of singular propositions I admut
that the particular conclusion of such an argument may follow
formally from its premuises 1f these are taken to incdude some general
proposition  But the point 1s that this general proposition will not
itself be formally deducible from any set of singular propositions
that rcfer to the particular empirical facts 1n which alone the
evidence for 1t must ulumately consist
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actually unsuccessful ; but this does not affect the
logical status of inductive reasoming  We may say
indeed that the probability of the conclusions which
we reach by inductive methods would, 1n general,
be higher if these methods had never yet actually
failed us. But thc difference that this would make
to the reliability of our judgements would be a
difference of degree and not a difference of kind

Exactly the same remarks apply to the errors 1n
judgements ‘‘ that rest on the internal senses .
The mistake that 1s made by the person who feels
pain 1n an amputated limb 1s that of assuming that
because such sensations of pain have previously
been correlated with further tactual and wvisual
experiences of a certain kind, the correlation must
hold good m this case also  When he subsequently
learns that these further experiences were not, mn
fact, obtainable, that in what would be described as
normal conditions his leg would not have been
visible or tangible at the time that he was feeling the
pain, he realizes that his internal senses have deceived
him But here again his error 1s an error of inference,
and one to which he would be theoretically subject
even 1if he were never actually deceived. Perhaps 1t
1s the actual occurrence of such illusions that first
calls our attention to the fallibility of perceptual
judgements , but 1t 1s not on this fact that therr
fallibility logically depends.

The case of dreams 1s not quite so simple The
argument here 1s that inasmuch as we often believe
that we are having veridical perceptions when we
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are 1 fact dreaming, we can never be sure that we
are not dreaming. To this many people will be con-
tent to reply, with Locke, that “ if anyone will be
so sceptical as to distrust his senses, and to affirm
that all that we see and hear, feel and taste, think and
do, during our whole being, 1s but the sertes and
deluding appearance of a long dream whereof there
1s no reality , and therefore will question the existence
of all things or our knowledge of anything , I must
desire him to consider that if all be a dream, then he
doth but dream that he makes the question, and
so 1t 1s not much matter that a waking man should
answer him >’ ' But this rejoinder 1s more emotion-
ally than intellectually convincing It 1s true that
if the man who says that all 1s a dream intends
thereby to assert that all the propositions that any-
body ever expresses are false, he cannot without
contradiction include 1n this totality of false proposi-
tions the proposition which he 1s himself expressing
To suppose that he did so include 1t would be to
extend to his case the familiar paradox of Epimenides
the Cretan, who said that all Cretans were liars It
15, however, possible to deny any given proposition
that 1s put forward without cxpressing one’s denials
in such a way that a proposition 1s ever used to
negate 1tself And in this fashion, assuming that
the class of propositions denied 1s not 1tself incon-
sistent, a universal scepticism can be maintained
without self-contradiction Moreover, the view I am

' An Essay concerming Human Understanding, Book 1V, ch 2,
section vin
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discussing 1s not that we are 1n fact living 1n a dream,
but only that we cannot be sure that we are not;
and to this Locke’s objection does not apply Nor
1s 1t satisfactory to say, as Locke also does, that
‘“ there 1s a very manifest difference between dream-
ing of being in the fire and being actually 1n 1t ”.
For 1t 1s not because they are intrinsically different
from the sensations that we have when we are awake
that we pronounce our dream sensations to be
delusive, but rather because they do not fit into the
general order of our experience. One remembers
making certain perceptual judgements which were 1n
accord with the experiences one was having at the
time, but are not corroborated by one’s present per-
ceptions, and therefore one says that one must
have been dreaming But can I usc a test of this
kind to show that I am not still dreaming now ?
Does 1t prove anything more than that, if I am
dreaming, the character of my dream 1s such that
1t 1s possible to discover among the experiences
which constitute 1t a distinction analogous to
that which 15 ordmnanly drawn between veridical
and delusive experiences ? It does indeed sometimes
happen that, 1n the course of a dream, one actually
raises the question whether the perceptions one 1s
having are veridical, and decides, reasonably but
falsely, that they are Can I then be sure that the
experiences that I am now having are not part of a
dream of this kind ? And 1s there any reason why
such a dream should not be indefinitely prolonged ?

The answer 1s that if what 1s here meant by
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‘“ being sure” 1s ‘‘ being able to give a conclusive
demonstration 7, then 1t 1s true that I cannot at any
time be sure that I am not dreaming I am able 1n
fact to convince myself that I am not, by putting my
perceptual judgements to the test of further experi-
ence and finding that they are substantiated But
since there 15 no theoretical limit to this process of
testing, 1t 1s always logically possible that I am mus-
taken However many favourable tests I may make,
the possibility still remains that my subsequent
experiences will consistently be such as to make me
conclude that the perceptions that I had to my own
satisfaction proved to be veridical were not so really,
and that [ was dreaming after all 'This question of
dreams 1s, indeed, only a special case of the general
problem that Descartes raises Can we, 1n virtue of
our sense-experiences, ever be sure of the truth of
any proposition that implies the real existence of a
material thing ? Again the answer 1s that if what we
require to make us sure 1s a logical demonstration,
then we cannot ever be sure  Descartes himself con-
fuses the question by putting 1t 1n terms of a causal
theory of perception lle assumes that what we are
asserting when we assert a proposition implying the
existence of a material thing 1s that our perceptions
are produced by material things, which are themselves
not definable in phenomenal terms. But 1n fact, as I
shall argue later on, this 1s not what we ordinanly
mean by such propositions , and, if it were, not only
should we not be able to demonstrate their truth ,
we should not even have any good inductive grounds
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for believing them® However, even 1f we correct
this mistake of Descartes’s and interpret propositions
immplymng the existence of material things in a
phenomenalistic fashion, the result, as regards the
possibility of their demonstration, 1s the same We
do indeed verify many such propositions to an extent
that makes 1t highly probable that they are true,
but since the series of relevant tests, being infinite,
can never be exhausted, this probability can never
amount to logical certainty In this case also, the
empirical fact that we sometimes have good reason
to suppose that we actually are decetved 1s logically
irrelevant to the argument. For even 1f all the pro-
positions i question had hitherto been uniformly
verified, this would not remove the possibility that
future tests would give a consistently negative result
It would still further diminish the probability of this
hypothesis, but with that I am not now concerned

It must be admuitted then that there 1s a sense 1n
which 1t 1s true to say that we can never be sure,
with regard to any proposition implying the exist-
ence of a material thing, that we are not somehow
being deceived, but at the same time one may
object to this statement on the ground that 1t 1s muis-
leading ¢ It 1s musleading because 1t suggests that
the state of ‘‘ being sure ”’ 1s one the attainment of
which 1s conceivable, but unfortunately not within
our power. But, mn fact, the conception of such a
state 1s self-contradictory For 1n order to be sure,

T Part IV
2 Cf John Wisdom, *“ Philosophical Perplexity ”’, Praceedings of
the Aristotelian Society, 1936—7



1 THE ARGUMENT FROM ILLUSION 45

in this sense, that we were not being deceived, we
should have to have completed an infimite series of
verifications , and 1t 1s an analytic proposition that
one cannot run through all the members of an
infinite sertes Nor would the situation be different
if our beliefs concerning material things were founded,
not upon sense-perception, but rather, as Descartes
suggested, upon some ‘‘intuition of the mind”
For we could not conceivably have the means of
demonstrating that any such intuition was infallible.
Accordingly, what we should say, if we wish to avoid
rmisunderstanding, 1s not that we can never be certain
that any of the propositions in which we express our
perceptual judgements are true, but rather that the
notion of certainty does not apply to propositions of
this kund It applies to the a prior: propositions of
logic and mathematics, and the fact that 1t does apply
to them 1s an essential mark of distinction between
them and empirical propositions  But once this 1s
recognized, the motive for scepticism has gone The
rustake of the sceptic 1s not that he maintains any
falsehood, or doubts some self-evident truth, but
that he insists on applying to one class of proposi-
tions a criterion that 1s appropriate only to another
The posttive result of his argument 1s to call our
attention to the fact that the relationship of proposi-
tions describing the contents of our sense-experi-
ences to propositions 1mplying the exstence of
material things 1s not that of premises to conclusion
in a deductive argument. QOur procedure i such
cases 1s always inductive, and 1t remains inductive
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however much sensible evidence we may accumulate
This may indeed be regarded as a truism, but 1t 1s
all that the argument I have been examining shows

5 'T'HEORIES OF PERCEPTION AS ALTERNATIVE
LLANGUAGES

The final use of the argument from 1llusion which
I have to consider 1s that which 1s supposed to refute
the perceptual theory of Naive Realism And for
this I cannot do better than refer to Professor Price’s
book on Perception* According to him, what 1s to be
understood by Naive Realism 1s the thesis that visual
and tactual sensc-data are parts of the surfaces of
material things , which, since he defines a sense-
datum as that which 1s immediately given in per-
ception, 1s equivalent to the thesis that 1t 1s always a
material thing that we see or touch  And he main-
tains that 1f the argument from illusion proves
nothing clse, 1t does at least refute this thesis  But
this 1s 2 question with which I have alrecady dealt,
and 1 have shown that the answer depends upon the
way 1n which the thesis 1s interpreted. If one assumes
that the naive realist 1s using the words ““ see ”” and
““touch ” 1n such a way that to say of an object that 1t
1s seen or touched does not entail saying that 1t exists
or that 1t really has the properties that 1t appears to
have, then 1t 1s clear that the argument from illusion
cannot be used to refute him If, on the other hand,
he 1s using these words 1n a way that does carry these

' Ch u
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implications, then the argument does refute him, so
long as he adheres 1n other respects to our ordinary
usage of words But if he 1s prepared to modify
this usage and introduce suitable conventions with
regard to the vanability of material things, then, as
we have seen, 1t 1s possible for him consistently to
maintain his position without running counter to the
empirical facts

A third possibility, which 1s suggested by Price’s
formulation of the thesis, 1s that 1t should be in-
terpreted as a theory about the analysis of matenal
things 1n terms of sense-data  According to this
interpretation, what the naive realist 1s asserting 1s

that “ 4 1s percaving x ”’, where x stands for a

)
maternial thing, can be analysed into *“ 4 1s sensing a
sense-datum and knowing 1t to be part of the surface

’

of x” And this can indeed be refuted by means of
the argument from illusion For we can say to the
naive realist * You say that percerving a matenal
thing can be analysed into sensing a sense-datum and
knowing that 1t 1s part of the surface of a matenal
thing But 1s 1t not significant to say that the sense-
datum by means of which 4 1s perceiving a coin 1s
round, and that the sense-datum by means of which
B 1s perceiving the same comn 1s elliptical > And
would 1t not be self-contradictory to say that a part
of the surface of a coin was both elliptical and
round ?”’

As an argument ad hominem this may be decisive
But all that 1t proves 1s that the narve realist’s thesis
1s 1nconsistent with the conventions of the sense-



48 FOUNDATIONS OF EMPIRICAL KNOWLEDGE 1

datum language ; so that if we refute im by in-
terpreting his thesis in terms of sense-data we are
begging the question agamnst him It 1s indeed mus-
leading to speak of refutation at all 1n this context,
unless we assume that the naive realist 1s merely
denying that there are illusions, and I do not think
that any philosopher has really intended to deny
this empinical fact For my argument has shown
that if we do not make this unwarranted assumption
we have to regard the thesis of naive realism, not as
an assertion of fact, but as a proposal to use words 1n
a certain fashion , and the same 1s true, as we have
seen, of the thesis that we experience sense-data  If
we accept the sense-datum terminology, then we
must reject the terminology of naive realism, for
the two are mutually incompauble  But this 1s not
to say that we regard the theory of sensc-data as
true and the theory of naive realism as false For I
have shown that these so-called thcories of percep-
tion are not theories at all in the ordinary sense, and
theretore that the notions of truth and falsehood,
which we apply to scientific theories, are not applh-
cable to them

To illustrate further this important point that
what philosophers call theories of perception are
not theories at all, in the scienufic sense, I may refer
once agam to Price’s book In a chapter which he
entitles ‘ Some Modifications of Naive Realism ”,
he examines ‘‘ three ways in which philosophers
have attempted to modify the Naive Realist thesis,
so as to make 1t defensible ” These he calls *“ The
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Theory of Multiple Location ”’, which he attributes
to Professor Whitehead, ** The Theory of Compound
Things ”’, which he attributes to Professor Alex-
ander, and “ The Theory of Appearing ”’, which he
attributes to Professor Prichard and Professor G E
Moore The hypothesis which 1s said to be contained
in the Theory of Multiple Location 1s that, besides
the properties ‘ which characterize 1t sumphciter 7,
a maternial thing also has properties “ which char-
acterize 1t only from a place ”’, and these properties

Y]

belong to 1t just as truly and objectively as the others
“'The penny just s elliptical from this and that place
and kinked from such and such others, exactly as
i 1tself (and from certain specially favoured places)
it 1s circular and smooth in outhne” ' To this
Price raises the objection that the theory does not
meet the cases of double vision and complete hallu-
cination He mamtains that 1t will not do to say
that a thing 1s doubled from a certain place, “ for
‘ doubleness ’ 18 not a quality at all ”z Nor 1s
‘“ hallucinatoriness ” a quahity When we say that
a perception of a material thing 1s hallucinatory, we
are not saying that the thing either has or appears to
have a peculiar property , what we are saying 1s that
there really 1s no such thing The same objections
are held to apply to the Theory of Compound
Things, according to which * illusory wvisual and
tactual sense-data do really form parts of the surface
of an object, but of a compound object The stick 1s
not bent, but the compound stick-plus-water really 1s

v Perception, pp 55-06 : P 57
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bent, and the crooked sense-datum is part of its
surface These compound objects really do exist in
external Nature and do have their qualities just as
' stmple ’ objects like sticks have theirs ' Professor
Price remarks that, to be consistent, the exponents
of this theory ought to include among the con-
stituents of their compound objects ‘‘ the sense-
organs and brain of the observer "', ¢ for they also
affect the nature of what 1s experienced , and in that
case every object that we see or touch will be com-
pound, 1n the sense 1n which this word 1s here being
uscd But 1s this a proper sense ? asks Professor
Puice  Surely all that there really 1s, 1s a group of
causally related objects If they formed a compound
“1t ought to be possible to pont to at least one
attribute possessed by all of them 1n common and
not by any of them 1n 1solation — for instance, a
characteristic shape or mass or inertia, or some such
causal property as serves to distinguish a chemical
compound from other compounds and from its own
constituents  But no such attribute can be found ” »
And finally, he objects that even if there were such
compound objects, the theory would not save Naive
Realism , for they would be very different from the
material things that we ordinarnly suppose that we
observe

With regard to the Theory of Appearing, we are
told that 1t consists 1n taking what we see or touch to
be always *‘ a part of an object’s surface appearing
to someone to have certain characteristics  On one

' Ibid 58-9 : P 59 1P 61
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form of the theory ‘ appearing ' 1s the name of a
unique and unanalysable three-term relation between
a part of an object’s surface, a characteristic or set of
characteristics, and a certain mind On another
form of 1t, © 4 appears b to S’ stands for a unique
and unanalysable kind of fact about A-b-ness and
S’s mind ” ' Professor Price allows that this theory
can deal with such straightforward phenomena as
distortions of perspective and colour , but he main-
tains that 1t cannot account for the cascs, such as
those of double vision and complete hallucination,
where there 1s a transition * from qualitative appear-
ing to existential appearing . For in these cases
there exists no material thing to be a term of the
unanalysable relation, or an ingredient 1n the un-
analysable fact

Now the point which here again seems to have
escaped both the ¢xponents of these *“ theories ” and
their critic 1s that, as the word 1s ordmarily under-
stood, they are not alternative theories at all. This
may become clear if I employ the method of com-
parison  Suppose, for example, that we are looking
for a theory to account for the nature of our dreams.
Then one hypothcsis which we may consider 1s that
they correspond to physical stimuli, another 1s that
they are prognostications of futurc waking experi-
ences , another, that they are the cxpressions of
unconscious wishes and fears  To deade which is
the most probable wc upply them to the empirical
facts We then find that although there are

1P 62
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experiences that favour the first of these theories, as
when one dreams of being naked and wakes to find
that the blankets have shpped, or when a dream
experience of the sound of church bells merges into
a waking experience of the nnging of an alarm-
clock, yet even 1n these exceptional cases the theory
does not cover the details of our dreams, and in
general 1t provides no explanation for the vanety and
diversity of their contents Simularly, we find that
the correspondences that have so far been dis-
covered between people’s dreams and their sub-
sequent waking experiences are too few and uncertain
to provide a basis for any generalization on which
we can rely On the other hand, the empirical
evidence that psycho-analysts have collected in
favour of the third theory 1s comparatively strong ;
and 1t has been confirmed by the success with which,
on being applied to the treatment of nervous dis-
orders, 1t leads to the detection of ‘‘ unconscious
expertences ' If, therefore, we decide that the
theory that our dreams are the expressions of un-
conscious wishes and fears 1s the most probable of
the three, it 1s because we find that we are able to
deduce from 1t a greater proportion of the known
empirical facts, and because by 1ts means we are
able to make more reliable inferences from the known
to the unknown.

Pursuing this comparnson, let us accordingly
attempt to apply those three so-called theories of
perception, ‘‘ the theory of multiple location ”, *“ the
theory of compound things ”’, and *‘ the theory of
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appearing ", to the empirical facts Can we discover
any empirical evidence that favours any one of these
theories rather than another, in the sense in which
the evidence put forward by the psycho-analysts
favours their theory of dreams ? The answer 1s that
the comparison at once breaks down. For we find
that every conceivable experience, 1n the field to
which these theories refer, can equally well be sub-
sumed under any of them Each of them will cover
any known fact; but none of them, on the other
hand, enables us to make any inference at all from
the known to the unknown No matter which of
them we adopted, we should be able to describe our
perceptions, whatever their nature , what we should
not be able to do would be to make any predictions.
But if the relation of these three theories to the
relevant phenomena 1s precisely the same, then, as
theories, they are not distinguishable from one
another And 1if they allow no possibility of extra-
polation, 1f the actual course of our experience can
have no bearing upon therr truth or falsehood, 1t 1s
musleading to call them theornes at all.

At this point 1t may be objected that our experi-
ence may very wcll be relevant to the validity of
these theories  For have we not scen that the ground
upon which Professor Price rejects them 1s that they
fail to account for such phenomena as those of double
vision and complete hallucination ? And does not
this show that they are capable of being empincally
tested, and that they do not all describe all the known
facts, but are incompatible with some ot them? This
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indeed 1s the opinion one would derive from a
casual reading of Price’s arguments But when one
comes to examine them more closely, one finds that
his objections are purely linguisic We have seen,
for example, that he rejects the *‘ theory of multiple
location
material thing has the quality of being double or

being hallucinatory from a certain place, since being

on the ground that one cannot say that a

double and being hallucinatory are not qualities
But this 1s an objection only to the form of certain
sentences and not to their content A slight emenda-
tion 1s all that 1s necessary to meet 1t Instead of
saying that a material thing M really 1s double or
hallucinatory from a place P, the exponents of
the theory will have to say that there are two M's
from P, or i the case of an hallucination, that there
1s an M from P but not from other places Simularly,
the exponents of the * theory of appearing ', instead
of saying that a thing appears double to a given
observer, will have to say that there appear to him
to be two things , nor need they be disturbed by the
ohjection that in the case of a complete hallucination
there really 1s no material thing to be a term for the
relation of appearing, for they can answer that their
use of the word * appear ” 1s such that in saying
that a material thing appears to someone they do
not imply that 1t exists, and indeed this 1s not
an abnormal usage of the word In the case of the

b

“ theory of compound things ” the linguistic char-
acter of Price’s objection 1s still more obvious; for

what his arguments amount to 1s merely that the
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word ““ compound ”’ is being used 1n an unfamiliar
sense But to refute a theory something more 1s
required than criticisms of the manner 1n which 1t 1s
formulated The essential question 1s not whether
the theory 1s expressed 1n a way that conforms to
our ordinary verbal conventions, but whether 1t fits
the empirical facts

It must be said then that if the “ theories”
against which they are directed really were theores,
1n the sense 1in which this word 1s commonly under-
stood, Professor Price’s objections would be without
force But the truth 1s not that his objections are
without force, but that he has mistaken the character
of that which he 1s attempting to refute For what
he regards as alternative theories are, in fact, what T
should call alternative languages As languages, they
afford us the means of describing what we already
know, but 1t 1s not to be expected that we should be
able to deduce anything from them concerning the
nature of our future experience, for if that were
possible they would not be languages, but theories
in the ordinary sense  Nor 1s 1t to be expected that
we should be able to discover any factual objections
to them For what we here have to consider 1s not
a number of alternative hypotheses concerning the
nature of the empirical facts, but a number of
alternative recommendations concerning the way 1n
which we are to describe them And whether or not
we are to accept any ot these recommendations 1s a
question that we have to dectde on linguistic grounds

A feature which the * theories” of multiple
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location and compound things have 1n common with
the *‘ theory ” of sense-data, which has been adopted
1n one form or another by most modern philosophers,
1s that they all recommend that we should make some
dcparture from our ordinary mode of speech In
this they differ from the “ theory of appearing ”,
which may indeed be interpreted as being sumply the
proposal that we should continue to describe per-
ceptual situations 1n the way that we ordinanly do
Now I have shown that there 1s no ground for sup-
posing that acceptance of this proposal would make
it impossible to give a truthful description of any
emptrical matter of fact, so that if 1 reject 1t, 1n
philosophizing about perception, 1t i1s not because
the “ theory of appcaring " 1s false, but because I
regard the alternative language of sense-data as being
more suitable for my purpose  And this applies also
to my rejection of the *‘theories’” of compound things
and multiple location 'The forms of expression
which are advocated in these theories are intended,
like that of the sense-datum theory, to eliminate the
problems which arise out of the ambiguous use of
words like ** touch ”” and *‘ see "’ 1n ordinary speech ;
but they do not achieve this in a satisfactory way
What makes the * theory of multiple location”
madequate m this respect 1s chiefly the fact that
variations 1n the appearances of material things do
not depend merely on the position of the observer,
but also on many other factors which the theory
does not specfy. They are indeed specified 1n the
“ theory of compound things ” - but this very virtue
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makes its terminology too cumbersome to be con-
venient. There 1s, moreover, a further objection to
both these alternatives to the sense-datum termino-
logy, in that they lack the advantage, which the
other affords, of enabling us to refer to the contents
of our sense-experiences, without referring to material
things

Accordingly, I may sum up my long discussion
of the argument from 1llusion by saying that 1t makes
1t seem desirable to use a technical terminology of
some kind 1n philosophizing about perception ; and
that of those that are available the terminology of
the “' sense-datum theory 7 appears to be the best
But 1t must be understood clearly that the acceptance

)

of this theory 1nvolves nothing more than a decision
to usc a technical language; and I shall attempt
to specify the conventions of this language more
precisely than has been the custom of those who have
used 1t hitherto  For otherwise 1t will be found to
defeat 1ts own object by giving nise to 4 number of
fictitious problems, which are no less troublesome
than those that 1t enables us to escape
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TIIL CHHARACTERIZATION OF SENSE-DATA

6 Acrs AND OBJECTS IN SENSATION

I HAVF not so far attempted to give any explent
defintion of the word “ sense-datum ™ I have
chosen rather to indicate 1ts usage by giving examples
i which sentences referring to sense-data are intro-
duced as translations of sentences the meaning of
which 1s already known The general rule which
one may denive from thesec examples 1s that the
propositions we ordinarily express by saying that
a person 4 1s 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 4 1s
sensing a sense-datum s, which really has the quality
x, and which belongs to M In this case 1t 1s assumed
that the word ‘‘ percerve ”’, or whatever word may
be employed to designate the kind of perceiving that
18 1n question, 1s bemng used 1n such a way that to
say that a material thing M 1s perceived entails saying
that 1t exists If we do not make this assumption,
then we must say not that s belongs to M but only
that A4 takes 1t to belong to M, and so allow for

the possibility that M does not exist, but in other
54
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respects the translation 1s the same And from this
it follows that to assert that people actually do
experience sense-data need be to assert no more than
that such propositions as that I am now percetving a
clock or a pen or a table, 1n a sense of “ percerving ”
that does not necessarily entail that these objects
exist, are sometimes true And I do not see how 1t
can be denied, not merely that many propositions of
this kind are 1n fact true, but also that we often have
good reason to suppose that they arc I can therefore
claim to be using the word “‘ sense-datum ’’ 1n such a
way that there can be no serious doubt that sense-
data actually are experienced

In following this procedure, I shall, T think, be
giving to the word *“ sense-datum ” the meaning that
the philosophers who have adopted the * theory of
sense-data 7’ have, 1n general, intended 1t to have,
though I shall show that some of them have also been
mclined to make statements about sense-data that are
inconsistent with this usage And the definition of
sense-data that these philosophers commonly give 1s
that they are the objects of which, in sense-percep-
tion, one 1s directly aware By this they must be
understood to mean, not that only those objects of
which someonc 1s 1n fact directly aware are to be
called sense-data, but rather that the word ‘“ sense-
datum ”’
concervable that someone should be directly aware

1s to stand for any object of which 1t 1s

They do not always say this, but 1nasmuch as they
consider themselves entitled to rcfer to possible
as well as to actual sensc-data, 1t may fairly be
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assumed that this 1s what they mean

The first criticism that I have to make of this
definition 1s that 1t 1s not illummating For there
1s no accepted meaning of the expression ‘* direct
awareness » by reference to which 1t can be made
clear without further explanation what 1s to be meant
by the word “* sense-datum I think that we should
ordinarily say that we were directly aware of any
object, our belief in the existence of which was based
upon sense-experience and did not 1nvolve any
conscious process of inference. But 1f the expression
““ direct awareness ”’ 1s used 1n this sense, then 1t will
be true to say that we are directly awarc of material
things, such as chairs and tables and pens For
although our beliefs 1n the existence of such things
are inductive, 1n the sense that they imply more than
would be implied by a mere description of the
experiences on which they are based, they often do
not mvolve any conscious process of inference The
proposition that I am holding a pen 1n my hand 1s
not equivalent to any proposition or set of pro-
positions that describe my present sense-experiences,
though they provide me with the only grounds I have
for asserting 1t But this does not mean that I have
consciously gone through any process of inferring 1t
from them In wvirtue of my sense-experiences I
simply take 1t for granted that this 1s 2 pen  And
this 1s the way in which we actually arrive at a great
many of our beliefs 1n the existence of material things.
But, as a rule, those who define sense-data as the
objects of which one can be directly aware maintain
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that one cannot be directly aware of such objects as
tables or pens And the reason why they maintain
this 1s that our perception of such things may always
be delusive. In other words, they define * direct
awareness ’ 1n such a way that if someone 1s directly
aware of an object x, 1t follows that x exists and that
it really has whatever properties 1t 1s appearing to
have. But having given this meaning to the pro-
positional function ‘‘ 4 1s directly aware of x 7,
where, 1t may be asked, are they to find values that
will satisfy 1t ? The answer 1s that they provide
these values by introducing the word ‘‘ sense-
datum ”’, or some synonymous term, and using 1t 1n
the way that I have indicated 'That 1s to say, the
expressions ‘‘ direct awareness "’ and ** sense-datum ”’
are to be regarded as correlative , and since each of
them 1s being used 1n a special, technical sense, 1t 1s
not satisfactory merely to define one in terms of the
other It 1s necessary first to employ some other
method, such as the method of giving examples, 1n
order to show how one or other of them 1s to be
understood

This definition of sense-data as the objects of
direct awareness 1s often associated with a par-
ticular view about the analysis of sensations which
it does not logically entaill  This view 1s that 1t 1s
possible to discriminate 1n any sensation at least two
distinct factors, one of them being the act of sensing
and the other the object sensed I say that the
acceptance of the defimtion does not entail the
acceptance of this analysis of sensation, because 1t 1s
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clearly possible to assert that we are directly aware
of sense-data without implying that the expression
“ direct awareness *’ 1s a name for any sort of intro-
spectible act And indeed 1t seems to me veiy
doubtful whether there are such acts It 1s true, as
Professor G E Moore points out 1n his “ Refutation
of Idealism ' that the expressions ‘“ blue ” and
‘“ consciousness of blue ™ are not synonymous, and
that my consciousness of blue and my consclousness
of green have something more 1n common than
what 1s common to blue and green  But 1t docs not
follow that this common element of consciousness
15 a distinct, individual factor 1n any sensation It
may well be that the charactenstic i virtue of which
1t may be said that the blue and green sense-data are
both experienced by me 1s a rclational characteristic,
which does not mvolve either myself, conceived as a
substance, or any such thing as that for which the
expression ‘‘ act of sensing” 1s supposed to be a
name, but only certain other scnsible, or intro-
spectible, objects  And whether such an analysis 1s
correct or not, there 1s nothing m Moore’s argument
to refute 1t

Theie are, however, some philosophers who base
therr belief 1 the existence of these acts of sensing,
not on any a prior: argument, but on the evidence of
therr own introspection , and I do not wish to assert
dogmatically that they are wrong. 1 cannot myself
discover these acts by introspection , but this does
not prove that no one clse can At the same time, [

v Philusophical Studies, pp 7-30
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thunk that those who do claim to be able to discover
them 1n this way may, perhaps, be making an un-
warranted inference from a different empirical fact
It 1s characteristic of some sense-data that they
appear to be sensibly outside ourselves , by which I
mean only that they occur in sense-fields that have
the property of sensible depth  This 1s true of visual
and tactual data, and also of auditory and olfactory
data when they are ascribed to an objective source
Now, because of our knowledge of their immediate
causal conditions, we tend to think of our sensations
as occurring somehow 1nside ourselves, and there-
fore 1t 1s assumed that sense-data that are at a distance
from the somatic centres of therr sense-fields, and
thus may be said to be sensibly outside ourselves,
cannot make up the whole content of the corre-
sponding sensations, and so acts of sensing are
brought in to fill the gap If this explanation were
correct, we should expect to find that those who made
this distinction between act and object in therr
analysis of sensation were more confident of its
validity n respect of sight and touch than in respect
of organic and kinmsthetic sensations, and tlus 1s,
i fact, the case' But 1t 1s clear that if those who
believe 1n the existence of acts of sensing are tactly
relying on this argument, their conclusion 1s not
established The most that they can prove 1s that
some sensations are not identical with the relevant
sense-data, or in other words that the expression

J »

‘“sensation of x’' 1s not synonymous with “x

1 Cf C D Broad, Suentific Thought, pp 254-7
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But while we might conclude from this that 1n assert-
ing that a sense-datum was experienced, we were
asserting that 1t was related to something other than
itself, it would not follow that this other term was
an act of sensing  For, as I have already remarked,
therc 1s no logical inconsistency in holding both
that “ the sensation of x”' 1s not synonymous with
““x7, and also that the proposition that the act of
sensing 1s a distinct, individual factor 1n any sensation
1s empirically false

However, the philosophers who maintain this
distinction between act and object in their analysis
of sensation do not, for the most part, desire merely
to call attention to an empirical matter of fact
They consider the distinction to be philosophically
important because they think that they can use 1t
to refute Berkeleyan idealism For, according to
Berkeley, colours and shapes and sounds and all
other ‘ sensible qualities ”’ are mind-dependent, 1nas-
much as their existence consists 1n their being per-
cetved , and since material things are, 1n his view,
nothing but collections of sensible qualities, he con-
cludes that they too cannot exist apart from a
perceiving mund ' But here, 1t is argued, he falls
mto error through failling to distinguish between the
object of a sensation and the act Acts of sensation,
1t 1s said, are indeed mind-dependent, but it does
not follow that their objects are, for there 1s no
good ground for supposing that the object of a

t Vide .4 Treatise concerming the Prinaples of Human Knowledge
and Three Dwalogues between Hylas and Philonous, passim
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sensation cannot exist apart from the act And if
we assume, as some philosophers do, that these acts
of sensation are acts of knowing, then 1t 1s held that
we can go so far as to maintamn that the objects of
our sensations must exist independently of the acts ;
for 1t 1s supposed to be an essential characteristic of
knowledge that what 1s known exists independently
of the knowing of it But this argument 1s two-
edged, as Professor Prichard has recently shown '’
For he maintains that 1t 1s self-evident that the exist-
ence of what he calls secondary qualities and I
should call sense-data, does depend upon their
being perceived, in Berkeley’s sense of the word,
and therefore that the proper conclusion of the fore-
going argument 1s not that the objects of our sensa-
tions exist independently of the acts, but that acts of
sensation are not acts of knowing. And since he
supposes, with some historical justification, that
sense-data arc defined as the objects of perceptual
acts which are taken to be acts of knowing, he con-
cludes that there are no such things as sense-data
For he argues that to say that there are sense-data 1s
simply a musleading way of saying that * perceiving
1s a kind of knowing 7, and that this proposition 1s

talse

7 ‘' Esse EST PERcCIPI”

But, setting aside for the moment the question
whether perceving, in the sense here in point, 1s or

' In a paper called ' The Sense-datum Fallacy ', Arnistotelian

Society Supplementary Proceedings, 1938
F
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1s not a kind of knowing, I wish first of all to examine
the Berkeleyan principle that to exist 1s to be per-
cerved I shall consider 1t first 1n relation to materal
things, and then 1n relation to sense-data And here
1t must be understood that in using the term * sense-
datum ” 1 am not presupposing that ‘ sensible
quahties ”” are objects of knowledge, in Prichard’s
sense , nor am I making any other covert assumption
My use of the term 1s so far to be understood only
by reference to the examples that I have given, and
whatever further implications I intend 1t to carry, 1
shall explicitly introduce . iy

If the principle that esse est percips, as applied to
material things, 1s to be interpreted to mean that a
logical contradiction 1s 1involved 1n asserting the
existence of any material thing that 1s not actually
being percerved, then 1t 1s plainly false For even 1f
it 1s the case that no propositions asserting the
existence of unperceived material things are, 1n fact,
ever true, they are still not self-contradictory. But
1s 1t the case that no such propositions are true ?
It has indeed been argued that we can never have
any reason to believe in their truth, on the ground
that the only evidence we can have for the existence
of a material thing 1s that we actually perceive 1t,

(L]

and that 1t 1s impossible to perceive something exist-
ing unperceived ' But this argument 1s invahd It
1s true that if we were to regard the existence of
material things as being logically independent, not
merely of actual perceptions, but also of all possible

' Cf W T Stace, "' The Refutation of Realism ”, Mind, 1934
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perceptions, then we should have no good reason to
believe that they ever existed unperceived But this
1s not an acceptable analysis The criterion by which
we determine that a material thing exists 1s the truth
of various hypothetical propositions asserting that if
certain conditions were fulfilled we should perceive
it These propositions cannot indeed be formally
deduced from the propositions which describe the
contents of our actual perceptions But they can be
derwved from them by an ordinary inductive argu-
ment We may say, therefore, that we are justified
m believing that material things exist when no one
1s actually percetving them, because the fact that we
do constantly perceive them in certain conditions
gives us a good mnductive ground for believing, at
times when we are not percerving them, that we
should be percewving them if these conditions were
fulfilled If the conditions are not, in fact, fulfilled,
then we cannot put our belief to a direct empirical
test. But this does not mean that it 1s baseless. For,
as [ have already remarked, 1t 1s not required for the
validity of the hypothetical propositions about sense-
data, in terms of which one can analyse propositions
about material things,* that their protases should be
empirically realized And 1t 1s this that constitutes
the independence of material things  Accordingly, I
conclude that 1t 1s not a necessary condition of the
existence of a material thing, or for our belief 1n 1ts
existence to be justifiable, that 1t should actually be

* For an explanation of this see Part V of this book
* Cf Part V
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percetved Nor 1s 1t an altogether sufficient condi-
tion For I am using the word ‘* perception” in
such a way that 1t 1s possible for a perception to be
delusive

In reaching this conclusion that the existence of
material things is to be determined with reference
to possible rather than actual perceptions, I have
been guided by the way 1n which the relevant words
are currently used But this 1s not a method that
one can extend to the case of sense-data. For here
the problem 1s not to elucidate the conventions that
govern the use of an existing language, but to formu-
late conventions for an artificial language In the
case of material things, one 1s able to make use of a
previous understanding of the meaning of existential
propositions 1n order to criticize the principle that
to exist 1s to be perceived But in the case of sense-
data one has no such previous understanding The
posttion m this case 1s that one must decide whether
to accept or reject this principle 1n order to determine
what one 1s gomng to mean by saying that a sense-
datum exists.

Now one of the purposes which the introduc-
tion of the sense-datum terminology 1s intended
to serve is that 1t should enable us to deal with
the problems which anse from the fact that material
things can appear to have qualities that they do not
really have, and can appear to exist when they do
not It 1s this that 1s effected by the translation of
such sentences as *“ I am perceiving a brown carpet,
which looks yellow to me > or * The drunkard sees
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anmmals which are not really there” into I am
sensing a yellow sense-datum which belongs to a
brown carpet > or ** The drunkard sees sense-data
which he takes to belong to animals, but which do
not really belong to anything”. The advantage of
this procedure 1s that 1t makes 1t possible for us to say
that something real 1s being experienced even 1n cases
where our perceptions are delusive. But this ad-
vantage 1s sacrificed if we extend the distinction
between appearance and reality to sense-data them-
selves. And for this reason we should not allow any
meaning to such sentences as ** I am sensing a yellow
sense-datum, but 1t 1s really brown ” or ** Perhaps
the sense-data that I am now sensing do not really
exist”’ It 1s true that some philosophers have been
inclined to attach meaning to sentences of this kind
'They have seriously considered the possibility that
sense-data as well as material things might appear to
have propertiecs they did not really have And 1t
may be argued that this 1s simply a question of an
alternative specification of the rules of the sense-
datum language, and that they are free to adopt such
a convention if they wish  But the answer 1s that by
adopting this convention they come to treat sense-
data as if they were themselves material things or
characteristics of material things, and in that case
the terminology of sense-data becomes superfluous
The point of introducing 1t was to clanify the meaning
of the sentences in which we ordmarily refer to
matenal things by using a language of a different
structure from that of our ordinary language But
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if the reference to sense-data 1s to serve this purpose,
1t 15 necessary that the criteria that determine the
proper use of such sentences as ‘‘ this sense-datum 1s
brown ”’ should be different from those that deter-
mine the proper use of such sentences as ** this carpet

»

15 brown If we make them the same, our new
terminology becomes a mere reproduction of the old.
It eliminates none of the familiar problems, and so
far from being a source of clanfication, 1t creates addi-
tional confusion by suggesting that the introduction
of sense-data 1s not just a hnguistic expedient, but
marks the discovery of a new kind of material thing

We must decide therefore not to admut the dis-
tinction between veridical and delusive perception
with regard to sense-data And this means that we
must make 1t a sufficient condition of the existence
of a sense-datum that 1t should actually be sensed
But are we also to make 1t a necessary condition ?
A concervable objection to this 1s that we wish to
speak not merely of actual but also of possible sense-
data, for in analysing propositions about materal
things we have to refer, not so much to the sense-
experiences we are actually having, as to those that
we should be having if certain hypothetical condi-
tions were fulfilled And 1t may be argued that, 1n
so far as these hypothetical propositions are true, we
must allow that possible sense-data, or sensibilia, as
Bertrand Russell called them,' also exist without
necessarily being experienced But there 1s really no
reason why we should draw this conclusion We do

' Vide Mysticasm and Logic, pp 148 T
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indeed make the truth of these hypothetical propos:-
tions a criterion for the existence of maternal things,
but 1t 1s not necessary that we should extend this
procedure to the case of sense-data The convenience

of our use of the word ‘‘ existence ™’ as applied to
material things consists 1n the indefiniteness and the
generality of 1ts reference It enables us to assert a
number of hypothetical propositions about the con-
tents of our sense-experiences without having to
specify them individually But no such advantage
1s to be obtained from the proposed usage of
“ existence ”’ 1n connexion with possible sense-data.
For 1if we are to avoid 1dentifying these sensibilia with
material things we shall have to take as a criterion for
the existence of a sensibile the truth of a single
hypothetical proposition, and in that case we shall
be able to express no more by asserting that the
sensibile exists than we are already able to express
by asserting the hypothetical proposition in question.
And not only 1s there no positive advantage in

n

extending the use of the word ““ existence ”’ 1n this
way to possible sense-data, there 1s also the dis-
advantage that the proposed usage, though not indeed
identical with that which s adopted 1n connexion
with material things, 1s sufficiently like 1t to be a ready
source of confusion Accordingly, I find it advisable
to make 1t a neccssary as well as a sufficient condition
of the existence of sense-data that they should in
fact be sensed I shall continue to speak of pos-
sible sense-data as an alternative way of asserting

the relevant hypothetical propositions But only
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sense-data that are actually experienced will be said
to exist.

It may be noted that this decision to accept the
principle that the existence of sense-data consists 1n
their being experienced involves neither an admission
nor a denial of the distinction between acts of sensa-
tion and their objects, and so a refutation of the
principle that consists merely 1n an attempt to
establish this distinction cannot have any validity for
us Moreover, 1t seems that those who seek to
‘“ refute idealism " 1n this way are making the mistake
of treating the question whether the existence of
sense-data consists 1n their being experienced, not
as a questton concerning the rules of the sense-
datum language, but as a question of fact Professor
G E. Moore, for example, 1 his ‘ Refutation of
Idealism ;' expressly asserts that he regards esse est
percipr as a synthetic proposition  From this it may
be inferred that he 1s using the word *' existence ”’ 1
a different sense from that 1n which 1 have decided
to use 1t 1n connexion with sense-data, but he does
not tell us what this sense 1s He asserts dog-
matically that the sentences '* blue exists ”” and " the
conscrousness of blue exists ”’ do not express equiva-
lent propositions, and suggests that the failure to see
this 1s mainly responsible for the groundless belief
that esse est percipr.  But while 1t 1s fairly clear from
the context that he 1s using the word “ blue " to
mean what I should call a blue sense-datum, 1t 1s
not at all clear how he 1s using the word *‘ exusts ”

' Philosophical Studies, pp 1-30



1 THE CHARACTERIZATION OF SENSE-DATA 73

If the sense intended 1s that in which the word 1s
applied to material things, then, as I have shown, he
1s right in maintaining that not everything that exists
must also be in fact percetved But I have shown
also that the effect of extending this usage of
‘“ existence ’’ to sense-data 1s to make the sense-
datum terminology superfluous. There 1s no point
in talking about sense-data at all unless we adopt
rules for the use of this technical term that are
different from the rules we already follow in speak-
ing about material things And for this reason 1t 1s
not legitimate to assume, as Moore apparently does,
that a question which has a factual meaning with
reference to material things must also have a factual
meaning when 1t 1s made to refer to sense-data
This 1s not, of course, to say that no truc factual
statements can be made about sense-data, but only
that 1t 1s advisable, 1f one 1s going to express empirical
propositions with the help of this technical term, to
begin by having a clear understanding of what 1s
mvolved 1n 1ts use

To show how the neglect of this poimnt can lead
to confusion, I may refer to another article by Moore
which he entitles “ Some Judgements of Percep-
tion "t In this he maintains that 1t 1s quite certain
that when one makes such a judgement as that ‘ this
1s an inkstand ”’, there 1s one and only one object
about which one 1s making this judgement, though
the judgement one 1s making about 1t 1s certainly not
that 1t 1s 1tself a whole inkstand, and that this object

' Ibhid pp 2z0-52
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is a sense-datum He then raises the question how
this sense-datum 1s related to the inkstand, and says
that he 1s inclined to adopt the view that 1t 1s literally
partof it He admuts that 1n order to maintain this he
must also hold that sense-data can sometimes appear
to have qualities that they do not really have, and
that this supposition 1s one that 1s often thought to be
nonsensical He says, however, that he 1s not him-
self convinced that 1t 1s nonsensical But now must
ask why it should be thought to be certamn that a
judgement such as ““ this 1s an nkstand " 1s really
about a sense-datum  Why should 1t not be about
an tnkstand ? The answer 1s that the judgement 1s
held not to be about the inkstand because 1t 1s
assumed that the inkstand itself 1s not sensibly
“given ’  There 1s indeed a familiar use of the word
‘“ about ”” according to which 1t would be proper to
say that the judgement ‘‘ this 1s an inkstand ”’ really
was about an mkstand But this 1s not the way in
which Moore 1s using the word He 1s using 1t 1n
such a way that to say that a judgement 1s about an
object x entails that x 1s given, 1n a sense 1n which
sensc-data can be said to be given but inkstands can-
not But what exactly 1s this sense 7 Why may we
not say that inkstands are given, rather than sense-
data ? It 1s because the perception which gives rise
to our judgement that ‘ this 1s an inkstand 7’ may
always be qualitatively or exstentially delusive.
There may not really be an 1nkstand there, or it may
not really have the quahties that 1t appears to have
on this occasion. But if this 1s the reason why Moore
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holds that the inkstand 1s not sensibly given, then 1t
1s clear that he cannot consistently allow that the
sense-datum, which 1s supposed by him to be that
which the judgement 1s really about, may 1tself appear
to have qualities that 1t does not really have For in
saying that the judgement that * this 1s an inkstand ”
1s really not about an inkstand but about a sense-
datum, which 1s a way of saying that 1t 1s not the
mmkstand but only a sense-datum that 1s sensibly
given, he 1s implying that the perception of sense-
data cannot be delusive in the sense 1n which the
perception of an inkstand can If, therefore, he
maintains that the sense-datum as well as the ink-
stand can appear to have qualities that it does not
really have, he falls into self-contradiction He 1s
not entitled to assume that because the distinction
between veridical and delusive perception applies to
material things, 1t applies also to sense-data For
this assumption 1s 1nconsistent with the way 1n
which he intends that the word ‘ sense-datum
should be used

We have seen that the reason why some philos-
ophers have been anxious to deny that the existence
even of sense-data consists 1n their being perceived,
1s that the acceptance of this principle 1s thought to
lead to 1dealism It 1s believed that 1f we admut that
the objects of which we are directly aware can exist
only when we are experiencing them, we shall be
committed to the view that everything that we
expertence ‘‘ exists only in the mind ”, and that this
1S to put 1n question the reality of the external world.
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But what is meant here by saying that an object
exists 1n the mind ? Presumably that 1t 1s what we
should ordinanly call a state of mind But 1n that
case the proposition that sense-data exist only 1n the
mind does not follow from the proposition that they
cannot exist unsensed. To say that a colour or a
sound or any other sense-datum exists only when 1t
1s experienced does not by any means entail saying
that 1t 1s a state of mind, in the ordinary sense in
which a feeling or an emotion 1s held to be a state
of mind And indeed there appears to be no good
reason for holding that any such sense-data are states
of mind, 1n this sense

But if the assertion that sense-data exist only 1n
the mind 1s not to be understood 1n this way, how
are we to mterpret 1t 7 1 do not think that it 1s
possible to find any satisfactory meaning for 1t, unless
we assume that 1t 1s merely a nusleading way of
re-stating the convention that the existence of sensc-
data 1s to consist in their being experienced , but
at the same time we can, I think, account for its
being made For what we have here 15 yet another
mstance of the misuse of the argument from tllusion.
In this case the argument 1s taken to prove that the
objects of which we are sensibly aware do not form
part of an external, matenal world Nevertheless 1t
1s assumed that since these objects are undeniably
experienced they must 1n some sense be real, and
as they have been extruded from the material world,
it 1s thought that another receptacle must be found
for them , and the only one that appears to be
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available is the mind How indeed the mind 1s
supposed to contain them, 1t 1s not easy to under-
stand I do not think that even Berkeley can really
have wished to mamntain that ““ sensible qualities ”
were literally inherent 1n the mind as 1n a region of
space  Nevertheless he was sufficiently musled by
the spatial metaphor to be capable of arguing, 1n
support of his view that we have no direct visual
perception of distance, that the extension and figure
of an object seem to be in the same place as its
colour, and that the colours that we see cannot be
at a distance from us because 1t s * agreed on all
hands, by those who have any thoughts of that
matter, that colours, which are the proper and
mmmediate object of sight, are not without the
mind ' But, apart from such absurdities as thus,
the whole process of reasoning that leads to the
attempt to house sense-data 1n the mind 1s thoroughly
confused For, in the first place, I have shown that
the argument from 1llusion does not prove that the
objects of which we are sensibly aware are not
constituents of the material world, 1if this 1s regarded
as a question of fact It does indeed provide us
with a motive for altering our terminology 1n a way
that results 1n our saying that we are directly aware,
not of matenal things, but only of sense-data But
this means that we are adopting a new method of
describing our perceptual expenience, which 1s a
substitute for our ordinary method of description
and cannot simply be grafted upon 1t To ask

' A New Theory of Vision, section xhn
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whether sense-data inhere i the material world or
mn the mind 1s thus entirely to misconceive their
character If we agree to say that the objects of
which we are directly aware are always sense-data,
then we are deciding to treat them and not minds
or matenal things as the units 1n terms of which we
are to describe our perceptual experience The
question, therefore, that we must ask 1s not how
sense-data are to be incorporated in the categories
of mind or matter, or whereabouts they are to be
located 1in physical space, but rather how our con-

ceptions of “ mind” and ‘' material things > and
‘ physical space” are to be analysed in terms of
them Accordingly, if we conclude that sense-data
are not states of mind, we must not then look round
for some other container for them, such as the brain
or ‘“the psycho-cerebral compound”  For 1t is
already a mistake to suppose that they can be phases

of any substance, or anywhere i physical space, at all

8 SENSING AND KNOWING

It appears, then, that in order to *‘ get outside

1t 1s not necessary for us

)

the circle of our minds’
to maintamn that our awareness of sense-data 1s a kind
of knowing And indeed, if 1t 1s essential to know-
ledge that the object known should exist inde-
pendently of the knowing of 1t, I have implcitly
denied that our awareness of sense-data 1s a kind of
knowing, for I have made 1t a necessary and sufficient
condition of the existence of sense-data that they
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should in fact be experienced But I am not sure
that this 1s essential to knowledge, as 1t 1s ordinarly
understood  The difficulty here 1s that the ex-
pression ‘“ object of knowledge ” 1s ambiguous It
1s used with reference both to our knowledge of the
truth of propositions, and to our acquaintance with
particular things 1If we are concerned with pro-
positional knowledge, then there 1s justification for
saying that knowledge presupposes the independence
of 1ts object , for 1t 1s essential to knowledge of this
kind that the truth of the proposition known should
not depend upon our knowing 1t. But it does not
follow from this that the existence of a thing which
we know, 1n the sense of being acquainted with 1t,
must also be independent ot our knowingit. Further-
more, this second sense of ‘ knowledge ” 1s 1tself
ambiguous. For we tend to speak indifferently of
being acquamnted both with sense-data and with

material things , but if the term ** acquamntance ” 1s
taken, as 1t usually 1s, to be equivalent to * direct
awareness ", then 1n the sense 1n which 1t 1s applic-
able to sense-data, 1t 1s not applicable to matertal
things  Accordingly, whether or not there 1s
historical justification for speaking of knowing sense-
data, 1t seems advisable for the sake of clarity not to
use the word ‘‘ knowledge ”’ 1n this sense  To avoid
ambiguity, I shall in future use the word ‘‘ aware-
ness ”’ only 1n connexion with sense-data, and the
word *‘ perception ”’ only 1n connexion with material
things, and I shall restrict the use of the word
“ knowledge "’ to 1ts propositional sense
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If one uses the word ** knowledge "’ in this way,
one cannot say that the awareness of sense-data is
itself a kind of knowing , but we will st1ll have to say
that 1t involves knowledge For the meaning of the
expression ‘‘ direct awareness '’ 1s such that, when-
ever we are directly aware of a sense-datum, it
follows that we know some propositton which
describes the sense-datum to be true But what is
the character of this knowledge ? In the ordinary
way, I think that all that 1s required for an empirical
proposition to be known s that 1t should in fact be
true, that no doubt should be felt about 1ts truth,
and that the belief in 1t should not have been reached
by way of a belief 1n any false proposttion, and should
have good inductive grounds, and 1n this sense we
can claim to know propositions about the existence
and properties of material things, and even general
propositions, although our perceptions can never
afford us a logical guarantee of their truth. But 1t is
widely held that when we speak of knowing a pro-
position which describes a presented sense-datum, we
mmply more than this It 1s held that we imply, not
merely that our belief 1n the truth of such proposition
is not, 1n fact, mistaken, but that 1t could not con-
cetvably be mustaken And 1t 1s this view that 1s
sometimes expressed by the assertion that such pro-
positions are ““ indubitable ” or *‘ incorrigible ”

But now 1t may be asked . How can any empurical
proposition be mndubitable 1n this sense ? We say
that an a prior: proposition 1s indubitable because 1ts
contradictory 1s self-contradictory, but this cannot be
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the ground for asserting that propositions describing
presented sense-data are indubitable , for it is not
maintained that these propositions are analytic But
what other ground can there be for such an asser-
tion ? It 1s not as if 1t meant only that we were
psychologically unable to doubt these propositions ;
for that might be true also of propositions about the
existence of material things, which are supposed to be
distinguished from propositions about the existence
of sense-data partly by the fact that they are not
indubitable 1n the sense that 1s here 1n question It
means rather that to doubt the truth of a proposition
which describes a presented sense-datum 1s logically
incorrect  But surely this 1s a condition that no
empirical proposition can possibly satisfy ?

To see how this objection may be met, let me try
to give an instance of the expression of an ** incor-
rigible ” proposition. Suppose that 1 experience a
visual sense-datum which I describe by saying “ this
1s green ”’, and suppose that I am using the sentence
merely to designate the sense-datum 1n question, and
am not 1mplying that 1t 1s 1n any way related to any-
thing that I ain not simultaneously experiencing  Is
there then any possibility of my being mustaken ?
The answer 1s that I can at least be making a verbal
mustake It may, for instance, be a rule of the
language I am supposed to be using that the correct
name for the colour of such a sense-datum s *‘ red
and not “ green’ And if this 1s so I am, in a
sense, misdescribing what I experience But my

mistake is not a mustake of the same kind as that
G
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which I should be making if T took the sense-datum
to belong to the wrong matenal thing, or made any
other judgement that involved relating the sense-
datum falsely to further actual or possible experi-
ences Suppose, for example, that I had said ** this
1s a green book " and that there was really no book
there, or that the colour of the book was not really
green. In that case, I should have made not merely
a verbal error but an error of fact; for I should
implicitly have asserted a number of hypothetical
propositions which, as I mught subsequently dis-
cover, were not true , I mught find, for instance, that
when I went to open the supposed book 1t appeared
hollow 1nside, or that when I observed 1t in a clear
light 1t never again looked green But whether or
not I actually discover that I am mistaken 1s not, for
the purpose of this illustration, of any importance
What 1s important 1s that the possibility of my being
mistaken, 1n what 1s not merely a verbal sense,
depends upon the fact that my judgement goes
beyond the evidence upon which 1t 18 immediately
based It connects an experienced sense-datum with
other possible sense-data which are not simul-
taneously given, and in doing so 1t allows room for
doubt and error. For 1t cannot be formally deduced
from a mere description of the immediate evidence
that these further sense-data would, in fact, be
obtainable even if the relevant conditions were ful-
filled In other words, the reason why I can be
making an error of fact in asserting a proposition of
this kind 1s that the proposition 1s not completely
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verified by the existence of the sense-datum upon the
observation of which 1t 1s based , nor can 1t ever be
completely verified. Consequently, although it may
be irrational on the evidence to express doubt 1n 1ts
truth, it is always significant. But it s held to be
characteristic of an * incorrigible > proposition that
1t 1s completely verified by the existence of the sense-
datum which 1t describes , and so 1t 1s inferred that to
doubt the truth of such a proposition 1s not merely
irrational but meaningless , for 1t 1s only significant
to doubt where there is a logical possibility of error
The argument 1s, 1n short, that 1f one uses a sentence
such as *‘ this 1s green ~’ merely to designate a present
sensc-datum, then no proposition 1s being asserted
to the truth of which any further evidence would be
relevant And from this 1t 1s concluded that all that
one can properly mean in such a case by saying that
one doubts whether this 1s green 1s that onc 1s
doubting whether ‘‘ green ”’ 1s the correct word to
use And the same would apply to any other sen-
tence that was used only to designate some featuie of
what was actually being experienced, without being
mtended to carry any further implication  'The
propositions which such sentences were supposed
to express might be said to be indubitable on the
ground that it was not significant to say that one
doubted them 1n any other but a purely verbal sense

From this 1t may be concluded that all that 1s
mnvolved in the claim that there are mdubitable or
incorrigible empincal propositions 1s that people do
sometimes use sentences 1n the way that the sentence
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‘“ this 1s green ”’ was used 1n my example, or at any
rate that they could use certain sentences 1n this way,
if they chose And I do not see any reason to deny
that this 1s so It 1s indeed to be remarked that what
I have been calling verbal doubt 1s also, 1n a sense,
factual ; for 1t 1s, after all, 2 question of fact whether
One’s use of a WOl'd on a glven occasion 1s or 1s not
in accordance with one’s own habitual usage, or with
the usage of other people. But the pomnt 1s that
whereas, 1n the case of most empirical propositions,
1t would stll be possible to doubt them even 1if there
were no doubt that the relevant words were being
correctly used, this possibility does not extend to the
class of propositions about sense-data that 1 have
been considering  And the reason for this 1s simply
the linguistic fact that we do not attach any meaning
to the statement that we doubt these propositions, 1n
this further non-verbal sense of ** doubting” 1n
which we do attach meaning to the statement that
we doubt the others

9 THE ERRORS or FormaALisM

A curious fact about this question of incorngible
propositions 1s that the answers which philosophers
have given to 1t have usually been made to depend
upon the view they have taken of what, at first
sight, appears to be an entirely different problem
For, on the one hand, 1t has been assumed by those
who maintain that some empirical propositions must
be incorrigible that their case would be proved if
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they could show that the truth or falsity of empuirical
propositions depended 1n the last resort, not upon
relations that they bore to one another, but upon
their accordance or discordance with observable
facts, so that the main arguments which these philo-
sophers have produced m favour of there being
incorrigible propositions have been arguments against
the coherence theory of truth  And, conversely,
what those who have rejected the view that there can
be 1ncorrigible propositions appear, for the most
part, to have been mainly anxious to deny is that any
propositions do, or can, refer to facts, unless this 1s
mterpreted as being merely a musleading way of
saying that they have certain relations to other
propositions  In dealing with this point, the course
that I shall follow 1s to consider first the problem of
the relationship of propositions to facts, and then to
see what bearing, if any, the solution of this problem
has on the question whether any empirical proposi-
tions arc 1ncorrigible

The position of those who deny the possibility of
expressing propositions that refer to empirical facts,
m the sense in which “ reference to a fact” 1s
ordinanly understood, may be suminarized as follows
They hold that all that 1s necessary for the specifica-
tion of a language 1s an account of what Professor
Carnap has called 1ts formation and transformation
rules The formation rules determine what com-
binations of signs are to constitute proper sentences
of the language , the transformation rules prescribe
the ways 1n which these sentences may legitimately
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be derived from one another Both these sets of
rules are held to be purely formal in character ; and
this means that they contain ‘“ no reference to the
meaning of the symbols (for example, the words) or
to the sensc of the expressions (¢ g the sentences),
but simply and solely to the kinds and order of
the symbols from which the expressions are con-
structed ” ' Consequently, 1f a distinction 1s made
between the sentences that express a priorz and those
that express empirical propositions, 1t can be only
in virtue of a difference 1n the form of the symbols
which they contain, or 1in the nature of the formal
relations which they have to other sentences In
the case of languages which allow the expression of
empirical propositions, 1t 1s thought possible to mark
out a special class of sentences, which are referred
to as “ observation
sentences, and 1t 1s held to be a necessary and

”n 1y

or “ protocol” or “ basic

suffictent condition of the admissibility of any
sentence that 1s intended to express an empirical
proposition that some observation-sentence should
be derivable from 1t 1n accordance with the established
rules of the language One must not, however, be
misled by the name of these observation-sentences
into supposing that they refer to observable facts,
or that the test which they provide for the validity of
empirical propositions 1s one of correspondence with
fact, as this 1s ordinanlly understood For the
properties by which these sentences are essentially
distinguished are intended to be purely formal , and

' Rudolf Carnap, The Logical Syntax of Language, p 1
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the only criterion that 1s allowed for determining
the truth or falsity of any “ observation-statement *’
1s the formal possibility of mcorporating 1t in a
given system. Nor does this criterion give them any
advantage over statements of other kinds For 1t 15
held that even when a hypothesis ““ proves to be
logically incompatible with certain protocol-sentences,
there always exists the possibility of matntaining the
hypothesis and renouncing acknowledgement of the
protocol-sentences 7’ ' All that 1s required 1s that
the system of propositions which 1s accepted as true
should be formally self-consistent  And this 1s sup-
posed to be the sole criterion of therr truth.

I do not think that any very elaborate argument
15 needed to show that this theory 1s altogether
untenable. In the first place, 1t 1s not true that we
are able to use or understand a language when we
are acquaimnted only with its formation and trans-
formation rules These rules are indeed sufficient
for the characterization of a purely abstract system
of logic or mathematics, so long as no attempt 1s
made to give the system a material interpretation,
but they are not sufficient for the characterization of
any language that serves to communicate proposi-
tions about matters of fact From the transforma-
tion rules we can learn that in any situation n which
we are entitled to use a given sentence of the language,
we are also entitled to use certain others, but
neither they nor the formation rules afford us any
means of knowing what are the situations i which

t Ihid p 318
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any single sentence can legitimately be used. But
until this 1s determined the ‘* language ”’ 1n question
1s not, 1n the ordinary sense, a language at all. For
it does not serve to communicate anything It 1s
merely a formal calculus which we do not know
how to apply For it to become a language it 1s
necessary that some at least of the expressions that
it contains should be given a meaning And this 1s
effected by the method of ostensive definition, that
1s, by correlating these expressions, not with other
expressions, but with what 1s actually observed
Professor Carnap has indeed asserted that these
" so-called ostensive definitions” are themselves
‘ translations of words” According to hmm, to
define, for example, an eclephant, ostensively, 1s
“*ele-
phant ’=anmmal of the same kind as the animal 1n
this or that position 1n space-time ”’°’ But this 1s
clearly a mistake. It ts true that if I teach someone
the meaning of the English word * elephant ” by
pointing to a particular amimal, the information he

merely to lay down the transformation rule

receives 1s that an elephant 1s an animal of the same
kind as that which he 1s observing at a particular
place and time. But this 1s not to say that the word
‘“ elephant ”’ 1s synonymous in Englsh with any such
expression as ‘* animal of the same kind as that which,
on July 2nd, 1939, was standing 3o yards south-west
of the bandstand at the London Zoo ” For even if
it 1s a fact that an elephant was actually to be
observed at that particular place and time, 1t 1s not

' The Umty of Science, p 39
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a necessary fact 1 may be expressing a false pro-
position 1if I say that there was no animal standing
30 yards south-west of the bandstand at the London
Zoo on July znd, 1939, or that there was such an
anmimal but 1t was not an elephant, but I shall
certainly not be contradicting myself The spatio-
temporal description may serve to indicate the
context in which some word has been, or 1s being,
ostensively defined, but 1t is not n itself a substitute
tor that context And 1t 1s only by reference to an
empirical context that any ostensive definition 1s to
be understood

Having allowed the possibility of ostensive defini-
tions, we might then consider that we required a
special name for the class of sentences whose con-
stituents were defined in this way, and 1t would
be reasonable for us to call them observation-
sentences, on the ground that they were mtended to
refer to what could be directly observed But this
cannot he what those who uphold the theory 1 am
now considering mean by an observation-sentence.
For, 1n effect, they deny the possibility of using any
sentence to refer to what can be directly observed
As they use 1t, the term ‘‘ observation-sentence ’ 1s
purely syntactical. The sentences to which 1t 1s
applied are distinguished from other sentences
merely by the fact that they contain different words
and obey different transformation rules. But what
1s the point of this conventional distinction ? It
seems to be intended to furmish a principle of
empiricism  The theory 1s that one excludes meta-
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physics by asserting that every proposition that 1s
not analytic must be ““ empirically testable ”’ and by
defining this ** testability ”’ in terms of the derivation
of observation-sentences But this use of the term
‘“ empirically testable” 1s again very misleading.
For what sort of empirical test 1s provided by the
fact that the conventional rules of a language allow
onc sentence to be formally derived from another,
when neither sentence 1s to be understood as record-
ing what can be actually experienced ? One does
not become an empiricist merely by a free use of the
word ‘‘ empirical >’ or the word *‘ observation ”

If we were to take this view of the nature of
observation-sentences, it clearly would not matter
whether we agreed with Carnap that *“ every concrete
sentence belonging to the physicalistic system-
language can 1n suitable circumstances serve as an
observation-sentence ' or whether we required that
these sentences should have a special form For 1t
would only be a question ot how we chose to apply
a syntactical designation, and in either case 1t
would be an arbitrary choice It has, indeed, been
argued * that the form in which we choose to cast
these sentences may make a difference to the
‘“ stability
sense that it may give them a greater or lesser chance
of being retained 1n the accepted system of proposi-

1 " Uber Protohollsatze ”', Erkenntms, Band 3, p 224

+ Cf Otto Neurath, " Protokollsatze ', Erkenntnis, Band 3, and
for cniticism, my article on ** Verification and Expenence ”’, Pio-
ceedings of the Anistotehan Society, 1936—7, where I put forward a
more detailed refutation of the whole of this version of the coherence
theory of truth

n

of the propositions they express, 1n the
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tions, and so of bemng * true ”’

in the only sense 1n
which the exponents of this theory recognize the
notion of truth But this must be a mistake. For
if the only possible criterion of the truth of a pro-
position 1s 1ts logical compatibility with other pro-
positions, then 1t cannot be necessary to devise a
special form for its expression 1n order to secure 1ts
retention in the accepted system. It 1s sufficient for
us, 1f we wish to retain 1t, simply to decidc to exclude
all propositions that are inconsistent with it This
1s admittedly an arbitrary procedure , but so would
be any other procedure that we could adopt Pro-
vided that 1t is internally self-consistent we may, on
this view, regard as “
tions that we choose. And so long as the suggestion

of an appeal to the observable facts 1s ruled out as

true ”’ any system of proposi-

meaningless, no question of justification can arise
But suppose now, what 1s admitted to be possible,
that we are confronted with two mutually exclusive
sets of propositions, each of which is internally self-
consistent Are we to say that both are independently
true ? If we do, we contradict ourselves, according
to the meaning that we ordinarily give to *‘ truth ”
We must look therefore for some method of deciding
between these incompatible systems But what
method can there be if the only criterion of the
truth of any system 1s 1ts internal self-consistency ?
I believe that this objection 1s unanswerable An
attempt has indeed been made to answer 1t by saying
that the true system 1s that which happens to be
accepted by accredited observers, such as the
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scientists of our era! But now we may ask whether
the true system 1s merely that which contamns 1n
itself the proposition that 1t alone 1s accepted by these
scientists, or whether it 1s that which 1s so accepted,
as a matter of fact In the former case the proposed
criterion does not effect what 1s required of 1t  For
each of several incompatible systems might contamn
the proposition that 1t alone was the accepted one,
without bemng internally inconsistent But to adopt
the other alternative 1s to abandon the coherence
theory of truth For 1t involves, what the advocates
of the theory hold to be impossible, a comparison of
a proposition with the empirical facts And if this
comparison 1s allowed 1n the case of a proposition
about the behaviour of contemporary scientists, why
not 1n other cases also ? Is 1t not concervable even
that actual observation might show that con-
temporary scientists sometimes made mistakes ?

10 SENTENCES, PROPOSITIONS, AND FacTs

I hope that by now enough has been said to show
that the consequences of denying the possibility of
using words to refer to empirical facts are altogether
unacceptable But I have still to explain how this
denial ever came to be made One may infer that
1t 18 due to some confusion of thought, if the fore-
going argument 1s correct. But what 1s the source
of this confusion ? I suggest that 1t may be found

' Cf Carnap, ‘' Erwiderung auf die Aufsatze von E Zilsel und
K Duncker ”, Erkenntmus, Band 3, pp 179-80 , and Carl Hempel,
* Some Remarks on Empinicism "', 4nalysis, vol 11, No 3
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in the formulation of the two illegitimate questions
How 1s 1t possible for symbols to have meaning ?
and, What 1s 1t that they mean ? And I hope that
in discussing these questions I shall be able to
elucidate the meaning of such puzzling but indis-
pensable expressions as ‘‘ the reference of symbols
to objects ”’ or ** the comparison of propositions with
facts ”’

I shall begin with the question, What does a
symbol, for example a word, or a sentence, mean ?
This is a question that we have no difficulty in
answering, so long as 1t 1s taken to refer only to
particular cases. If anyone does not understand the
meaning of a particular sentence, or word, there are
various ways of enlighterung him. One method 1s
that of translation into another language, or into an
equivalent expression of the same language, as when
1t 1s said that *“ I am thirsty ”” means ** J’a1 soif 7, or
that *“ nephew ” means * brother’s or sister’s son ”
In such cases 1t 1s assumed that the explanatory
symbols are already understood by the person for
whose benefit the translation 1s made. Another
method 1s that of giving examples to indicate the
kind of situation to which a symbol may legitimately
be applied Thus, if I wish to explamn to someone
the meaning of ** jealousy ”, instead of attempting to
produce an explicit verbal defimtion, I may give him
some description of the way in which jealous people
behave 1 may, for example, refer him to Shake
speare’s tragedy of Othello or to Proust’s Du (62é de
chez Swann. To this it may be objected that it 1s
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possible to be jealous without behaving exactly like
either Othello or Swann, and that what 1s wanted 1s a
description of the necessary and sufficient conditions
of jealousy, which would be tantamount to giving an
explicit definition of the word. But the fact 1s that
the word * jealousy ”’, like many others, 1s used
with too little precision, for 1t to be possible to
indicate any single set of circumstances the occur-
rence of which 1s both necessary and sufficient for
its proper application It 1s applied to a relatively
indefinite range of situations, and 1t 1s for this
reason that the method of giving examples 1s appro-
priate for making 1ts meaning understood TFinally,
there 1s the method of ostensive definition, which we
employ when we indicate the meaning of a symbol
by correlating 1t with some perceived object or
event ; and this differs from the other methods 1n
that it does not, to be effective, require any previous
understanding of the meaning of other symbols It
1s tempting to think that this method 1s logically
indispensable, which I take to have been the view
of those empiricists who dented the possibility of
‘““innate 1deas”’ But this 1s not so For 1t 1s
logically concervable that people should use words
correctly and understand their meaning without any
process of learning at all What 1s necessary, as we
have seen, 1s that a language should contain non-
formal rules of meaning , but we must not confuse
the employment of these rules with the process of
learning them We have, however, good reason to
suppose that the correct use of symbols has, i1n fact,
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to be learned And so we may say that it 1s at least
causally requisite that the meaning of some ex-
presstons should be explained ostensively, if any are
to be understood

I have now gwven a description of the ways 1n
which one may explain the meaning of any given
symbol  But, paradoxically, this does not enable
one to answer the general question  What do symbols
mean ? For the fact 1s that those who ask this
question do not require the kind of information that
such explanations give Their problem 1s not that
they fail to understand any symbols It 1s of an
entirely different character It arises out of the
assumption that *‘ meaning ' 1s a relation which a
symbol bears to something And the puzzle 1s to
discover the nature of this other term.

If we take this puzzle seriously, our first inclina-
tion may be to try to solve 1t without postulating
anything beyond what we experience The meaning
of a sentence, we may say, 1s an empirical fact. And
we may explain that we give the name of *‘ empirical
fact ” to whatever can be actually observed If we
say this, we shall have, presumably, to draw a distinc-
tion between those sentences that sigmity directly
and those that sigmify indirectly, and to define the
meaning of the sentences of this second class 1n
terms of the meaning of the observation-sentences
to which, as we must argue, they are capable of
being reduced , and here already there are serious
difficulties  But even 1f we suppose these difficulties
to be overcome, and at the same time set aside the
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problem of the sentences that are ordinarily held to
express a prior: propositions, by saying erther that
they too are empirical, or else, more plausibly, that
they are not meaningful 1in the same sense as the
others, our theory will still be untenable. And to
see that this 1s so, we have only to reflect that some
sentences are used to express what 1s empircally
false. Now there 1s no question but that these
sentences are meaningful But what they mean can-
not be empirical facts; for, in this case, there are
no such facts Moreover, 1t 1s clear that the meaning
of a sentence 1s independent of the truth or falsity of
what 1t 1s used to express If, for example, I say
that there 1s a stove 1n my room and there 1s actually
no stove m my room, I am expressing a falsehood ,
it there 1s a stove, I am expressing a truth, but the
meaning of my sentence remains the same, whether
or not there 1s actually a stove 1n my room But if
the meaning of a sentence 1s the same, whether what
1t expresses 1s true or false, and if in the case where
1t expresses a falsehood 1t cannot mean an empirical
fact, then 1t does not mean an empirical fact even
when 1t happens to express what 1s true. And so
we must look for some other answer to the question,
What do sentences mean ?

The course that 1s favoured by most philosophers
who have paid attention to this question 1s to invent
a class of would-be facts, which they call ** proposi-
tions ” By doing this they are able to provide a
verbal solution for the problem that T am discussing ,
but the solution 1s no more than verbal We are
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told that what a sentence means 1s a proposition ,
but if we then ask what a proposition s, the only
definition available is that 1t i1s what a sentence
means These proposttions are, admittedly, not
capable of being observed , nevertheless 1t is some-
times held that they are objectively real, even though
they do not exist in the way that natural objects
exist But no criterion is given by means of which
one could decide when a thing was to be accounted
““real”’, 1 this non-empinical sense. It 1s not
surprising, therefore, that philosophers who regard
themselves as empiricists should find themselves
unable to attach any significance to this notion of
real propositions, and so they come to see no
alternative but to try to define the meaning of
symbols exclusively in terms of their relations to
other symbols. And thus they fall into the errors
of formalism, which I have already exposed

I shall not cast about for further answers to the
question, What do symbols mean ? For the view
that I am taking 1s that the reason why this problem
appears to defy solution 1s that there 1s really no
problem to solve. We cannot find ‘ the other term
of the relation of meanmg ”, because the assumption
that meaning 1s a relation which somehow unites a
symbol with some other unspecified object is itself
erroneous. What one is asking for when one seeks
to know the meaning of a symbol 1s an explanation
of the way in which the symbol 1s used. What
form such explanations may take 1n particular cases

I have already shown But I cannot deal in the same
I
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way with the general case, for the simple reason that
there 1s no general usage to explain There 1s no
one thing that all symbols mean Accordingly, if
one 1s asked what 1s the meaning of a sentence or a
word, one must counter with the questions What
sentence 7 What word ? Then, 1if instances are
given, one may be able to explain what they mean
But until the question 1s made definite in this way
it cannot possibly be answered It 1s indeed con-
cervable that there should be a language of such
poverty that every one of its expressions was equi-
valent to every other, and then if one were asked
what the sentences of this language meant, one
would be able to answer, either demonstratively, or
else by setting forth a sentence of some other
language, which was a translation of them all But
this condition 1s not satisfied by any language that
anybody has ever used Thus, I can explain the
meaning of any given sentence in English by one
of the methods that I have described But I cannot
explain what English sentences mean, 1n general
For their meanings do not happen all to be the same

Analogous to the question. What do symbols
mean ? 1s the question, What are the objects of the
various activities of our understandings ? What 1s
1t that we know, or doubt, or suppose, or imagine,
or wonder, or believe? It may be thought that one
can dispose of the case of knowledge by saying that
1t 1s always facts that are known, but this answer
1s not available for the other cases  For it 1s admitted
that one can believe, and a fortior: suppose or imagine
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or doubt, what 1s actually false Here again, recourse
1s had to the notion of a proposition , and here again
the solution 1s purely verbal For a proposition, 1n
this usage, 1s 1tself defined as the object of these
mtellective acts  But the fact 1s that * believing "’
“ ymagining "’ and the rest, resemble ““ meaning ”’ 1n
that they are not relations, like *‘ loving > or “ kill-
ing 7, that require any real object at all. The only
way 1n which I can answer the question, What 1s it
that you doubt, or wonder, or believe ? 1s by giving
actual examples *‘I doubt whether all physical
phenomena can be explamed in terms of the field

3

theory 7, “1 wonder whether Sir Philip Francis

really was the author of the Junmus letters” , 1
believe that the introduction of the mandatory
system has been beneficial to the natives in Africa ”
But so long as the question s left indefinite, 1t cannot
be answered There 1s no one thing that people
believe, any more than there 1s one thing that all
symbols mean. And the same, 1t may be added, 1s
true of knowledge To say that the objects of know-
ledge are facts 1s no more 1illuminating than to say
that the objects of belief are propositions, except in
so far as 1t indicates that we do not speak of knowing
what 1s not actually true For the sense of *“ know-
ledge ” which 1s here in question 1s not that of
‘“ acquaintance ”’ or ‘“ awareness ", but that in which
we speak of knowing that something 1s the case
Consequently, the word ** fact "’ cannot, 1n this usage,
be regarded as a name for what can actually be

observed, but only as the equivalent of “ true
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proposition ”’. And it would therefore be less mis-
leading 1f we said outright that 1t was always a pro-
position that was known But the truth 1s that
““knowing ”’, in this sense, 1s not, any more than
“ believing ”’, a relation that requires any real object.
If I am asked what do I know, I again can do no more
than give instances ‘I know that light travels with
a velocity of approximately 186,000 miles a second ”
“ I know that 7 is a prime number ” “ I know that
vultures are carnivorous.” Having given such
instances, I can then go on to classify them I may,
for example, distinguish what belongs to mathe-
matics from what belongs to physics, or what 1s
general from what 1s particulatr, or what 1s necessary
from what is contingent. And the fact that such
classifications are possible may be taken to show that
some 1nstances of knowledge have something more in
common than what 1s needed merely to constitute
them instances of knowledge But this does not
justify the view that all instances of knowledge have a
common feature of this kind The fact that we are
able to give a name to the ' common object ” of all
acts or states of knowledge 1s not to the purpose.
For to say that people always know, or believe,
propositions 1s no more informative than to say that
they love their beloveds, or hunt quarry, or eat food.
It tells us no more than that we believe what we
believe, and know what we know

It must not be inferred from this that I wish to
condemn the use of the word *‘ proposition ” alto-
gether Indeed, 1t will have been observed that I



I THE CHARACTERIZATION OF SENSE-DATA 101

have constantly used it myself. And it is necessary
to have such a word 1n order that one may be able to
refer to the meaning of sentences without having to
specify them particularly. Its use may be illustrated
by such an example as “ In the course of his speech
he asserted a number of propositions of which I can
now remember nothing except that at least three of
them were false””. 'This cannot be translated by an
expression which contains a clause of the form " he
said ‘a’ and ‘b’ and ‘c’, and not @ and not b and not ¢”’,
where “a”,"“b” and ‘¢’ are designations of particular
indicative sentences. For 1t 1s possible that he did not
say “‘a”’,*'b’" and ““c”’, but made some other statements,
“d” “‘e” and “‘f”, which were false, and even 1if he did
mn factsay“‘a”, ‘0"’ and *‘c¢”’, and 1t 1s false thata orb or
c, 1t 1s still consistent with the truth of ‘ he asserted at
least three false propositiong ”’, that these statements
should not have been the ones 1n question This
casc 1s analogous to that of expressions hke * some-
one has left his gloves 1n my room ”’, which 1s not
equivalent to * Smith has left his gloves in my room”’,
cven though it was in fact Smith who did leave them
For 1t 1s cqually consistent with the truth of ** some-
one has left his gloves 1n my room ” that 1t should
not have been Smuth, but Jones or Robinson or
someone else  Nor can the word ‘‘ someone ”’ be
replaced by a disjunction of names, or descriptions,
of particular persons. For the number of possible
candidates 1s infinite And, for the same reason, 1t
1s not possible, 1n cases where the word ** proposi-

tion ™’ 1s used 1n this indefinite way, to replace 1t by
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means of a disjunction of names, or descriptions, of
particular sentences. But 1s not the indefinite word
“ sentence "’ itself sufficient for this usage ? Why do
we require to speak of propositions as well ? The
answer 1s that we often wish to make statements which
apply not merely to a given indicative sentence, but
also to any other sentence, whether of the same or of
a different language, that has the same meaning ,
and our use of the word * proposition ”’ enables us
to do this concisely. Thus, to take a simple 1nstance,
if 1 say that the proposition ““ this 1s red ” entails
* this 1s not green ”’, 1 am not saying merely that the
LEnglish sentence “ this 1s not green ”’ can legitimately
be denived from ““ this 1s red ', for my assertion
could equally well be understood 1n terms of some
other language, such as German or French It
applies not only to these particular English sentences
but to any sentences, mn any language, that are
equivalent to them And 1t 1s this that the use of
the word “ proposition ”’ conveys In general, we
use the word * proposition ™ rather than ** sentence ™
whenever we are concerned, not with the precise
form of an expression, or the fact that 1t belongs to a
particular language, but with i1ts meaning Con-
sequently, we speak of propositions, and not sentences,
as being true or false

In this way we arrive also at the use of the word
*“ proposition ”’ to stand for the “ object” of an
intellection  For only that which is true can be
known, and only that which 1s capable of being
true or false can be supposed, or doubted, or
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imagtned, or beheved Here again, we require a word
for the purpose of indirect reference  For example, 1f
I say that my friend believes whatever he reads 1n his
newspaper, I am not thereby saymg “ my friend be-
lieves that p, or my friend believes that ¢, where
“p” and ‘¢’ are designations of particular sentences,
even if it happens to be the case that his newspaper
does 1n fact contain the sentences ““p” and ‘‘¢’"; for 1t
1s consistent with the truth of his believing what-
ever he reads 1n his newspaper that “p” and “‘¢”
should not be among the sentences that 1t contains
Or agam, if I say “ he has forgotten more than I
shall ever know ”’, I am not specifying precisely what
1t 1s that he has forgotten and I shall never know
No doubt 1f one were determined not to use any
word m the way in which the word ““ proposition ”
18 used, one could always find some other form of
expression. In the examples that I have just given,
I have avoided 1t by the use of indefinite relative
clauses But this course 1s not always feasible It
will not serve us 1n the case of such an example as
‘“ he asserted two propositions, which you probably
believe but I doubt . This might perhaps be trans-
lated nto ** two of his assertions are probable beliefs
of yours, but doubts of mune ”’, but I think 1t would
be generally admitted that this was not a felicitous
expression, and that the use of the word *“ proposi-
tion ”’ was more conventent Nor need it give rise
to any philosophical perplexity so long as we remem-
ber i using 1t that “ meanmg”, * knowing”,
“ believing ” and the rest are not relations, like
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“loving ” or “ killing ”’, that require a real object,
and that to say that people know, or believe or doubt
propositions, or that a proposition 1s what a sentence
means, 1s, at best, to explan the use of the word
‘“ proposition ”’, and 1s not to make a statement of
fact.

With this I complete my discussion of the
question, What do symbols mean * The question,
How 1s 1t possible for symbols to mean ? may be
dealt with more shortly, for 1t 1s a product of the
same confusion as the other Again, 1t 1s assumed
that meaning 1s a relation, analogous to loving or
killing , but this time the puzzle 1s not to find the
other term of the relation, but to discover the nature
of the relation itself. What must be the connexion,
1t 15 asked, between the word *‘ cats ”’, for example,
and cats, or between the sentence * this 1s a pencil ”’
and the fact that this 1s a pencil, for one to be able to
symbolize the other ? Sometimes the answer given
1s that the relation 1s causal * What do we know
when we know that our words ‘ express ’ something
we see? I see a cat and say ‘ there 1s a cat’. Some-
one also says * Why did you say ““ there 1s a cat ” ?’
and I reply, ‘ because I saw a cat’. The word
‘ because * must be taken as expressing a relation
which 1s, at least partly, that of cause and effect.” *
Another answer 1s that the relation 1s one of structural
identity  “ The sentence 1s a picture of reahity In
the picture and the pictured there must be something

* Bertrand Russell, * The Limits of Empinicism *', Proceedings
of the Anistotehan Society, 1935-6
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identical 1n order that the one can be a picture of
the other at all What the picture must have in
common with reality in order to be able to represent
it after 1ts manner — nightly or falsely — 1s the form
of representation To the configuration of the
simple signs in the sentential sign corresponds the
configuration of the objects in the state of affairs
In the sentence there must be exactly as many things
distinguishable as there are in the state of affairs
which 1t represents ’*  Now 1t is not to be denied
that the utterance of a symbol is very often caused
by a perception of that which it symbolizes ; and
1t 1s true also that there are some symbols that do
have the same structure as the states of affairs which
they represent But it cannot rightly be inferred
that the essence of meaning consists in either of
these relations, if only for the reason that a symbol
may legitimately be used to express what s false 2
We cannot define the meaning of a symbol i terms
of any relation that 1s supposed to hold between 1t
and the fact which 1t symbolizes, for 1in cases where
1t expresses a falsehood there 1s no such fact, and
consequently no such relation, and yet the svmbol
1s still meaningful. Moreover, even when a symbol
does symbolize what 1s actually observed, it is not

' Ludwig Wittgenstein, Tractatus Logico-Phtlosophicus, Pro-
posttions 4 o1, 2 161, 2 17, 3 21, 404 | have translated ** Satz ”’
by ** sentence " instead of ‘* proposition ”, which appears in the
English version given in the book

2 Cf R B Brathwatte, *“ The Relation of Psychology to
Logic , Supplementary Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society,

1938, and my own article '* On the Scope of Empirical Know-
ledge ", Erkenntms, Band 7, Heft 4
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necessary that its utterance should be caused by a
perception of that which 1s symbolized, or that it
should bear any resemblance to 1t, whether 1n struc-
ture or content It does not follow from the fact
that I assert that 1 am secing a cat at a time when 1
actually am sceing a cat that my utterance 1s the
effect of this perception I may, for example, have
been hypnotically induced to make such a statement
at that particular ttme And while the symbol that I
use may take the form of a picture or a model, 1t
certainly need not Given suitable conventions, I
can express the fact that I am seeing a cat by repre-
senting 1t pictorially , and there may be circum-
stances 1n which the choice of such a method of
representation has practical advantages For instance,
if I wish to express some facts of geography, I may
find 1t most convenient to do so by means of a map
But even if this method were universally applicable,
and 1nvariably advantageous, which 1n fact 1t 1s not,
it still would not have any logical pre-eminence
There 1s no reason whatever for supposing that all
the sentences of the English or any other European
language are really, in any ordinary sense, pictures
or models of what they represent But this does not
in the least prevent them from being meaningful
The adherents of the formalist theory of language
have seen that a symbol nced not be connected with
what 1t symbolizes, either causally, or by having the
same structure, or indeed by any other natural
relation  But they have mistakenly gone on to infer
that the only rules of meaning that can be admtted
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in the characterization of a language are the formal
rules by which one symbol is connected with another
Aganst this, 1 have already shown that if a
‘“ language ”’ 1s to be capable of being used as a
language, that 1s to say, for the purpose of com-
munication, it must also be characterized by non-
formal rules, which connect some of 1ts symbols, not
with other symbols, but with observable states of
affairs  What 1s not necessary, however, 15 that a
symbol, the use of which 1s determined by such a
non-formal rule, should have any further connexion
with what 1t symbolizes beyond that which 1s con-
stituted by the existence of the rule The answer to
the question, How 1s 1t posstble for ** red ” to mean
red ? 1s simply that this happens to be the symbol
that we have chosen to use to refer to this colour
The spoken word ““ red ” differs from words like
“ whistle ” or “* hiss ” 1n that 1t does nct 1 the least
resemble that which 1t 1s used to symbolize, but
this fact does not furnish any logical objection to our
using 1t i the way that we do A symbol may or
may not share a common quality with that which 1t
symbolizes There 1s no ground whatsoever for
saying that 1t must.

I belicve that this mistake about the nature of
meaning 1s reflected 1n the ordinary formulation of
‘“ the correspondence theory of truth ” For when
we are told that a sentence expresses a true propost-
tion if and only if 1t 15 used 1n such a way that 1t
corresponds to a fact, we are inchned to 1nterpret
the word * correspondence ’ literally, as implying
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some sort of resemblance, and then we find ourselves
confronted with such questions as, What do sen-
tences which express false propositions resemble ?
and How 1s 1t that sentences, which express what we
have every reason for supposing to be true proposi-
tions, do not appear in any way to resemble the
relevant facts ? — and to these questions we are
unable to give any satisfactory answer. But such
problems do not arise, once it 1s made clear that the
word “ correspondence ”’, 1if 1t 1s to be used at all
in this connexion, must not be understood literally.
To say that I am using the sentence ** there 1s a match-
box on my table ”’ to correspond to the fact that there
1s a match-box on my table, or to express a proposi-
tion which corresponds to this fact, 1s to say no more
than that I am using the words ** there 1s a match-
box on my table "’ to mean that there 1s 2 match-box
on my table, and there 1s a match-box on my table
But how do I discover that there 15 2 match-box on
my table ? How 15 1t to be determined that any
empirical proposition does, 1n this sense, correspond
to a fact ? The answer 1s that, in the last resort,
1t 1s always to be determined by actual observation
I say “1n the last resort”’ because it is necessary
here to draw a distinction between propositions the
truth of which is determined directly by observation,
and those that are verified indirectly One’s ground
for believing a given proposition 1s often, 1n the first
instance, the truth of a second proposition which 1s
evidence for 1t, and one’s ground for believing the
second proposition may, 1n its turn, be the truth of
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a third ; but this series cannot be prolonged in-
definitely In the end 1t must mclude at least one
proposition that 1s believed, not merely on the
ground that 1t 1s supported by other propositions,
but in virtue of what 1s actually observed. For, as
I have already shown, we are not entitled to regard
a set of propositions as true merely because they sup-
port one another. In order that we should have
reason to accept any of them, 1t 1s necessary that at
least one of their number should be directly verified
by observation of an empirical fact

Is 1t now possible for us to delimit the class of
propositions that are capable of being directly
verified ? The only means that I can see of doing
this 1s to say that a proposition 1s capable of being
directly verified when 1t 1s expressed by a sentence
the meaning of which 1s determined by a non-formal
rule But the consequence of this 1s that the question,
whether a given proposition 1s or 1s not capable of
being directly verified, does not admit of a straight-
forward answer We must say that it depends upon
the language in which the proposition 1s expressed
If, for example, we have agreed to use the sense-
datum language, we shall have to say that proposi-
tions like “ this 1s a match-box ” or “this 15 a
pencil ” are not directly venfiable * For we must
hold that the meaning of sentences which express such
propositions is to be determined by reference tc

' This must not be understood to 1mply that the validity of
such propositions consists anything other than the occurrence
of the relevant sense-data Cf section 22 of this book
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sentences which designate sense-data, and that 1t s
only when a sentence explicitly designates a sense-
data that 1ts meaning is determined by reference to
fact On the other hand, when we are teaching
English to a child, we imply that propositions about
material things can be directly verified For we do
not then explain the meaning of sentences like *“ this
1s a match-box ’ or * this 1s a pencil "’ in terms of
sentences which designate sense-data We indicate it
ostensively But whereas the meaning of a sentence
which refers to a sense-datum 1s precisely determuned
by the rule that correlates 1t with the sense-datum in
question, such precision is not attainable 1n the case
of a sentence which refers to a material thing  For the
proposition which such a sentence expresses differs
from a proposition about a sense-datum in that there
are no observable facts that constitute both a neces-
sary and sufficient condition of its truth  We may
indicate the meaning of a sentence of this type by
giving a sample of the kind of evidence that directly
supports the truth of the proposition 1t expresses, but
we do not intend to suggest that this evidence is
exhaustive  Suppose, for example, that I teach
someone the meaning of the sentence *‘ this 1s a
match-box "’ by actually showing him a match-box,
opening 1t, taking out and striking a match, and so
forth  If, subsequently, he says '‘ this 1s a match-
box ”, and there 1s 1in fact no match-box there, 1t
does not follow that he has failed to apprehend the
rule that I tried to teach him  His error may be, not
that he has mustaken the meaning of the sentence
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he 1s using, but that, having acquired some evidence
in favour of the proposition which 1t expresses, he
has wrongly assumed the possibility of increasing the
sum of this favourable evidence indefinitely If he
then expertments further and finds the new evidence
unfavourable, he may admit that when he used the
sentence ‘‘ this 1s a match-box ” he was expressing a
false proposition, but this does not mean that he
was not justified 1 using 1t, 1n view of the evidence
which he had To be decetved by one’s senses 1s
not necessanly to be mistaken about the meaning
of words

My conclusion 1s, then, that we can have no
reason to believe in the truth of any set of empirical
propositions unless at least one of them can be
directly verified , and that, for a proposition to be
directly venfiable, 1t 1s necessary that the meaning of
the sentence which expresses 1t should be determined
by correlation with some observable state of affairs,
though this correlation need not be unmivocal Where
the correlation 1s univocal, as 1n the case of a sentence
which refers to a sense-datum, 1t 1s possible to be
mistaken about the truth of the proposition expressed,
so long as one 1s not actually observing the relevant
fact  But there 1s no such possibility of error when
the sense-datum in question 1s actually being sensed
For 1n that case the use of the sentence 1s prescribed
by a rule of the language, so that to make an
assertion that does not correspond to the fact 1s
either to tell a deliberate lie or else to make a verbal
mistake It 1s for this reason that philosophers have
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held, as we have seen, that sentences of this kind
express ‘‘ incorrigible ”’ propositions, and so, since
any process of verification can be described 1n terms
of the sense-datum language, they have inferred
that unless 1t 1s possible for some empirical proposi-
tions to be “‘ incornigible ’, there can be no ground
for supposing any empirical proposition to be true
And if they are willing to define an *‘ incorrigible ”’
proposition as one that 1s expressed by a sentence
the denial of which 1s a contravention of a non-formal
rule of meaning, their conclusion 1s correct. For 1t
1s then a way of saymg that if we are to be able to
express any proposition that 1s capable of being
verified, 1t 1s necessary that, besides the rules which
correlate symbols with other symbols, our language
should also contain rules of meaning, which correlate
symbols with observable facts It implies that we
cannot, as I have shown, obtain a satisfactory
criterion of truth merely by setting up a formal
calculus for dertving sentences from one another, and
then paying lip-service to empiricism by calling some
of them observation-sentences  Accordingly, if one
1s to maintamn the principle that no sentence can be
said to express an empurical proposition unless some
observation-sentence 1s derivable from 1t, 1t must be
made clear that the truth of the propositions that are
expressed by these observation-sentences 1s deter-
mined, not by merely formal criteria, but by the fact
that they correspond directly, in the sense 1 have
indicated, to what can be observed
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13

11 THE NATURE OF THE ‘‘ GIVEN "

It follows from what I have said that the questions
which Professor Carnap classifies as “ problems of the
so-called given or primitive data” * do not, as he
maintains, fall entirely within the scope of logical
syntax His view 1s that the question ** What objects
are the elements of given, direct experience ? ” is
really verbal. He thinks that it is equivalent to
asking ** What kinds of word occur 1n observauon-
sentences ? ', and that the answer to this question
depends wholly upon one’s choice of language
Conscquently, he holds that it may be deaded by
convention whether ‘' the elements that are directly
given are the simplest sensations and feelings ™, or
whether they are ' more complex objects, such as
partial gestalts of single sensory fields ”” , for, accord-
ing to him, these are not alternative theses about an
empirical matter of fact, but alternative suggestions
about the forms of observation-sentences, and 1t 1s
open to us to give our observation-sentences any
form that we please 2 But this reasoning 1s fallacious
The choice of the language of sense-data to drscribe
what we observe, rather than the language of appear-
ing, or the language of multiple location, 1s indeed
conventional , and 1t 1s a matter of convention that
1n referring to sense-data we should use the particular
signs that we do  But 1t does not follow from this
that the propositions which are intended to describe

' The Logical Syntax of Language, pp 305-6
2z The Uity of Sciene, pp 45-7
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the characteristics of sense-data are true only by con-
vention. For sense-data can have properties other
than those that belong to them by defimition, and
to describe these properties 1s not to express a rule
of language, but to make a statement of fact It s
true that, so long as 1t 1s framed in purely general
terms, the question, What do people observe ? does
admit only of a verbal answer For there 1s no one
common quality that is shared by everything that
1s observed. But this does not prove that sense-data
cannot be brought under any empirical classifications,
or that the question, What do people observe?
cannot be answered factually when 1t 1s understood
to refer to particular cases. In this respect 1t may
be compared with the question, What do people
eat * If we answer this by saying that people eat
food, we are treating 1t merely as a verbal question,
for if we are asked what we mean by the word
“ food 7, we have to reply that we use 1t to refer to
whatever people eat But 1t does not follow from this
that the subject of food cannot be treated as an
empirical science  We should think a philosopher
very silly who maintained that all problems about
nutrition were purely verbal, on the ground that they
could be reformulated as questions about the words
that occurred 1n nutntion-sentences But his argu-
ment would be exactly on a level with that which
Carnap uses to dispose of the “ problems of the
so-called given”  Such questions as whether the
gestalt or the atomic theory more adequately describes
the nature of our visual sense-fields must be decided,
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not by a verbal convention, but by an examination of
the empirical evidence

The analogy on which I have just drawn has been
used also by Professor Prichard ** Grant ”’, he says,
‘“ for the sake of argument that on some occasion
I am apprehending i the form of perceving a
particular sound, a particular colour, and a particular
feeling of roughness Then, no doubt, any one of
them 1s being thus apprehended by me Neverthe-
less it 1s not a something which 1s beng thus
apprehended. If I am eating a number of things,
say, some cheese, some bread, and some salt, they
together form a certain numerical group, viz the
totality of things which I am eating But their
membership of this group does not constitute them
things having a certain common character
The things which I am eating are united simply by
my eating them, and my eating them does not
constitute them things of a certain sort Indeed to
speak of a something which 1s being eaten by me,
or of something which 1s being eaten by someone
1s merely verbal, because to be being eaten 1s not
a character of anything Simularly the colonr, the
sound and the feeling of roughness which I am thus
apprehending are united solely by my thus appre-
hending them |, and though each 1s one of the things
which are being thus apprehended by me, none 1s a
something which 1s being thus apprehended by me
There 1s no such thing as a thing which 1s being
thus apprehended by me, nor agamn such a thing
as a thing which 1s being thus apprehended by
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someone ' The argument 1s not very clearly
stated , but I take it that Prichard 1s maintaining
that what we may call the relational property of
‘“being apprehended ”’ resembles the relational
1n that the possession of

)

property of “‘ being eaten’
it does not logically entail the possession of any
special quality, and with this I am prepared to
agree And if 1n saying that *‘ to speak of @ some-
thing which 1s being eaten by someone 1s purely
verbal ”” he means that the proposition * people cat
food V' 15 analytic, I agree with this also, and 1
agree that the same applies to the proposition that
people apprehend sense-data. But 1t does not follow,
as Prichard seems to think, that ‘‘ there could not
be such a thing as a sense-datum ”, any more than
1t follows that there could not be such a thing as
food As I use the word ' sense-datum ”’, to deny
that there were sense-data would be to deny that
anything ever was observed, and I cannot believe
that Professor Prichard, or any other philosopher,
really wishes to deny this  Admuttedly, the facts
which one seeks to describe by referring to sense-
data could also be described in some other ter-
minology But a proposition does not cease to be
true merely because there 1s more than one way of
expressing it.

It should by now be clear that 1n saying that there
are sense-data I am not either assuming or rejecting
any special empirical theory about the nature of

' *“'The Sense-datum Fallacy ”, Supplementary Proceedings of
the Aristotelian Socrety, 1938, pp 14-15
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11
what we observe. Nor do I wish to defend all that
the advocates of sense-data have said of them, for
I have already pointed out that their use of the term
has not always been clear or even consistent One
source of confusion to which I have referred is the
inchnation to treat sense-data as if they were a
spectes of material things  Another with which I
must now deal 1s the use of a physical rather than a
psychologlcal criterion to determine what 1t 1s that
we directly observe This leads on some occasions
to the view that more 1s given to us than we are
actually aware of ; on other occasions, to the view
that only a part of what we apprehend 1s * really
given ”’ The assumption, 1n the former case, 1s that
scnse-data can be experienced by us without our
notictng them, and that they can have sensible
properties that we do not immediately detect, 1n
the other case, 1t 1s that, since the character of what
we observe 1s affected by our conscious or unconscious
mcmories of our past experience, 1t 18 necessary to
discount these associations in order to discover what
sense-data are really being sensed  If we accept the
first of these assumptions, we have to allow that
sense-data can have properties that they do not
appear to have. If we accept the second, we have
to allow that they can appear to have properties that
they do not really have In both cases, therefore, the
tendency 1s again to assimulate sense-data to material
things But, as we have seen, the utility of the
sense-datum language depends upon our being able
to make the distinction between sense-data and
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material things as sharp as posstble. We must try,
therefore, to avoid these conclusions if we legiti-
mately can

Let us consider first what reason there can be for
holding that not all of what we seem to experience
1s really given The cases to which this view 1s
applied are primanly those in which our actual
observations are at variance with some physiological
theory One mght, for example, be inclined to
suppose that the apparent sizes of objects varied
with their distance from the observer, or that the
colours that they appeared to display varied in
accordance with therr illumination, or that a change
in the position of an object, 1n relation to the
observer, would mvolve a change in 1ts apparent
shape. But these theories are not completely borne
out by the empirical facts. We find that a man looks
very much the same size at a distance of ten yards
as at a distance of five, and that though, to quote
Professor Kohler, ' a simple consideration of geo-
metrical optics will tell you that during the man’s
approach his [apparent] height must have doubled
and his breadth too, so that his total size must have
become four times the amount 1t was at ten yards ”
We find that a white paper that 1s seen 1n the shadow
of a screen does not appecar the same colour as a
black paper that 1s seen 1n a full light, even though
the amount of hight that the two papers reflect 1s the
same The images that they throw upon the retina
of the observer may be equally intense, but the

' W Kobhler, Gestalt Psychology, p 16
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white paper still appears to him to be white, and the
black paper, black' And this constancy of appear-
ances extends also to shapes. Though philosophers
seem 1nclined to assume that a round object, when
it 1s seen obliquely, always looks elliptical, the
empirical fact 1s that 1t usually does not If I look
sideways at a coin, the image that 1t projects upon
my retina 1s indeed elliptical, but 1n spite of that, the
coin still seems to me to be round. And by this I do
not mean that, 1n spite of seeing 1t as elliptical, I judge
the coin to be really round, but that i1t 1s a round
and not an elliptical shape that I seem actually to see.

Now 1t 1s sometimes suggested that the explana-
tion of such phenomena as these 1s that we doctor our
impresstons 1n the light of our past experience  When
I look at the comn obliquely, the sense-datum that I
am sensing 1s, 1t 1s said, i 1tself elliptical, at the
same time I know that if I were looking at the comn
vertically, my sense-datum would be circular, and 1
take this as evidence that the comn really 1s circular
in shape , accordingly, I subconsciously correct my
elliptical sense-datum so as to bring 1t into accord
with the ““ real ” shape of the coin  And the other
examples are dealt with in the same way In each
case 1t 1s assumed that we subconsciously make
allowances for the abnormal conditions, and thereby
transform the character of the sense-data that we
actually sense. In support of this theory it 1s argued
that we can discover what sense-data are really given
in these cases by so arranging the conditions that

1 Ct Kobhler, 0p cit p 58
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we are robbed of our motives for correcting them.
Thus, if I know that the white paper 1s 1n shadow,
and that the black paper 1s fully exposed to the hght,
1t 15 held that I allow this knowledge to affect the
character of my sense-data, and that it 1s for this
reason that the difference in the colour of the two
pieces of paper appears to be reproduced 1n my sense-
data, even though the papers are actually reflecting
an equal amount of light But 1f I 1solate the pieces
ot paper from thetr visual context by, for example,
interposing a perforated piece of grey cardboard,
then, if the papers reflect the same amount of light,
the colours of the sense-data by which they are
presented will appear approximately the same And
from this 1t 1s inferred that even when the pieces of
paper are not thus 1solated, the sense-data that are
actually given are really similar in colour, and that
the difference we appear to see between them is a
psychological accretion

Against this, I may begin by remarking that even
as a psychological hypothesis 1t 1s open to serious
objecion Those who advance 1t assume that by
1solating objects from their actual context, and pre-
senting them 1n a homogencous medium, one 1s able
to discover how they would appear to someone whose
sensations had not been influenced by past experi-
ence But if, as the gestalt psychologists mantain,
‘“ the properties of any part of a sense-field depend
normally upon the conditions given in the whole
field, or, at least, 1n a larger area of 1t "', this assump-

! W Kohler, Gestalt Psychology, p 72
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tion 1s unjustified. And experiments such as the one
that I have just described favour the gestalt hypothesis
just as much as the other The fact that the white
paper 1n one case appears to be similar 1n colour to
the black, and n the other case does not, though in
cach case the two reflect the same amount of light,
proves that our sensations of brightness are not
always completely determined by the intensity of
the corresponding retinal images But there is
nothing 1n the evidence to show that the additional
factor 1s to be sought in the influence of past exper:-
ence rather than in the character of the present
cnvironment  Admittedly, there 1s good empirical
evidence for holding that our past experience does
very often affect the character of our sense-data. To
take a simple example, one finds when one learns a
foreign language that its signs do sensibly alter their
look and sound, as one gré)ws more familiar with
their meaning But 1t cannot be inferred from this
that whenever our sense-data appear to have different
properties from those that we should expect them
to have, 1f their character depended exclusively on
“local stimulation ”, the difference can be wholly
accounted for by supposing that we correct them 1n
the light of our past experience Not only can we
not simply rule out the gestalt hypothesis, we are
not entitled to assume even that the mfluence of the
subjective attitude of the observer, 1n determining
the character of his sense-data, must be confined to
this particular process of correction. The physio-
logical theory has the advantage of simphicity, but
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I am not myself convinced that 1t 1s adequate to the
facts

In the present context, however, the important
point 1s that even 1if this theory were adequate to the
facts, 1t still would not make 1t necessary, or even
justifiable, for us to draw a distinction between the
properties that sense-data appear to have and those
that they really have Here again the matter at 1ssue
1s not factual but linguistic It relates, not to the
empirical charactenstics of the phenomena 1in ques-
tion, but only to the choice of a method for describing
them In this case 1t 1s suggested that we should
take as our criterion of " reality ”’, with regard to
the properties of sense-data, not what we actually
observe, but what 1t 1s supposed that we should be
observing 1f 1t were not for the influence of our past
expertence But though this criterion may be work-
able, 1t 1s surely very inconvenient If we intend
to analyse the ** reality ”’ of material things in terms
of hypothetical propositions about sense-data, 1t can
only lead to confusion 1f we bring in another class
of hypothetical propositions for the purpose of
defining the “ reality ”’ of the properties of sense-
data themselves Furthermore, as 1 have already
pointed out, the advantage of having the sense-datum
terminology 1s very much diminished if one allows
the distinction between appearance and reality to
apply to sense-data, as well as to material things,
for one of its main recommendations 1s that 1t 1s
supposed to enable us to escape the puzzlements to
which this distinction gives nise  And if, as seems
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probable, there 15 1n fact no simple method of dis-
counting the influence of past experience upon our
sensations, the choice of this criterion would involve
the further difficulty that we should very seldom be
able to say what the properties of our sense-data
really were These objections would indeed have
to be disregarded 1if there were no other way of
describing the relevant facts. But this is not the
case If one makes 1t a rule that all sense-data really
have the properties that they appear to have, no
matter what may be the causes of their appearing as
they do, onc 1s not in any way debarred from ex-
pressing the fact that the character of one’s sense-
data may be affected by one’s past experience One
may express 1t by saying that, given a set of conditions
which includes the effects of past experience, the
sense-data that a person senses may be different from
those that he would be sensing if the relevant
conditions did not include this factor But I do not
infer from this that the properties which would be
affected by the alteration in the conditions do not
really characterize the sense-data which they appear
to characterize For this would be to admut a dis-
tinction to which I attach no meaning whea 1t 1s
applied to sense-data According to the convention
which I am adopting (and I have made 1t clear that
there 1s nothing here at 1ssue except a choice of con-
ventions) 1n the domain of sense-data whatever
appears 1s real

To show how this convention operates, 1 shall
now make use of an example which was given to me,
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in the form of a problem, by Mr. Gilbert Ryle It
1s a popular belief that when a man 1s struck with
sufficient force he may have an experience which is
described as the experience of seeing stars Suppose
that this happens to someone we know and that we
ask him how many stars he saw He may have to
reply that while he was conscious of seeing stars he
was not aware of them as constituting a definite
number We may then be tempted to assert that if
he saw stars at all he must have seen a definite
number, but that perhaps he was too dizzy to
count them But this would be a mistake. We should
be assuming unjustifiably that what could be said
about matenal things could also be said about sense-
data It 1s true that if the stars in question were
physical objects, there would be a definite number
of them, whether the observer was aware of 1t or
not But 1f we usc the expression *‘ seeing stars ™ to
refer only to the sensing of certain sense-data, then,
if the sense-data do not appear to be enumerable,
they really are not enumerable No doubt, if our
observer had been less dizzy he might have seen, not
just a mass of stars, but a definite number. But this
does not imply that his experience was not what he
took 1t to be, that he was really seeing a definite
number of stars, though all that he was conscious
of was an indefinite mass. It umplies only that 1n
different conditions he might have had a qualitatively
different experience And the situation would be
the same 1f we assumed that he was looking at the
stars, 1n the ordinary sense So long as we were
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referring to them as material things, it would be
meaningful for us to say that he was really seeing a
definite number of stars although he was not con-
scious of 1t , but no such statement could significantly
be made about the sense-data by means of which the
stars were presented to him  For a group of sense-
data can be said to be enumerable only if 1t 15 1n
fact enumerated And to say that 1t might have
been enumerated, though actually it was not, 1s
not to say that it had any undetected property,
but only that some other group, which would
have been enumerable, might have occurred n 1ts
place

By refusing to draw a distinction between that
which 1s teally given to an observer and that which
he 1s aware of, I exclude also the possibility of their
bemng sense-data whose existence 1s not noticed at
the time that they are sensed. To illustrate the kind
of fact that makes philosophers inchined to admit this
possibility I may take an example from the work of
Professor Broad* He points out that we sometimes
have the experience of ““looking for somcthing,
tathng to find 1t, and yet discovering afterwards that
1t had been staring one 1n the face 1n the very drawer
mn which we have been looking ”, and he goes on to
consider whether 1n such a case there arc guod
grounds for saying that we were unconsciously per-
ceving the object in question He states the argu-
ments 1n favour of this view as follows *‘If I had
recognized at the time that I was percciving the

U The Mind and 1ts Pluce in Nature, pp g410-15
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object, I should certainly have found it. As I did
not find 1t, 1t seems reasonable to suppose either that
I was not percewving 1t at all or that, if I was, this
perception was not noticed by me Now, if 1t
existed, 1t 1s hardly likely to have escaped my notice
by mere nadvertence; for this was the very
experience which I was wanting and expecting at the
time . . [But] the object was in such a position
that light from 1t must have affected the central part
of my retina, and, therefore, 1t 1s very unlikely that
it did not produce a perceptual experience at all.
Lastly, 1t might be that 1n some cases we could add
to this presumption something further of the follow-
mng kind Last night I dreamed of the object 1n a
certain place 1in the drawer, and when I went this
morning and looked again, there it was  Or again
I was hypnotized afterwards and told the hypnotist
where the object was and he found 1t there We
should then have a pretty strong case, superficially
at any rate, for the view that I had a Iiterally uncon-
scious perception of this object when 1 was looking
for 1t 1n the drawer.”

Professor Broad himself denies that these argu-
ments establish the desired conclusion He admits
that they * make 1t highly probable that, if a percep-
tion existed at the time, 1t was literally unconscious
relatively to the mind which was then controlling the
body at any rate” But he does not see that there
15 ‘“ any reason to beheve that a perception of this
object existed at all” He says, however, that 1t
seems to him likely that in cases of this kind ‘“ there
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really was a sensum 1n the visual field, which was,
in fact, an appearance of the object that we were
seeking , but that for some reason the traces which
would usually be excited under such conditions
were not excited, or, if they were, failed to produce
their normal effect This sensum was therefore not
selected and discriminated from the rest of the field,
and was not recognized as an appearance of the object
for which we were looking > But if this 1s his view
it 1s doubtful whether he really disagrees with those
who maintain that the object in question was un-
consciously percetved  He denies that it was
unconsciously perceirved because he uses the word
‘“ perception ”’ 1n such a way that an object cannot be
said to be percerved, even unconsciously, unless some
sensum 18 actually recognized as an appearance of 1t.
But I doubt if those who believe 1n the existence of
unconscious perceptions do understand the word
“ percepuon ”’ 1n this way I think that i their view,
to admut that there really was a sensum 1n the visual
field which was 1n fact an appearance of the object,
although not recognized as such, would be tantamount
to admitting that the object was unconsciously
percerved

For my part, 1 do not make this admission
Assuming that the word * sensum ” 1s understood
to mean what I mean by * sense-datum ”, I simply
deny that there really was such a sensum 1n thc visual
field My ground for this demal 1s admittedly con-
ventional [ do not attach any meaning to the
statement that among the sense-data that made up
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an experienced sense-field there existed one that was
not sensed But it must be understood that, in
adhering to this convention, I am not denying any
empirical fact The empirical facts are that the
object was 1n such a physical relation to the observer’s
body that 1n normal circumstances we should expect
him to have percewved 1t, and that subsequently he
seems to remember that he did perceive 1t If, in
spite of this, he was not, at the time when he was
supposed to be percewving 1t, aware of any sense-
datum that belonged to the object, 1t may be con-
cluded, first, that one’s awareness of visual sense-data
1s not wholly determimed by such physical factors as
the affection of the retina, and secondly, that it 1s
possible to have the experience of seeming to remem-
ber what one has, in fact, not previously sensed To
maintain that there must really have been a sense-
datum of the object 1n the observer’s visual field,
although he was not conscous of it, 1s not to account
for the facts in any way, but 1s merely to adopt an
alternative criterion of what 1s to constitute the
existence of a sense-datum It 1s to suggest that,
instead of making our awareness of a sense-datum
the only criterion of 1ts existence, we should say also
that a sense-datum exists, or at least that 1t has
existed, when certain physical conditions are fulfilled,
or when we have the experience of seeming to remem-
ber it But I do not see any reason to accept either
of these proposals The use of a physiological
criterion for determining the existence of sense-
data 1s objectionable because it tempts us to fall into
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the confusions that result from treating sense-data
as a spectes of material things And while the
adoption of the memory criterion may not in 1tself
be a source of serious confusion, 1t introduces a com-
plication into the sense-datum language without,
so far as I can see, securing any compensatory
advantage.

The question which remains still to be considered
1s whether sense-data can ever really have properties
that they do not appear to have It has been asserted,
for example by Professor Broad, that while ‘‘ sensa
cannot appear to have properties they do not really
have, there 1s no reason why they should not have
more properties than we can or do notice in them ”.
“ We must distinguish ”’, he says, ** between failing
to notice what 1s present 1n an object and noticing '’
what 15 not present in an object The former
presents no special difficulty There may well be
an object which 1s too minute and obscure for us to
recognize distinctly  Again, 1t 1s obvious that we
may sense an object without necessarily being aware
of all 1ts relations even to another object that we
sense at the same time  Consequently, there 1s no
difficulty whatever 1n supposing that sensa may be
much more differentiated than we think them to be,
and that two sensa may really differ in quality when
we think that they are exactly alike ”’ ' 'The second
of these points has been made more strongly by
Bertrand Russell ‘It 1s important to realize ”,
he says, ‘‘ that two sense-data may be, and must

U Scientific Thought, p 244
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sometimes be, really different when we cannot per-
cetve any difference between them ” *

The ground upon which 1t 1s mamntained that ““ a
sense-datum with which I am acquainted may per-
fectly well have parts with which I am not
acquainted "’ 2 1s, presumably, that if I scrutimze the
sense~datum more carefully, or examine 1t with the
help of instruments, I may detect features in 1t that
I have not been able to detect before But why, we
must ask, should 1t be supposed that the sense-datum
which I sense 1n these new conditions 1s the same as
that which I was sensing before they were intro-
duced ? The answer, 1n this case also, depends upon
the chotce of a convention. If one defines ‘‘ the
given ”’ physiologically, then 1t 1s reasonable to
postulate that a change 1n the attitude of the observer
shall not be regarded as involving any change 1n the
nature of the sense-datum that he observes But if
one rejects the purely physiological criterion, as 1
have found reason to do, 1t 1s preferable to say, not
that a more exact scrutiny reveals parts of a sense-
datum that were not apparent before, but rather that
1t causes one sense-datum to be replaced by another
which resembles the first but 1s more highly differenti-
ated Thus, while 1t can be true of a material thing
that 1t 1s too minute and obscure for us to recognize
properly, I deny that this can be true of a sense-
datum By looking through a microscope I may dis-

' Our Knowledge of the External World, p 141
= C D Broad, *1s there ‘Knowledge by Acquamtance’?”
Anistotelian Society Supplementary Proceedings, 1919, p 218
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cover that some material thing has properties that I
have not previously detected 1n 1t , but I should not
express any fact of this kind by saying that I found
some of my sense-data to have properties that they
did not previously appear to have For while the
material thing remains the same whether or not 1
make use of a microscope to observe 1t, the sense-
data do not And the reason for this is that [ choose
to say, not that the use of the microscope enables
people to detect new features of sense-data which
they were already apprehending, but that 1t leads
them to apprehend new sense-data 1 adopt the
convention that remnforces the distinction between
sense-data and material things, in preference to one
that would encourage us to confuse them

In support of his view that two sense-data must
sometimes be really different when we cannot per-
cetve any difference between them, Russell argues
as follows . ““ In all cases of sense-data capable of
gradual change, we may find one sense-datum
indistinguishable  from another, and that other
mndistinguishable from a third, while yct the first and
third are quite easily distinguishable  Suppose, for
example, a person with his eyes shut 1s holding a
weight 1n his hand, and someone noisclessly adds a
small extra weight If the extra weight 1s small
enough, no difference will be perceived 1n the sensa-
tton  After a time, another small extra weight may
be added, and still no change will be perceived ; but
if both extra weights had been added at once, 1t may
be that the change would be quite easily perceptible
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Or, again, take shades of colour It would be easy
to find three stuffs of such closely similar shades that
no difference could be perceived between the first
and second, nor yet between the second and third,
while yet the first and third would be distinguishable
In such a case, the second shade cannot be the same
as the first, or it would be distinguishable from
the third , nor the same as the third, or 1t would be
distinguishable from the first It must therefore,
though indistinguishable from both, be really inter-
mediate between them !

There 1s no reason to dispute the empirical facts
that are set forth in this arpument , but the con-
cluston Russell draws does not follow from them
The question 1s whether the relation of exact
resemblance, 1n respect of colour, or weight, or any
other sensible property, 1s to be regarded as applying
to sense-data in the same way as 1t applies to material
things. When 1t 1s applied to matenial things this
relation 1s understood to be both symmetrical and
transitive  That 1s to say, if a material thing 4 1s
characterized, for example, by exactly the same shade
of colour as another maternal thing B, then it follows
not only that B is characterized by exactly the same
shade of colour as 4, but also that i1f B 1s of exactly
the same shade as a third thing C, A too 1s of exactly
the same shade as C  But it must not be assumed
that this principle will hold good also for sense-data.
For the logical counterpart of a relation between
sense-data 1s not a relation that really characterizes

' Our Knowledge of the External World, pp 141-2
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material things, but only one that appears to charac-
terize them To say that a sense-datum a, which
belongs to a matenial thing A4, has the relation R to a
sense-datum b, which belongs to a matenal thing B,
15 not to say that A really has R to B, but only that
it appears to have R to B Accordingly, the modcl
that we must take for the relation of exact resemblance
between scnse-data 1s not the relation of exact
resemblance between material things, but the relation
between matenial things of appearing to be exactly
resemblant , and this relation, though 1t too 1s sym-
metrical, 1s not transitive  For 1t 18 admatted that a
material thing A can appear exactly to resemble a
second thing B, and that B can appear exactly to
resemble a third thing C, 1n respect of some sensible
property, without its being the case that 4 and C
appcar 1n this respect exactly to resemble one another
We must therefore conclude that the relation of
exact resemblance 1s not a transitive relation when 1t
1s applied to sense-data  Or, 1if 1t be objected that a
non-transitive relation of exact resemblance 1s a con-
tradiction 1n terms, we must say that the relation of
exact resemblance does not apply at all to sense-data,
and then we must find some other name for the
relation that obtains between two sense-data when
the corresponding material things appear exactly to
resemble one another In either case, we destroy
the ground for holding that sense-data must some-
times differ in ways that are not apparent For the
assumption that there really obtains between sense-
data, as between material things, a relation of exact
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resemblance which 1s both symmetrical and transitive
1s indispensable to Russell’s argument

We see then that the facts that have led certain
philosophers to hold that the distinction between
appearance and reality must apply to sense-data, as
well as to material things, do not necessitate this
conclusion It 1s indeed open to these philosophers
to formulate the rules of the sense-datum language
in such a way as to admit this distinction, if they
choose ; but 1 have shown that 1t 1s much more con-
venient to exclude 1t From the conventions which
I am adopting 1t follows that one's awareness of a
sense-datum cannot be delusive in the way that one’s
perception of a matenal thing can If one knows
what properties a sense-datum appears to have, one
knows what properties 1t really has. This does not
prevent us, however, from expressing false proposi-
tions even about the sense-data that we are actually
sensing  For it 1s always possible, whether from an
mtention to deceive or else because of a verbal error,
to musdescribe the properties that they appear to have.

A further point 1n favour of this way of conceiving
“ the given " 1s that it imposes no a prior: restrictions
upon the possible scope of perceptual knowledge 1t
mught be thought that in saying that perceiving a
material thing always involved being directly aware
of a sense-datum, | was making 1t a necessary condi-
tion for a matertal thing to be veridically percerved
that 1t should exercise some physical stimulus upon
a sense-organ, and was thus excluding the possi-
bility of clairvoyance as a method of perception
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But this 1s not the case It may indeed be questioned
whether much of what 1s now referred to as ** extra-
sensory perception ”’ ! ought properly to be called
*“ perception ”’ at all T at least should prefer not to
extend the use of the term “ perception ” to cover
those cases 1n which the object that 1s supposed 10
be perceived 1s not located by the percipient any-
where 1n physical space  But 1f there are experiences
that are held to be extra-sensory, not because they
seem to differ intrinsically from sensory perceptions,
but because of a difference 1n the conditions of therr
occurrence, then 1 think they may reasonably be
counted as perceptions And if one allows them to
be perceptions, then one may describe them 1n terms
of sense-data For I am using the word ‘‘ sense-
datum ' 1n such a way that in every case in which 1t
can legitimately be said that a matenial thing 1s being
percewved 1t can also be said that a sense-datum 1s
bemng sensed It makes no difference what the causes
of the perception may be In determining the
existence and character of sense-data we must con-
sider only what 1t 1s that 1s actually observed, the
question how 1t comes to be observed 1s irrelevant

o

In this way we ensure that “ the theory of sense-
data ’ does not involve more than the elaboration of
a special termunology for describing our perceptual
experience It must not be regarded as presupposing
the validity of any particular theory either about the
causes or about the character of what we perceive or

sense
1 Cf J B Rhine, Extra-Sensory Perception
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THE EGOCENTRIC PREDICAMENT

12 THE Privacy ofF PrrsoNAL EXPERIENCE

A PROPOSITION the truth of which 1s often taken for
granted 1n discussions on the theory of knowledge
1s that one can directly experience only what 1s
private to oneself It 1s, however, recognized that
every sane man assumes, 1n practice, that there do
exist other human beings besides himself, and
furthermore that he and they inhabit a common
world He may agree that they are not able to have
numertcally the same feelings as he has, or to sense
the same sense-data, but he believes that they can,
at any rate, percerve the same matenal things Now
few, if any, philosophers are prepared to hold that
these assumptions are unwarranted, but they have
found 1t difficult to justify them in view of the
supposed privacy of immediate experience And
for empiricists this problem 1s thought to be
especially acute How, for example, can we hold 1t
to be possible to express perceptual judgements in
terms of sense-data if we are obliged to deny that
any sense-datum can be experienced by more than

one person ? Have I indeed any ground for believing
136
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that there can be sense-data apart from those that 1
sense myself ? And how can a number of sets of
private sense-data concervably make up a commen,
public world ?

To illustrate the point of view of those who
believe that a theory of knowledge must necessanly
be based upon the individual’s private expenence, I
may quote from a recent work by Professor W T
Stace! ‘“I cannot experience’’, says Professor
Stace, “ anything except my own experience I can
see my red but I can never see yours I can feel a
pamn mm my leg But I can never feel the pain 1 your
leg I can feel my emotion but not yours. Even if
your anger infects me, so that I feel 1t 1n sympathy
with you, 1t is yet, 1n so far as I feel 1t, my anger, not
vours I can never be you, nor you me 1 cannot
see through your eyes, nor you through mine. Even
if you can telepathically transfer a mental state, say
an image, from your mind to mine, yet when I
become aware of it, 1t is then my image and not
yours Even if, as some think, I can directly perceive
your mind, without having to infer it from your
body, still this perception of your mind will then be
to me my perception, my experience =’

“ All knowledge | he continues, *“ all philosophy
must be based upon experience And from whose
experience can I begin except from my own ? What-
cver belief I hold on whatever subject must be erther
2 datum of my consciousness or else an inference or
mental construction which I base upon my data  If

v Theory of Knowledge and Evistence, p 67
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I accept a scientific belief on your authority, this
belief must be an inference which I make from the
sounds (words) I hear you utter, and from my belef
1 your repute as a scientific authority Whatever
I believe rests in the end upon the data of my own
consciousness. Therefore all knowledge must have
had 1its beginning 1n my own self-enclosed personal
expericnce  This origimal solipsism 1s utterly un-
escapable except by prejudice or refusing to see 1t

With one exception, to which I shall presently
refer, my critiasm of these propositions 1s not that
they arc false, or even dubious, but rather that they
are trivial.  For what 1s 1t, after all, that prevents
one person from having the experiences of another ?
Why 1s 1t impossible for me to have someone else’s
pamns, or to feel his emotions, or, 1n general, to
‘“ experience anything except my own experience = ?
This 1s not a case of a physical incapacity, like my
inability to sece through a brick wall, or of a psycho-
logical incapacity, such as my inability to remember
all the events of my childhood The barriers that
prevent us from enjoying one another’s experiences
are not natural but logical It 1s concewvable that
there should be pcople who were capable of seeing
through brick walls, or that there should be people
who were capable of remembering every detail of
their pasts, but 1t 1s not conceivable that there should
be people who were capable of having one ancther’s
pains, or feeling one another’s emotions. And the
reason why this 1s inconceivable 1s simply that we
attach no meaning to such expressions as “1 am
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caperiencing your headache ”, *“ She is feeling his
remorse ’, * Your state of anger 1s numerically the
same as mune ” It 1s necessary to insert the word
* numerically ”’ 1n the last example, 1n order to allow
for the fact that there 1s a sense 1n which 1t can be
said that different people do have common experi-
ences We frequently usc such sentences as * He
shares my indignation at your conduct”, “ My
cmotions on hearing his story werc the same as

bl

yours ”’, “ I am drawn to him because we have so
many tastes 1 common ”’, and when philosophers
assert that cach man’s experiences are private to
himself they do not, presumably, wish to deny that
sentences of this kind are intelligible, or even that
they often express true propositions. They would
say, however, that all that was meant 1n such cases
was that different people’s experiences were quali-
tatively alike, or that they proceeded from simular
causes What they would deny 1s that the ex-
periences of two different people could ever be
numerically the same, as, for example, the pen with
which T am wniting 1s numertcally the same as that
with which 1 was writing yesterday, or as Charles
Edward Stuart was numerically the same person as
the Young Pretender They would mamtam that
whatever relation an experience of mine might have
to that of another person, it would still be ex-
clusively my experience, and that, being mune, 1t
could not also be someonc else’s  For it 1s impossible
that the same experience should be part of the
history of two separate selves But the reason why
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this 1s 1mpossible 1s simply that there 1s no usage
of such expressions as * being numerically the same »
that 1s applicable to the experiences of two different
people To occur in the history of a different person
1s, 1n the sense of *“ being different "’ with which we
are here concerned, to be a different experience
And from this we may derive analytically the pro-
position that each person’s experience 1s private to
himself

Having thus traced the privacy of experience to
the acceptance of a verbal convention, I may now
be faced with the question whether this convention
1s arbitrary  Surely, 1t may be said, there 1s more to
this matter than our merely choosing not to speak of
numerical identity in connexion with the experiences
of different people The answer 1s that every verbal
convention 1s arbitrary in the trivial sense that, how-
ever we may use words, 1t 1s always concervable that
we should have used them otherwise, but at the
same time we do use words to describe matters of
fact, and while 1t 1s never true of any set of facts
that there 1s one and only one possible way of
describing them, 1t may depend to some extent upon
the nature of the facts that we find 1t convenient to
describe them in one way rather than another In
the present case, we do not find 1t convenient to use
expressions that would imply that different people
could have numerically identical experiences, but
1t 1s not difficult to 1imagine circumstances 1n which
we should be inchned to give such expressions a
meaning Consider, for example, Professor Stace’s
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proposition that *“ I can never feel the pain n your
leg” If the pain mn your leg 1s understood to be
a pain that you are feeling, this proposition 1s
analytically true; for i1t 1s a matter of convention
that any pain that I feel 1s numerically different from
any pain that 1s felt by you It 1s not, however,
logically necessary that all the pains that a person
teels should be located in his own body For
suppose that two people, A and B, display signs of
being 1n patn, and then when they are asked where
the pan 1s they both point to B’s leg, and suppose,
what may be physically but 1s not logically impossible,
that when pressure 1s applied to B’s leg A’s pam as
well as B’s appears to be intensified, and that after
B’s leg has been medically treated, A’s pain as well
as B’s appears to be assuaged In such a case we
should say that while B was feeling a pain 10 his own
body, A was feeling a pam not mn his own body but
m B’s  We should judge that both of them were
feeling pain because we should be able to observe
manifestations of pain 1n both bodies, 1 particular,
the responses to our questions would 1ssue from A’s
body as well as B’s, and in these circumstances we
should not hesitate to say that while A’s pamn
appeared to be located 1n B’s body, :t was numerically
different from B’s. But it might conceivably be the
case that no manifestations of pain came from A’s
body, but that there were other, psychological,
grounds for believing that the pain was nevertheless
felt by A We mught, for instance, observe that the
expressions that B made use of 1n describing the
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pamn were characteristic of A, and that, subsequently,
A too was able to remember 1t If this were to
happen, we should still, according to our present
conventions, be obliged to say that if A did feel the
pain 1n B’s body, the pain which he felt was not
numerically the same as that which was felt by B.
But I believe that 1f occurrences of this kind were
common we should eventually alter our way of
speaking so as to allow, 1n a case such as that which I
am now considering, of there being only a single
feeling of pain which was experienced by both A
and B Instead of making 1t a necessary proposition
that the series of experiences that constituted the
histories of two different people contained no common
members, we should admut the possibility that they
could occasionally ntersect

This possibility 1s made easier to envisage because
of the fact that we ordinanly employ two different
sets of critena for determining the ownership of
experiences There are, on the one hand, what may
be called the psychological criteria of continuity of
disposition and memory We say that a series of
experiences constitutes the history of a single person
if similar mental states recur throughout the series
in simular conditions, and 1f, as the series 1s prolonged,
its later sections always contain some experiences
that are memories of the earlier It 1s the use of these
criteria that makes 1t possible to attach significance
to the hypotheses that people survive the dissolution
of their bodies, or that they animate different bodies
at different times, provided that this survival 1s
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understood to imply no more than the prolongation
of a series of experiences that fulfils the conditions
I have indicated , for though 1t may be very improb-
able that there actually 1s any series of this kind
whose members are not all associated with one par-
ticular body, 1t 1s not logically impossible that there
should be. Association with a particular body
becomes logically necessary to a person’s continued
castence only when we bring 1n the second set of
criterta by which we determine personal 1dentity, or,
what comes to the same thing, the ownership of
experiences For we then make the persistence of a
self depend, not upon consistency of character or
powers of memory, or any other psychological factor,
but simply upon bodily continuity. According to
this way of speaking, an experience 1s mie 1f the
total field of consciousness 1n which 1t occurs mncludes
organic sense-data belonging to ‘‘ my body ”, these
organic sense-data being correlated with visual and
tactual sense-data, which are distinguished by the
fact that they always occupy a region of minimum
depth 1n thetr respective sense-fields I need not now
consider the principles according to which these
sense-data may be concerved as constituting a single,
persistent material thing, namely, my body; forthey
are the same as those that govern the analysis of any
other material thing 1n terms of sense-data, and this
18 2 question with which I shall be dealing later on*
What concerns me now i1s the relationship between
the two different methods of determining when an

! Part V
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experience is to be accounted the experience of a
given person. It happens to be the case that they
normally yield the same result An experience that
1s proved to be mine by the test of memory and dis-
position 1s proved also to be mine by the test of
bodily continuity. But while this parallelism may be
physically necessary, 1 virtue of a causal dependence
of the psychological upon the somatic factors, 1t 1s
logically contingent. There would be no contradic-
tion 1n supposing that there were series of experiences
that would be attributable to different people,
according as one made use of the psychological or the
physical criteria of personal 1dentity And in this
way one 1s provided with the means of imagining
circumstances 1n which one would be inclined to
break down the barriers that conventionally separate
une person’s expertence from another’s, as was shown
in the simple illustration that I gave.

But however easy it may be to devise a situation
in which we should be disposed to alter our manner
of speaking about the ownership of experiences, the
fact 1s that, as we use words at present, it must be
held to be logically impossible that the series of
experiences that constitute the histories of different
people should ever intersect. Consequently, when a
philosopher like Professor Stace asserts that he can
never be another person, and that he can never ex-
perience anything except his own experience, he may
be understood to be expressing propositions which
are analytically true But 1t 1s a different matter
when he goes on to assert that *“ all knowledge must
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have had its beginning in my own self-enclosed
personal experience . ‘The description of being the
first person ever to acquire knowledge may perhaps
apply to one of our remote ancestors; it certainly
does not apply to Professor Stace Moreover, if 1t
were the case that all knowledge had to have 1its
beginning 1n Professor Stace’s self-enclosed personal
experience, 1t would follow that no knowledge could
origmate 1n the personal experience of anybody else ,
but the theory seems to be that each of us 1s obliged
to hold that ‘ all knowledge must have had 1ts
beginning 1n my own self-enclosed personal experi-
ence ”’, and this 1s self-contradictory. It may be
objected that I am here being unfair to Stace by
understanding him too literally, and that all that he
really means to assert 1s the trivial proposition that
all my knowledge must have had its beginnung 1n
my own personal experience, whoever I may be,
but I do not think that this 1s so I think that he 1s
deliberately equating *‘ knowledge ”” with ' my know-
ledge " because he does not see how, if each person
1s unable to experience anything except his own
experience, he can ever have any reason to behieve
in the existence of any knowledge bestdes his own
And if this 1s his difficulty 1t 1s one that he shares
with many other philosophers 'They make state-
ments that seem to imply that there can be no
knowledge besides their own, not because they really
disbelieve 1 the existence of other human beings
who are also capable of acquiring knowledge, but

because they do not see how to make the transition
L
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from the individual’s ** self-enclosed personal experi-
ence "’ to the common, social world

13 PuBLIc AND PRIVATE LANGUAGES

An alternative way of formulating this problem,
which has recently come into favour, 1s to treat it
as question of the inter-relationship of languages
There 1s, we are told, on the one hand the * physical
language ”’ which 1s said to be “ characterized by the
fact that statements of the ssmplest form attach to a
specific set of co-ordinates a definite value or range
of values of a coefficient of physical state ”, or, 1n
other words, ‘‘ express a quantitatively determined
property of a definite position at a defimite time ' * ;
and on the other hand there 1s the * protocol
language 7, which consists of ‘‘ statements belonging
to the basic protocol or direct record ” 2 of an indi-
vidual’s expenience. It 1s assumed that the physical
language 1s inter-subjective , and the question then
1s to determine how the protocol language 1s related
to 1t  The answer that 1s given by those who use
these terms 1s that the protocol language 1s 2 sub-
language of the physical language. There 1s, 1n their
view, no problem involved 1n making the transition
from the realm of the individual’s direct experience
to the realm of public, physical facts , for they hald
that reports of direct experience themselves already
refer to such facts In considering this view, I may

' Rudolf Carnap, The Unity of Science, pp 52-3
2 Jbid p 42
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refer once again to the work of Professor Carnap,
who has given the fullest and clearest exposition of
it To prove that the protocol language 1s a part of
the inter-subjective physical language, he uses the
following argument. He affects to adopt the stand-
point of an opponent who maintains that when he
asserts a protocol proposition such as *“ I am thirsty ”
he 1s referring not to a physical event but to the
content of one of his experiences In that case,
argues Carnap, the same state of affairs cannot also
be expressed 1n the protocol language of any other
person ‘‘ No statement 1n 52’s protocol language ”,
he says, ““ can express the thirst of St For all such
statements express only what 1s immediately given
to Sz, and Sr’s thirst 1s a datum for St only and
not for Sz . All that Sz can verify when he
asserts ‘ S1 1s tharsty ” 1s that St’s body 1s 1n such
and such a state, and a statement asserts no more
than can be verified 1If by ‘ the thirst of 51 we
understand not the physical state of his body but his
sensations of thirst, z ¢ something non-materal, then
St’s thirst 1s fundamentally beyond the reach of
52°s recognition A statement about St’s thirst
would then be fundamentally unverifiable by 52, 1t
would be for him 1n prinaple 1mpossible to under-
stand, void of sense ” The same thing would, 1t 13
held, be true of every other protocol statement, and
the general consequence would be that * every
protocol language could be applied only solp-
sistically "

* Ibhid pp 79-80
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The next step in the argument is to consider what,
on this view, must be the relationship between
protocol and physical statements  If scientific state-
ments are to be capable of bemng verified empirically
there must be some ‘‘ inferential connexion ”’ between
the two , but how 1s this possible if *‘ the protocol
language and the physical language speak of com-
pletely different facts ”? Suppose that we adopt
the hypothesis that “ although protocol language
does not refer to physical events the converse is true
and physical language refers to the content of
experiences *’  Then, 1t 1s argued, *“ difficulties arisc
on considering the relation between the several
persons’ protocol languages and physical language.
S1’s protocol language refers to the content of Si’s
experience, S2’s protocol language to the content
of S2’s experience What can the inter-subjective
physical language refer to? It must refer to the
content of the experiences of both S1 and Sz Ths
1s, however, impossible, for the realms of experience
" And so 1t 15 con-
cluded that ** there 1s no solution free from contra-
dictions 1n this direction ¢

The solution Carnap himself puts forward 1s
that every protocol statement 1s equivalent to a
statement about the subject’s body. For imnstance,
the protocol statement *‘ red now ”, made by a
subject 5, is said to be equivalent to “ the body S
i1s now seeing red ”’ where ‘‘ seeing red ” ' denotes
that state of the human body characterized by the

of two persons do not overlap

! The Unity of Sctence, pp 81-2
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fact that certain specified (physical) reactions appear
in answer to certain specified (physical) stimuli
(For example ; Stimulus, the sounds, * What do you
see now ?’ reactton, the sound, ‘red’ Stimulus,
the sounds, * Point out the colour you have just seen
on this card ', reaction, the finger points to some
definite part of the card . . .)” ' In this way every
protocol statement 1s given an interpretation that
allows 1t to be incorporated n the physical language
The protocol languages of various persons are said
to be mutually exclusive only 1n the sense that * they
are non-overlapping sub-sections of the physical
language > Each person’s protocol statements are
supposed to refer to the states of his own body, and
so to a special class of physical facts

It 1s Carnap’s view that the problem of the
egocentric  predicament, which he solves i this
fashion, would never have troubled philosophers 1if
they had cxpressed 1t, in * formal ”” terminology, as
a question about the relationship of languages instead
of speaking, 1n ‘ material >’ terms, about the contents
of people’s experiences and their relation to the
public world. But in this instance his predilection
for the formal terminology has led him intov con-
fusion His argument rests, as we have seen, upon
the assumption that 1f the sentences of the protocol
language referred, not to physical events, but to the
contents of experiences, 1t would follow, 1n view of
the privacy of personal experience, that each person
would have his own private protocol language which

v Ihid p 86 z Jhid p 88
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could have no meaning for anybody else But this
assumption 1s false It 1s due to a mistranslation
from the materal into the formal mode of speech
A correct formal rendering of the proposition that
each person’s experiences are private to himself
might run as follows ' For any experience £, and
personal histories Hr and Hz, ‘E belongs to Hr’
tmplies that E does not belong to H2”. And this 1s
by no means equivalent, as Carnap seems to suppose,
to saymng that each person has his own protocol
language, when this 1s taken to mean that “ for any
protocol sentence s, and persons A and B, ‘s occurs
1n the language used by 4’ implies that s does not
occur 1n the language used by B”. Nor does this
proposition asserting the privacy of each person’s
protocol language follow from the proposition that
the sentences of the protocol language refer to the
contents of experiences It 1s indeed possible to
have a private protocol language, just as 1t 1s possible
to have a private physical language. If, for example,
I were to express propositions about the contents of
my experiences by executing the movements of a
dance, and no one else made these movements 1n
order to express such propositions, I might correctly
be said to be using a private protocol language ; and
similarly, if I were to whistle snatches of popular
tunes mn order to express propositions about physical
events, and no one else expressed such propositions
in this way, I might correctly be said to be using
a private physical language But 1t 1s no more
necessary for me to express protocol propositions in
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a private language than it 1s for me to express
physu:al propositions 1n a private language When
[ employ expressions like “* this 1s red” or *“ 1 am
thirsty ”’ to refer to the contents of my experiences,
I am using English sentences in the way that other
English people use them. And, as such sentences
are ordinanily used, they are not equivalent to the
sentences referring to physical events into which 1t
1s proposed that we should translate them There
may indeed be a de facto connexion between my
feeling of thirst and such physical facts as that my
throat 1s parched or that I utter certain words, or a
de facto connexion between my sensing a red sense-
datum and my beimng in the physical state that the
sentence ‘‘ my body 1s seeing red ™’ 1s intended to
describe  But 1n all such cases, the dependence of
the facts referred to by the protocol propositions
upon the facts referred to by the physical proposi-
tions 1s logically a contingent and not a neces-ary
relation  Even if one assumed, what 1s by no means
fully established, that to every fact described by a
protocol proposition there was a physical correlate,
there would still be no logical contradiction involved
in asserting the protocol proposition and denying
the physical proposition which was empirically con-
jomned with it In other words, it 1s logically con-
cervable that the protocol proposition should be true
when the corresponding physical proposition was
false, and if this 1s so, the sentences that express
them are not equivalent

We have seen that the ground on which 1t 1s
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assumed that sentences which seem to refer to the
contents of experiences must really refer to physical
events 1s that only thus could they serve as a means
of communication between one person and another
But if there 1s a philosophical problem concerning
the possibility of such communication 1t applies just
as much to propositions about physical events as 1t
does to propositions about people’s states of mind, or
about the sense-data which they directly experience
For 1t 1s only 1n terms of what we individually ex-
pertence that these physical propositions can be
understood by us at all Suppose, for example, that
[ wish to ascertain the temperature of the room 1n
which I am sitting, and that, taking up a Fahrenhet
thermometer, I observe that the top of the column
of mercury coincides with the figure 70 In that
case I may put forward the physical proposition that
the temperature of the room 1s 7o degrees Fahrenhert.
And if someone else then takes the thermometer and
also observes that the top of the mercury column
coincides with the figure 70, 1t may be said that this
physical proposition has been inter-subjectively
verified  But this inter - subjective verification
amounts to no more than what may be described by
saying that each of us apprehends a spatial coincid-
ence of two sense-data 1n his own sense-field
Consequently, since the truth of every physical
proposition depends upon the truth of protocol
propositions, if the privacy of experience made 1t
impossible for two people to communicate by means
nf protocol propositions, 1t would equally be im-
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possible for them to communicate by means of
physwal propositions  But the fact is that if what 1s
meant by ‘‘ inter-subjective understanding ”’ 1sunder-
standing 1n the same way by a number of different
people, both these types of propositions are capable
of being inter-subjectively understood.

14 CONCERNING THE PRIVACY OF SFNsF-DATA
AND THE PUBLICITY OF THE MATERIAL WORLD

There 15, however, a sense 1n which the dis-
tinguishing of physical propositions, as inter-sub-
jective, from protocol propositions, as private to
cach observer, may be held to be justified It 1s
justifiable 1f 1t 1s understood to mmply nc more than
that we do attach meaning to the statement that
different people observe numecrically the same
physical event or perceive numerically the same
matenal thing, whereas we do not attach any meaning
to the statement that different people are char-
acterized by numerically the same mental states
And if, 1in accordance with this method of classifica-
tion, we include sentences referring to sense-data
the protocol language, this implies that we have
resolved not to attach any meaning to the statement
that different observers sense the same sense-datum.
Here again, 1t must be noted that i asserting the
privacy of sense-data one 1s not acknowledging an
empirical fact but laying down a verbal convention.
It 1s indeed quite commonly said not only that
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different people perceive the same material thing,
but also that they hear the same sound, or that they
see the same colour, 1n cases where the sound or
colour is understood to be a sensible and not a
physical characteristic, and if we chose to bring
the rules of the sense-datum language into conformity
with this usage. we should allow a meaning to the
statement that different observers might sense
numerically the same sense-datum. But what philo-
sophers who employ the terminology of sense-data
usually prefer to say in such cases 1s that the sounds
that are heard, or the colours that are seen, by
different observers are not hterally the same. They
are numerically distinct sense-data, which are said
to be the same only 1n virtue of their having some
such relationship to one another as that of qualitative
similarity Whether or not one continues to regard
such relations as constituting “ sameness”’ i1s 1m-
material  For when philosophers assert that each
person’s sense-data are necessarily private to himself,
1t 1s not according to these relational criteria that
they are denying that the sense-data of different
observers can be the same, but only in a different
sense of ‘“ sameness ”’, which they have themselves
introduced and have chosen to regard as funda-
mental Their procedure has, in fact, been to extend
to sense-data the usage of * literal ” or ‘‘ numenecal
identity ”’, by which, as I have shown, 1t 1s made
impossible for the histories of two different people
to overlap The advantages of this are that it
further ensures us against the danger of treating
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sense-data as if they were a special kind of material
things, and that 1t 1s more 1n accordance with the
conception of a sense-datum as something 1m-
mediately *“ given”’  We may therefore accept 1t as a
convention that the sense-data that are sensed by
any individual observer are numerically distinct from
those that can be sensed by anybody else

To this 1t may perhaps be objected that to make
cach person’s sense-data private to himself 1s
altogether to exclude the possibility of giving any
kind of phenomenalistic analysis of the materal
world For we conceive of material things as being
simultaneously accessible to many different observers,
and how, 1t may be asked, can such objects possibly
be constituted out of a number of mutually exclusive
sets of private sense-data® A superior being who
had access to everybody’s sense-data mught be able
to achieve this construction , but surely none of us
can achieve 1t, for the only sense-data that any une
of us is able to draw on are his own According to
this view, we are 1n the situation of people who seek
to build a house with materials of many different
sorts, each person has access in the territory that
he occupies to one of the requisite materals, but no
one can obtain the materials that are owned by any-
body else, and, since no one can leave his own
territory, there 1s no method of putting the materials
mmto a common fund Consequently, only the
Master Builder who 1s able to roam all over the
various territories and take from them whatever he
wants 1s 1n a position to build the house, and then
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only in some mysterious territory of his own If
this were a fair illustration of 1it, the problem of
“ constructing >’ material things out of sense-data
would certainly be insoluble But 1t 1s not a fair
illustration and the objection which 1t supports 1s 1ll-
founded There 1s no question here, as in the case
of a physical process of construction, of our creat-
ing any objects that did not exist before  The facts
we express by referring to sense-data are, for the
most part, the same as those that we ordinarily express
by referring to material things And all that 1s
meant by speaking of *‘ construction ” or *“ analysis ”
in this case 1s that one terminology 1s to be exhibited
as a function of the other To this extent, the
philosophers who maintain that this 1s a matter of
the inter-relationship of languages are in the right
But they fall into confusion, as I have shown, when
they make the transition from the material to the
formal mode of speech merely by substituting the
expressions ‘‘ private protocol language >’ and *“ public
physical language ” for ‘‘ private sense-data ” and
‘ public physical objects ”’, or “ events ”’  For 1t 1s
no more possible to put together a number of
independent private languages so as to form a
public language than 1t 1s to put together sets of
private objects to form a public object, when this 1s
conceived as a task of combining materials that
cannot, by any conceivable means, be brought
together ~ But, in fact, the protocol or pheno-
menahstic language 1n terms of which we seek to
re-express the statements that we make about
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material things must not be regarded as the property
of any partlcular person  Our problem 1s to show
what propositions concerning material things amount
to tn terms of the contents of sensory experience,
but not 1n terms of the experience of any one person
rather than any other It 1s analogous to setting out
the rules of a game, which 1s a task that can be
accomplished equally well whether the game 1s
mtended for a number of people to play together or
for one person to play by himself To say that 1t 1s
impossible to construct materal things out of sense-
data, because sense-data are private and matenal
things are not, 1s like saying that it 1s impossible to
give universal rules for playing solitaire or patience,
because these are games that one plays by oneself
To obtain a closer analogy, imagine a game of
sohtary patience in which each person 1s supposed
to have his own special pack of cards, and no one
1s allowed to play with a pack that has been used by
anybody else The rules of this game would be
inter-subjectively valid in the sense that they could
be followed by any person who happened to possess
the requisite cards, but the question whether there
actually were any such persons would not affec: the
possibility of framing these rules In the samc way,
the possibility of setting forth the principles accord-
mg to which the material world 1s * constructed ”
out of sense-data 1s not affected by the question
whether or not there actually 1s a set of persons who
all experience the requisite sense-data  Admuttedly,
if I am the one who 1s to formulate these principles,
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I shall have to draw upon my own sensory experience
and my own understanding of words, and if,
through their failling to experience the necessary
sense-data or for some other cause, other people did
not understand either the physical or the sensory
terms that I was using 1n the way i which I under-
stood them, my * construction” would be vald
only for myself But this does not mean that I
have to put 1t forward as referring specifically to my
experience, any more than the doubt whether any
other person possessed a suitable pack of cards would
make 1t necessary for me, in formulating the rules
of the game of patience, to speak of 1t as a game
that I myself was able to play Nor do I, in fact,
believe that my “ construction ” will be valid only
for myself On the contrary, I frequently observe
that other people make signs which tally with those
that I should use to describe what I am myself
experiencing , and that my use of physical or
sensory terms evokes from them what 1 consider to
be an approprate response, and this I regard as
evidence that they understand words in the same
way as I do  For 1t 1s 1n the satisfaction of criteria
of this sort that * understanding words 1n the same
way "’ conventionally consists.

Before 1 leave this question, I may note that
when someone asserts that everything he says refers
exclusively to his own experience, he 15 not ex-
pressing a proposition that 1s necessarily false He
may, conceivably, be such an egotist that he does, 1n
fact, talk only about himself But such a man would
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be abnormal ; and the fact that we can recognize
his abnormality, and that we can draw a distinction
between him and the common run of men who are
not such egotists as this, shows that the philosophers
who maintain that 1t 1s impossible for anyone to talk
about anything except his own experience have
fallen into confusion. I have shown what 1t 1s that
tempts us to make assertions of this kind, and to
remove this temptation, rather than to establish any
particular thesis, has been the purpose of my
arguments

Once we are rid of such confusions, it is not
difhicult to see how 1t 1s possible for material things to
be public, even though sense-data are not We have
only to ask ourselves what 1n fact are the criteria by
which we determine when two people are, and when
they are not, perceving the same material thing
The commonest procedure 1s to see whether they
agree in their manner of describing 1t  Suppuse,
for example, that I ask someone what he thinks of
my new picture and he replies that 1t 1s an attractive
landscape, or that I have done well to hang 1t over
the mantelpiece If these descriptions of ““ bemng a
landscape ” and ‘“ being hung over the mantelpiece ”
apply to what I myself am seeing, I judge tnat he
and I are perceving the same picture, and my
confidence 1n this judgement will be strengthened
if he poes on to speak of the form, or colour, or
subject matter of the picture in a way that tallies
with my own observations It may be, however,
that his remarks do not, as I understand them,



160 FOUNDATIONS OF EMPIRICAL KNOWLEDGE m

apply to the picture that I am looking at, but that
they do seem to me to apply to some other object
in the room, and in that case I may judge that we
are percerving different material things. Or it may
be that his remarks do not, as I understand them,
apply to anything that I am able to observe; and
then I may judge that he is playing a trick on me,
or that he 1s using words 1n an esoteric way, or that
one of us 1s the victim of an illusion Which of
these alternatives 1s to be accepted 1s a question that
may be decided by further observation of his
behaviour If I discover, for example, that where
other people use the word “ red ”’, he consistently
uses the word “‘ green ”’, I shall not regard the fact
that he describes as being green a part of the picture
that seems to me to be red as evidence against the
proposition that we are percerving numerically the
same picture The most important factor m such
cases 1s the determination of spatial position, and
this admuts of other tests than that of verbal agree-
ment. If I am left in doubt by what another person
says as to whether he 1s referring to the same object
as I am, I may ask him to touch the object that he
1s referring to, and if I then observe what appears
to be a comncidence between the tip of his finger
and the appropriate object, I have evidence that
although we are sensing different sense-data we are
percerving the same material thing  But do tests of
this kind establish more, 1t may be asked, than that
our separate private worlds have a similar structure ?
And 1s not this consistent with their being entirely
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different 1n content ?  Might it not be the case that
if, per imposstbele, 1 were 1n a position to sense
someone else’s sense-data, I should find that although
his use of words appeared to agree with mine, the
objects for which he used them were not even
qualitatively the same ? The answer 1s that even 1f
this 1s true 1t 1s not to the purpose If someone
chooses to say that what we regard as a common
world 1s really a set of private worlds which can
be known, at best, only to have certain structural
properties In common, he 1s not raising a question
that can be decided by any reference to matters of
tact What he 1s dong 1s to reject the ordinary
usage of such expressions as ““ you and 1 are per-
cetving the same matenal thing ” 1n favour of some
special philosophical usage of his own. But all that
I have been concerned to show is that, as such
cxpressions are ordinarily used, our mmhabiting a
common world 15 1n no way nconsistent with the
pinacy of our individual experiences  In the sense
m which it 18 normally understood, the proposition
that some other person 1s percerving a material thing
which 1s numerically the same as that which he 1s
percetving himself 1s one whose truth each person
can determine by reference to hir own sense-data
And 1t 1s not necessary, even if 1t were possible, that
he should have access to the sense-data that are
sensed by anybody else.
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15 THE HYPOTHESIS OF THE EXISTENCE
oF OTHER PrEOPLE’'s EXPERIENCES

The question that remains to be considered is
what evidence anyone has for believing that other
people have thoughts or feelings, or sense sense-data
that he cannot himself observe The usual view 1s
that beliefs about the ' experiences of other minds ”’
can be justified by an argument from analogy I
know that my own behaviour, and in particular my
own use of signs, 1s correlated with certain ex-
periences , and this gives me grounds for inferring,
when I observe other people behaving in the same
ways as I do, that they are having experiences which
are similar to my own But to this 1t has been
objected that although I can legitimately use an
analogical argument to establish the existence of
something which I cannot n fact observe because of
some natural hindrance, I cannot legitimately use
any such argument to cstablish the existence of
something which 1t 1s logically inconcervable that 1
should observe And the contents of other people’s
experiences are, 1t 1s said, i this second category,
masmuch as they are not even in principle accessible
to my observation For have I not acknowledged
that 1t 1s not even meaningful to say that one person
literally shares another’s thoughts or memories or
emotions, or senses his sense-data, or feels his
pleasures and pains ? Accordingly, 1t 1s held by
those who adopt this standpoint that if one 1s to be
able to attach meaning to statements about other
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people’s experiences they must be interpreted
behaviounstically.”  On this view, I can draw a
distinction between my own thoughts and feelings
and their physical mamifestations, but I caunot
maintain this distinction when I am speaking about
other people; for then the physical mamtestations
are all that I can in principle observe, and theretoie
all that I can sigmficantly refer to Indeed 1t 1s
musleading to use the word *‘ manifestation ” at all
in this connexion For 1t implies that there 1s
something to be manifested, whereas the theory 1s
that for any outside observer the experiences of other
people are constituted by their manifestations
There can be empirical grounds for inferring the
occurrence of behaviour, on the part of other people,
which one 1s not actually observing, inasmuch as 1t 1s
logically concervable that one should observest, but
there cannot, on this view, be any emptrical grounds
for inferring the existence of anything *“ behind ™ this
behaviour of which 1t might be supposed to be an ex-
ternal mamifestation  And the reason that 1s offered
for this 1s not just that the evidence 1s lacking, but
that no inductive argument can possibly establish a
conclusion that 1s 1n 1tself devoid of meaning

I have heard 1t suggested that the fact that ** one
cannot observe the experiences of another persen ™
makes 1t necessary to admuit that there 1s an rrrational
element even i the physical sciences* For the

' This was fonnerly my cwn view  Cf Language, Truth and
Logic, ch v

2 Cf E Schroedinger, * Quelques remarques au sujet des bases
de la connaissance scientihique ', Seientia, vol
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development of these sciences 1s a social activity
In formulating his theories, each individual scientist
assumes the truth of many empirical propositions
that he has not himself attempted to venfy, 1t is
sufficient for him to know that the experiments have
been made by other observers whose reports he
trusts But if he has no reason to believe that there
are any other observers, in the sense 1n which he
knows himself to be an observer, then, 1t 1s argued,
he has no right to assume the truth of any proposi-
tions but those that he has, directly or indirectly,
verified himself , and their number must be com-
paratively small It may indeed be answered that
the limitation 1s 1n any case practical and not logical
For although, in practice, no single person may have
the time or the resources to recreate for himself the
whole of what he has been accustomed to regard as
the generally accepted system of physical knowledge,
the feat 1s not theoretically impossible  But, in fact,
the entire argument 1s mvalid  All that a physicist
need assume for 1t to be rational for him to rely
upon the findings of another ** observer” 1s that
the reports which come from a given source do, as
he understands them, record what in suitable con-
ditions he could himself observe , and this assump-
tion he can justify inductively by testing a certain
number of these reports  As far as their frurtfulness
1s concerned, 1t need not matter to him how such
reports are produced He can treat them as physical
facts, hike the marks on photographic plates, or the
stratification of rocks Regarding them simply as a
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basis for inference, he 1s not called upon to draw
any distinctton between the signs that seem to be
made deliberately by other human beings and those
that he derwves from nature or from machines. In
each case the question of their reliability for his
purpose depends only upon his being able to establish
inductive correlations between them and other sense-
data He may in fact make the assumption that some
of these signs are produced by people who have
expertences which are analogous to his own But 1f
he wishes only to have reason to believe in the
propositions of the physical sciences, this assumption
1s superfluous

With regard to what are sometimes called the
mental sciences, the position 1s not so clear Cer-
tamly, no psychologist believes that the laws which
he formulates apply only to himself Nevertheless,
I think 1t can be argued that he does not require the
assumption that there are other people who have
experiences which are analogous to his own, cither
tor the tormulation of his laws, or for their justifica-
tion Let us take, for example, Fechner’s law that
the mtensity of a sensation 1s proportionate to the
logarithm of the stimulus. This law 1s stated 1im-
personally It does not in any way specify the
persons who are supposed to have the sensations in
question, or indeed imply any existential proposition
at all, 1t merely asserts a hypothetical correlation
between stimulus and sensation, whenever and wier-
ever they may occur. And this may be held 1o
apply to all the other general propositions that go to
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constitute a system of psychology As for their
justification, 1t may be argued that sufficient inductive
evidence can be found by the psychologist i his
own experience There remaimns, however, the
difficulty that if the assumption that other people
have expeniences, which are analogous to his own
but 1naccessible to his observation, 1s for him devoid
of meaning, then, mn applying his laws to other
people, he will have to interpret them as asserting
correlations of behaviour such as he can 1n principle
observe , and this means that even if he can regard
these laws as being true of other people, 1t will not
be in the same sense as they are true of himself
This asymetry 1s indecd removed if one extends the
behaviouristic mterpretation to proposittions about
one’s own experiences also  But this 1s a proposal
that I have alrcady found reason to reject !
However, even 1f 1t could be shown that the
assumption that other people have experiences in
the same sense as one has oneself was not required
either by the physical or the mental sciences, this
would not prove that one was not entitled to make
1t ; and indeed the rejection of 1t, on the ground
that 1t 1s not a significant hypothesis, seems para-
doxical at the least This would not indeed be a fatal
objection 1f the argument which led to its rejection
were sound ; but I do not now think that it s The
principle on which the argument 1s founded 1s that I
cannot significantly assert the existence of anything
that I could not conceivably observe But to

' Pp 149-51



111 THE EGOCENTRIC PREDICAMENT 167

determine the force of this principle 1t 15 necessary
first to discover what 1s implied here by the use of
the word “ 1”7 ' Consider, for example, the applica-
tion of the principle to propositions about the past
It might be argued that since I cannot now observe
any past events, I can only attach meantng to pro-
positions which seem to refer to the past if I interpret
them as referring to a set of experiences which I could
obtain now, or in the future, these experiences being
such as would ordinarily be regarded as indirect
evidence for the truth of the propositions i question 2
But this would be a mistake For if i1t 1s to be said
that the limits of my understanding of empirical
propositions are coextenstve with the limits of my
observation, the field of my possible observations
must not be held to be restricted by the contingent
fact that I am a person who happens to be living at a
particular time, any more than 1t 1s restricted by the
contingent fact that I happen at any given moment
to occupy a particular position 1n space  Just as 1t
1s possible, 1n principle, that I should be making
observations which I cannot actually make because 1
do not happen to be situated n the requisite posiuon
1n space, so 1s 1t possible, in principle, that 1 should
be making observations which I cannot actu.lly make
because 1 do not happen to be situated 1n the
requisite position 1n time  And from this 1t follows
that 1t 15 not necessary for thc apparent temporal

' In my development of this pownt I am indebted to Mr G
Ryle Vide hus ** Unvertfiabihitv by M ", Analvsis, 4 1
2 Cf C 1 Lews, Mind and thc Wold Order, pp 150-53

This was formerly my own view also
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reference of propositions about the past to be dis-
torted tn order that they should be capable of being
understood

Now the question 1s whether there 1s any essential
difference, with respect to our present problem,
between this case and the case of propositions about
other people’s experiences It may be suggested
that there 1s, on the ground that whereas 1t 1s a
contingent fact that I am hiving at a particular date
and so am unable to observe events which occurred
at an earlier date, 1t 1s a necessary fact that | cannot
have anybody else’s expertences. But I do not think
that this does make an esscntial difference  For
although 1t 1s a necessary fact that the series of
experiences that constitutes my history does not 1n
any way overlap with the series of experiences that
constitutes the history of any other person, inas-
much as we do not at present choose to attach any
meaning to statements that would mmply the inter-
section of such sertes, nevertheless, with regard to
any given experience, it 1s a contingent fact that 1t
belongs to one series rather than another And for
this reason I have no difficulty 1n conceiving that
there may be experiences which are not related to my
experiences 1 the ways that would be required to
constitute them elements 1n my empirical history,
but are related in similar ways to one another The
contents of these experiences do indeed fall outside
the scope of my observation, mnasmuch as they form
part of a different series from that which constitutes
the person that I happen to be, but this does not
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mean that my references to them are “ unverifiable ”’
in the sense that statements about transcendent
objects are  For whereas 1t 1s logically inconcervable
that I should observe a transcendent object, inas-
much as 1t 1s by definition beyond the limuts of all
possible experience, 1t 1s not logically inconceivable
that 1 should have an experience that 1s in fact
owned by someone else 'This does not mcan that
any experience can actually be both mine and some-
one else’s , for I have shown that that possibility 1s
1uled out by the conventions of our language It
means only that with regard to any experience that 1s
m fact the experience of a person other than myself,
1t 18 concetwvable that 1t should have been not his
but mine The pownt 1s that there 1s nothing n an
experience considered by itselt, apart from the rela-
tions that 1t happens to bear to other phenomena, to
make 1t form part of one person’s history rather than
another’s  And so I think 1t may be concluded that
the sense 1n which the experiences of other persons
are 1naccessible to my observation 1~ not such as to
make the hypothesis of their existence inaccessible
to my understanding

Once this @ prior: difficulty 1s removed, 1t becomes
possible to rely on analogical arguments to justify
beliets about other people’s experiences, the strongest
of these arguments being those that arc made to
depend not upon a resemblance 1n the appearances
of one’s own and other bodies, but upon ond’s
observation of what may be called purposive behaviour
on the part of others, and especially their use ot
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signs. And here I agree with Professor Price ! that
the greatest weight should be attached to the fact
that other people use signs which may convey in-
formation not previously possessed by oneself It 1s
sometimes made an objection to arguments of this
sort that our beliefs about other people’s experiences
are dertved 1mmediately from the evidence of their
behaviour and do not 1in fact involve any such
processes of reasoning as these arguments require
But this, though it may be true, 18 beside the point
For it 1s necessary to distinguish between the
gencsis of a belief and 1ts justification, and my
problem has been, not to give a psychological
account of the way 1n which we arnive at such beliefs,
but only to remove the difficulties that seem to
stand 1n the way of their being justified

' Vide ' Our Lvidence for the Existence of Other Minds *’,
Philosophy, October 1938



IV

CAUSALITY AND PERCEPTION

16. THE CausaL THEORY OF PERCEPTION

It will be remembered that the conclusion to which
I came as the result of my examination of the argu-
ment from 1llusion was that, while the argument did
not show that the position of a narve realist must
necessarily involve him n any logical or factual error,
it did nevertheless provide us with an inducement
to define our terms m such a way as to exclude the
possibility of our bemg directly aware of material
things There 1s, however, a danger in this pro-
cedure, m that the objects of which we now say that
we are directly aware may be thought to form a
barrier between “ our minds” and the material
world , and this danger 1s not entirely removed by
our exposing the confuston of thought which 1s ¢vmced
by the attempt to locate these objects *‘ 1n the mind ™.
For the question that will be raiscd 1s how, 1f material
things, or whatever other real objects may be con-
ceved to exist outside sense-data, are not directly
given, one can ever acquire any knowledge of theni,
and this question has to be met, whatever view one
takes of the status of sense-data themsclves The

171
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usual answer has been that one can justify beliefs
about the existence and character of things outside
scnse-data by means of a causal argument, and 1t 1s
through accepting this answer that philosophers come
to hold what 1s known as a causal theory of percep-
tion. 1 shall argue, however, that such a view 1s
logically untenable and, consequently, that we must
look elsewhere than to the causal theory of perception
for a satisfactory account of our knowledge of the
external world

What I am calling the causal theory differs {from
the other philosophical theories of perception that 1
have mentioned 1n that 1t cannot be rcgarded merely
as proposing the use of a special terminology for
describing our perceptual experience It may, how-
ever, be represented as being analogous to them to
the extent that the questions with which 1t 1s con-
cerned are lmguistic rather than factual On this
showing, 1ts purpose 1s to elucidate the meaning of
sentences of the form ““this 1s an x”” and “ 4 1s
perceptually conscrous of x 7, where 4 stands for a
person and x for a material thing  And to this pur-
pose 1t may give effect in various ways 'Thus, the
theory may be simply that ““ this 1s 2 ”" 1s equivalent
to ** this 1s caused by x 7, or clse that it 1s equivalent
to ‘‘ this 1s 2 member of a group, or ‘ family’,’ of
sense-data which are caused by ¥  Alternatively,
1t may be held that ““ this 1s an x 7 1s equivalent to
*“ this 1s caused by y ” or to ** this 1s 2 member of a

' This 1s the word that Professor Price uses to collate the sense-
data that ' belong to the same matenial thing”' CF Perception,
pp 218-7z
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group, or ‘ family ’, of sense-data which are caused
by ¥ ’, where y stands for something that would not
ordinanly 1tself be called a material thing, such as a
‘““ wave of probability ”’ or a * volition of God”
Similarly, 1n the case of the analysis of perceptual
consciousness, 1t may be held that ““ 4 1s perceptually
conscious of x 1s equivalent to “ 4 1s sensing a
sense-datum and mnferring that it has x for its cause ™
or to ' A 1s sensing a sense-datum and inferring that
it belongs to a family of sense-data which have x
for their cause’ ; or else some such phrase as
‘“ taking for granted’, or ‘assuming in virtue
of past experience ”’, may be substituted for the
word “ inferring ”” 1n one or other of these expres-
sions, or y, as n the other case, for x But 1t will
not be necessary to consider each of these possible
variants of the causal theory 1n detail  For the objec-
tion [ shall subsequently bring forward holds equally
against them all  T'he essential point to bear in rund
1s that, 1n every case, the object that 1s singled out
as the cause of what 1s immediately observed 1s not
itself supposed to be observable

It 15 to be remarked that while those who adopt a
causal theory about the nature of perceptual con-
sclousness are committed to holding a causal theory
about the analysis of propositions which imply tne
presence of matcrial things, the converse 15 not true
There would be no logical inconsistency m saymng,
for example, that whereas *“ this 1s x 7, where x stood
for a materal thing, meant ' this 1s caused by x ™,
"4 1s perceptually conscious of x” meant A 1s
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sensing a sense-datum and taking 1t to be part of the
surface of >’ If anyone held this view, he would
presumably wish to maintain that, given the sense-
datum, 1t was possible to infer the existence of the
matenal thing which was 1ts cause ; but this would
not imply that perceptual consciousness itself involved
any such process of inference And, mn fact, 1t 1s
generally agreed that 1t does not. It must, however,
be admitted that a proposition of the form “ this
1s x 7, where x stands for a matenal thing, 1s usually
intended to express the content of a perception, so
that if the percipient 1s not himself aware that he 1s
making any causal inference, 1t follows either that
such propositions are not to be analysed causally, or
else that their meaning 1s different from what their
authors suppose 1t to be In support of the second
alternative, 1t may be argued that 1t 1s not uncommon
for a proposition to be found, on analysis, to have a
complexity of meaning which 1s not explicitly recog-
nized by many of those who use it And indeed,
if 1t could be shown that there were strong arguments
in favour of a causal analysis of propositions asserting
the presence of material things, I do not think that
the fact that it did not appear to agrec with what was
unreflectingly assumed to be the meaning of such
propositions would 1n itself be a sufficient reason for
rejecting 1t

The fact is, however, that while the causal theory
of perception may be represented as a theory about
the meaning of a certain class of propositions, 1t 1s
not from considerations of meaning that philosophers
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have actually come to adopt it They have assumed
rather that the argument from illusion proves that 1t
1s false, as a matter of fact, that anyone ever directly
observes a material thing , and they have then iad
recourse to a causal theory as the only means of
accounting for the knowledge of the existence and
behaviour of matenal things, which they did not
doubt that they possessed. The important feature
of this procedure 1s that 1t rests upon the assumption
that the character of our sense-data, or whatever
objects 1t 1s held that we do directly observe, gives
us good reason to believe that they are dependent
upon external causes And 1t 1s in this assumption,
whether 1t takes the form of discovering these causcs
in material things, as they are conceived by common
sense, or, what 1s now more fashionable, 1n scientific
objects, such as atoms and electrons, or, as n
Berkeley’s philosophy, 1n the activities of a God, that
the main interest of the causal theory lies It 15
possible indeed both to deny this assumption and
still to adhere to a causal analysts of propositions
asserting the presence of material things, it onc 1s
prepared, as Hume apparently was, to draw the con-
clusion that one’s beliefs 1n the existence of materal
things are altogether unjustifiable  But such a pro-
cedure would be reasonable only it there were good
grounds, independently of any argument that involved
this assumption, for supposing that the meaning of
such propositions was correctly rendercd by so.nc
form of the causal theory  And this does not appear
to be the case
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The argument that is supposed to justify this
postulation of external causes proceeds by the
following stages It 1s mamntamned, first, that every
event has a cause, secondly, that sense-data are
events , thirdly, that one’s sense-data are not, for
the most part, caused by one’s own volitions or by
any other of one’s own conscious mental activities or
states , and fourthly, that they are not caused by one
another From these premises 1t 15 deduced that
they must, for the most part, have causes that one
cannot directly observe, and then an attempt may
be made to show how the specific character and
behaviour of these external causes may be inferred
from the character of one’s sense-data Up to this
final step, the argument 1s substantially the same for
all versions of the theory The differences between
them relate only to the nature of these external
causes and the degree to which they can be known.
'The most common assumption has been that one 1s
justified 1n ascribing to them at any rate the primary
qualities of extension, figure, sohdity, number and
motion , and ingenious methods have been devised
by means of which one 1s supposed to be able to
discover by what determinate forms of these qualities
they are characterized on particular occasions ' But
there 1s no pomnt 1n my discussing the validity of
these methods before I have settled the question
whether there 1s any reason to believe 1n the existence
of any such external causes at all For if 1t turns out
that there 1s no reason to believe in their existence,

' Cf H H Prce, Perception, pp 74-99
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the question of the means by which one 1s to ascertain
their specific character will not arise.

[ may now begin by admutting the validity of the
second and third stages of the argument I have just
set forth It 1s true that I have been speaking of
sense-data as ‘“ objects ”’ rather than * events”
But to every sense—datum, concerved as an object,
there corresponds the event of its occurrence, and
the statements that are made about sense-data as
objects could all be expressed in terms of these cvents
Such propositions, for example, as that I am simul-
taneously sensing a blue and a white visual sense-
datum, or that 1 am sensing auditory sense-data
which are fainter than those that I was sensmg a
moment ago, could also be expressed by saymg that
there 1s a simultaneous occurrence of a blue and a
white sense-datum n my visual sense-field, or that
there are occurrences m my auditory sense-ficld ot
sense-data which are fainter than those that occurred
m 1ts predecessor  And on this basis it 1s possible to
effect a general transition from the terminology ol
sense-data, as objects, to the tcrminology ot sensible
events 'T'he statement that sense-data arc cvents
may accordingly be accepted, not as a factual pro-
position, but as a proposal to use the *“‘cvent”
terminology, at any rate for the elaboration of the
causal theory

With regard to the proposition that the causes ot
our sense-data are not, 1n general, to be found mn our
own conscious mental activities o1 states, a certain
amount of explanation 15 required to show that onc
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18 justified 1n conceding it  One needs here to follow
the example of Professor Price, who draws a distinc-
tion between what he calls the ¢ standing ” and the
‘“ differential conditions ”’ of a sense-datum  The
standing conditions, he explains, are those that
““ condition all the sense-data of any one sense ”, a
differential condition 1s one that ““ accounts for the
difference ” between one such sense-datum and
another, say between  this red sense-datum and
that blue one, between this square one and that
elliptical one” And he argues, with justice, that
those who speak loosely of the cause of a sense-
datum, as 1f 1t had only a single cause, must be under-
stood 1n this context to be referring to 1ts differential
condition.! Thus, the view of those who maintamn
that the causes of our sense-data must, 1n most cases,
lie ““ outside ourselves " 1s not that the psychological
state of the observer may not be a permanent standing
condition of his serise-data, but only that 1t 18 not, 1n
the ordinary way, a differential condition In certain
cases of complete hallucination it may indeed be
possible to account for the occurrence of the deceptive
sense-data Dby correlating them with psychological
peculiarities of the observer, but such cases are
exceptional There does not, 1n general, appear to
be a regular correspondence between a person’s
sense~data and the series of his

i

‘mental ’ states
The changing course of his sense-history seems, for
the most part, as 1f 1t were imposed upon him ‘‘ from
outside ’; 1t 1s not the product of his volition , nor

" Cf Perception, p 70
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can 1t be systematically correlated with any course
of psychological change “ within himself ” This
does not prevent the psychological state of an
observer from being what I have called a standing
condition of his sense-data, but it can legitimately
be taken to prove that 1t 1s not a differential
condition. And 1t 1s with the “ causes ”’ of sense-
data, as differential conditions, that the exponents of
causal theories of perception are primarily concerned

We come then to the point that if 1t 1s true that
every event has a cause, and, consequently, that there
15 a cause of the occurrence of every sense-datum, the
possibilities before us are either that the scnse-data
tor which there is no differential condition to be tound
in the psychological state of the observer are caused
by one another, or else that they have external
causes But 15 1t, 1n fact, the case that every event
has a cause ? What meaning indeed are we to gne
to the statement that one event is the cause of
anothcr > These are the mam questions that I must
now attempt to dnswer

17 FORMULATION OF “‘ THIF PRINCIPLE
OF DFTERMINISM

The proposition that every event has a causc 1s
sometimes referred to as the principle of determinism
And this principle of determinisin may, perhaps, be
re-expressed, in a form suggested by Jean Nicod, Dy
saying that every event ¢ ot a kind £ 15 a casc of an
event of some other kind, every mstance of which 1s
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a case of an instance of E.' In this formula, the
expression ‘‘1s a case of ”’ 1s intended to imply no
more than that if an event of the one kind occurs
an event of the other kind occurs also It carries no
implication as to the temporal order of the two events,
so that if one desires to bring the formula nto
accordance with the ordinary conception of causality,
one will have to add to 1t a proviso that the event of
which e 1s a case 1s temporally prior to or, perhaps,
simultaneous with ¢  For, as the words *‘ cause ”
and ‘' effect ” are ordinanly understood, 1t 18 1m-
possible for the cffect to precede the cause, and
not everybody would allow that they could even be
simultaneous It has, indeced, been argued that this
1s a superstition, and that there can be no reason
a priori for denying that *“ the future ‘ determines ’
the past 1n exactly the same sense m which the past
‘ determunes ” the future But the answer s that
the terms * cause 7 and “* effect 7 are 1n fact applied
in such a way as to exclude this possibility a prior:
All the same, 1t can legitimately be argued that this
way of applying these terms marks a distinction that
1s of no theoretical ymportance, so that 1t would be
advisable to refashion them in a way that would
remove this temporal restriction  And with this
suggestion I shall find reason to agree

v,

U Foundations of Geometry and Induction (translated by P P
Wiener), p 227 Nicod formmulates his princple i tcams of the
relationship of ** characters ' rather than ' events > bur ths 1s
only a terminological difference

- Bertrand Russell, ' On the Notwon of Cause *', Mviticism and
Logi, p 195
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Another pomnt 1n which our formula 15 somewhat
at variance with popular notions of causality 1s that
1t does not differentiate between a *‘ cause "' and the
accompanying ‘‘ conditions 7', the presence of which
1s thought to be necessary for the causc to produce
ity effect  And the reason for this 1s that while this
use of a speaal name to refer to one among a number
of *“ jointly sufficient conditions
out an event as one 1n which the speaker 1s particularly

>

> may serve to single

interested, 1t does not correspond to any drerence
ol tunction with regard to the production of the
effect  Accordingly, the event by which a given
cvent ¢ 1s determined 1s always to be understood, in
our formula, as comprising the whole sct of con-
ditton of which 1t 1s true, 1in the cise i question,
hoth that they aie jointly sufficient for the occurrence
ot e, and that no sub-set of them 1s also suffivient
It might indeed be more accurate to reler to this
" determinant " as a class of events  But the descrip-
tion of 1t as a single event 1s conventent for the
purposes of exposition and 1s not, m this context,
likely to be misleading

It must also be noticed that the formula allows
for what 1s known as the plurality of causes I an
event ¢ of the kind £ 1s a care of another event ¢ of
the kind C, 1t tollows, taking ¢ to be the determinant,
that every cvent of the kind C 1s a case of some event
of the kind E, but not that every event of the kind 72
15 a case of some event of the kind € A second
event e', which 1s also of the kind £, may bc a case,
not of any event of the kind C, but of some event of
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the kind D, where again 1t 1s true that every instance
of D 1s a case of some 1nstance of £, but not true that
every mstance of E 1s a case of some 1nstance of D,
If one wishes to rule out this possibility of the
plurality of causes one must emend the formula so
as to make 1t 1imply not merely that every instance of
E 1s a case of an instance of some other lund of
event, every instance of which 1s a case of an 1nstance
of E, but also that this second kind of event 1s the
same for all instances of £ That 1s to say, taking ¢
to be the determinant on a particular occasion, one
must assert, not only that all instances of C are cases
of 1instances of I, but also that all instances of E are
cases of instances of € 'Thus, as | have formulated
them, the relation between the principle of deter-
nunism which allows for, and that which excludes,
the possibility of the plurality of causcs 1s that the
second entatls the first but 1s not entailed by 1t In
other words, the first makes a smaller claim than the
second, and should therefore be easier to establish
It does not, indeed, 1mply that the plurality of
causes actually obtains in nature, but 1t does leave
this possibility open  And since we have no ground
for refusing to entertain this possibility, the weaker
form of the principle of determinism may, at any
rate at this stage of our discussion, legitimately be
preferred.

The main objection that 1s likely to be raised
agamnst this re-formulation of the proposition that
every event has a cause 1s that by making its validity
a matter of there being unuversal de facto conjunctions
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between events of different kinds, I fail to take into
account the necessity of the connexion which 1s sup-
posed to obtain between cause and effect But the
reason why I do not take it into account 1s stmply
that this 1dea of necessary connexion has no counter-
part at all i the observable facts No doubt the
use of the word ** cause ”” does to most minds vaguely
convey a suggestion that events in some way compel
one another to occur  But this, as I shall try to
show, 1s the legacy of a discarded metaphysic which
can survive n a ‘* saentific 7’ concept only as a more
or less misleading metaphor It may indeced be held
that by nidding 1t of this implication, I transform the
meanming of “ causality ”” to such an extent as to make
the retention of the word excessively musleading
But this 1s a question of verbal expediency with
which 1 am not at present concerned or what 1
am now gomng to attempt is first to dispose satis-
factorily of ““ the 1dea of necessary connexion ', and
then to consider how far belief 1n the priuple of
determinism, when 1t 1s understood 1n the sensc that
I have outlined, ts justificd by the empincal facts

18 'THe Anmvistic Ipra oF NFCESSARY
CONNEXION

It was recogmized by Hume that “ when we look
about us towards external objects, and consider the
operations of causes, we are never able, 1n a single
Instance, to discover any power or necessary (on-
nexion, any quality which binds the effect to the
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cause, and renders the one an infallible consequence
of the other ”* And from this he concluded that
the 1dea of necessary connexion, which must, so he
thought, somehow be derrved from experience, was
not a copy of any “ impression of the outward
senses ’  Nor could he trace 1t to any single
‘“ internal impression ”’ ; not even to our consclous-
ness of the influence of the will. For while we are

(N3

frequently aware that ‘‘ the motion of our body
follows upon the command of our will ”’, we are not
conscious of any *' power or force > which connects
the event constituted by an act of willing with 1ts
physical consequent, nor are cver 1n a position to
be able to predict with certainty that an act of willing
will have 1ts designed result And the same argu-
ments hold against the view that our 1dea of necessary
connexion 1s derived from a consciousness of a
‘“ power or energy in our own nmunds when, by an
act or command of our will, we raise up a new 1dea ”’
Hume’s own solution 1s that * the idea of necessary
connexion among events artses from a number of
strular instances which occur of the constant con-
Jjunction of these events ”’

(1}

“ There 15", he says,
nothing in a number of instances different from
any single instance, which 1s supposed to be exactly
similar, except only that after a repetition of stmular
instances the mind 1s carmed by habit, upon the
appearance of an event, to expect 1ts usual attendant,
and to believe that it will exist This connexion,

' An Enquiry concermng Human Understanding, Part 1, section
vu
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theretore, which we feel 1n the mind, this customaty
transition of the imagmnation from an object to 1ts
usual attendant, 1s the sentiment or impression from
which we form the idea of power or necessary
connexion > If we are able to derive from a
number of instances of the conjunction of two
different sorts of events this 1dea of nccessary con-
nexton which we cannot derive from any smgle
mnstance, 1t 1s not, on this view, because of any new
factor that the multiplication of instances introduces
mto the cvents themselves The reason 1s sunply
that when a man has observed several instances of
this kind ** he feels the events to be connected 1 his
imagination, and can readily foretell the existence of
one from the appearance of the other When we
say therefore that one object 15 connected with
another we mean only that thev have acquired a
connexjon 1n our thought: and give nse to this
inference, by which they become proots ot cach
other’s existence ”’

Now 1f our purpose were to give to the expression
" necessary connexion 2 meaning that would be
substantially in accordance with ordmary usage, but
would, at the same time, make 1t refer only *2 what
was capable of being observed, Hume’s theory could,
with certain shight modifications, be regarded as
acceptable  But 1if the theory s designed, as scems
to be the case, to account for the onigin of the belief
that there attaches to the events themselves a qual:ity
or relation ““ which binds the effect to the cause”, 1t
1s plamnly inadequate It may perhaps explamn how
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we pass from the recognition that in all the cases,
hitherto observed, events of the kind A have been
succeeded by events of the kind B, to a belief that
they are, 1n fact, conjoined 1n all cases , but it does
not at all account for the assumption that instances
of B must always follow instances of A4, as distinct
from the assumption that they actually always have,
and always will How then are we to explain this
use of the word ' must > ? 'The answer 15, I think,
that 1t 1s erther a relic of animism, or else reveals an
inclination to treat causal connexion as 1f 1t were a
form of logical necessity These two explanations
are not, indeed, psychologically exclusive of one
another It 1s arguable, for instance, that the attempt
to assimulate causality to logical entailment ts, on the
part of some philosophers, a rationalization of an
unconscaous ammustic belief 1n *“ necessary con-
nexion ’  But they are at any rate logically distinct
and 1t will be convenient to deal with them separately

To say that a belief 1s amimustic, 1n 1ts onigin or
implications, 1s not always to say that 1t 1s erroneous
Let 1t be granted, for the sake of argument, that what
we ascribe to things, when we say that they act
causally upon one another, 1s something analogous
to ‘* what we experience in our own doing and
enduring 't Then, to one who 1s not an ammust, 1t
will seem to follow that most causal propositions are
false For most of themn ascribe causal properties to
things which are, so he will argue, incapable of agting
or suffermg in the way that human beings act and

* Vide G F Stout, Mind and Matter, p 1o
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suffer But suppose that one does not start with the
premuse that amimusm 1s false In that case, the
adoption of this view of causality may lead one 1o
conclude, not that 1t 1s a mustake to ascribe caueal
properties to material things, but rather that, mas-
much as they undoubtedly possess causal properties,
these things are not altogether manimate And thus
15, 10 fact, a view that has recently been put forward
by Professor G F Stout He maintains that if onc
accepts 2 Humean analysis of the evidence which
there 15 for believing that events of different kinds are
causally related, then one can have no valid ground
for attaching even the shghtest probability to any
supposed causal law. To fill the “ logical gap which
would otherwise destroy the validity of causal
inference ", 1t 1s necessary, 1n his opinion, to bring
in the notion of *‘ active tendency ”’, with which he
holds that we are made fammliar by our experience
of our own conative states The illustration that he
aives to show how he would make use of thrs notion
15 that of a stietched bow *“ We say that there 15 a
tendency for the bow to unbend ™ And this use of
the word “ tendency ” does not, so he maintains,
“ merely represent the hypothetical propositton, of
the archer removes hs fingers, the bow wnll as a matter
of fact unbend ' For he argues that 1f it 1s inter-
preted 1n this way, *‘ there 1s no reason 1n the naturc
of this mitial situation why, when the archer removes
his hand, 1t should change at all, or, if 1t does .0,

! Vide ““ Mechanical and Tdeological Causation V', restatclian
Society Supplementary Proceedings, 1935, pp 51-3
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why 1t should change 1n one way rather than in any
one of an infinity of alternative ways which are also

” 1 His own interpretation,

geometrically possible
which he puts forward as escaping this objection, 1s
that “ the 1mitial stituation 1s such that the bow 1s
actually tending to unbend, so that when the pressure
of the archer’s hand 1s removed this tendency 1s
released and, so far as other conditions permut, fulfils
tself 71 This tendency ”’, he says, ‘ actually
exists before 1t 1s fulfilled, and would exist even if 1t
were never fulfilled at all It 1s actual in the same
sense 1 which the process of unbending 15 actual

)![

when 1t takes place He does not go so far as to
mfer trom this that the bow, and all the other
material things to which he attributes *‘ active
tendencies 7’ on the ground that they have causal
properties, are themselves amimate in the way that
human beings arc animate , but he does infer that
they are somehow controlled by a mind. The kind
of tendency that they are supposed to exhibit 1s what

1]

he calls * secondary tendency ”  ““ It 1s active
tendency only so far as 1t 1s a partial factor in the
total process in which primary tendency moves
towards its own fulfilment or defeat ”’ = But, as such,
1t 1s taken to presupposc, 1n every case, the existence
of a primary tendency And o Professor Stout
arrives at the conclusion that “ 1t 1s required that
mind shall through and through enter into the
constitution of nature "’

v Ibid * Mind and Matter, p z9
VIbhd p o135
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Reviewing this argument, I find that 1t depends
entirely upon two assumptions The first 15 that
there actually are occasions on which we are justified
in making causal inferences The second 15 that we
should not be so justified unless we were capable of
apprehending that the things to which we ascnbed
causal properties were possessed of active tendencies,
mn this literal sense  Apart from these assumptions
there 1s no ground at all for supposing that niaterial
things can ever truly be said to be active, except by
way of metaphor. To return to the example of the
stretched bow, 1t must surely be admitted that all
that can cver be observed in such a casc 1s, first,
that the various parts of the bow stand i a certain
spatial relationship to each other, and then, that this
relationship 1s altered, when the archer’s fingers are
removed To read into the inmitial situation the
presence of a * real tendency ” mn the bow to unbend
15, accordingly, to adopt a hypothesis that cannot in
any way be verified Nevertheless, argues Professol
Stout, without hypotheses of this kind 1t 1s impossible
to justify causal inference  But the answer to this 1s,
first, that this demand for the justification of causal
interence 15 1tself unwarrantable, and, sccondly,
that even 1f such a justification were requirad, the
assumnption of active tendencies would not provide .t

The demand 1s unwarrantable because 1t mvolves
the application to inductive reasomng of a standard
of rationality that 1s appropriate to deductive reason-
ing only  If one means by * having a good reason’”
for believing that a particular event will occur, that
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one knows for certain a proposition, or set of pro-
positions, from which the proposition describing the
occurrence of the event can be formally deduced,
then, I think, 1t must be said that, in fact, one never
has a good reason for believing that any event will
occur, rather than any other For, whatever 1t 1s
that one may happen to be observing at any given
moment, the propositton which describes 1t will
always be logically compatible with any significant
assumption whatsocver concerning the nature of
what 1s to be observed at any other moment,
Admuttedly, a proposition describing an * effect ™
may be validly deduced from a conjunction of the

1)

proposition describing the ** cause ”” with a general
proposition which states that events of the relevant
kinds are causally connected, and there may be
some other, more general, causal law from which this
general proposition can 1n 1ts turn be validly deduced
But the foundations upon which arguments of this
kind ultimately rest must always be propositions for
which the evidence 1s wholly inductive, and for
behieving these propositions there cannot be any
reason at all, in the sense 1 which there can be a
1eason for believing the conclusion of a purely formal
argument It does not follow, however, that when
we say, as we very often do, that certain causal
inferences are reasonable, we are invaniably mistaken
For the fact 1s that, in calling such inferences reason-
able, we do not mean to claim that they are demon-
strative  What we mean, when we say that we have
good reason to believe a proposition, which 1s not
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formally demonstrable, 1s, I think, simply that 1t 1s
supported by strong inductive evidence, or, in other
words, that 1t accords with our past experience !
And if this 1s so, there 1s no sense 1n asking whetl.er
the accepted general procedure of arguing from
observed to unobserved cases 1s itself reasonable , for
in the application of the criteria by which we deter-
mine what 1s reasonable the validity of this procedure
1s already presupposed I suggest, therefore, that
the philosophers who make this demand for a * justi-
fication of induction” are succumbing, here agamn,
to the fallacy of attempting to generalize a question
that 1s significant only 1n relation to some particular
case

Returning now to the hypothesis of active
tendencies, I maintain that, in any case, it fails to
fulfil the purpose for which 1t 1s designed For let
us suppose, to recur to Professor Stout’s example,
that 1t 1s actually possible to observe 1n the bow a
positive inclination to unbend We shall still not
be able formally to deduce from this erther that the

' It 15 to Dbe noted that this proccdurc does not require that
our mumory Judgements, which supply the nectssary iformation
about the chatacier of our past expericnee, shall themsaives be
unquestionably true  Judgements abhout the past are suby ct to the
same criteria of ' rationality ” as judgements about the tuture
But our dieusion that a given judgement of memory 14 ratiomil
will always involve our assuming the vahdity of somc other memory
Jjudgements  And while the rationality of this assumption can bo
tested in ats turn, this test will atself mvolve a further assumption
of a similar kind , and this 15 a process that ¢in be continue d
indefinitely It follows that the question whether it 1s rational for
Us to trust our memorics 15 yet another nstance of the kind of
question that 15 significant with respect 1o particular cases, but
cannot be significantly generalized
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bow will 1n fact unbend, or even, in the event of its
unbending, that 1t would not have unbent if this
inclination had been absent That is to say, 1t
cannot be demonstrated that the existence of the
tendency 1s either a sufficient, or even an indispens-
able condition of the occurrence of the event, of
which 1t 1s supposed to be a cause So long as the
word “ tendency  is taken, as 1t must here be taken,
not as a covert reference to what will subsequently
happen, but only as a description of what 1s actually
present, all that 1s effected by Professor Stout’s
hypothesis 1s the mtroducing of a greater complexity
mto the nitial situation It does not at all remove
the impossibility of making a valid deductive infer-
ence from the existence of one situation to the
existence of another This point 1s important, since
1t 15 often urged as an objection to Hume that he
misconcerved the nitial situation by treating a cause
and 1ts effect as two distinct events What we
observe, 1t 1s said, in the case of a particular causal
sequence, 1s not just two separate events 1n a relation
of spatio-temporal contiguity, but a unified complex ,
we observe that onc event 1s, as 1t were, ' glued ”
to the other, and 1t 1s suggested that this gives us
reason to believe that the connexion 1s necessary
and universal. Now, for my part, I have never
observed this peculiar linking of events, and I am
disposed to doubt whether anyone clse has cver, 1n
fact, succeeded 1n observing 1t  But the point 1s
that, even 1f it were observable, this would not i any
way diminish the force of Hume’s contention that
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we cannot have demonstrative knowledge that any
proposition, affirming a “ causal law ”’, will hold
good for other instances than those from which 1t
was actually derived To make this clear, let us
represent the “link” by the relation-symbol R
Then, it may be said that the sort of observation on
which we seek to base our causal law 1s observation,
not merely of an event a succeeded by an event b,
but of the umfied complex aRb But would this
give us any more reason to believe in the vahdity
of any general proposition connecting events of the
kind 4 with events of the kind B? It 1s easy to see
that 1t would not For, just as it 1s 1impossible to
deduce, from the observation of particular instances
of A followed by instances of B, that all instances of
A are followed by instances of B, or even that any
single further instance of A4, will be followed by an
mstance of B, so would 1t be impossible to deduce,
from the observation of particular instances of the
complex aRb, either that all instances of 4 had the
property Rb, or even that any single further instance
would have it It 1s true that onc could always make
sure that any nstance of 4 should have the property
Rb by translating the ‘‘ causal law ”’ 1 question 1nto
an a prior: proposition , it would simply be a matter
of refusing to call anything that lacked this property
an mstance of 4. But this cannot be counted as an
argument 1n favour of the assumption of the “ hnk 7,
since this method could be used equally well to
prove that every instance of 4 must just be followed

by an instance of B And, n any case, the scopc of
(0]
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our knowledge cannot really be increased by devices
of this sort. For the questions which may appear
to be settled in this way, by a suitable choice of
definitions, can always still be raised 1n other forms.
Thus, in my example, 1t will still be possible to ask
whether anything that 1s known to have all the
properties that would, by definition, make 1t an
mstance of A, except the property of bemng followed
by, or having the relation R to, an instance of B,
really 1s a genuine instance of 4, and to this there
will be no logically certain answer We may define
terms as we please, but there 1s no escaping the
fact that from a proposition that merely describes
what one observes on a particular occasion, one
cannot formally deduce any proposition whatsoever
that imphes the existence of anything else  And this
will remain true, whatever view may be taken of the
nature of what one actually observes

From what I have said 1t should by now be clear
that Hume was right to maintain that the impression
of “ force” or “ effort” which a person may derive
from his awareness of his own conative states does
not exemplhfy the *
if this idea 1s understood to 1mply that 1n a causal

‘1dea of necessary connexion”,

sequence one event mevitably follows the other. For
not only 1s 1t impossible, as Hume himself remarked,
to deduce, from the single premise that one has the
experience of willing, that the result which 1s intended
will actually come about, but, even in the case 1n
which the expected result does actually ensue, it still
cannot be demonstrated that the act of willing was
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indispensable to 1ts occurrence, 1t 1s mmpossible,
with the premises available, to prove deductively
that the event would not have occurred just the
same even 1f 1t had not been willed as 1t was. There
is, indeed, one sense of the word * cause ’ 1n which
it obviously does stand for something of which we
have an ‘‘ internal impression ”  For, as Professor
Collingwood has pointed out,) we sometimes use
the word 1n such a way that ‘‘ that which 1s caused
1s the free and deliberate act of a conscious agent,
and  causing’ him to do 1t means affording him a
motive for domng 1t”  And this, according to
Collingwood, 1s historically the earliest of the senses
i which the word 1s currently used, and 1s still the
only “ proper ”’ sense But 1t 1s clear that in the
situations to which the word can be applied, i this
usage, there 1s nothing whatsoever to give rise to
the 1dea of necessary connexion, and indced 1t 1s
hard to sce how this 1dea could ever have arisen as
part of an antmustic theory which consisted merely in
the false attribution to inanimate objects of properties
that were exclusively charactenistic of human beings
To explain 1ts origin animistically, I think we must
have recourse, not to anythiug that peoplc actually
experience, 1n their relations to one another or to the
material world, but rather to a primitive superstition,
according to which external things are inceorporated
with human beings mnto a souety whose laws are
prescribed and enforced by supernatural agency

' In his paper * On the So-callcd Idca of Causation ™', Fro-
ceedings of the Aristotelian Socety, 1937- 8
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For I think that 1t 1s only by making 1t a consequence
of the metaphysical hypothests that the order of
events 1s supernaturally determined that we are able
to account for the attribution of * necessity ”’ to the
supposedly empirical relation between cause and
effect

In this connexion 1 have been interested to read,
mn an article by Dr Hans Kelsen which 1s devoted to
a discussion of this problem,’ that among primitive
peoples, and also among the early Greek philosophers,
1t was customary to think of the order that was sup-
posed to be supernaturally enforced upon the world
as being essentially a moral order And this suggests
that the original significance of the word * must 7,
as 1t occurs 1n the statement that a given effect must
follow a given cause, 1s not factual but normative.
The ““ laws of nature ”’ are conceived as projections
of the moral and political laws of human society,
and as bemng inviolable because they are expressions
of divine will More specifically, Dr. Kelsen’s thesis
1s that ‘‘ the law of universal causation ” has been
denived, historically, from a umversal principle of
retribution The underlying conception 1s that effect
follows cause as reward or punishment follows a good
or evil act, and 1t 1s thought to follow necessarily,
because these sanctions are supposed to be enforced
by a deity which, whether personified or not, 1s all-
powerful And this explains why 1t has been thought
essential that the cause should precede the effect. On

' " Die Entstehung des Kausalgesetzes aus dem Vergeltungs-
prinzip ', Erkenntnis (now The Journal of Unified Science), Band
Vit
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a functional view of causality this seems to be an
arbitrary stipulation  For if one assumes that there
15, mn fact, a universal correlation between two
different sorts of events, 1t 1s possible to infer fiom
an occurrence of an instance of either to an occurrence
of an instance of the other, with equal validity, what-
ever may be their temporal relationship, so that it
seems legitimate to say that  the future ¢ determines ’
the past 1n exactly the same sense 1n which the past
‘ determuines ’ the future ”.* But the case 15 quitc
different 1f the effect 1s concerved as ““ retribution ”
for the cause, for 1t 1s an analytic proposition that
the good or evil action for which one 1s rewarded or
punished 1s temporally prior to the retribution that 1t
receives Furthermore, since 1t 15 a feature of * the
principle of retribution ”’; not only that good must
be repaid with good, and evil with evil, but that the
amount of good or evil repaid must be proportionate
to the amount of pood or evil done, one 15 able, of
ICelsen 1s right, to account for the strange, but
widely-held, opinion that every cffect must be
qualitatrvely or quantitatively akin to its cause  It1s
this opinion that has been responsible, among other
things, for the reluctance of philosophers to admit
that minds and bodies may directly mteract  For the
ground of their objection 15 not that observation fails
to reveal conjunctions between physical and mental
events, but simply that they are too dissimilar to be
capable of being causally related The truth of thi
principle that the effect must be at any rate a

' Bertrand Russcll, foc cit
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* manifestation of the same supreme variable ' as
the cause 1s, presumably, for such philosophers a
matter of a@ prior: convention ; and, if this 1s so, 1t
cannot, strictly speaking, be rejected as a super-
stition, 1n the ordinary sense. But the inclusion of
such a principle 1n the definition of *“ causality ” can
fairly be condemned as being 1n no way justified by
the empirical facts.

It 1s, indeed, to be noted that the fact that a
beltef can be shown to have a superstitious origin 1s
not 1tself a sufficient reason for condemning 1t
And if, in substituting a wholly functional for the
still partly normative concept of causality, one de-
cides to do away with the temporal and qualitative
restrictions that have served to limit the field of
possible causal relations, 1t 1s not because the postu-
lates 1n question are unmintelhigible, but because the
use of them has shown itself to be misleading and
practically inconvenient But the position 1s quite
different when we come to the animistic idea of
necessary connexton  For this 1s not intelhgible
when 1t 1s divorced from 1ts proper historical con-
text  Accordingly, the question which must be put to
those who speak as 1f there were necessity in nature 1s
whether they really mean to 1mply that the laws of
nature are normative rules, enforced by a divine will
If they do not mean to imply this, their talk of neces-
sity 1s at best an unfortunate metaphor If they do
mean to 1mply 1t, then not only are they assigning
to what have been assumed to be * scientific ”’ terms

' Ct John Wisdom, Mind and Matter, ch w1
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a meaning that 1s at variance with modern scientific
usage , but, what 1s far more serious, they are inter-
preting causal propositions in such a way that they
can have no valid reason whatsoever for belicving
any of them to be true

19 CRITICISM AND THE RATIONALIST INTERPRETATION
ofF CausaL Laws

The argument of those who maintain that the
cause necessitates the effect, in the sense that causal
propositions express relations of logical entailment,’
1s of the same order as that which 1s used to support
the hypothesis of *“ active tendencies . The premise
from which these “ rationalists " start 1s, agamn, that
causal inferences are often reasonable , and they take
this to imply that they are deductive inferences from
ground to consequent , for-they hold that otherwise
there would be no vald reason for trusting them.
And here agarn, the answer 1s, first, that no form of
inductive inference ever 1s, or could be, *‘ reasonable ”
m the sense of being formally demonstrative, but
that, as we have already seen, this does not mean
that such inferences cannot be reasonable, in the
sense 1n which this word 1s properly applicable to
them , and sccondly, that even 1f there were a genuine
difficulty about the justification of causal inference,
the adoption of this hypothesis would 1n any case
fail to meet 1t For let 1t be supposed that I observe

' A good cypaosition of this view 15 given by Dr A ¢ T'wing
mn a paper called ' A Defcnce of Causality *, Procecdings of the
Aristotcian Society, 1932-3
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an event which I take to be of the nature 4, and that
the evidence of past observations 1s that events of
this kind have always, under similar conditions, been
succeeded by events of the nature X, and suppose,
further, that I am 1n doubt whether this gives me
any reason at all for believing that events of these
kinds are universally conjoined, or even that they
will be conjoined 1n this particular case. It may then
be put to me that my difficulty 1s 1llusory, on the
ground that the proposition that an instance of X
will occur in these conditions 1s logically entailed by
the proposition that the event I am observing 1s an
mstance of A It may be said, for example, in the
words of Mr H W B Joseph, that *“ if a thing a
under conditions ¢ produces a change x 1n a subject s,
the way in which 1t acts must be regarded as a partial
expression of what it1s It could only act differently
if 1t were different  As long therefore as 1t 1s @, and
stands related under conditions ¢ to a subject that
1s 5, no other effect than x can be produced, and to
say that the same thing acting on the same thing
under the same conditions may yet produce a
different effect, 1s to say that a thing need not be
what it 1s 7 “ But this 7, continues Mr Joseph, “1s
m flat confhct with the Law of Identity A thing,
to be at all, must be something and can only be what
1it1s  To assert a causal connexion between a and x
implies that a acts as 1t does because 1t 1s what 1t 1s ,
because, 1n fact, 1t 1s @ So long therefore as 1t 1s q,
it must act thus, and to assert that it may act
otherwise on a subsequent occasion is to assert that
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what 1s a 1s something other than the ¢ which 1t 1s
declared to be ’* Now if 1 accept this argument,
translating 1t into my terminology of events, I can
no longer have any doubt that if the event 1 am
observing really 1s an instance of 4 1t will be
succeeded under these conditions by an instance of
X, but the trouble 1s that I must at the same tune
become correspondingly more doubtful whether this
really 1s an instance of 4 For the evidence which 1
formerly took to be sufhcient to establish the truth
of this existential proposition will ex hypothes: not
be sufficient to establish it, now that I have widened
the connotation of 4 by making 1t logically necessary
that every instance of A should, in the relevant
conditions, be conjoined with an instance of X
Unless I already have reason to believe that every
mstance of A, in the sense in which I previously
understood this term 1s, not logically but factually,
conjoined 1n conditions such as these with an mstance
of X, I can have no reasen to believe that this really
15 an cvent of the kand A, in the revised sense  And
this illustrates the point, which I have already made,
that 1t 1s futile to attempt to solve the * problem of
mnduction ”’ by treating all general propositions of
law as 1if they were logically necessary Tor any
question that there may have been about the vahdity
of the general propositions can always still be raised
as a question about the valdity of the existential
propositions bv which, as a result of this procedure,
they will have been replaced
Y An Introduction to Logic, p 408
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If, now, we are asked whether 1t 1s true that causal
propositions express relations of logical entailment,
our answer must be that 1t depends entirely upon
how one chooses to construct one’s language From
the passage that I have quoted from the work of
Mr Joseph, 1t can be inferred that, in the language
that he uses, all causal expressions are treated as
partial definitions of some general term  Indeed, hus
whole *“ argument ’ 1s nothing more than an elabor-
ate explication of this fact Now this 1s not, I think,
the ordinary practice, which seems rather to consist
in taking some such expressions to be definitive, but
not all. But the proposal that we should make 1t our
practice 15 at any rate worthy of consideration If
we were to do so, we should have a language 1n which
all synthetic causal propositions would take the form
of singular existentials. We should not then be
able to express at all what we now express by making
causal propositions apply synthetically to an infinite
number of possible cases, but this would be the
only way in which we should be verbally im-
poverished So long as we were content to refer only
to the actual or possible occurrences of particular
events, our resources of expression would be neither
increased nor lessened  We should find, however,
that 1t would not be possible for us, as 1t 1s at present,
to abandon a ‘' causal law " without making a change
i our usage of words. There would, indeed, be
nothing describable as * the abandonment of a causal
law ”, except the redefinition of some term And
since 1t 1s more inconventent to have to be constantly
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altering the meaning of words than merely to discard
a series of empirical hypotheses, 1t would not be
profitable for us to adopt the practice of making all
causal expressions definitive unless we had very good
reason to believe that the concepts that were yielded
by thesc definitions would continue to be applicable
to the empirical facts , and these reasons could only
be inductive 1n character And so, the suggestion
that causal propositions should be taken to express
relations of logical entarlment, which has been put
forward by philosophers as a means of aveiding
what they supposed to be the irrational processes
of inductive reasoning, scems rather to imply an
extreme, and perhaps excessive, confidence m their
validity

It 15, however, to be remarked that the tendency
to make general propositions of law analytic 1s
actually revealed in modern science A typical
example ot this 15 to be found 1n the claim, put for-
ward by Professor E. A Milne, that physics can be
made to attain *‘ the status of a geometry 7’ ' This
point of view has been attacked z on the giound that
1t 1nvolves the unwarrantable assumption that one
can have purely a prior: knowledge of the workings
of nature , and Milne humself mwvites this objection
by taking the possibility of dealing with physics in the
way that he proposes as evidence that *“ the universe
1s rational " But the fact 1s that the question whether

' Vide ** On the Ongin of lLaws of Nature ", rublhished n a
supplement to Nature, June 1977

« Fg by Professor H Dungle  11de ** Nodan Arstotelianism *
Nature, May 1037
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physics can be made to attamn the status of a geometry
has nothing directly to do with the character of the
physical world, or even with the character of our
knowledge of 1t It 1s simply a matter of one’s being
able to orgamze the accepted laws of physics 1nto a
self-consistent deductive system, and then choosing
to treat the premises of this system, not as proposi-
tions about matters of fact, but as implicit definitions
If this procedure 1s carried out, the general pro-
positions of physics will indeed become ** truths of
reason "', in the sense 1n which the propositions of a
system of logic are “ truths of reason ”’, for they
will be the logical consequences of conventional
definitions , but 1t does not by any means follow
from this that one can establish laws of nature
a priort  For no one would say that a proposition
expressed a law of nature merely because 1t was

13

assigned a place 1n some self-consistent abstract
system What 1s required is that the system should
be realized in nature, or, in other words, that it
should be capable of being used to make successful
inductive inferences from one natural occurrence to
another , and this 15 a fact that can be ascertained
only by empirical observation, and not a prior
Let us suppose, however, that 1t can be empirically
established that this formalized system of physics 1s
realized 1n nature There will still be no warrant
for concluding that ““ the universe 1s rational ”’, unless
one 1s using this phrase merely to record the dis-
covery of a certain measure of uniformity in the
course of our experience, and in that case 1t 1s a
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very misleading phrase to use What Milne appears
to mean by saying that the universe 1s rational 1s that
‘“ given the statement of what 15, the laws obeyed can
be deduced by a process of inference” But ihis
1s merely to call attention to a tautology For by
‘ what 1s " he means that which satisfies the axioms
of his system, and 1t 1s analytically true that any-
thing that satisfies the axioms of a self-consistent
deductive system will also satisfy the theorems Nor
15 he justified in regarding 1t as in any way less
‘““magical ” that nature should realize a certain
abstract system than that 1t should obey certamn
emprrical laws  For, as | have shown, these are not
descriptions of two distinct charactenistics of nature
they are merely alternative ways of describing the
same empirical facts.

In fairness to the scientists who hold views lke
Professor Milne's, 1t should be remarked that they
do not, 1n practice, assume that the vahdity of
physical theories can be determined otherwise than
by the test of empirical verificatior  Indeed, Milne
himself has stated that ‘‘ non-verifiable propositions
about the world of nature have no significant
content ”’ * But how then are we to account for his
asscrting, as he docs, that ““ 1t 1s possible to derive
the laws of dynamics rationally without recourse to
expertence ”’ ? It may be that he 15 stmply confuscd
by the fact that it 1s possible always to transform
empirical hypotheses into @ prior: conventions, bhut
1t 15 more profitable to assume that he 1s here drawinp

' Relativity, Gramtation and World Structure, p 83
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a distinction between the way m which the laws of
nature are vahdated, or, in other words, shown to
have empirical application, and the way in which they
are discovered We may then take him to be claiming
that for the discovery of these laws one need not
have recnurse to experience, even if one must for
their validation And this may be conceded, in so
far as 1t 1s possible, logically, that a system that had
a purely fanciful origin might subsequently turn out
to be realized 1in fact But in the case where the
derived proposttions are *‘ the laws of dynamies 7,
1s the ongin of the system really so fanciful » Surely
those who construct 1t already have empirical know-
ledge of what 1t would be useful for its premuses to
entaill » And 1s not their selection of the premises
to a large extent governed by this 7 It 1s true, no
doubt, that the procedure of science 1s rather, as
Kant said, to ask nature questions than to make
random collections of empirical facts  But surely
it 15 the character of our past experience that 1s
mamly responsible for our questions being what they
are  Moreover, however much ‘‘ creativeness”’ a
theory may display, 1ts propositions are not usually
designed at the outset to be regarded as a prior:
truths. It 1s only when the theory has been very
strongly substantiated by empirical observations that
the tendency arises to make 1t wholly analytic. Nor
1s 1t always desirable to carry out such processes of
axiomatization, even where the relationship of the

1 Critigue of Pure Reason, Preface to znd edition, xun (p 20 of
N Kemp Smith's translation)
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propositions 1n question is such as to make it
logically possible. For 1t is not conducive to the
development of a science to “ sanctify >’ hypotheses,
so long as a convincing proof 1s lacking that they are
likely to remain adequate to our experience

20 EVALUATION OF ‘‘ THE PRINCIPLE
ofF DFTERMINISM ”’

It appears then that the attempt to save the
“* necessity " of causal relations by interpreting them
as relations of logical entailment amounts, 1n the
end to a plea for the extension of conventionalism 1n
science, to a degree that goes beyond what s erther
customary or useful In such a view there 15 no
place at all for any principle of determinism, con-
cerved as a hypothesis referping to the conjunction
of logically distinct events. And, conversely, T have
shown that there is no place 1n any such hypothesis
tor an “1dea of necessary connexion’ T may,
therefore, revert to my original formulation of the
principle, as a proposition stating that every event
e of akind E 1s 2 case of an event of some other kind,
every instance of which 1s a case of an nstance of E
And the question 1 have now to consider 1s whether
there 1s any good reason for believing that this
proposition s true
The validity of any such principle of determmism
has often been disputed by philosophers, but usually,
I think, for the wrong reasons For the main
objections that have been brought against 1t are that
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it 1s incompatible with the occurrence of muracles,
and, more seriously, that 1t 1s incompatible with the
freedom of the will, and to these there has recently
been added the further objection that physicists
themselves have discarded 1t in favour of a *‘ principle
of indeterminacy”  But all these objections are
based upon misunderstandings of the 1ssues involved.
Indeed, that the first two should be thought to raisc
any problems at all in this connexion can be taken
only as a further sign that the concept of determinism
has not yet been wholly freed from its theological
assoctations. For, while those who regard the laws
of nature as divine decrees may well think 1t necessary
to consider whether their author might not choose
to suspend their operations, or whether he allowed
one to enjoy a mcasure of independence under his
sovereignty, these are not questions that have any
bearing upon the scope of determinism, as I under-
stand 1t  Once we had abandoned this metaphysical
conception of natural law in favour of one that 18
empirically significant, there 1s no reason why we
should draw any distinction between the occurrence

of a "“muracle” and the occurrence of any other
event that runs counter to some accepted hypothesis
Whether such events as are commonly designated
as muracles have ever actually occurred 1s a question
into which there 1s here no need to enter For, even
if they did occur, their occurrence would prove, not
that the operation of the relevant laws could be
suspended by a “ higher power”, but simply that

we werec wrong 1n supposing them to be universal
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laws , and then we should be left with the task of
trying to find some other laws to put in their place
At present there seems, for example, to be no good
reason to correlate the disappearance of physical
deformities with the phenomena of religious ecstasy.
But a prior: this hypothesis 1s as legitimate as any
other , and, no doubt, 1f ““ cures 7’ of this kind were
common and well attested, we should find it expedient
to revise our conception of medical science But
even so 1t would always come down to a belief
m the de facto concomitance of the members of
one class of empirical phenomena with those of
another

As for the freedom of the will, there does appear
to be a difficulty in reconciling one’s inchination 1o
praise or blame people for their actions with the
belief that these actions have becen cven partly
determined by circumstances for which the agents
are not themselves responsible  But this does not
imply that for an action to be free its occurrence
must be incapable of bemng brought under any
natural law  On the contrary, an action would not
ordinarily be said to be free at all in the sense which
1s here m question, unless 1ts occurrence stood 1n
some causal relation, at any rate to some preceding
events m the personal history of the agent, for 1t
18 held that if a man acts freely, 1n this sense, he 1s
morally accountable for what he does; and a man
would not be said to be morally accountable for
actions that were spontaneous 1n the sense of bemg

completely uncaused It has, indeed, been argued
P
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that one would not be justified 1n exacting retribution
from a person on account of his actions unless he
were, not merely immediately, but also ultimately
responsible for them, 1n the sense that *“ each decision
was due to an either infinite or world-long series of
determinations of the will by the will 7, and this
has been taken to show that anyone who 1s a moral
agent must have existed for perhaps an infinite time
before his birth' But rather than adopt such a
hypothesis, for which I cannot find any empirical
evidence whatsoever, I should prefer to abandon the
moral principle of retribution, for which n any case
I feel a certain moral distaste Moreover, the usual
practice 1s not, [ believe, to require that a person
should be ultimately responsible for his actions, 1n
any such sensc as this, m order to be deserving of
praise or blame, but rather to hold that he acts
freely, and so 1s morally accountable, if his destre
tor an end to be achieved through the action is a
causal factor in its occurrence, no matter what the
other factors may be, and no matter how this desire
itself may have been caused At the same time, there
1s a tendency to ' make allowances” for people
which 1s strengthened by the belief that their
decisions depend to a large extent upon factors
‘“ outside their control ”’ , and this may lead, perhaps,
to a revision of the concept of *“ moral responsibility
But this 1s purely a matter of the standardizing of a
moral attitude , and the fact that one may desire 1t
settled 1in one way rather than another 1s not a

" Cf John Wisdom, Mind and Mattcr, ch vin
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premise from which anything at all can be inferred
concerning the validity of causal laws

In dealing with the so-called ** principle of un-
certamnty ” or ‘‘ indeterminacy
to make the mistake which Professor Stebbing has
described as that of ** supposing that the uncertarnty

, 1t 18 1mportant not

relations show that there 1s anything indeterminate
in Nature, or that science has now had to become
inaccurate ”’ ' For what this principle refers to 1s
not an absence of order i sensible occurrences
themselves, but the madequacy of the conceptual
scheme into which classical physicists have attempted
to fit them In classical physics, 1t makes sense to
say of a particle that 1t has at any gnen time a
definite position and a definite velocity , it 15 assumed
that these can be conjomntly known, and that, given
knowledge of the relative pgsitions and veloaties of
a system of particles at any one moment, it 13 pos-
sible, by means of * deterministic laws 7, to calculate
precisely what would be their relative positions and
velocities at any other moment But in quantum
physics none of this holds In quantum physics
there 1s not assumed to be any such thing as precise
knowledge of the position and veloerty of a particle
at any single moment. There 1s a process which 1s
described as that of ascertaining the position of an
electron, but this has a conscquence which 1s
described as that of altering 1ts veloaity , and, con-
versely, the process of ascertaiming the velouty hus,
as 1ts consequence, the alteration of the position

Y Plulosophy and the Physicsts, p 183
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and the more accurately either of these 1s measured,
the greater becomes the uncertainty with respect to
the other. It follows that the position and velocity of
an clectron at a given moment 1s not something that
can be ascertained with precision, 1t 1s said to be
ascertainable only with a degree of uncertainty, to
which a numerical value has been given 1n terms of
Planck’s constant £ But since “ the position of an

)

electron” and '‘ 1its velocity 7 are expressions that
have to be understood 1n terms of the operations by
which these things are said to be measured, the
proper inference to be drawn from this 1s not that
the instruments of measurement are defective, still
less, as sometimes seems to be suggested, that there
1s uncertainty 1n the particles themselves as to where
they are or how fast they are going, but rather that
in quantum physics it does not make sense to say of a
particle that 1t simultaneously has a definite position
and a definite velocity  In other words, the concept
of a definite ** mitial state ’ of a system, as involving
the assignment of precise values to the positions and
velocities of 1ts constituent particles, which was con-
tained n the classical scheme of deterministic laws,
1s one that quantum physicists have discarded
Furthermore, when 1t comes to dealing with the
phenomena which are described 1n quantum physics
by saying that electrons jump from one orbit to
another, 1t 1s not considered possible to discover
laws that would enable one to predict the behaviour
of any individual electron. The most that 1s allowed
to be predictable 1s that a certain proportion of a
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group of electrons will behave 1n a given way That
1s to say, the laws have become statistical in form
instead of causal There are statistical laws also n
classical physics, as, for example, in the kinetic
theory of gases, but it was always thought that thcse
were manifestations of underlying causal laws, which,
if one knew enough about the particular details of the
system 1n question, one would be able to discover
In quantum physics, on the other hand, the statistical
laws are taken to be fundamental , and I believe that
most physicists now treat even the ‘‘ causal laws "
that seem to hold good 1n the macroscopic field as
basically statistical  But thus 1s just a way of saying
that modern physicists have found 1t useful to give
up employing a deterministic language It may be
that, by a radical revision of concepts, one could
replace therr terminology by one that would have the
appearance of retaming determimism  But the only
justification for doing this would be that the new
terminology was the more conventent, and therce 1s
no reason at present to suppose that this would be
the case

I have now explained in what sense 1t 1s correct
to say that physicists no longer beheve in deter-
minism  But 1t 1s necessary to distinguish between
a disbclief 1n the utility of deterministic concepts
and a disbelief 1 the regulanty of sensible occur-
rences For the fact that 1t 1s found convenient not
to assign determinism to the ““ entities of reason”
which are postulated as a means of describing and
predicting the course of sensible phenomena 15 not
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a proof that there cannot be universal correlations
in the field of sensible phenomena themselves. At
the same time, the fact that physicists have adopted
the principle of indeterminacy,and the use of statistical
mn place of causal laws, does show that the “ law of
universal causation ™’ 1s not, what many philosophers
have taken 1t to be, a presupposition of science, and
a fortior: that 1t 1s not a ‘' necessity of thought ”’.
For all that could reasonably be meant by calling it a
presupposition of science 1s that scientists are bound
to operate either with laws which are themselves
causal, or with laws which, although they are them-
sclves statistical, arc assumed to rest upon a causal
basis  And this has turned out not to be the case
As for the view that the assumption of the law
of umiversal causation 1s mdispensable to human
thought, there 1s abundant historical evidence against
it, quite apart from the developments of modern
science  Indeed, the account that I have already
given of the ongin of this assumption 1s 1tself an
objection to such a view. For the primitive concep-
tion of nature as subject to a supernaturally regulated
moral order 15 plamly not determimistic in any
scientific sense  Nor can 1t be argued that, while it
15 posstble for scientists to make successful use of an
indceternunistic language, 1t 1s necessary to concerve
of the actual phenomena, with which the terms of
such a language ultimately deal, as connected with
each other by universal laws. For 1t 1s perfectly easy
to imagnc that there are kinds of sensible occurrences
of which 1t 15 not true that any of them are related to
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any other kind of sensible occurrence 1n such a way
that every instance of this second kind 1s a case of an
instance of the kind in questton And indeed I
believe this to be actually so

To some philosophers this may appear to he
objectionable, because 1t runs counter to Kant’s
dictum that the law of universal causation 1s a prin-
ciple of the possibility of expericnce But, 1n the
first place, I cannot attach any significance to Kant’s
interpretation of this principle, since he speaks of
causality as bemng both a synthetic and a necessary
relation. And cven 1if his conception of the law of
universal causation were intelligible, he would still
appear to have no reason for assigning to 1t the
status that he does 'The reason he actually gives
15 that ““i1t 1s only 1n so far as our representations
are necessitated 1in a certain order as regards their
time-relations that they acquire objective meaning !
and that *‘ the rule, by which we determine some-
thing according to succession of time, 1s, tha. the
conditton under which an event invariably and
necessarily follows 1s to be found 1n what precedes
the event” 2 For he argues that " the objective
relation of appearances that follow upon one another
1s not to be determined through mere perception ™3
on the ground that 1t 1s not legitimate to nfer from
a temporal succession m the order of one’s appie-
hensions of appearances to a corresponding succession

' Critique of Pure Reason  The Sceond Andopy (p 224 of
N Kemp Smith's translation)

* Ibid (p 226 of N Kemp Smuth’s translation)

3 Ihd (p 219 of N Kemp Smith’s translation)
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m the objective temporal order of the appearances
themselves But while 1t 1s true that not every series
of vendical sense-data 1s taken to be presentative of
a serics of temporally successive physical events,
this does not prove at all that the “ objective ”
temporal relationships of *“ appearances *’ are not to
be determimned through mere perception. The
answer to Kant’s question why the successive appre-
hensions of different parts of a house are not thought
to be apprehensions of successive events, 1n the way

)

that the successive apprehensions of the positions of
a boat going downstream are,' is indeed that the
former sertes 1s thought to be “ reversible” * 1 a
sense 1 which the latter 1s not But all that this
amounts to 1s that 1t 1s believed in the case of the
house that from a different point of view a similar
sct of sense-data would have been obtainable 1n a
different order, whereas 1n the case of the boat 1t is
believed that the order of the sense-data would have
been the same, whatever the point of view And
these beliefs refer exclusively to possible perceptions
and are founded, not on any knowledge of *‘ neces-
sity "’ 1n erther case, but simply upon past perceptual
experience 'The objective temporal order of events
1s determined principally by calculating, on the
basis of one’s own relevant sense-data and the reports
of other observers, what series of perceptions would
be obtainable, in conditions of observation which
may or may not be actually realized And this has

' Critique of Pure Reason The Second Analogy (pp 220-21 of
N Kemp Smith’s translation)
+ Ct Part V, section 23 of this book
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nothing at all to do with any relation of ** necessity .

I conclude that if there is to be any reason for
believing 1n the law of universal causation, as I have
formulated 1t, 1t must be based upon our actual
observations of the concurrences of sensible events
And indeed 1t has been argued that the number of
universal laws which there are good inductive grounds
for believing 1s suffictently great to make 1t highly
probable that every event 1s capable of being sub-
sumed under some umversal law, where what 1s
understood by a *‘ law " 1s not an analytic function,
connecting one known cvent with another, but a
hypothesis which can be successfully extrapolated
But 1s this actually the case ? Adnuttedly, there arc
a considerable number of well-attested laws which are
thought to be universal and precise, but they owe this
appearance of precision to the fact that they are ex-
pressed 1n terms which conceal the actual complexity
of the phenomena involved For when one attempts
to restate a hypothesis referring to a conjunction of
physical events as a hypothesis referring to a con-
junction of sense-data, one finds that what 1s needed
to establish the occurrence of one or other of the
physical events 1s not the occurrence of a sense-
datum of a single determinate kind, but mercly that
of any one out of a relatively indceterminate range of
sense-data ; so that the precision of the hypothesis
vamshes And this applics even to the case of
quantitative laws Consider, for example, the case
of a law of the form =z = f¢, the verification of which
consists 1 showing that when ¢ has a given numerical
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value x, z has the value y, where y 1s the appropriate
function of x In actual fact, the observations which
are taken as venfying such a law are not simply
observations of a pointer-reading y, but of pointer-
readings that fall within the range of y+e, where e
expresses the extent of what 1s called the ** probable

»

error And what the existence of this

‘ probable
error *’ must be taken to mean 1s not that one 1s
allowing tor a defect 1in the process of measurement,
since there 1s no reason to suppose that the measure-
ments that yield the value y+ ¢ are any less correctly
carried out than those that yield the precise value
y, but rather that the law 1s not so exact in 1ts
application as 1ts form would make 1t appear Let
us suppose, however, that difficulties of this kind
can be removed by defining the term “‘ sensible
event 7’ 1n such a way that all the sense-data that fall
within a given range are understood to be instances
of the same cvent LEven so, there remain many
events the occurrence of which 15 not 1in fact 1n-
terrible by the use of established causal laws 1In
the first place, there are the events that are subsumed
under statistical laws, where what 15 believed 1s not
that every instance of C 15 a case of an instance of E,
but only that a certain proportion of instances of C
are cascs of instances of E, and although 1t can
always be hoped that these statistical laws will be
found to be reducible to causal laws, there does not
i many cases appear to be good empirical evidence
for supposing that this hope will be fulfilled And,
secondly, there are the events whose occurrence i1s
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not, 1n the actual state of our knowledge, inferrible
by any means at all. The determinist may answer
that the fact that there are such events reveals only
the measure of our ignorance, and that ‘‘if one
knew enough ”’ one would be able to predict the
course of one's experience 1n every detall And
no doubt 1t 1s through making an assumption of
this kind that philosophers have come to deny the
possibility of their being chance events, except in
the sense i which the use of the word ‘' chance ”
15 taken merely as an expreswion of our ignorance
of the actual cause But 1f what 18 meant by the
proviso that one should know enough 1s that one
should know enough to be able to make the requisite
inferences, then the statement that one could predict
cvery occurrence if one knew encugh 1s an 1dle
tautology , and if what 1s meant 1s that a closer study
of the facts would actually provide us with the means
of making these predictions, the statement begs the
question at issue For what I am mantaniag 1s
just that 1t 1s not very probable that cvery event 15,
in fact, connected with some other cvent, in such a
way that one could infer 1ts occurrence from the
known occurrence of the other event by means of
valid causal, or even a valid statistical, “* law "

It seems to me, therefore, that there may very
well be chance events, 1n the sense i1 which an event
may properly be said to happen by chance when 1t
1s not true that 1t 1s conjoined with an nstance of
any other kind of event, all, or even most, instances
of which are conjomned with mstances of the same
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kind as itself At the same time, 1t can never be
demonstrated that any event 1s a chance event in
this sense, since 1t 1s always concervable that further
mvestigation will reveal that events of its kind can
after all be brought under some extrapolable law ,
and perhaps ‘* the law of universal causation ” may
be regarded as the expression of a resolve to try
continually to narrow the field of what appear to
be chance events It then becomes a “ heuristic
maxun ", laying down an 1deal of the complete ex-
planation of phenomena, which may or may not be
capable of being fulfilled

21 THF CAUSATION OF SENSE-DATA

The point to which I must now draw attention 1s
that whether this so-called law of universal causation
18 1nterprcted as a heuristic maxim, or as a not very
probable statement of fact, my analysis has shown
that the ‘‘ causal relations ”’ to which 1t refers must
always be relations between events which are
capable, at least in prinaple, of being observed To
attemnpt to make use of causal laws 1n order to infer
from the occurrence of observed events to the
existence of things that are outside the scope of any
possible observation 1s not merely to put forward
hypotheses for which there could not be any valid
evidence , 1t 1s to extend the use of the concept of
causality beyond the field of 1ts significant application
And 1t 1s this that constitutes the fatal objection to all
forms of *‘ the causal theory of perception ”; for 1t
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1s characteristic of all the theories that are commonly
brought under this heading that the causes of what
1s actually observed are assumed themselves to be,
in principle, unobservable In the case where the
external cause 1s conceived to be some state or action
of a transcendent God, the fallaciousness of this
reasoning 1s commonly recognized, at any rate by
philosophers.  For they are generally willing to
agree with Kant that the causal argument for the
eustence of God mvolves an unwarrantable extension
of the use of the concept of “ causality ' But it
does not appear to be so easily seen that exactly the
same fallacy 1s involved 1n the case where the
cxternal cause 1s thought to be an unobservable
' physical object ”. And the reason for this may
be that 1t 1s mistakenly believed that the assumption
of such external causes is a feature of contemporary
science, 1t bemng unfortunately the custom of many
scientists to speak as if scientific objects, such as
atoms and clectrons, were constituents of a special
“world ' But the truth 1s not that the designations

bal ol
)

of *“ sensc-data common-sense objects ', and
““ saientific objects "', refer to constituents of different
“worlds ”’, which lLie 1n some mysterious way
“beyond ” one another, sense-data alonc being
observable and the other " anfernble as
their causes, but simply that these designations
belong to different languages, which are distinguished
from one another, not by referring to different sorts

' Cf Cringue of Pure Reason ‘' Impossibility of Cosmological
Proof of the Exstence of God " (p 511 of N Jaump smuth s
translation)

[

‘ objects
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of real objects, but by referring to phenomena in
different ways Thus, when Professor Eddington,
for example, speaks of sitting down to wrte at his
“two tables ”’, one of which ‘ has extension, 1s
comparatively permanent, 1s coloured, and above all
18 substantial ”’, while the other 1s ““ mostly empti-
ness ’, being sparsely occupied by *‘ numerous
electric charges rushing about with great speed !
he 1s using a metaphor which obscures instead ot
elucidating the nature of the facts For all that he
can properly mean 1s that in addition to being able
to obtain the sense-data, the occurrence of which
would justify his asserting that he was perceiving a
table, 1n the everyday sense, he would also, 1n certain
specifiable conditions, be able to obtain the sense-
data, the occurrence of which 1s ““ explamed ” by
scientists 1n terms of the movements of electric
charges, and there 1s nothing in this to warrant any
metaphysical assertion about the reduplication of
worlds

What often leads to confusion 1n this context 1s
an uncritical use of the word * reality ”  Thus, 1t
1s sometimes said that what we take to be a sohd,
cxtended, coloured table 1s really only a scattered
group of colourless electrons , or 1t may be suggested
that the famihiar table alone 1s real, and the scientific
table 1ts ‘ shadow ”, or else that both are real
But all that 1s at 1ssue here 1s the choice of a verbal
convention It 1s simply a matter of specifying the

' The Nature of the Physical World, XI-XIIl quoted by
L. S Stebbing in Philosophy and the Physicists, p 55
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conditions 1 which 1t 1s to be said that a perception
1s veridical So far as the phenomena themselves
are concerned there 1s no ontological distinction to
be drawn between the sense-data that one describes
by referring to a table, in the ordinary sense, and
those that one describes by referring to the behaviour
of electrons, but this does not prevent us from
Jaying down a rule according to which the ** reality ”’
of what is said to be perceived is madc to depend
upon the conditions 1 which the perception occurs !
Thus, what 1s being asserted by those who speak of
the table as being 7eally a group of electrons 1s stmply
the hypothetical proposition that, in the conditions
which they choose to regard as definitive of *“ realicy ™',
the sort of sense-data that would be experienced
would be those that are taken as venifying the relevant
statements about electrons | and this 1s not in-
compatible with the more normal view that the
common-sense obhjects which people ordinanly think
that they perceive are real, for in this case 1t ts the
conditions which accompany such perceptions that
are taken to be defimitive of *‘ reality V', and there 15
no contradiction mvolved n the statement that, given
different conditions, one will have different sorts of
experiences There appears to be a contradiction here,
only because 1t 1s not seen that in such a context as
this the word ““ reality ”’ 1s apt to be ambiguous
The upshot, then, of this discusston of the causal
theory of perception 1s that if a sense-datum has any

' This should be read m connexion with scction 24 of this book,
where [ give an account of the principles by which T belicve that
our usc of the word *‘ rcality "' 1s governcd
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cause at all it 1s to be sought among other sense-data.
To the question, What are the causes of sense-data
in general ? there can indeed be no significant
answer. For 1t does not make sense to postulate a
cause of phenomena as a whole. But 1t 1s always
permissible to attempt to correlate any given sense-
of sense-data, with another It
may, however, be objected that the word *‘ cause ”
ought not to be applied at all to sense-data, both on
account of its metaphysical associations, and because
1t 1s 1n any case a word that properly belongs to the
terminology of material things, and with this sug-
gestion I am inchined to agree But this does not
affect my point that if a question as to the cause of a
sense-datum 1s to be admutted at all, it must be
understood as a question about the possibility of cor-
rclating the sense-datum with other sense-data, in
such a way as to make 1ts occurrence inferrible by the
use of extrapolable laws.

datum, or * range ”’

The view that sense-data are causally dependent
upon one another has been considered and rejected
by some philosophers, but the grounds on which
they have rejected 1t have involved misapplications,
or misunderstandings, of the notion of *‘ causality ”’
Thus Berkeley, who used the word ** 1dea ™ to stand
for what was immediately perceived. declared that
it was ‘‘ impossible for an idea to do anything, or,
strictly speaking, to be the cause of anything ”,
since ‘* a little attention will discover to us that the
very being of an 1dea implies passiveness and inertness
in 1t And, i any case, ‘‘ there 1s nothing 1n
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[1deas] but what 1s percerved ’. ** But whoever shall
attend to his ideas, whether of sense or reflection,
will not percerve n them any power or activity ,
there 1s therefore no such thing contained 1n them ”
In other words, ‘“ all our 1deas, sensations, or tht
things which we perceive, by whatsoever names they
may be distinguished, are wvisibly mactive . SO
that one 1dea or object of thought cannot produce,
or make any alteration in another”' Now 1t 18
quite true that what Berkeley meant by “ power
or activity”’ 1s not anywhere to be detected 1n
the objects that we perceive, but the inference I
draw from this 1s not that such objects cannot have
causal properties, but rather that the term “ cause ”’
must, in this context, be divorced from the animistic
notions of power and activity if 1t 1s to have any
significant application  And, indeed, 1n the sense 1n
which I am mterpreting ** causality ”’, Berkeley him-
self agreed that ‘' ideas ”’ could cause one another ,
for he regarded the ‘‘ laws of nature’ as de facto
correlations of ‘“1deas ” 2 Where he differed was
in retaining, in addition to this concept of natural
law, an animistic concept of causality, and in making
the assumption that every idea must have a cause
m this animustic sense  But this 1s an assumption for
which there 1s not the least empirical evidence , and
it led, in Berkeley’s case, to the senseless conclusion
that only a God could be the cause of the great

majority of our ** 1deas

U The Prinaples of Human Knowledge, ch xa
2 Cf Ihid |, chs %uwx to xaxiu



226 FOUNDATIONS OF EMPIRICAL KNOWLEDGE v

A final objection which 1t will be well to consider
1s one that has been most clearly stated by Professor
Price. He argues that a ““ famuly of sense-data ”,
which he regards as an essential constituent of any
material thing, cannot be the subject of the causal
charactenistics which are rightly attributed to the
thing, on the ground that *“ the causal characternstics
are actually being manifested 1n many parts of a
region all at once, at a time when the family 1s actually
being manifested only in one small part of 1t, so
that 1n most or perhaps all of the required places, the
alleged subject of the characteristics just 1s not there
to be the subject of them ' For “ how ", he asks,
‘““ can actual and manifest characteristics be said to
characterize something at a time when the alleged
characterizandum 1s but a system of potenualities ? ”’ =
Accordingly, he concludes that the family of sense-
data must be coincident with what he calls a ** physical
occupant ', the sole function of which, so far as our
knowledge 15 supposed to go, 1s to be the inferred
subject of causal characteristics , and 1t 1s the union
of the family of sense-data and the physical occupant
that, according to Price, makes up the complete ob-
ject which we ordinanly describe as a material thing

The way to answer this objection 1s to make clear
once again what 1t 1s that we mean when we say of a
material thing that 1t has this or that causal charac-
teristic  Let us take Professor Price’s own example
of a stone wall which 1s said to be impenetrable
How, then, 18 such a statement verified ? Price him-

* Perception, p 289 : [bid p 291
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self gives the answer wholly in terms of sense-data.
It 1s noticed that when a “ foreign famly ” comes
into contact with the family, or “ the wvisuotactual
nuclear solid "’ of the famuly, which goes to constitute
the stone wall, the foreign family does not fuse with
it, or prolong 1tself beyond 1t,' “it bepmns to
prolong 1tself 1n quite a new manner and usually 1n
the opposite direction”  This, then, 1s what one
observes when one observes something, say a tenms
ball, failing to penctrate a stone wall But 1t 1s
believed that the stone wall continues to have the
causal characteristic of impenctrability even when no
one 15 observing any phenomena of the kind deseribed.
What then 15 mvolved 1in this? No more, surely,
than that if anyone were to observe any “ foreign
famuly ’ prolonging itself up to the fanuly that con-
stituted the stone wall, he would observe that it pro-
longed itself subsequently i a different direction
In other words, the eustence of the causal charac-
teristic 1s, 1n such cases, a matter of the tiutl, of a
hypothetical proposition about sense-data, and 1t s
not i the least necessary for the vahdity of this
hypothetical proposttion, though it may be necessary
for 1ts actual verification, that the protasis should be
realized And we get the same result if we analyse
any other of Price’s examples, say that of the mag-
netized bar which 1s concealed 1n a man’s pocket

' Perception, p 278 The usc of statements rcferoing to the
behaviour of ** families ” of sense-data 1, of course, to be under-
stood only as a convement wav of refuiring to the riltionships of

individual sensc-data, which are consutuents of the ™ familes " an
question < Itd p 290
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Here, a compass needle 1s seen to be deflected No
actual sense-data of the magnet family exist, but
the magnetic field 1s actual Does not this prove that
the family cannot itself have the causal characteristic
of being magnetic ? I am sure that 1t does not For
all that one has to say 1n such a case 1s that the sense-
data, 1n virtue of which 1t 1s asserted that a compass
needle 1s being deflected, would not be occurring in
the given conditions unless sense-data belonging to
the magnet family were obtainable That is to say,
one 1s expressing a complex proposition of the form
“ p,and, 1f p, then,1f ¢, then7” And for the valhidity
of this proposition 1t 1s necessary, not that either g,
which here refers to the existence of the conditions
in which sense-data of the magnet are expected to
occur, or 7, which here refers to the actual occurrence
of such sense-data, should be true, but only that it
should be truc that if ¢, then 7 And any other
example that might be given could be dealt with in
the same way

I conclude, then, that the argument by means of
which Professor Price attempts to show that families
of sense-data cannot have causal characteristics 15
mvalid, and, consequently, I cannot accept his
reason for assuming the reality of * physical occu-
pants ' Nor does there appear to be any other
reason for believing 1n the existence of these
mysterious entities, about whose “* intrinsic qualities ”’
their sponsor himself mamntains that * we have no
knowledge at all, and no prospect of getting any ” *

U Perception, p 321
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THE CONSTITUTION OF MATERIAL THINGS

22 CONCERNING PHENOMENALISM

THE problem of specifying the relationship of material
things to sense-data, to which the causal theory of
perception has been shown to provide so unsatis-
factory an answer, 1s apt to be obscured by being
represented as a problem about the inter-relationship
of two different classes of objects There 15, 1ndced,
a sensc 1 which 1t 1s correct to say that both sense-
data and material things exsst, 1nasmuch as sentences
that arc used to describe sense-data and sentences
that are used to describe material things both very
frequently express true propositions But it would
not be correct to infer from this that there really were
both material things and sense-data, 1n the sense 1n
which 1t can truly be said that there really are chairs
as well as tables, or that there are tastes as well as
sounds Tor whereas, 1n these cases, the eaistential
propositions refer to different empinical ** facts ',
this does not hold good in the case of sense-data and
matenial things  All the same, the term ** material
thing "’ 1s not synonymous with any term or set of

terms that stand for species of sense-data It 1s
229
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indeed logically necessary that any situation that in
any degree establishes the existence of a material
thing should also establish the existence of a sense-
datum, for we have constructed the sense-datum
language tn such a way that whenever 1t 1s true that a
material thing 1s perceived, it must also be true that
a sense-datum 1s sensed , and this apphes also to the
cases where the existence of the matenal thing is
inferred from observations of its *“ physical effects ”
But it 1s not wholly a matter of convention that a
situation which establishes the exastence of a sense-
datum should also be evidence 1n some degree for the
ewstence of a matertal thing  For this depends, as 1
shall show, upon certain special features of our
sensory experience, which 1t mught conceivably not
have possessed Moreover, while a situation which
directly establishes the existence of a sense-datum
does so conclusively, no such situations can con-
clusively establish the ewstence of a matenal thing
The degree to which the existence of the matenal
thing 1s established will depend upon the character
of the sensc-data 1n question, and especially upon the
nature of the contexts in which they occur, but
whatever the strength of this evidence may be, 1t will
always be logically compatible with the hypothesis
that this matenal thing is not 1n all respects what 1t
appears to be, or even that 1t does not exist at all
Additional evidence may weaken this hypothesis to
an extent that makes 1t very foolish still to entertain
1t , but 1t may also substantiate 1t, as the fact that
there are 1llusions shows At the same time, 1t 1s to
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be remarked that this additional evidence, whether
favourable or not, will always consist in the occur-
rence of further sense-data Indeed there 1s nothing
else in which one can legitimately suppose 1t to con-
sist, once one has accepted the rule that the wourd
** sense-datum ’ 1s to be used to stand for whatever
18, 1n fact, observed. And smce 1t 15 impossible, by
any valid process of inference, to make a transition
from what 1s observed to anything that 1s concerved
as bemng, i principle, unobservable, all that the
evidence 1n question will be evidence for or against
1s the possible occurrence of further sense-data still
And from this 1t seems to follow that, even though
the term
any set of terms that stand for specics of sense-data,
any proposition that refers to a material thing must

[

‘ material thing ” 1s not synonymous with

somehow be expressible in terms of sense-data, 1f 1t
1s to be emprirically significant

A common way of expressing this conclusion 15
to say that material thungs are nothing but collections
of actual and possible sense-data  But this 1s a mus-
leading formula and one that provokes objections
which a more accurate way of speaking might avod
Thus, 1t 1s sometimes argued, by those who reject this
‘* phenomenalistic ” analysis of the nature of material
things, that to conceive of such things as houses or
trees or stones as mere collections of actual and
possible sense-data 1s to 1gnore their
‘ substantiality ”’, and that, 1n any case, 1t 1~ hard to
see how anything can be composed of so shadowy
a bemng as a possible sense-datum  DBut these

“untty ' and
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objections are founded upon the mustaken assump-
tion that a material thing 1s supposed to consist of
sense-data, as a patchwork quult consists of different
coloured preces of silk  To remove this misconcep-
tion, 1t must be made clear that what the statement
that material things consist of sense-data must be
understood to designate 1s not a factual but a
linguistic relationship.  What 1s being claimed 1s
stmply that the propositions which are ordinarily ex-
pressed by sentences which refer to matenal things
could also be expressed by sentences which referred
exclusively to sense-data; and the inclusion of
possible as well as actual sense-data among the
elements of the material things must be taken only
to 1mply a recognition that some of these statements
about sense-data will have to be hypothetical As for
the belief tn the * unity ”” and *‘ substantiality ” of ma-
terial things, I shall show that 1t may be correctly re-
presented as involving no more than the attribution to
visual and tactual sense-data of certain relations which
do, 1n fact, obtain 1n our experience And I shall show
that 1t 1s only the contingent fact that there are these
relations between sense-data that makes it profitable
to describe the course of our experience in terms of
the existence and behaviour of material things

It may seem that an attempt to carry out this plan
of * reducing ”’ matenal things to sense-data would
be at variance with my previous attempt to draw a
sharp distinction between them But the purpose of
making this distinction was simply to increase the
utility and clanty of the sense-datum language by
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ensuring that its sentences should not be of the same
logical form as those that refer to matenal thinps
And here 1t may be explained that two sentences may
be said to have the same logical form if they can be
correlated 1n such a way that to each expression that
occurs i either one of them there corresponds tn the
other an expression of the same logical type, and
that two expressions may be said to be of the same
logical type 1f any sentence that significantly contains
erther one of them remains signtficant when the other
1s put in its place It follows that if sentences refer-
ring to sense-data are of a different logical form from
sentences referring to matenal things, 1t must not be
assumed that precisely the same things can be said
about them. To say, for example, that this was being
wrntten with a ““ penmish”’ group of sense-data,
mstead of saying that it was being wnitten with a pen,
would be neither true nor false but nonsensical But
this does not rule out the possibility that a proposition
which 1s expressed by a sentence referring to a
matenal thing can equally well be expressed by an
entirely different set of sentences, which refer to
sense-data, and this 1s what those who assert that
material things are ‘* logical constructions ™ out of
sense-data must be understood to claim  Their view
1s sometimes put 1n the form of an assertion that ** to
say anything about a material thing is to say some-
thing, but not the same thing about classes of sense-
data” ,* but if this 1s taken to imply that any

' Vide A E Duncan-Jones, ' Does Philosophy Analysc
Common Sense ? ' 4ristotelian Svcrely Supplementary Proceedings,
1037, PP 140-41
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significant statement about a material thing can
actually be translated, without alteration of meaning,
into a definite set of statements about sense-data, it 1s
not strictly accurate, for a reason I shall presently give.

An objection which 1s often brought against pheno-
menalists 1s that they begin with a false conception
of the nature of *‘ perceptual situations” Thus, 1t
15 held by some philosophers that what is directly
observed 1s usually not a sense-datum at all, but a
matenal thing , so that the view that material things
must be reducible to sense-data, on the ground that
these alone are observable, 1s fundamentally errone-
ous DBut this, as I have shown,! 1s not the expression
of a disagreement about any matter of fact, but only of
a preference for a different form of language It 1s
mdced legitimate to use the phrase ‘‘ direct observa-
tion "’ 1 such a way that things like houses and trees
and stoncs can properly be said to be directly observ-
able , and this usage can perfectly well be made to
cover the case of delusive as well as veridical percep-
tions, provided that 1t 1s allowed that what 1s “* directly
observed "’ may not in fact exist, and that 1t may not
really have the properties that 1t appears to have
But I have shown that 1t is also legitimate to use the
phrase ““ direct observation ”” 1n such a way that 1t 1s
only what 1s designated by the term * sense-datum ",
or some equivalent term, that can be said to be
directly observable, and that it 1s this usage that,
for my present purpose, 1s to be preferred And one
reason why 1t 1s to be preferred 1s to be found 1n the

' In Part I
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fact, which I have already mentioned, that whereas
the proposition that a sense-datum s veridically
sensed does not entail that any material thing 1s
veridically percerved, the proposition that a maternal
thing is veridically perceived can always be repre-
sented as entailing that some sense-datum or other
1s veridically sensed Indeed, 1t 1s inconcervable
that any sense-datum should not be sensed vendic-
ally, since 1t has been made self-contradictory to say
of an expenienced sense-datum that 1t does not exist
or that 1t does not really have the properties that 1t
appears to have. And because there 1s this logical

< »

relationship between * perceiving a material thing’
and ‘' sensing a sense-datum | 1t follows that, while
a reference to a maternal thing will not clucidate the
meanming of a sentence which 1s used to describe a
sense-datum, except 1n so far as the poverty ot our
language may make 1t convement to identify this
sense-datum as one of a type that 1s ordinanly
associated with a special sort of matenal thing, a
reference to sense-data will provide a general eluaida-
tton of the meaning of statements about materal
things by showing what 1s the kind ot evidence by
which they may be verified. And this may be
regarded as the purpose of the phenonicnalist
analysis

Besides the philosophers who maintain  that
material things are themselves * directly obser ed”,
there are others who object to phenomenalism on the
ground that even if the occurrence of illusions shows
that what 1s directly observed 1s not a matenal thing,
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it 1s still not just a sense-datum. Thus Professor
Stout, for one, has argued that * the evidence of
sense-perception flatly contradicts phenomenalism ',
on the ground that to regard what 1s 1mmediately
experienced as being just a sensible appearance is to
ignore an essential factor which he calls ' perceptual

\)]

seeming According to him, 1t 1s because of
‘“ perceptual seeming ’ that one 1s able to *“ perceive
one thing as behind another, although 1t is so hidden
that there 1s no sensible appearance of 1t ”’, or that
one can ‘‘ percerve things as having insides, when
they arc not transparent ” * But while this line of
argument may have some force agamnst those who
employ a physiological criterion for determining the
character of sense-data, 1t does not affect us at all,
masmuch as our use of the word sense-datum is not
bound up with any special empirical theory about the
nature of what 1s given  If one accepts the view of
certain psychologists that there are experiences that
may properly be described as experiences of *‘ seeing
the nside of a solid object ” or ** seeing an object
when 1t 1s screened by another ”’, then the inference
one must draw 1s not that what 1s observed on
such occasions 1s ** more than a mere sense-datum ”’,
but that the character of people’s visual sense-fields
15 empirically different from what a musplaced
attention to the laws of physiology might lead one
to suppose It 1s true that the terms mn which the
psychologists describe such experiences are not

' “ Phenomenalism ™', Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society,
1938-9, pp 1-18 2 Loc cit pp 10-11
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purely sensory , but the reason for this 1s that 1t 1s
only by referring to matenal things that they can
actually expect to make their meaning understood.
We must not, therefore, be misled into supposing
that what they are intending to describe 1s anything
more than a sensory phenomenon. The statement
that someone 1s having the experience of *' seeing the
mside of a sohd object”’ must not, in this context,
be taken to exclude the possibility that no such
physical object 1s actually there.

It may, however, be admitted that not only m
cases of this sort, but in the vast majority of cases in
which one senses a visual or tactual sense-datum,
one tends to take 1t for granted that there s a
physical object *‘ there”’ , and 1t may be that this
1s what Professor Stout 1s referring to when he talks
of " perceptual seeming . But this 1s a fact that 1
do not think any phenomenalist would wish to deny
The view that material things are, 1n the sense I have
Just explamned, logical constructions out of sense-
data does not imply that “ percerving a materal
thing 7 need mvolve any conscious process of mfer-
ence from the occurrence of one sense-datum to the
possible occurrence of another The phenomenalist
1s perfectly free to admit that the sensing of a visual
or tactual sense-datum 1s, in most cases, accompanied
by an unreflecting assumption of the evstence of
some material thing But the question 1n which he
1s interested 15, What exactly 1s 1t that 1s here un-
reflectingly assumed ? And his answer, which
certainly cannot be refuted by any such appeal to
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psychology as Professor Stout relies on, is that 1t is
the possibility of obtamning further sense-data

It would seem that the best way to justify the
claim that ““ to say anything about a material thing
1s always to say something, though not the same
thing, about certain sense-data ”’, would be to provide
a number of specimen translations But this 1s what
no one has ever yet been able to do It may be
suggested that the reason why it has never been
done 1s that no one has yet devised a sufficiently
elaborate vocabulary = With our current resources
of language we are able to classify visual sense-data
only 1n a very general way, tactual data even less
specifically, and kinaesthetic data hardly at all -
and the result 1s that when we wish to distinguish
the sense-data that belong to one sort of materal
thing trom those that belong to another we are
unable to achieve 1t except by referring to the materal
things m question  But suppose that someone took
the trouble to name all the different varieties of
sensible charactenistics with which he was acquainted
Even so, he would still not be able to translate any
statement about a material thing into a finite set of
statements about sense-data It 1s not inconcervable
that someone should construct and make use of such
a sensory language, though 1n practice he would find
it very difficult to make himself understood, but
what he succeeded 1n expressing by these means
would never be preasely equivalent even to the
smgular statements that we make about matenal
things  For when statements are equivalent to one



v CONSTITUTION OF MATERIAL THINGS 239

another, they can always be represented as standing
in a relationship of mutual entailment And, 1n the
case I am now considering, this condition cannot be
fulfilled.

I have indeed already admitted that no finite set
of singular statements about sense-data can cver
formally entail a statement about a matenal thing,
masmuch as I have recognized that statements about
material things are not conclusively venifiable. For
when we try to reproduce the content of a statement
about a material thing by specifying the empirical
situations that would furnish us with direct tests of
its validity, we find that the number of these possible
tests 1s mfinite  Admuttedly, when someone makes
a statement of this kind he does not actually envisage
an mfinite series of possible verifications  He may
very well be satisfied, in famuliar circumstances, with
the single sense-experience on which his statement 1s
based , and if he does think 1t necessary to test 1t
further, the subsequent occurrence, i the appropriate
conditions, of only a imited number of ** favourable ™
sense-data will be sufficient, i the absence of
contrary evidence, to convince him that 1t 15 true
And this 18 an entirely reasonable procedure, as 1
have shown! But the fact remains that huwever
many favourable tests he may make he can never
reach a stage at which 1t ceases to be concervable
that further sense-experience will reverse the verdict
of the previous evidence. He will never be n a
position to demonstrate that he will not subsequently

* Part I, section 4



240 FOUNDATIONS OF EMPIRICAL KNOWLEDGE v

have experiences that will entitle him to conclude
that his original statement was false after all And
this implies that the content of a statement about a
material thing cannot be exhaustively specified by
any fimite number of references to sense-data 'This
difficulty could indeed be met by introducing mto
the sense-datum language a suitable set of ex-
pressions which would be understood to refer to
infinite series of sense-data But I am afraid that
most philosophers would not admut that this gave
them the sort of translation that they wanted For
all that would seem to be achieved by the introduc-
tion of these new expressions would be a mere re-
naming of material things

But not only is the occurrence of any one
particular, finite series of sense-data never formally
sufficient to establish the truth of a statement about
a material thing , 1t 1s never even necessary There
1s, indeed, a sense 1n which 1t can be said that every
statement about a matenal thing entails some set of
statements or other about sense-data, inasmuch as
it 1s only by the occurrence of some sense-datum
that any statement about a material thing 1s ever 1n
any degree veritied But there 1s no set of state-
ments about the occurrence of particular sense-data
of which 1t can truly be said that precisely this 1s
entailed by a given statement about a material thing
And the reason for this 1s that what 1s required to
venfy a statement about a material thing 1s never
Just the occurrence of a sense-datum of an absolutely
specific kind, but only the occurrence of one or other
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of the sense-data that fall within a fairly indefinite
range In other words, not only can we g0 on
testing a statement about a matenial thing as long
as we like without being able to arrive at a formal
demonstration of its truth; but for any test that
we actually do carry out there are always an in-
definite number of other tests, differing to some
extent either in respect of their conditions or their
results, which would have done just as well And
this means that if we try to describe what at any
ginen moment would afford us direct evidence for
the truth of a statement about a material thing by
putting forward a disjunction of statements about
sense-data, we shall find once again that this dis-
junction will have to be infinite !

But 1f one infers from this that sentences referring
to material things cannot be translated, without
alteration of meaning, nto’ sentences referrmg to
sense-data, one must not then conclude that to
speak about a material thing 1s to speak about some-
thing altogether different from sense-data, or that
it 15 to speak about sense-data but about something
else besides  For that would be a mistake analogous
to that of supposing that because sentences referring
indefinitely to what 1s red cannot be translatea into a
finite number of sentences referring to particular red
things, therefore *“ redness *’ 1s the name ot an object
with a distinct existence of 1ts own, or that be-
cause sentences referning to “ someone” cannot be

' Cf John Wisdom, ** Metaphysics and Virthaation ', Mead,

October 1938, pp 478-81
R
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translated into a finite disjunction of sentences refer-

‘“ someone "’ 1s

ring to particular persons, therefore
the name of a peculiar being, a *“ subsistent entity "
perhaps, who 1s distinct from any person that one can
actually meet If we cannot produce the required
translations of sentences referring to matenal things
into sentences referring to sense-data, the reason 1s
not that 1t 1s untrue that *‘ to say anything about a
material thing 1s always to say something about
sense-data ", but only that one’s references to
material things are vague in their application to
phenomena and that the series of sense-data that
they may be understood to specify are composed of
infinite sets of terms

This does not mean, however, that nothing can
be done in the way of ' analysing material things n
terms of sense-data” It would not, indeed, be
profitable to seek in any such analysis a means of
distinguishing onc material thing from another It
1s not by a verbal analysis in terms of sense-data
that one can hope to make clear what 1s meant, for
example, by ‘' a pen " as opposed to *‘ a pencil ”’, or
by ‘ a steamship ' as opposed to ““ a canoe ”’ One
can give a verbal, as well as an ostensive, indication
of the meaning of such words, but it will not
exclude the use of other expressions that belong to a
physical rather than to a purely sensory terminology
At the same time, there are certain general features
about the way 1n which any expression referring to a
material thing applies to phenomena that one can
profitably undertake to analyse That is to say, one
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may be able to explain what are the relations between
sense-data that make 1t possible for us successfully
to employ the physical termunology that we do  If I
may now use the metaphor of construction without
being misunderstood, I can describe the task I am
about to undertake as that of showing what are the
general principles on which, from our resources of
sense-data, we ‘ construct ”’ the world of material

things

23 ELEMENTARY CONSTRUCTION OF THE
MaTERIAL WORLD

The main problem which lies before me 15 that
of answering Hume’s question why 1t is that * we
attribute a continued existence to objects even when
they are not present to the senses, and why we
suppose them to have an existence distinct trom
perception Hume himself interpreted this as a
question about the sources of an illusion  He saw
that the * philosophical ' assumption that besides

)!]

one’s perceptions, which alone were directly given,
there existed an independent set of objects, of which
one’s perceptions were copies or effects, was an
entirely unwarrantable re-duplication of the per-
ceptual world , and since he held that it was self-
contradictory to suppose that any *‘ perception” atselt
could exist unsensed, he came to the conclusion that
the belef 1n the continued and distinct existence of
objects was a fallacious product of the imagmation

' Vide 4 Treatise of Human Nature, Book 1, Pare IV, scction
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What he did not see was that the relations of
“ constancy " and ‘‘ coherence ”’ between sense-data
mn which he discovered the source of this supposed
1llusion could themselves be taken as definitive of the
continued and distinct existence of objects But
what precisely are these relations of constancy and
coherence ” And how do they make 1t possible for us
to describe our sense-data, which are conceived to be
transitory and private, by the use of expressions which
ostensibly refer to substances which are supposed
to endure unperceived, to be endowed with causal
properties, to be accessible to different senses and
to different observers, and to stand to one another
n the system of relations that constitutes their being
m ‘' physical space”? With the question of the
publicity of these material things, and the way n
which 1t 1s compatible with the privacy of sense-data,
I have already dealt. And I have given an indication
of what we mean by attributing causal properties to
them, and of the grounds on which we concerve them
as able to ewist unpercetved But a more detailed
explanation 1s required of the nature of our “ con-
" of physical space, and of what Hume
called “ the prinaple of 1dentity ”’, 1n virtue of which
we denve {from successive sense-data the conception

struction

of a single, persistent material thing

An outline of what I take to be the correct view
of these matters was given by John Stuart Mill when
he spoke of physical bodies as “' permanent possi-
biliues of sensation”  He explains very well how
it 1s that ** a group of sensations *’, which are mainly
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“ conceived 1n the form of present possibilities ”,
** presents 1tself to the mund as permanent, in con-
trast not solely with the temporariness of one’s
bodily presence, but also with the temporary char-
acter of each of the sensations composing the group ,
in other words as a kind of permanent substratum,
under a set of passing experiences or manifestations”
and how 1t 1s that ** we learn to think of nature as
made up solely of these groups of possibilitics, and
the active force 1n nature as manifested in the modifi-
cation of some of these by others”, while * the
sensations, though the ornginal foundation of the
whole, come to be looked upon as a sort of accident
depending on us, and the possibilities as much more
real than the actual sensations, nay, as the very
rcalities of which these are only the representations,
But some account ts

,,l

appearances, or effects
required of the manner in ‘which these groups are
formed , and we cannot here be satisfied, as Mill
apparently was, with a vague reference to ** the laws
of the association of 1deas > For sense-data may bhe
associated, both in fact and 1n thought, in many ways
that are not relevant to the issue, nor 1s 1t cvery
kind of well-founded hypothetical proposition ahout
sense-data that enters into the conception of the
continued existence of material things Moreover,
Mill was at fault 1n supposing that, i the case of the
‘“ primary qualities > of material things, visual sensa-
tions were merely ** symbols of tactual and muscular

' An Examnation of S Wilham Hamlton's Philosophy, pp
194-5



246 FOUNDATIONS OF EMPIRICAL KNOWLEDGE v

ones ' This mistake, which was made also by
Berkeley in his Theory of Vision, may perhaps be
due to a faillure to distinguish properly between
physical and sensible space It 1s true that the con-
ception of the physical situation of a material thing
involves, as we shall see, a reference to the possible
movements of an observer, and so to kinaesthetic
data, though even here 1t would be inaccurate to
speak of the visual data as symbols of the kinaesthetic,
but this does not mean that any reference to kin-
aesthetic data 1s required for the ascription of spatial
properties to visual sense-data themselves The
extension and figure of a visual sense-datum are
sensibly ** given ”” no less than 1ts colour, and so
are 1ts spatial relations to other sense-data within
the same visual field, including 1ts *“ distance ” from
sense-data which belong to the body of the ob-
server For the visual sense-field 1s sensibly three-
dimensional. And while 1t 1s true that the data out

of which the material world 1s ““ constructed ” are
not drawn from the sense of sight alone, 1t 1s, for
those who can obtain them, the visual and not the
tactual data that are of primary importance In
either case, what interests us in the present context
1s not so much the qualities of the individual sense-
data as the relations which obtain between them, and
especially the relations which obtain between sense-
data which are constituents of different sense-fields
Now, whatever may be the difference in content
between visual and tactual experiences, 1t does not

YOp at p 237
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v
prevent their having a close simularity of structure ;
and 1t 1s because of this similanty of structure that
one finds 1t natural to regard a visual and a tactual
* construct ”’ as one and the same materal thing
Accordingly, if one 1s able to give an account of
the principles which are involved in the construc-
tion of the physical world out of ether visual
or tactual sense-data, the case of the other sense
will present no special problem, and since ordi-
nary language 1s chiefly adapted to the descrip-
tion of visual phenomena I shall confine myselt to
them

At the present moment I am aware of a visual
sense-field the contents of which I may describe by
saying that I am perceiving, among other things, a
table covered with papers, and beyond the table a
chair, and beyond the chair a section of a book-case
fastened to a wall If I now turn aside to look out
of the window on my right, these particular sense-
data cease to exist, and 1n their place I obtamn a new
set of visual sense-data which 1 may describe by
saying that I am perceiving a garden fringed with
trees, and beyond the trees the roof of a cottage.
and in the distance a thickly wooded hill  And if
I exccute a further movement, I shall find that
these sense-data too will cease to ewst, and that
others will take their place But suppose that at
some stage 1n a process of this kind I reverse the
direction of my movements In that case I shall
find that this fragment of my sense-history repeats
itself, but in a reverse order I do not mean by this
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that I shall sense numerically the same sense-data
as I sensed before, for that is excluded by the
conventions of the sense-datum language But there
will be a general resemblance between these two
sections of my expertence, so that I shall find not
merely that individual sense-data are closely simular
to ones that I sensed before, but that they occur 1n
simular contexts  In the end I shall have a sense-field
whose similarity to the first will make 1t proper for me
to describe 1t by saying that I am again percerving a
table, a chair and a book-case, related as before, but
whereas, in the previous case, the sense-field which
I described 1in this way preceded the sense-field
which I described by referring to a garden fringed
with trees, 1n the case of their counterparts this order
will be reversed And 1n whatever direction T may
move away frem my original point of view, I find
that I can always obtain a ‘‘ reversible *’ series of
this sort, beginning and ending with a sense-field of
a kind that I habitually describe in the same way as
that with which my account of this experiment
began And I find also that I am able to obtain any
number of ‘‘ reversible ”’ series in which a sense-
field of this kind occurs, not as an end but as a
middle term* In some cases, indeed, the ‘‘ repro-
duction ” of a term m such a series 1s not perfect ,
for I may have experiences that would ordinarily be
described by saying that some particular thing had

' For the importance of this possibility of * reversion”’ ef Emno
Kaila, * Uber das System der Wirklichkeitsbegriffe °’, Acta Philo-

sophica Fenmiea, Fase 2, 1936, pp 29-33 1 am much indebted
to him
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altered tts position, or undergone a change of
quality, or even that 1t had ceased to exist altogether
But all such changes take place within a relatively
stable environment  The sense-data by which they
are manifested do not have counterparts i tle
relevant strand of my previous experience, but
they occur 1n contexts that do have the requisite
counterparts ; and 1t 1s only because this 1s so
that T am able to classify them in the way that
Ido:

Ignoring, for the moment, the problem of illusory
experiences, with which 1 shall deal later on, T shall
now try to generalize this example 1n such a way as
to indicate the nature of the *“ laws of sensory associa-
tion "’ which give rise to our conception of the
matertal world 1 suggest that our grouping of
sense-data to form particular material things 1s
governed by four main conditions, which I shall now
set forth

The first set of relations which obtain between
the different sense-data that enter into the constitu-
tion of the same material thing are relations of
resemblance  For reasons which 1 have alrcady
given,® 1 am not able to say what these relations are
1n any particular case except by referring to the kind
of material thing 1n questton, but there 15 no
foundation here for a charge of circularty, since the
point 1s not that I must already have a conception
of the matenal thing 1n order to be able to discover
these relations, but only that I have no other means

' Cf Kaila, 0p cit pp 59-60 : P 238fF
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of describing them It may, however, be objected
that one’s field of vision does not always comprise
even the appearance of the whole of a single surface
of a matenal thing, let alone an appearance of all the
surfaces of what 1s presumed to be ‘ a three-

dimensional solid ”, and that there 1s often very

little resemblance between the appearances of one
part of the thing and those of another But while
the sense-data that are supposed to belong to
different parts of the same matenal thing may not
resemble one another directly to any great extent,
they do stand in what may be called a relation of
indirect resemblance, 1n virtue of the fact that they
can be linked by a series of sense-data which do
directly resemble one another For 1t 1s possible,
by making surtable movements, to sense a series of
sense-fields which I can find no better way to
describe than by saymng that they reveal partially
overlapping aspects of the thing in question, and
while there may be considerable differences 1n
content between sense-fields which are remote from
one another 1n the series, the differences between 1its
adjacent members will be very small And by this
means one can provide oneself also with a set of
sense-data which can be fitted together in the
umagination, like the pieces of a jigsaw puzzle, n
such a way as to yield a complete picture of the
object, which may never as a whole be given to
sense And there will be what I may call a relation
of ** global resemblance ”’ between any two series of
sense-data that make up the complete views of the
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object that are obtainable at different periods of
time !

That this relation admits of various degrees 1s
shown by the fact that we allow 1t to be possible
for the material thing to change without therety
losing 1ts 1dentity  But how far such changes may
go before it becomes correct to say that the original
thing has ceased to exist, and has been replaced by
another, 1s a question that 1s not subject to any exact
set of rules In any case, one’s attribution of
numertcal 1dentity to a material thing depends not
only upon the degree of resemblance that 15 dis-
plaved by the sense-data that one takes to belong to
it, but also upon one’s finding that they occur n
similar contexts And this brings me to the second
of my four conditions , which 1s, that for simlar
sense-data to be elements of numerically the same
material thing, they must, generally speaking, occur
i a similar sensible environment. 1 say ' generally
speaking ” to allow for the fact that the thmg may
sometimes move , but here again there 1s a relation
of indirect resemblance between the sensible cen-
vironments  For one’s judgement that an object
which has moved 1s numerically the same as that
which previously existed in another place mmvolves

' A very full and good account of this, the first of my four
conditions, 1s given by Professor Price in his chapter in * The
Relation of Sense-data to One Another ”’, Perceptron, ch v
But he seems occasionally to confuse senuible and phvsical space,
as when he speaks of an unsensed sensc-datum as being * hiterally
bevond ' one that 15 bemng sensed (c¢f pp 240-43), and hu stems

to have averlooked the mmportance of my other conditions, par-
ticularly the second and third
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an assumption that one could have * traced its
path ”’ through a series of partially overlapping sense-
fields, of which any two adjacent members would
have been directly resemblant. And this assumption
1s grounded on the fact that in many cases this
*“ possibility of sensation ” 1s actually realized 1
include also under this heading of the constancy of
the sensible cnvironment the criterion of a thing’s
self-identity which consists 1n 1ts retaining the same
causal properties For this amounts only to a
temporal extension of the context for which the
sumularity 15 required

Now were this condition of the recurrence of
stmtlar contexts not, in fact, fulfilled 1n our experi-
ence, as 1t concervably might not have been, we
should not have any grounds for identifying partic-
ular mater1al things 1n the way that we do. Given
the necessary resemblances between sense-data, we
should be able to find a use for words that stand for
different species of material things, but unless such
sense-data occurred, as they actually do, m a
relatively constant sensible environment, we should
not, with our current rules of self-identity, be able
to distinguish particular instances of these species
and assign to each of them an individual history
Moreover, our conceptton of these things as enduring
through time, and occupying definite positions 1n
‘“ physical space " 1nvolves the fulfilment of a further
condition , which 1s that the relevant sorts of sense-
data should be systematically reproducible in the
way that was indicated by my illustration To
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prov1de a more imaginative illustration, which may
help to show how this condition operates, I shall
now have recourse to a different class of sense-data,
the phenomena of sounds For Caliban “ the 1sle
was full of noises ”” which he was not able to identify
as the *‘ effects ”’ of any physical sources , and one
may assume that the noises came to hum 1n patterns
and that these patterns were fairly constantly re-
peated, 1n the ordinary sense 1n which a song may be
said to be repeated when the singer gives an encore
But suppose that the sounds exhibited a more
extensive uniformity, the sort of uniformity that 1s
actually displayed by visual and tactual sense-data
i our everyday experience. Imagme a Caliban,
devoid of the senses of sight and touch, but endowed
with highly differentiated kinaesthetic sensations, n
terms of which he was able to distinguish different
directions of movement , and suppose that he found
that with every kinaesthetic series, which constituted
his movement ““ from one place to another ", there
was associated a special type of auditory series which
was reinstated 1n a reverse order when the direction
of his movements was reversed In that case 1t
would be natural for him to construct a *“ physical
space ”’ of sounds and to concetve of them as persist-
g n 1t unheard, just as out of visual and tactual
sense-data we construct a physical space which we
people with persistent sensibtha m the form of
material things He would say that a sound which
he heard on different occasions was the same, not
merely in the qualitative sense of sameness in which
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a musician who gives an encore may be said to play
the same tune as before, but 1n a numerical sense
analogous to that in which I may say of the pen with
which I am now writing that 1t 1s the same as that
with which 1 was writing yesterday If he were
addicted to philosophizing he might even come to

distinguish between auditory sense-data, or *‘ 1deas
of sound ”’, which he would regard as momentary
objects, 1incapable of existing unpercerved, and
auditory things, to which he would attribute ““a
continued and distinct existence ”’, and then he
mught perplex himself with the question how the
existence of these things could be inferred from the
occurrence of the sense-data, which alone were
directly given. And this would not be a more
artificial problem than that which the peculiar
structure of our visual and tactual experience has
actually led philosophers to rase about *“ our know-
ledge of the external world ™

For us there 1s no problem of the self-identity of
particular sounds since we do not subject them, any

more than we subject tastes or smells, to the category

' Kaila (op ot pp 35-9) makes use of a similar example  But
he secms to suggest thal a person wheo constructed a world of
auditory things, in such conditions as | have desciibed, would be
subject to an 1llusion, and says that ** we can laugh at hus naivety,
because we possess a more comprehensive sense, our sense of sight,
which aftords us a sumultaneous conspcctus of our blind man’s
world, while he can apprehend 1t only in the form of an acousti-
cal hinaesthetic succession” 1 should say, however, that the
construction of auditory things was a correct and reasonable way
for my Caliban to dcscribe his experience, and that the possession
of a mere comprehensive sense of sight would not necessarily make
any difference in this context, except mn so far as 1t mtroduced a
problemn about the relanonship ot visual and auditory ** space
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of substance. We find 1t more convenient to regard
the data of these senses as adjectival to the visuo-
tactual constructs to which, on the basis of observed
correlations, they are referred as qualities or effects
It 1s true that we do allow ourselves to speak of a
sound as existing unsensed, 1n cases where we
believe that 1f someone were to be in the relevant
position he would be hearing 1t; but we do not
admut the possibility of hearing numerically the same
sound on different occasions, 1n the sense in which
we suppose that we are able to perceive numerically
the same material thing. If we speak of “ hearing
the same sound 1t 1s only 1n an analogous sense to
that in which we speak of *‘ seemng the same colour ”
or ‘ teeling the same pain ” We do not identify
the sound as a particular with any one that has been
heard before or could be heard after What we
mean by saying that 1t 1s the same sound as one that
15 heard on some other occasion 15 that 1t exhibits
the same character, or, 1in other words, that 1t 15 a
ditferent particular instance of the same ** umversal .
The criterion 1n this case 1s simply that ot qualitauve
resemblance.  And the reason why we do not find
1t useful to substantialize sounds, 1in the way that we
substantialize groups of visual and tactual scnse-
data, 1s that the condition of *‘ systematic reproduc-
tron ” 1s not fulfilled 1 the requistte way by auditory
sense-fields  But 1t 1s easy to concerve that it might
have been fulfilled by them, just as 1t 1s casy to
concerve that 1t mught not have been fulfilled in the
case of our visual and tactual experiences It 15 a
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contingent fact that any domain of sense-experience
possesses the structure that makes 1t convenient for
us to apply to 1t the language that we do

At this point 1t may be objected that the fact that
one does not make substances out of auditory scnse-
data proves that I was wrong to accept Mill’s doctrine
of * permanent possibilities of sensation ”. For if
this, 1t may be said, 1s to be taken as the criterion of
** continued and distinct existence ”’, then the world
must be literally much more *‘ full of noises ”’ than
1t 1s supposed to be For example, I am not now
hearing the sound of my front-door bell ; nor do 1
believe that 1t 1s being heard by anyone else, but I
have good reason to believe the hypothetical proposi-
tion that 1f at any time I were to have such expert-
ences as are associated with nnging this bell, T
should then have the sensation of hearing 1t; and
this would apply to a multitude of other sounds that
are not actually believed to exist And the same
objection can be raised in with regard to visual
sense-data  For example, 1t 1s a ‘' conditional
certamty "’, in Mill’s sense,' that if at any time I
werce to have such experiences as would constitute
my heating the water in my kettle to boiling point, I
should then obtain some visual sense-data which I
might describe by saying that I was seeing steam
issuing from 1t , yet while 1 believe that the kettle
exists unpercerved, I do not believe this to be true
of the steam But this difficulty 1s met by the

' Vide An Examination of Sir Willlam Hamnlton's Philosophy,
p 193
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introduction of my fourth condition, which s, that
for a permanent possibility of sensation to be
defimtive of the continued and distinct existence of
a material thing, its realization must be viewed as
depending, apart from the fulfilment of the * stand-
ing conditions *” which are required for the occurrence
of any sense-data of the relevant sense,! only upon
the movements of the observer. Thus I believe that
the kettle now exists because I believe that if I were
in the appropriate position, at which I could arnive
by carrying out a given series of movements, I
should be experiencing a visual or tactual sense-
datum of 1t, but I do not believe this to be true
of the steam, and therefore I do not believe that 1t
now exists The reference to what I have called
the * standing conditions ”’, such as the state of the
light or of the nervous system of the observer, 1s not
of importance 1n this context , for they are present
also 1n the case where a permanent possibility of
sensation 1s not taken to be constitutive of a persistent
material thing , and they are not thercfore relevant
to the problem of distinguishing between this case
and the other Nor does the consideration of thesc
standing conditions carry us outside the domain of
actual and possible sense-data  For the belief in the
necessity of these conditions may be founded on the
observation, 1n particular cases, that unless sense-
data that verify the piesence of these conditions are
obtainable, other sense-data of the relevant sense do
not occur, or elsc upon the observation that the
' Vide p 161
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others vary in accordance with them. And then
these conclusions are legitimately generalized so as
to cover even the occurrence of the sense-data that
at any given moment are constituttve of the state of
the conditions themselves

As for the observer’s awareness of his own move-
ments, 1t 15 based upon kinaesthetic sensations,
supplemented by the evidence of sight and touch ,
and this evidence consists in the fact that members
of the group of resemblant sense-data which are
elements of the observer’s body are found to succeed
one another 1n a changing visual and tactual environ-
ment It mught be thought that a reference to the
changes in the sensible environment would be
suffictent, without our having to bring 1n any
kinaesthetic sense-data, or even any visual or tactual
sense-data of the observer’s body And this 1s, for
example, the view of Professor Price, who maintains
that ““ a purely visual being, 7 ¢ one having no sense
but sight, could know that he had a point of view
and that he was changing 1t thus and thus ”’, and
further that ““ a visual percipient without any body
at all could have a pomnt of view and change 1t just
as we can ”.' But to arrive at this conclusion he
has to assume that his visual percipient 1s able to
know that the sense-data which he successively ex-
periences are constituents of different * standard
solids ”’, which are situated at different places in
physical space , and I do not think that this assump-
tion 1s justifiable For I think that it s only by

' Perception p 255
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correlating such sense-data, in the manner I have
described, with the series of his movements that he
would be able to construct the physical system at
all ; so that his original grounds for believing that
he was altering his pomnt of view could not consist
solely 1n his observation of the changes i his
environment  Once he had constructed the physical
system, he would indeed be able to make use of 1t
for his own ornentation, and to conceive of its
physical constituents as maintaining their relative
spatial positions independently of any movements
that he or any other observer might actually execute.
But this does not mean that we can dispense with
our reference to the observer’s movements in giving
an account of the principles that enter into this
‘ construction ”’ 1tself.

1 hold, then, that the main features of the structure
of our visual experience which give rise to our con-
ception of material things are, first, the relations
of resemblance between individual sense-data
secondly, the comparative stability of the contexts
m which these resemblant sense-data occur , thirdly,
the fact that the occurrence of such sense-data 1s
systematically repeatable, in the way I have tried to
indicate, and fourthly, the dependence ol this
repetition upon the movements of the observer
These features are reproduced, albert less clearly, 1
the structure of our tactual experience, and 1t 15,
as I have said, this structural correspondence that
makes 1t possible for us to combine our visual and

tactual constructs to form particular material things
S2
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Once one has accounted for the attribution of
‘““continued and distinct existence ”’ to material
things, 1t 1s not very difficult to sketch out an
analysis of our conception of physical space The
main problem here 1s to explain how the spatial
relations that are ‘‘ given ”’ as obtaining between
different constituents of single sense-fields can be
used to define the relative positions of different
matenal things, even when these are not capable of
being simultaneously perceived And for this I shall
have recourse to a simple example Consider the
case of two material things 4 and N, which are
concerved to be situated at places that are physically
accessible from one another, but at such a distance
that 1t 1s impossible to see them both at once It
follows that no sense-datum a of 4 will ever be
observed to stand 1n a direct spatial relationship to
any sense-datum m of M  But, by carrying out a
suitable series of movements, 1t will be possible to
obtain a series of ‘‘ partially overlapping "’ sense-
fields such that a 1s observed to stand in the spatial
relation 7 to another sense-datum b, a sense-datum of
the same kind as b 1s observed to stand 1n the relation
7 to another sense-datum ¢, a sense-datum of the
same kind as ¢ 1s observed to stand in the relation
to another sense-datum d, and, finally, to omut the
intervening stages of the process, a sense-datum of
the same kuind as / 1s observed to stand in the relation
r tom Then, just as the groups of transient sense-
data of which a and m are representatives are trans-
formed, 1n accordance with the principles I have
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described, 1nto the persistent matenal things A and
M, so the relation r 1s transformed into the higher
order relation R, which 1s supposed to obtain
between material things even when no actual sense-
data of them are being observed to be related by 7,
and even 1n cases where the possibility of linking
the relevant sense-data consists, not in the power
to observe a direct relation between them, but only
in the power to establish an indirect relation such
as obtained between a and m in my example. And
thus one arrives at the conception of M as standing
in the directton R from A4, and also, since this
process of spatial linking 1s reversible, at that of 4
as standing 1n the converse direction to R from M
The next step 1s to remove the restriction which I
described by saying that M was physically accessible
from A, by allowing that M may be said to stand in
the direction R from A even when the establishment
of the indirect relation between the relevant sense-
data, though possible 1n principle, 1s, as the result
of some hindrance to the movements of the observer,
incapable of being realized 1n fact

Now, 1t 1s characteristic of the sense-given spatial
relations with which we are here concerned, first,
that 1f a sense-datum x stands 1n any such relauon 7
to another sense-datum y, then 1t 1s not the case that
¥ also has r to x, secondly, that 1f, within a single
sense-field, x has 7 to y and y has 7 to another sense-
datum z, then x has 7 to z, and thirdly, that every
sense-datum 1s erther directly related by 7 to another
constituent of the same sense-field, or, if 1t 1s one
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of the data by which the field i1s bounded, 1s indirectly
related by 7, in the manner I have explained, to some
constituent of an ‘' adjoining ” field And these
structural properties of being asymmetrical, transitive
and connected are assigned also to R, and to all the
other higher order relations that are modelled on
sense-given spatial relations, in the way that R 1s
modelled on » Consequently, one comes to hold
that if any material thing X stands 1n any direction
S from any other matenal thing Y, then Y does not
stand 1n the direction S from X but in the converse
direction , that if X stands in the direction S from
Y, and Y stands in the direction S from a third
thing Z, then X stands in the direction S from Z,
and further, that there is always some material thing
that stands in any given direction from any given
material thing ' And I believe that this is all that 1s
essentially involved in the ordmary conception of
physical space.

It appears then, if my account of this matter 1s
even substantially correct, that our conception of
material things as having a continued and distinct
existence 1n physical space, so far from involving
any a prior: intuition, can be derived from purely
empirical and contingent features of our visual,
tactual and kinaesthetic expertences 2 I have found
1t convenient to deal with this problem as if it were
a question of constructing one sort of objects out of

' Cf Kaila, 0p cit pp 44-9

2 With regard to physical space, this point 1s well brought out
by Henn Poincaré 1n his ** L’Espace et la Géométrie ’', La Science
et I' Hypothése, ch 1v
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another , but, strictly, it should be viewed as a
problem about the reference of words For what
my construction of the physical world amounts to
is a very general and simplified description of the
main assumptions about the structure of phenomena
that are involved in the everyday use of physical
terms.

24 APPEARANCE AND REALITY

That the course of our sense-experience 1s not
completely uniform 1s shown by the fact that the
world of material things 1s found to be subject to
change But it 1s not always the case that a break 1n
the uniformity of our sense-data is taken as a sign
of an objective change in the material world For
we sometimes find that the perceptions to which the
‘“ discordant ” sense-data give rise are qualitatively
or existentially delusive, we find that the sense-
data endow material things with qualities that they
do not really possess, or even that the matertal things
that they seem to present do not exist at all  But
how can one distinguish these cases from the others ?
By what criteria does one determine whether or not
a sense-datum presents a material thing as 1t really
15?7 We may dispose of the case of existentially
delusive perceptions by referring to the foregoing
analysis of the constitution of material things For
we may say that the occasions where a percepfion Is
held to be existentially delusive are those on which
the form or the context of a sense-datum would
lead one to assume that 1t belonged to a group of
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sense-data of the kund I have been describing,
whereas, 1n fact, one’s expectation of being able to
sense further members of the group would not be
capable of being fulfilled. But what of the per-
ceptions that are held to be qualitatively delusive ?
In this case, the sense-datum on which the perception
18 based does belong to a group which 1s constitutive
of a material thing, but 1t 1s not an “ honest ”
representative of the group, inasmuch as its pre-
sentation of the material thing 1s 1n some manner
incorrect  If one 1s deceived by it, one will attribute
to the thing some character that it does not really
have. If one 1s not deceived one may say that the
thing really has the character x, but that 1t appears
to have the character y. Accordingly, the problem
1s to discover what differences among sense-data
underlie this particular distinction between ‘“ appear-
ance ’ and “ reality ”. And to answer this will be
to furmish an explanation of the use of the word
“real” as 1t 1s applied to the characteristics of
material things.

It has already been made clear that the distinction
between real and apparent charactenstics does not
enter mto the domain of sense-data themselves.:
Nor 1s there anything 1n a sense-datum, considered
wholly by itself, by which one can decide whether
or not it presents a material thing as 1t really is
Suppose that one has the experience of perceving a
round coin which looks elliptical, or that of perceiving
a red flower which looks purple. One can describe

! Vide Part 11
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these experiences by saying that one of them com-
prises the occurrence of a sense-datum which really
1s elliptical, and the other the occurrence of a sense-
datum which really s purple In neither case,
however, does the relevant material thing really have
the characteristic that the sense-datum makes 1t
appear to have But the reason tfor this cannot lie
simply 1n the qualities of the sense-data, for it may
well be the case that sense-data with these quahties
are not deceptive 1n this way at all This particular
coin, which looks elliptical, may really be round,
and this particular flower, which looks purple, may
really be red, but it 1s not impossible that a thing
that looked elliptical should really be elliptical, or
that one that looked purple should really be purple
And, conversely, 1n the cases where a sense-datum
does present the real character of the matenal thing
which 1s constituted by the group to which 1t belongs,
1t 1s always possible that on other occasions a sense-
datum of the same quality may not be a faithful
representative of its group  But if this distinction
does not depend upon a difference 1n the intrinsic
qualities of sense-data, it must depend upon a
difference 1n their relations And so we must (ry to
discover what 1s the spccial relationship i which a
sense-datum must stand to other sense-data, if 1t 15
to be accounted a bearer of the real character of the
relevant matenal thing

The first expedient that suggests itself 1s to look
for our criterion 1n the nature of the context in which
the sense-datum occurs. For one 1s inclined to think
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that the reason why a perception 1s qualitatively
delusive is to be found 1n the accompanying con-
ditions , that a thing appears, for example, to have
a different shape from that which 1t really has
because it 1s seen from an abnormal angle, or that
its colour s falsified because it 1s seen 1n an 1m-
perfect light Accordingly, one might attempt to
give a general description, in terms of sense-data,
of what are conventionally taken to be preferential
conditions , and then one might say that the sense-
data that were bearers of the real characters of the
materal things to which they belonged were those
that occurred 1n conditions of this sort Thus, the
real shape of the material thing might be defined
by a reference to the shape of sense-data that were
1n a certain spatial relationship to sense-data belong-
ing to the observer’s body , or its real colour might
be defined by a reference to sense-data that occurred
in sense-fields displaying a relatively high degree of
illumination, where the degree of illumination would
be taken as a sensory characteristic of the field But
while this method may lead to correct results so far
as 1t goes, 1t 1s not altogether satisfactory One
difficulty is that these preferential conditions are not
the same for every kind of matenal thing. Thus, to
take only one obvious example, the choice of an
opumal distance from which to view an object
depends to some extent upon the object’s size. Let
us assume, however, that the different cases can be
classified in such a way that 1t 1s possible to specify
the contexts that determune the selection of the
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correct sense-data out of any given group. Even 80,
there will remain the further objection that this
process of selection 1s made to seem entirely arbitrary.
Admittedly, the attribution of the charactenistics of
certain members of a group of sense-data to the
material thing which 1s supposed to be constituted
by the group as a whole is 2 matter of convention
But surely this convention serves some empirical
purpose ? Must there not be some reason why the
sense-data that occur 1n special sorts of contexts are
gven this preference over the other members of
their groups ?

I think that there 1s a reason, and that 1t consists
in the fact, which some philosophers have re-
cognized,’ that the privileged sense-data are found
to be the most reliable members of the groups to
which they belong, 1in the sense that they have the
greatest value as sources of prediction Thus, 1f 1
have obtamned from my past experience a knowledge
of the general feature of certain sequences of sensc-
data which may be described as the blurring of
objects as their distance from the observer increases
beyond a certain point, I am able from a near view
of an object to infer how it will look from farther
off ; but 1f I am seeing an object for the first time
from a considerable distance, I am not able, by the
use of any general laws of perspective, to infer with
the same degree of accuracy how 1t will look from
near at hand. Or agamn, if I am placed ** too near ”
the object, I am not able, 1f I am seeing 1t for the

t Eg Kaila, op cit pp 22-9, and Price, op il p 211
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first time to infer precisely what sense-data of it
will be presented if I go a little farther away, but
if 1 start with the sense-data that are obtained from
this more remote position, together with a knowledge
of the manner of the blurring of appearances that
accompanies a decrease of distance from such a
point, I can more accurately calculate what sense-
data will be obtained 1if I approach the object more
nearly And similar distinctions can be drawn among
the sense-data that belong to the other relevant types
of series, such as those that accompany variations in
the ight Thus, to take a negative example, the
use of dark glasses 1s held to be a distorting medium
in respect of colour, because the sense-data of colour
that occur under this condition have a mummal
predictive value, for if one sees an object for the
first time through dark glasses, one cannot at all infer
what shade of colour 1t will appear when the glasses
are removed The choice of the preferential con-
ditions may not be the same for every kind of
material thing , but 1t will be governed by the
general rule of giving preference to the sense-data
that are the most reliable, 1 the foregoing sense.
And so we come to conceive of these sense-data as
the “ standard ” members of theirr groups, from
which the others systematically deviate.! And 1t 1s

* Cf Price, op ct pp 209-15 But he 15 mustaken 1n sup-
posing that ** the fact that common sense 1s trying to state when 1t
savs that x 1s the real quality of a material thing M " 1s merely
that the relevant qualities of the sense-data which belong to M
can be made to formm a unity of system with x as its centre For
this can be achicved even when x 15 net the real quality of the
matenial thing Thus his criterion does not enable one to dis-
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by reference to them that we determune the real, as
opposed to the merely apparent, charactenstics of
the material thing which 1s constituted by the group
in question. Generally spealung, the privileged
sense-data 1n relation to colour are those that, in
comparison with the other members of their groups,
are the most conspicuously differentiated 1n this
respect from the other constituents of their sense-
fields, 1n relation to shape, they are those that
combine the greatest specific detail with the most
clearly defined outlne And this means that their
greater reliability 1s not evinced only 1n relation to
other members of their groups For they will also
be the ones that are the least likely to betray us into
the incorrect predictions which are involved in what
1s described as the mustaking of one material thing
for another.

I have chosen my examples from the sense of
sight because, as I have already pomnted out, 1t 1s,
for those who are able to obtain them, thc visual
data that play the predominant réle in the construc-
tion of the matenal world But the same principles
govern our application of the distinction between
appearance and reality to the physical qualities that
are manifested to the other senses Thus, if I wish
to determine the real character of a person’s voice,
I do not take as my standard the sense-data that [
obtain when T hear 1t over a defective telephone, or

tinguish between the case of a thing which 15 rcally round but
sometimes looks elliptical, and that of a thing which 1s reclly
elliptical but sometimes look round Ilis error 1s that he neglocts
to make any reference to the contexts 1n which the sense-data oceur
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from a considerable distance, for they may have
relatively small predictive values 1n comparison with
certain other sense-data which, 1n virtue of their
common association with a single visuo-tactual con-
struct, are assigned to the same auditory group
And 1t 1s for a similar reason that if 1 wished to
determine how a thing really tasted, I should not
rely on the sense-data which I obtained when I had a
severe cold , or that if my finger-tips were severely
burned, I should not regard the tactual sense-data
which I then obtained as indicative of the tactual con-
sistency which really characterized the material thing
in question In none of these cases 1s 1t significant
to say that the sense-data which occur in such
abnormal conditions are themselves in any way
llusory But they may be judged to give a false
impression of the material things with which they
are associated, nasmuch as they fall short of the
standard of rehabihty which 1s set by certain other
members of their groups

It 1s characteristic of the domain of tactual sense-
data that whule it 1s poorer 1n content than the visual
domain, there 1s a sense 1in which it may be said to
exhibit a greater measure of uniformity. For 1n the
groups of tactual sense-data which help to constitute
particular material things there tend to be fewer
distortion series than in the groups which are their
visual counterparts And no doubt 1t 1s this that
has led certain philosophers to identify the real
characteristics of material things with those that are
manufested to the sense of touch But this 1s to
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overlook the fact that 1llusions of touch, though less
common than illusions of sight, do nevertheless
occur. And the refusal to make use of any visual data
whatsoever 1n determining the real characteristics of
material things 1s a plain departure from ordinary
usage, and surely an unjustified impovenshment of
our conception of the material world

It 1s true, however, that this factor of sensible
constancy, which is especially charactenistic of tactual
sense-data, 1s one to which we do attach very great
importance For it 1s this that leads to the introduc-
tion of a superior criterion of the reality of certain
physical characteristics, the criterion of measure-
ment The use of the word “ reality " which here
comes 1nto question 1s of a different order from that
which I have so far been constdering For I have
been concerned with the cases m which the deter-
mination of what 1s phyélcally real consists In
ascribing the sensible characteristics of certain
privileged members of a group of sense-data to the
group as a whole. But m the case where a numerically
measurable value 1s given to what 15 held to be a
real characteristic of a material thing, this char-
acteristic 1s not manifested by any idividual sense-
datum of the group which constitutes the materral
thing in questton For the process of measurement
is not a matter of discrimination within the group,
but of correlating members of the group with those
of another Thus, in the case of a simple measure-
ment of length, 1t 1s a matter of correlating visual or
tactual sense-data which belong to the object that 1s
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being measured with visual or tactual sense-data
which belong to the group that constitutes the measur-
ing instrument  But even so the underlying principle
that governs this use of the word ““ real ” 1s the same
as 1n the other case For it 13 charactenstic of the
sensible relations from which such measurements
are derived that they exhibit a very high degree of
constancy ' 'The appearance of the thing that 1s
measured and of the measuring instrument itself
may vary to a considerable extent in different per-
ceptual conditions, but the appearance of coincidence
between them usually remains unaffected , and 1t 1s
upon this relation of coincidence that the measure-
ment 1s based If we add to this greater constancy
the convenience of the mathematical terminology
which they enable us to introduce, 1t becomes clear
that the phenomena of measurement have a markedly
high predictive value , and it 1s for this reason that
they are taken to furnish a superior criterion of the
reality of the physical characteristics to which they
apply. It 1s then by an extension of this principle
that, when a technical scientific language 1s devised
for describing the phenomena that enter into certain
complicated processes of measurement, people are
inchined to attribute an exclusive, or at any rate
superior, reahty to the scientific *“ objects "’ to which
they suppose that the terms of such a language refer.>
And here 1t may be noted that a similar reservation
of the use of the word “ real” for what can be
quantitatively measured 1s to be found in the dis-
' Cf Kaila, 0op ot pp 64-8 and 82-6 2 Cf pp zo1-2
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tinction which philosophers have made between
primary and secondary qualties' For what dis-
tinguishes the so-called 1deas of primary qualities
from the others 1s pre-eminently the part they can
be made to play in processes of measurement But
1t 1s not correct to go on to maintain, as some
philosophers have done, that 1t 1s only the ideas of
primary qualities that can have hteral counterparts
in the physical world For, quite apart from the
fallaciousness of the causal, or representative, theories
of perception with which such a view 1s commonly
associated, 1t 1s a mistake to suppose that because an
apparent physical charactenstic cannot be directly
subjected to the criterton of measurement, 1t cannot
properly be said to be * real ” 1n any sense at all
Finally, we must notice yet another use of the
distinction between reality and illusion, in which
these terms are understood to apply, not smmply to
the content of this or that perceptual judgement, but
to whole segments of our perceptual histonies  In
this sense, a series of perceptions which satisty the
foregoing tests may still turn out to be delusive 1
may find among my sensc-data the relations that
justify me 1n grouping them to form material things ,
I may apply the authorized methods for assigring
to these things their *“ real characteristics ”*, 1 may
even have such experiences as 1 should ordmnanly
describe by saying that I was making use of the
criteria of measurement , and sull I may wake to
find that I have been dreaming all along , or I may

t Cf pp 27-8
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be persuaded by the testtimony of other observers
that the whole of this strand of my experience was a
prolonged 1llusion, 1f 1 find that the hypothesis that
this tesimony itself 1s genuine fits 1n with my current
experience. But this further, over-riding, distinction
between appearance and reality does not bring 1n any
new principle For the only way 1in which one can
test whether a series of perceptions 1s veridical,
this sense, 1s to see whether 1t i1s substantiated by
further sense-experiences, so that once again the
ascription of ““ reality ’ depends upon the predictive
value of the sense-data on which the perceptions
are based So long as the general structure of my
sense-data conforms to the expectations that I
derive from the memory of my past experience, I
remain convinced that I am not Living 1n a dream,
and the longer the series of successful predictions 1s
extended, the smaller becomes the probability that
I am mustaken Admuttedly, this progressive limita-
tron of the probability of 1llusion can never reach the
status of a formal demonstration. But then, as I
have already * shown, 1t 1s unreasonable to expect
that 1t should The most that we can do is to
elaborate a technique for predicting the course of
our sensory expertence, and to adhere to 1t so long
as 1t is found to be reliable And this 1s all that 1s
essentially involved in our belief 1n the reality of the
physical world

' Part I, section 4



INDEX

Alexander, S, 49
Anirmism, 186-98

1ncorngibility, Bo-84

Indeterminacy, principle of,
211-14

Induction, 39-46, 189-91

Basic sentences, 86-91

Berkeley, G , 64-5, 77: 175
224-5, 240

Bradley, F H, 30, 32-3, 35-0

Braithwaite, R D,105n

Broad, C D, 63n, 125-6,
129, 130N

Joseph, H W B, zo0-202

Kaila, E, 248 10,2490, 2541,
262n,267n,272MN

Kant, 1, on wciwntific method,
206, on law of umiversal
causation, 215-16, and cos-
mological proof of exstente
of God, 221

Kelsen, H , 196-7

Kohler, W, 118, 1191, 12010

Carnap, R, 85-8, 99, 92, 113-
114, 146-50
Collingwood, R G, 195

Descartes, R, 36-8, 43-5

Determinism, defined, 179-207,
discussed, 207-29

Dingle, H, ze3 0

Dreams, 51-2

Duncan-Jones, A E,zian

Duncker, K, 9210

I:ewn, C 1,167n
Locke, J , 1, 33-4, 41-2

Material things, whether
directly ptrcuvu:l. 4-18,
thesr publicity, 153-61, therr
relationship  to sensc-datd
220-74

Meamng, 93-197

Measurement, 271-13

M, ] S, be conception of 2
material thing, 244-5, 2356

Milne, E A, 2035

Miracles, 208-9

Moore, G E, 49 62, 72-5

Eddington, A , 222
Electrons, 222-3

Epimenides, 41

Ewing, & C, 1991
Extra-sensory perception, 135

Fechner, G T, 165
Free will, 200-11

Narve realism, 46-8

Necessary connexion, 184-207.
and ammism, 180-98 and
retribution, 196-8 , and lngi-
cal entailment, 199-20]

Gestalt psycholozy, 114, 118-21

Hempel, C, 921
Hume, D , 175, 183-5, 193:
194, 243-4
275



276 FOUNDATIONS OF EMPIRICAL KNOWLEDGE

Neurath, O, gon
Nicod, J, 179-80

Observation sentences, 86-91
Ostensive definitions, 88-9,
94-5

Past, propositions about the,
167-8

Paul, G A,25n

Planck, M | 212

Poincaré, H , 26z n

Price, H H, 2n, 6n, 8n,
32, 46-57, 170, 172 n, 176 n ,
178, 226-8, 251, 258, 267n ,
268-9 n

Prichard, H A, 49, 65, 66,
115-16

Primary and secondary quali-
ties, 33-5, 273

Propositions, nature of, g6-104

Protoco! sentences, 86-91

Psycho-analysts, 51-2

Rhine, J B, 135 n

Russell, B, 70, 104 n, 129-30,
131-2, 134, 180

Ryle, G, 124, 167 n

Schroedinger, E , 163 n

Sense-data, their existence, 2-11,
a question of- fact or of
language ?, 13-28, defined,
58-9, other definitions dis-
cussed, 59-65 , whether ob-
jects of knowledge, 7B-84,
115-16, their privacy and
the publicity of the material
world, 153-61 , and causality,
176-9, 220-28 , their relation
to material things, 229-74

Stace, W T , 66 n, 137-8,
140, 144-5

Stebbing, L. S, z11, 222 n

Stout, G F 186 n, 187-9,
191-2, 236-8

Symbols, 93-107

T'ruth, g1-z , correspondence
theory of, 107-9

Whitchead, A N, 49

Wisdom, John, 44n, 198 n,
z1on, 241 n

Wittgenstemn, L , o5 n

Zilsel, E, 92 n

THE END

Printed 1n Great Britmin by R & R CLARK, LiMmiign Edinbswr gh






