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PREFACE

HE present essay is an abridged and slightly revised

version of a study originally written in 1944—45, when

I was in residence for the doctorate degree in philosophy
at Columbia University. It was my good fortune to be in residence
while Professor G. E. Moore was Visiting Professor from
Cambridge University. In his lectures and in the departmental
seminars, in which he vigorously participated, Professor Moore
devoted considerable attention to puzzles about ‘our knowledge
of the external world’; and it was he who resolved my search for
a suitable dissertation topic by suggesting a careful, piecemeal
examination and criticism of C. D. Broad’s argument in Chapter
IV of The Mind and Its Place in Nature concerning ‘Sense-
Perception and Matter’. Although it cannot be gainsaid that I
have followed his recommendation as to topic and approach, I
cannot hope to have met his standard of carefulness. Unfortunately
he returned to England before I was able to submit my efforts to
his criticism. None the less, while the underlying viewpoint differs
from his in important respects, it should be said that I am indebted
to him for many of the ideas in this essay, however badly I may
have handled them.

In the actual writing, my indebtedness is first and foremost to
my teacher, Professor Ernest Nagel. For his invaluable guidance
and criticism, for the generosity with which he gave of his time
and attention, and for his intellectual tolerance and kindly en-
couragement throughout, I wish to express'my deepest gratitude.
I should like also to thank Professors Herbert W. Schneider,
Irwin Edman, and Justus Buchler for their helpful criticisms and
suggestions. And to all my former teachers in the Department
of Philosophy at Columbia University I want to express my sincere

vii



PREFACE

appreciation for the award of a University Fellowship, which
enabled me to pursue my studies and to write the dissertation;
for the subsequent award of the Woodbridge Prize, which led to
this publication; and above all for the stimulus of their teaching
and of their intellectual company.

For the genuine help they provided in the crystallization of the
ideas presented in this essay, I want to acknowledge the frequent
discussion and argument of the issues which I enjoyed with my
good friend Dr. John Hospers, when we were students together
at Columbia University. Thanks arc due also to Professors
A. J. Ayer and Max Black for their kindly interest and for their
generosity in having taken the time and trouble to fook over the
manuscript and to offer some encouragement along with valgable
critical comments. And to my good friend Mr. C. D. Rollins I
am particularly indebted both for his careful reading and con-
structive criticism of the manuscript, and for his help and en-
couragement regarding its publication.

While it would be impracticable to mention here by name all
the philosophers from whose views my own most directly stem,
anyone familiar with the so-called linguistic movement 11 con-
temporary philosophy, and particularly with the writings of thosc
whose primary concern is with the logic of ordinary lan.guag(_:,
will recognize the extent to which the ideas expresscd in this
cssay reflect theirs. Specific mention ought to be made, however,
of the basic influence of my friend and former teacher at the
University of Nebraska, Professor Oets K. Bouwsma, from whom
I gained my earljest insights into the nature of languagc and its
relation to philosophical problems. .

Finally, it should be said that partly owing to practical circum-
Stances—not the least of which was the pressure of time—and
partly to philosophical disagreement, I was not always able to act
upon the criticisms and suggestions which I sought and received
in the writing and editing of this volume. Though I am not t.he
less grateful, it follows that I alone must assume responsibility
for all the respects in which it may be vulnerable.

M. L.
BROOKRLYN COLLEGE

BRrOOKLYN, N.Y.
October, 1952
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INTRODUCTION

‘One must be very brave to go against common sense.’
‘Yes, and a fool as well.’

(Dostoievsky, The Possessed)

HERE is a type of approach to the analysis of our perceptual

knowledge of physical objects which has led philosophers,

past and present, to the very remarkable conclusions that we
cannot with any certainty know that such objects exist, and that, if
they do, their nature must be quite different from what it is com-
monly conceived to be. This approach is known in present-day philo-
sophy as sense-datum analysis.

A leading contemporary exponent of this procedure and of these
remarkable conclusions is Professor C. D. Broad, of Trinity College,
Cambridge. In his various epistemological writings Dr. Broad
employs the sense-datum approach in the form of an argument
designed to show the untenability of our common-sense notions about
physical objects and perception. In the present essay I have subjected
this argument to a critical examination, the object of which is to
defend these common-sense notions.

Although views essentially similar to his, in some or all of the
respects important to my argument, have been advanced by many
philosophers—Locke, Berkeley, Hume, Moore, Russell, to name but
a few—the detailed exposition and criticism in the main body of this
essay will deal directly only with Dr. Broad’s presentation. For I
want thus, by the intensive analysis of a single clear and concise
formulation, to show just how the supposedly ‘neutral’ sense-datum
approach actually produces scepticism and paradox about ‘our know-
ledge of the external world’, and also the extent to which the whole
problem may be averted or dissipated simply by critical attention to
the language in which it is generated.

In this essay I have no ‘theory’, philosophical or otherwise, to
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o INTRODUCTION

TR .
pregent in substitution for those which Dr. Broad advances. The
thesis throughout is, rather, that the problems which he raises and
for which he proposes these ‘theories’ are pseudo-problems, of a verbal
as opposed to material sort. The truth is, I maintain, that we are
already quite familiar with the salient empirical facts nccessary to
understand the nature of perception, so far, at least, as ‘our know-
ledge of the external world’ is concerned. And any philosophical
‘theory’ about it can be no more than a verbal reformulation of thesc
facts.

Dr. Broad’s treatment of the phenomenology of sense-perception
has, over the years, exhibited a growth in complexity and subtlety
ranging from the relatively elementary presentation in his Perception,
Physics and Reality (1914), to the highly sophisticated account in his
most recent major opus, the Examination of McTaggart’s Philosophy
(Vol. I, 1933, and especially Vol. I, 1938). But the most exhaustive
and detailed account of his own views on perception and matter, and
of the arguments which he advances in support of these views, as
against common sense, is to be found in his Scientific Thought (1923)
and in The Mind and Its Place in Nature! (1925). It is with the treat-
ment in these, and especially Chapter IV of the latter, from which it
takes its title, that the present essay is primarily concerned.

Before turning to the detailed examination, however, I want to
offer some further general remarks about the problem, and to des-
cr1.be the argument in the main body of the essay. I shall begin with a
brle.:f account of the notion of sense-data and its réle in the epistemo-
logical positions of such contemporary philosophers as Mr. Bertrand
Russell, Professor Broad, and Professor G. E. Moore. I'ollowing this
I shall present some preliminary observations concerning the funda-
mental semantic mistakes which underlic Dr. Broad’s attack upon
our commonplace modes of expressing perceptual judgments. The
Introduction will conclude with a few words in explanation of my
procedure and a brief synopsis of each of the six chapters to come.

THE NOTION OF SENSE-DATA

The term ‘sense-data’ was apparently coined by Mr. Bertrand
Russell in 1912 when he wrote:

1 The Tarner Lectures delivered in Trinity College, Cambridge, 1923.
2



INTRODUCTION

Let us give the name of ‘sense-data’ to the things that are immediately
known in sensation: such things as colours, sounds, smells, hardnesses,
roughnesses, and so on. We shall give the name ‘sensation’ to the ex-
perience of being immediately aware of these things. Thus, whenever
we see a colour, we have a sensation of the colour, but the colour itself
is a sense-datum, not a sensation. The colour is that of which we are
immediately aware, and the awareness itself is the sensation. It is plain
that if we are to know anything about the table, it must be by means of
the sense-data—brown colour, oblong shape, smoothness, etc.—which
we associate with the table. . . .}

But although the rerm ‘sense-data’ may be of twentieth-century
coinage, the use of the notion itself, in one form or another, in

epistemological analysis, is, to be sure, of respectable antiquity. As
Professor Price has remarked:

.. all past theories [of perception] have in fact started with sense-
data. The Ancients and the Schoolmen called them sensible species.
Locke and Berkeley called them ideas of sensation, Hume impressions,
Kant Vorstellungen. In the nineteenth century they were usually known
as scnsations, and people spoke of visual and auditory sensations when
they meant colour-patches and noises; while many contemporary
writers, following Dr. C. D. Broad, have preferred to call them sensa.?

The notion of sense-data is, supposedly, a ‘neutral’ one. According
to Professor Price: “The term is meant to stand for something whose
cexistence is indubitable (however fleeting), something from which all
theories of perception ought to start, however much they may diverge
later.’3 Expressed in terms of this notion, the respects in which
theorics of perception may diverge concern the nature of sense-data,
and their relation to the external physical objects of common sense.
Thus, for example, the common-sense or ‘naive realist’ position
might be described as the theory that sense-data (excluding, of
course, those which are hallucinatory or otherwise ‘internal’ in origin,
¢.g., toothache) are literally identical, both numerically and descrip-
tively, with particular external physical objects. And the view com-
mon to the British empiricists of the seventeenth and eighteenth
centuries would be that all sense-data, however they might be held
to arise, and whatever they might be held to reveal about an ‘external
reality’, are merely our own ‘private mental states’.

V' The Problems of Philosophy, p. 17.
= H. H. Price, Perception (1933), p. 19 3 Loc. cit.

3



INTRODUCTION

The character of contemporary sense-datum analysis is generally
acknowledged to stem from Professor G. E. Moore’s historic essay,
“The Refutation of Idealism’, published in Mind in 1903. In this
essay Professor Moore analysed sensation into two distinct elements:
‘awareness’, and its ‘object’; and he advanced arguments in defence
of the independent existence of the latter which, with Mr. Russell,
he subsequently came to call the ‘sense-datum’. The effect of Profes-
sor Moore’s analysis and argument was to stimulate new hope E}nd
interest in the possibility of a philosophically satisfactory empirical
account of our knowledge of the external world, in terms of ‘objec-
tive’ sense-data.

There is, however, a vast gulf between sense-data conceived as
‘colours, sounds, smells, hardnesses, roughness, and so on’, and the
familiar ‘public’ physical objects of common sense. While Professor
Moore had argued, as against the views of Locke, Berkeley, Hume,
and subsequent metaphysical idealists, that sense~-data are not ‘men-
tal’, considerations of exactly the same sort that had caused Locke
to describe ‘secondary qualities’ as ‘subjective’, and which Berkeley
had shown to apply to ‘primary qualities’ as well, still remained to
challenge the identification of sense-data with physical objects as
commonly conceived. If the latter are conceived to have definite
shapes, sizes, colours, etc., it is argued, how are the discrepant sense-
data of various individuals under different conditions to be recon-
ciled with each other and with the external ‘public’ objects which
they are supposed to reveal? How, for example, are the apparent
ellipticity and small size of the sense-datum which one observer per-
ceives when he views a penny obliquely and from a distance, to be
reconciled with the apparent circularity and larger size of the sense-
datum which another observer simultaneously perceives when /¢
views the penny head-on and close-up; and how could both sense-
data simultaneously be identified with the one penny with its one
set of definite properties? And what of after-images, double vision,
astigmatism, jaundice, colour-blindness, and other types of illusory
and hallucinatory experience—what is the nature of the sense-data
perceived in such cases, and what, if any, are the grounds for suppos-
ing such sense-data to be different from those perceived in what are
called veridical cases of perception?
With these considerations in mind, many of the contemporary
sense-datum analysts, such as, notably, Mr. Russell and Dr. Broad,
have come to the conclusion that sense-data cannot be literally iden-

4



INTRODUCTION

tified with even part of the surface of physical objects as commonly
conceived, but must rather be a zertium quid which we are immedi-
ately aware of in sensation, and which in some way mediates our
perceptual knowledge of physical objects.

Thus, Dr. Broad, for example, advances what he calls the ‘Sensum
Theory’ concerning the nature of sense-data and their relation to
physical objects. This theory, interestingly enough, is akin to the
rejected historical ‘Theory of Representative Ideas’, the ‘television
theory’ of perception advanced, for instance, by John Locke. The
two are not, however, identical. Rather, Dr. Broad tells us, “The
doctrine of “representative ideas is the traditional and highly
muddled form of it.”! What the Sensum Theory does in fact hold in
common with the traditional representationalist theory is the view
that the ‘objective constituents’ of which we are immediately aware
in perceptual experience are wholly private to each percipient, and
are never, as is commonly supposed, literally external ‘public’ phy-
sical objects; and also the view that it is what we are immediately
aware of which leads us to conceive of and believe in the existence
of such objects. But here the two theories diverge in at least one
major respect. Whereas, generally, the traditional theory held that
what the mind knows in sensory experience is something ‘mental’,
its own ‘ideas of sensation’, as Locke called them, which presumably
cannot exist unperceived, the Sensum Theory holds that what is
immediately revealed are ‘sensa’, which are ‘transitory particular
existents of a peculiar kind’, neither physical nor mental, and not
existentially dependent on being perceived, though private to and
dependent on the body of each percipient.2

Our perception of physical objects, then, according to Dr. Broad,
is of the following nature:

Under certain conditions I have states of mind called sensations.
Tl}ese sensations have objects, which are always concrete particular
existents, like coloured or hot patches, noises, smells, etc. Such objects
are called sensa. Sensa have properties, such as shape, size, hardness,
col(?ur, loudness, coldness, and so on. The existence of such sensa, and
the.lr presence to our minds in sensation, lead us to judge that a physical
object exists and is present to our senses. To this physical object we
an:ribe various properties. These properties are not in general identical
with those of the sensum which is before our minds at the moment. . . .

v Scientific Thought, p. 238.
2 The Mind and Its Place in Nature, p. 181.
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Nevertheless, all the properties that we do ascribe to physical objects
are based upon and correlated with the properties that actually
characterize our sensa.l ’

Now inevitably we find Mr. Russell and Dr. Broad raising the
question whether we can possibly know that such things as external
physical objects, as commonly conceived, exist. This is of course a
logical consequence of the view that all that we ever really perceive
directly are sense-data (or sensa), and that these are not to be iden-
tified with physical objects. Here is again the reply of Berkeley and
Hume to Locke’s notion of the ‘substratum’. If all that we cver really
know is one sort of thing: sense-data, what reason do we ha\'cr for
supposing that there is any other sort of thing: physical objccts? F he
inferential leap from sense-data to physical objects is obviously with-
out logical justification. For in order to infer the existence of the
latter from the existence of the former, we should have to know
independently that physical objects exist and that they are evidentially
related to sense-data; and this, ex Ayporhesi, is not possible. Con-
sequently, we find Mr. Russell advocating the thesis that physical

objects are merely logical constructs out of sense-data,? and Dr. Broad
saying:

We shall not then attempt to prove the cxistence of a world of
entities having the constitutive properties of physical objects; for it
this can be done, I at any rate do not know how to do it.3
And again:

The notion of Physical Object cannot be abstracted from the data
of sense. It is a Category and is defined by Postulates.4

PROFESSOR MOORE’S POSITION

Thus far I have indicated roughly how sense-datum analysis begets

scepticism concerning ‘our knowledge of the external world’. Not all
philosophers who begin with the notion of sense-data feel compelled
to this conclusion, however. A notable exception is Professor Moore.
. Although he is convinced that the ‘correct analysis’ of perceptual
judgments must proceed from the notion of sense-data, Professor -
Moore employs the term in a supposedly ‘neutral’ sense. That is, he

1 Scientific T hought, p. 243.

2 Sce, for example, Mysticism and Logic, p. 128, and pp. 155 fl.; also, The
Analysis of Mind (1921), p. 306. ’

3 Scientific Thoughs, p. 26g. 4 The Mind and Its Place in Nature, p. 220.
6



INTRODUCTION

employs the term as simply a convenient designation for ‘whatever
is directly perceived in sensory experience’, without meaning to im-
ply by its use any theory about the nature of sense-data or their rela-
tion to physical objects. Thus, while Dr. Broad considers it merely
‘highly plausible’ that there are sensa,! Professor Moore holds that it
is certain that there are sense-data. According to him: “The point
may be put roughly by saying that what I call “sense-data” are
“sensa” in Dr. Broad’s sense only if the Sensum Theory is true.’

The interesting thing about Professor Moore’s position, however,
is that in the face of the great temptation which this type of analysis
offers, to which Mr. Russell and Dr. Broad, for example, have
yielded, he continues steadfastly to insist upon the certainty of our
common-sense knowledge about the external world of physical ob-
jects and their characteristics. Thus, in his celebrated essay ‘A De-
fence of Common Sense’,3 he enumerates at the outset a series of
commonplace propositions having to do with the existence, charac-
teristics, and relations of familiar material things, and with our per-
ception of them, which, as he says, some philosophers have seen fit
to challenge. And he insists that not only are these commonplace
propositions, and innumerable others like them, true, but that these
same philosophers, no less than plain men, have known them to be
true. Moreover, he is careful to point out that in enunciating these
commonplace propositions he was not engaging in any subtle equivo-
cation, but meant by each only its ordinary or popular meaning.

The strange thing, says Professor Moore, is that philosophers
should have been able to hold sincerely, as part of their philosophical
creed, propositions inconsistent with what they themselves Anew to
be true. And the source of this error, he believes, is that they have
confused two quite different sets of questions. The proper questions,
he insists, are not whether such commonplace propositions about
material objects and our perception of them are ever true—for they
certainly are, frequently—nor whether we can ever know that they
are—for it is certain we can, and very often do—but rather, sow do
we know, and what is the proper analysis of what we know in knowing
these propositions.

Now while he emphasizes that he is very doubtful, with respect
to certain very important points, as to the ‘correct analysis’ of

1 Cf. Scientific Thought, p. 240.

2 “The Nature of Sensible Appearances’, Proc. Aristotelian Soc., Suppl. Vol. VI
(1926), pp. 183 f.

3 Contemporary British Philosophy, Second Series (1925), pp. 193-223.
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INTRODUCTION

commonplace propositions about material objects and our perception
of them, Professor Moore also says that some things about this seem
to him to be quite evident. And among these are that our knowledge
that ‘material things exist’ derives from our knowledge that we do,
from time to time, perceive such things as a human hand, a pen, a
sheet of paper, etc.; and that our knowledge of propositions of the
latter sort is deduced from propositions of the still simpler form:
‘I am perceiving this’, and, e.g., ‘This is a human hand’. Concern-
ing the ‘correct analysis’ of propositions of this last form, however,
he states that he is convinced only that when one knows or judges
such propositions to be true,

(1) there is always some sense-darum about which the proposition in
question is a proposition—some sense-datum which is a subject (and,
in a certain sense, the principal or ultimate subject) of the proposition
in question, and (2) that, nevertheless, whaz I am knowing or judging
to be true about this sense-datum is not (in general) that it is arself a
hand, or a dog, or the sun, etc., etc., as the case may be.!

In stating that sense-datum cannot be literally identified as a hand,
or etc., as the case may be, Professor Moore, it should be noted, does
not mean here to commit himself to the view that sensc—dat_a are
sensa in Dr. Broad’s sense, nor, in fact, to any view. His point 1s
simply that any given sense-datum, if it is to be identified with a
material object at all, can at most be identified only as part of the
surface of one, since we do not see the far surface and the interior of
a material object at the same time that we see its near surface. Tlle
question remains for him, then: What, precisely, zs one kno‘wm.g
'flbout the sense-datum when one knows such a proposition as This
15 & human hand’; what, precisely, 7s the relation between the sense-
datum and a human hand? _

It is concerning the answer to this question that Professor Moore
confesses to being extremely doubtful. And this brings me 1o the
point of this discussion of his position. As I noted at the outset,
Professor Moore, while employing the sense-datum approach to the
analysis of our perceptual knowledge of the external world, disavows
the sceptical conclusions to which Mr. Russell and Dr. Broad have
been led by it. It must not be supposed, however, that he has em-
ployed the method with impunity. For, as I want now to show,_he
has been able to escape the Scylla of Scepticism only by embracing
the Charybdis of Paradox.

1 Idem, p. 217.
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There are, Professor Moore believes, only three alternative types
of answer possible to the question of the relation in perception be-
tween sense-data and material objects. One is that sense-data them-
selves are literally parts of the surfaces of particular material objects.
(This would be the common-sense or ‘naive realist’ view expressed
in the terminology of sense-data.) Another is that sense-data are not
themselves parts of the surfaces of material objects, but are only re-
lated in some more or less ‘represenrative’ way to them. (Dr. Broad’s
Sensum Theory would be one form which such an answer might
take.) And the third type of answer (favoured by Mr. Russell in some
of his writings) is one which Professor Moore says is suggested by
J. S. Mill’s doctrine that material things are ‘permanent possibilities
of sensation™—to wit:

. . . that when I know such a fact as “This is part of the surface of
a human hand’, what I am knowing with regard to the sense-datum
which is the principal subject of that fact, is not that it is itself part of
the surface of a human hand, nor yet, with regard to any relation, that
the thing which has to it that relation is part of the surface of a human
hand, but a whole set of hypothetical facts, each of which is a fact of
the form ‘If these conditions had been fulfilled, I should have been
perceiving a sense-datum intrinsically related to zhis sense-datum in
this way.’ ‘If these (other) conditions had been fulfilled, I should have
been perceiving a sense-datum intrinsically related to this sense-datum
in this (other) way’, etc., etc.!

Now with respect to the latter two types of answer, it seems clear
that the truth of either of them would, logically, render either un-
certain or false all those commonplace propositions about material
objects and our perception of them that Professor Moore stated at
the outset we ‘know with certainty’ to be true. For if the second type
of view were correct, and all we could ever see ‘directly’ were sense-
data, it would obviously be logically impossible for us to know that
there were such things as particular external material objects, or that
they have the particular sizes, shapes, colours, etc., which we attri-
bute to them. While the third type of view, which denies outright
that there are such things as material objects apart from ‘collections
of sense-data’, or at least, like the second, places them beyond our
ken, is in either case also clearly incompatible with the certainty of
our common-sense beliefs about an external world of particular
material objects having the familiar properties we associate with them.

1 Idem, pp. 221 f.
9
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In view of his categorical insistence that our commonplace state-
ments about material objects and our perception of them exXpress, in
their ordinary or popular meaning, propositions which are and which
we “know with certainty’ to be wholly and unequivocally truc, it
would seem, then, that Professor Moore should have no hesitation
at all in rejecting these two types of answer On the basis of their
logical consequences. The strange thing, however, is that while he
acknowledges considerations of the sort I have noted to be ‘very
grave difficulties’ in the way of accepting either of these two types of
answer, he nevertheless says with respect to each of them, in turm,
as well as with respect to the view that sense-data arc literally iden~
tical with parts of the surfaces of material objects, that it ‘may just
possibly be the true one’.

Thus, the sense-datum approach leads, in the case of Professor
Moore, admittedly not to scepticism, but yet t0 paradox. We ‘know
with certainty’ that ‘material objects exist’. Our knowledge of this
derives from our certain knowledge that we do, from time to time,
perceive such things as a human hand, a pen, a sheet of paper; ¢t
while our knowledgeof the lattersort is adeduction from pPr opositions
of the still simpler form, ‘I am perceiving this’, and; ¢8> ‘Thisis a
human hand’. None the less, it may be that when we know sucha
proposition as “This is a human hand’, we are knowing, about what-
ever it is we ‘directly perceive’, not that it is itself a human hand, nor
even that it is part of the surface of one, but only that it is in some
way ‘representative’ of something which is—even thoughs if this
were the situation, it does not seem possible that we could know that
there was such a thing, or what its particular propertics were. Or
again, more paradoxically still, it may be that what wc ar¢ knowing,
about what we ‘directly perceive’, is not even that it is related in
any way to anything which could properly be called a human hand.

oIs)ifc(i)ofeSS"(f‘; Moore is not unaware, to be sure, of the paradoxes m hlS‘
position. Thus, with charming and characteristic frankness, he W 1tes:

on{ atl:ge?ow seeing part of .the surface of my hand; and I do now I}Ot
is };rt fstfe but know, with regard to this object I am seeing which
haﬁd A)n : a? suIrf;ce of my hand, that it is part of the surface of my
et 8 i? I do now, at the very same time, feel some doubt as t0
e obiect w;i al_llnIOblect, which I am directly seeing, is identical with
Bore ] " ch I am seeing which is part of the surface of my han‘?-
But to say that I feel doubt as to this, is to say that it is possible that 1t
4s identical. And, if it is identical, then I am both feeling sure of and
IO
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doubting the very same proposition at the same time. I do not say, of
course, that I am doing this. I only say that, so far as I can see, I don’t
know that I’m not. But it may well be thought that to say the latter is
as bad as to say the former. Both are paradoxes; and there is reason to
suspect that there must be something wrong in the premisses which
lead me to say the latter. Yet I cannot see what 7s wrong with them, if
anything is. Perhaps the most fundamental puzzle about the relation
of sense-data to physical objects is that there does seem to be reason
to assert the latter of these two paradoxes.!

What it is that persuades so careful a philosopher as Professor
Moore to entertain such absurd paradoxes seriously—rather than to
conclude simply that since our indubitable knowledge that ‘material
objects exist’ and that they have the characteristics they sensibly
appear to us to have would be logically impossible on any other
formula, we must perceive external material objects ‘directly’—is, of
course, that he is unable to get over the same stumbling block that
has led Mr. Russell and Dr. Broad, among others, to scepticism. How
are the discrepant sense-data of various individuals under different
conditions to be reconciled with each other and with the external
‘public’ objects which they are supposed to reveal? This, in all its
variations, is the problem that has troubled contemporary sense-
datum analysts ever since the turn of the century, and, in one form
or another, their philosophical ancestors before them. Strangely
enough, however, they never consider the possibility that the sense-
datum approach itself may be at fault.

Now there are, to be sure, cases in which people are mistaken in
supposing themselves to be perceiving a material object at all, let
alone a material surface of a particular kind—e.g., after-images,
dreams, hallucinations. And such perceptual experiences do re-
semble those which are veridical, and may even sometimes, taken by
themselves, be indistinguishable from them. And there are also
varioustypes of illusions in which, under certain conditions, physical
objects may appear to have properties they do not have, or may
appear not to have properties they do have. Because of such situa-
tions and the mistaken judgments to which they sometimes give rise,
some philosophers think it justified in epistemological analysis to
regard every perceptual judgment, whether or not the perception
from which it stems s, in the ordinary sense, veridical, as a judgment

! ‘A Reply to My Critics’, The Plilosophy of G. E. Moore, Library of Living

Philosophers (1942), p. 637.
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not about a material object, nor even about part ofthe surfacc of onc,
but rather about the percipient’s own, in somec S€nse ‘privatc’,
‘sense-datum’.

We are asked to believe that the term ‘sense-datum’ is a ‘neutral’
term, standing for something whose existence is indubitable, with
the door left open for it to be identified, if there is warrant, with the
surfaceof a particular material object. Now if the term ‘sense-datum’
were consistently regarded only as an intentionally ambiguous term
Wthh.Coul(%be used to refer, alternatively, to part of the surfaccofa
matepal Obje_ct in cases of veridical perception,and toan ‘hallucina-
tory image’ in cases of this type, the procedure might be innocent
z;;gg:éhBtgtt }11t seem ix}evitable that those who employ this typc of
world should fea ﬁn?lys_'ls ofour perceptual knowledge of the external

| L victim to certain forms of expression, and consc-
ﬁ;gg;é;fz% geirrltgz ‘1211?1}; Otf thinking, in which the ‘sense-datum’ is
ties in its own right— 0 -ﬁlmy 'fhmg 1'.121\/-11‘1g existence and proper-
external world gTh a [f,m“m quid mediating between perceiver and
find such phil0.30 hus, rom this allegedly ‘neutral’ beginning, We¢
We cannot know Izh;fs ﬁs Dr. Broad and Mr. Russell concluding that
and that, if there is itt ere is an external. world of material objc_ct§,
commonly COnceiv’e dStnzibture must be quite different from what 1t 1
with therm as to how th0 be. And we find I.’rofessor Moorc puzzling
we look obliquely at e sense—datum’_ which we “dircctly see’ when
penny, since the 1atter? penny can b_e identical with the _face.of. the
and hence, despite hi is circular, while the sense-datum ‘2’ elliptical;
as to how, exact] v‘IIS i{onvmtxon that we certainly do know, puzzling
they have the pr)o’;;)e rft:i now that there are material objects and that
not enough to say thates Wli associate with them—as though 1t werc
and not en ough to Cite‘zi 110\>;/1 because we see them_and feel them,
log&r; and optics. e well-known facts of physiology, psycho-

hen : .

argumentIs fr??eet;ﬁ tIh:hSlﬁcceedmg chapters to discuss Dr. Broad s
not justified by the’ex- alltry to show that this analytic procedure 18
ception. And I shall 118tenCe of either hall}lcmatory or illusory per-
approach, far from ZS-O try to make clear just how the sense-datum
eing epistemologically neutral, separates per-

ceiver and ‘ext ) [ :
veil. xternal world’ from the start by a logically impenetrable
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PROFESSOR BROAD AND ORDINARY LANGUAGE

In the preceding section 1 indicated how Professor Moore’s pre-
dilection for sense-datum analysis leads him to paradox rather than
to scepticism concerning ‘our knowledge of the external world’.
Whether or not his conception of analysis is incompatible with his
defence of common sense, he is certainly correct, I am convinced, in
his uncompromising insistence that our commonplace modes of
expression about material objects and our perception of them can
and do very often, in their ordinary or popular meaning, express
propositions which are wholly and unequivocally true, and which,
moreover, we can and do very often know to be true. And I want now
to contrast this view with Dr. Broad’s.

As Mr. John Wisdom has remarked:

. . . though Broad sometimes speaks, like Moore, as if philosophy
were the job of finding the analysis of what is naturally indicated by
phrases like ‘I am seeing a chair’, ‘I am hearing a bell’, he more often
speaks of it as if it were the finding of the most probable hypothesis
explanatory of what we can in the strictest sensc observe—as if it were
science, only more so . . . as though it were a matter of finding out how
much is probably true of what we ordinarily mean by such statements
as “The earth has existed for many years past’, ‘I have half a crown left’.
He often speaks as if|, although these statements in so far as they merely
record and predict the observable are unquestionable, they are never-
theless questionable in respect of a hypothesis tacitly assumed in them. !

Thus, for example, Dr. Broad begins his argument in Chapter IV
of The Mind and Its Place in Nature with the innocent enough state-
ment that no one doubts that such phrases as ‘I see a bell’, ‘I
feel a bell’, ‘I hear a bell’ indicate ‘states of affairs which actually
exist from time to time’, and that—what is likewise true enough,
among philosophers—‘People do not begin to quarrel till they try to
analyse such situations. . . .” This would appear to be quite compat-
ible with Professor Moore’s position. Immediately, however, he goes
on 1o say:

When they do this they are liable to find that the only senses of ‘I’,
‘bell’, and ‘hear’, which will make the statement true are very different
from those which we are wont to attach to those words. If this should
happen, it still remains true, of course, that the phrases ‘I hear a bell’

1 ‘Moore’s Technique’, in The Philosophy of G. E. Moore, P, A. Schilpp, ed.
(1942), p. 427.
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and ‘I see a chair’ stand for real states of affairs which differ in certain
specific ways from each other; but these states of affairs may be cx-
tremely different in their structure and their componcnts from what
the form of words used to indicate them would naturally suggest to us.!

And this seems to be precisely the sort of view which Professor
Moore meant to disavow when he wrote, concerning the set of
commonplace indubitable propositions which he cnumerates n
his ‘A Defence of Common Sense’:

Some philosophers Séem to have thought ir legitimate to usc such
€Xpressions . . . a5 if they expressed something which they really
believed, when in fact they believe that every proposition, which such
an expression would ordinarily be understood to express, is, at least
Partially, false; and 4y they really believe is that there is some other set
of pr opositions, related in a certain way to those which such expressions

O actually €Xpress, which, unlike these, really are truc. ... I wish,
therefore, to make it quite plain that I was not using the cxpressions

* - M any such sybyle sense. I meant by each of them precisely what
CVery reader, in reading them, will have understood me to mean. And
?tpy psulosophgr, therefore, who holds that any of these cxprcssiops,
CTbaic S o PP manner, cxpresses 8 propositon whic

Popular error, ig disagreeing with me. . . .

cog;grlle lbOrtom of Dr, Broad’s reservations concer‘nin_g _mlu'
of Exce ﬁacel mode§ of expression is what he terms thﬁ: Principle
COmmoSl onal Cases’ 3 :If We want to clear up the meaning of some

oW it apyf;: ed concep L, he states, ‘it is enormously important to sec
to ‘clarifyg thito eXCeptfon'al cases.” Thus, for instance, he prqpos_cﬁ
answer concept being in g place’ in such a way }:hat it wi

i nequauy Wel} the question ‘Where is the mirror-image of a
one eitherizoeuﬁiute Sﬁlon ‘Where. is the pin itself?’ In t.hc?or.y, he says,
fundamental anda © the Sense in which the pin itself is in its pla(.:e as
1t place ‘by ;naki U 10 ‘explain’ the sense in which the image is in
One could take thng 3 number of supplementary hypotheses’; or else
mental, ang regarg S;nse n Whl?h the image is in its place as funda-
image, ag due 1o thte F facts which are true of the pin apq not of 'ghﬁ
need not pe realized [;l hnem O_f certain special conditions, w%nlc
Says, ‘seems to be thy Ut Which in fact generally are. The latter, he

€ Only hopefy] : ’
' Pp. 140 £ p course to take’.

3 “Critical and Spe . i 2 Loc. cit., pp. 197 f.
Series (1924), pp. 9’; EulanVe P hilosophy, Contemporary Brirish Piilosophy, First
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Ordinary usage, Dr. Broad maintains, reflects popular, common-
sense beliefs about the world and our perception of it which we have
uncritically inherited from our practical-minded prehistoric ances-
tors; and these beliefs will not stand up when we take into account
all the factors which were ignored in their development. It is natural,
he says, that when we do consider these factors we find the beliefs
far too simple-minded to deal with the extremely complex situation.
And thus he argues that what is required if our ordinary statements
arc to fit the facts is a re-definition of such commonplace terms as
‘I, ‘see’, ‘physical object’, ‘place’, etc.

Now if Dr. Broad’s aim were merely that of linguistic reform, his
desire for generality would be purely a matter of personal taste. And
though the magnitude and complexity of the task is exhausting even
to contemplate, there is in theory, so far as I can see, no reason why
it would not be possible, given enough patience, time, and ingenuity,
to construct a calculus of words in which everything that one might
wish to say in ordinary language could be rendered, but in which the
vocabulary and the rules governing the formation, transformation,
and combination of expressions would be precisely and consistently
defined and formulated. Thus, to suggest one small area of possible
labour, such words and phrases as ‘in my”’ and ‘I have’ would either
need to be restricted in their use, or else re-defined in such a way
that they would have a common meaning in such different contexts
as ‘in my pocket’, ‘in my mind’, ‘in my position’; ‘I have a desk’, ‘I
have a hand’, ‘I have a toothache’, etc., etc.

But clearly Dr. Broad is not advocating linguistic reconstruction
for its own sake. Rather, to pursue Mr. Wisdom’s suggestion in the
quotation above, Dr. Broad’s remarks are more reminiscent of the
scientist. Thus, like the scientist, who is concerned to reduce the
‘explanation’ of natural phenomena to the smallest possible number
of primitive concepts and laws, Dr. Broad wishes, for example, to fit
the phenomena of a pin and its mirror-image to a single concept of
‘being in a place’. And again, just as the scientist aims at an exact and
clegant language in which every term is precisely defined and in
which all syntactical rules are explicitly and consistently formulated,
so Dr. Broad desires a re-definition of commonplace terms and ex-
pressions so that they might have a consistent meaning in all cases,
abnormal as well as normal.

The question is, however, supposing that the kind of linguistic
reconstruction that Dr. Broad has in mind were accomplished, what

Is
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would it profit us? Would it, like the language of the physicist or the
chemist, for example, enable us to deal quantitatively with complex,
interrelated phenomena, and thus to discover previously hidden
functional relationships,or previously unknown entitics or processes?
Would it cnable us to predict and control the order of events in the
empirical world in a way not possiblc or feasible with ordinary lan-
guage and the languages of mathematics and the natural sciences? 1
do not think so, and I do not believe that Dr. Broad does either.

What, then, is the explanation of the importance which he attaches
to linguistic reconstruction? It is to be found, I think, in his convic-
tion that we are forever shut up behind the impenetrable curtain of
our ‘sensc-data’ and can at best only infer or surmise, from our
‘immediate awareness’ of them, thc nature of the ‘cxternal world’
beyond. Obviously it would matter little what particular notational
system were employed to dcal with entirely observable situations, so
long as we could in pragmatically successful fashion record, predict,
and communicate about the obscrvable relationships, patterns,
sequences, characteristics, and the like. All that would be required is
a conventional vocabulary and syntax sufficiently dctailed and articu-
lated to represent whatever could be perceived. To wish to recon-
struct such a language, it is clear, would be no more than a desire for
linguistic nicety. For since the terms and syntax of the language
would represent only the observable kinds of situations for which the
language was designed, and would do so by arbitrary convention,
there could be no such thing as a fundamental misrcpresentation
implicit in the vocabulary and structure of the language itself. Therc
could, of course, in the ordinary sense, be false statements about the
observable; and there could be linguistic misuse, or violations of the
established notational conventions. But when an cxpression was
being used to represent the kind of situation in terms of which it had
been ostensively defined—i.e., in the presence of which its first users
had adopted and its subsequent users had been taught the convention
for its use—there would be no sense to the charge that it did not
represent that kind of situation properly. Thus, if that type of totally
observable situation were at any time the case, the expression in
indicating it would at that time, or with respect to that time, express
a proposition which was wholly and unequivocally truc.

In suggesting, then,that the ordinary modes of expression in which
we describe the perceptual situations I see a chair’, ‘I hear a bell’,
etc., might not ever, in their ordinary sense, accurately represent

16
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what is actually the case when such situations exist, it is clear that
Dr. Broad must have in mind some distinction between ‘appearance’
and ‘reality’. The kind of situation he must have in mind is some-
thing like the following, reminiscent of Plato’s ‘Allegory of the Cave’
in the seventh book of The Republic. Suppose we were watching a
shadow-play on a translucent screen. The light source is behind the
screen, and the objects causing the shadows to appear on the screen
are between it and the light source, hidden from our direct view.
With the circumstances thus, the shadows which could be caused to
appear on the screen in the form of persons, animals, and various
familiar objects, in various familiar motions and relationships, might
very well be produced by quite different objects in quite different
motions and relations. In describing in ordinary language the appear-
ances on the screen, however, we would quite naturally speak in
terms of the real objects and relations which the shadows were sup-
posed to represent. And thus our expressions, despite their practical
usefulness for describing the observable shadow-world, would not,
or at least might not, represent accurately the constituents and rela-
tions of the actual situation behind the screen.

Now, since Dr. Broad is convinced that the ‘external world’ is
hidden from us by the mediating sense-data which are supposed to
be ‘directly revealed’ in perception, he similarly conceives it to be
entirely possible that the ‘ultimate’ things and relations in the ‘ex-
ternal world’ should be quite different from the things and relations
which we uncritically take our sense-data to reveal. Thus, while he
says that there is no doubt that such expressions as ‘I see a bell’, ‘I
feel a bell’, ‘I hear a bell’, stand for real states of affairs which actually
exist from time to time and which differ in certain specific ways from
each other, he also says that these states of affairs may be extremely
different in their structure and their components from what the form
of words used to indicate them would naturally suggest. In other
words, while the ordinary modes of expression may serve well
cnough to indicate the observable patterns and sequences of events
on our curtain of sense-data, so to speak, they may not be at all
accurate as a description of what must ultimately be the case.

Unlike the situation of observing the shadow-play on the screen,
however, it is not possible to escape the screen of sense-data and per-
ceive directly what, if anything, lies beyond. Thus, what is necessary
is by the analysis of the patterns and sequences of sense-data of which
we are directly aware in perception, to try to arrive at a coherent and

17
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consistent theory concerning the nature of sense-data, their relation
to the supposed external world, and the nature of this world. And
the result of this enterprise will naturally determine the proper form
which the perceptual judgments we express must take if they are to
render the actual situation accurately.

The question, therefore, is whether or not the situation with res-
pect to ordinary perception and our customary modes of represent-
ing it is, as Dr. Broad conceives it to be, like the situation of the
shadow-play described above. Now in the chapters to follow I shall
try to show that it is the sense-datum approach itself that begets
the difficulties which Dr. Broad finds in the ‘common-sense view’
concerning our perceptual knowledge of physical objects, and that
leads him to this misconception. But here I want to call attention
to some basic linguistic considerations which underlic my argu-
ment in those chapters, and which, I think, show the initial ab-
surdity of the suggestion that such an expression as ‘I scc a chair’
might intrinsically misrepresent the situations in which it is
customarily employed.

Seve_ral paragraphs above I suggested that to wish to reconstruct
a notauon.al system that had been devised to deal with wholly ob-
servable situations could be no more than a desire for neatness and
elegance. For tbe meaning of the expressions in such a language
wfou'ld bc? established ostensively, in the presence of just those kinds
Shesrl;u(a:lct)holrcli ttf;leliseagter to be pr'lderstood' as denoted l_Jy them; and

) ( € no question of misrepresentation. The ex-
ptll'eSS{OHS In suc}} a language would not predicate anything about
:N(fulsclitur?lt;g; ‘le_hmriSpict to which they were employed, but
the point another i - e\;hem’ by arbitrary convention. Or, to put
these situations wou}llc’i b o they WO.“‘? pred1_c ate with respect o

¢ only their immediately or ultimately

perce'ptlbI'e smplarity, in essential features, to the original ostensive
defining situations.

Now it must be seen that what is

il;la%i?aago?t which T have been speaking is true of any natural
of fh g :j'or Instance, ordinary English. And especially is it true

€ ordinary, common-sense modes of expression in which we
express our perceptual judgments about physical objects. After all,
we do not think and speak in words from birth, but must learn
language. And we cannot learn it by being shown a list of words
and rules of grammatical Syntax, or by hearing such a list pro-

18

true of the hypothetical lan-



INTRODUCTION

nounced; nor, obviously, can we be taught it initially by verbal
explanation. To perceive a word or an expression at this stage is to
perceive a mere sequence of sounds or marks. A picture ‘carries its
meaning’ with it, so to speak; but the non-imitative, arbitrary
sounds or marks, which are the words and phrases of ordinary
language, clearly do not. Given an egg in the shell, a child may,
without help or the opportunity for observation and imitation,
chance to break open the shell and discover by himself the egg
inside; but he obviously couldn’t discover the meaning of words
and sentences in this way. For their meaning is given to them.

Words and sentences ‘mean’ because we mean. That is, their
meaning is a matter of their use or function, not an intrinsic prop-
erty. To give meaning to a word or sentence is to specify the con-
vention for its use or application. And with respect to the basic
terms and expressions of a natural language, this is and can only
be accomplished by using them in the presence of the kinds of
perceptible things, qualities, relations, and the like, which are to
be understood by them. Thus, as children, we are taught the con-
ventional meaning of the sounds and marks in an already estab-
lished language by witnessing their use in appropriate situations;
and whether or not we have learned the convention for their use
—i.e., their ‘meaning’—is demonstrated by our using them in such
observably appropriate circumstances and not in inappropriate
ones. And of course the same process held for our teachers when
they learned to use these words and phrases in therr childhood, and
for their teachers before them. And so on back to the beginnings of
language, when those prehistoric ancestors to whom Dr. Broad
refers first began to use sounds and marks to represent common
experience.

With these considerations in mind, then, the initial absurdity of
Dr. Broad’s suggestion that analysis may reveal that our common-
place modes of expressing perceptual judgments actually mis-
represent the situations they are employed to designate should be
clear. These modes of expression cannot misrepresent the ordinary
situations in which they are customarily employed; for they were
ostensively defined in terms of just such situations, and they mean
nothing more than what is sensibly revealed in them. When we
say, for example, in the ordinary situation, ‘I see a tree’, this ex-
pression is intended to convey only the kind of commonplace
observable situation in terms of which we were taught its use or
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meaning. Having from childhood on experienced this kind of
situation, and having learned that it is the kind of situation which
the sound or mark ‘I see a tree’ is customarily used to rcpresent,
we in turn employ it whenever we wish to indicate that type of
situation. In short, whenever we express a perceptual judgment
in terms of one of these commonplace expressions, all that the use
of that particular expression signifies is that we are judging the
situation in question to be, in the relevant observable respects, like
the innumerable previously experienced situations in which we
learned and exercised the conventions governing its use.! And if
the situation to which we apply it is indeed like thosc in which we
were taught its use, there can be no question of misrepresentation.
Dr. Broad’s statement that we have inherited our commonplace
modes of expression from our prehistoric ancestors may very well
be true. But just as it would be palpably senscless to suggest that
Fhose who first employed some arbitrary sound, such as ‘green’, Or
its prehistoric equivalent, to stand for the perceptibly distinguish-
able colour of, say, the leaves on the trees in summer, may have
been mistaken in cemploying that otherwise meaningless sound
rather than another, so there is also no sense in the suggestion that
our prehistoric ancestors could somehow have been mistaken when
they first employed such an expression as ‘I see a tree’, or whatever
comparable expression they did employ—as though the expression
rea@ly hfid some innate or prior meaning, or as though the situation
which it was arbitrarily used to designate had its own proper

(fi(fSlgtnation’ quite apart from any that might be humanly devised
r it

br. Broaq thinks that our commonplace modes of cxpressing
S}?;f;piﬁaleiuffmezlts might be mistaken because he conceives
issue with W%atsi ypf’lhefes about perceptual data. In taking
deny, as I h € terms ‘the common-sense view’, he does not
indic>a o bavg.onoted, that such ‘stzttes of affairs’ as arc ‘.natt‘n'ally
a bell’, hgar ;nénﬁ,nplace express10n§ like ‘I sce a chzu.r’, I sec
does he deny that ‘?h » Ctc., actually ex1st-from time to time; nor
denote and distig _e;e everyday expressions adequz.ztely.scr\:e to
purely practical EE ish these dlffcrenF ‘pe.rCeptual situations _for
! In this sense 2 p, poses. But he has in mind a certain ‘uncritical

‘ ren’t all assertive judgments ultimately judgments of comparison?
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belief’, or ‘a priori assumption’, which he supposes to be reflected
in the very form of all such expressions, and to be implicit in the
particular perceptual judgments we express by means of them—a
belief or assumption respecting an ‘external world’ lying forever
beyond, as he claims to show, what can in the strictest sense be
observed. Specifically, he identifies as ‘the common-sense view’
the general ‘belief’ that ‘Physical objects, literally extended in
space and time, and having all the qualities and properties we
commuonly attribute to them, exist, and are “directly revealed” in
sensc-perception.” And it is in so far as they involve a commitment
to this ‘belief’ that he holds that our particular common-sense
perceptual judgments must be construed as hypotheses about
perceptual data.

Now to begin with, it should be clear from the argument of the
preceding paragraphs that the forms of expression we employ in
everyday, common-sense discourse about our perceptual ex-
perience do not involve an uncritical belief or a prior: commitment
about anything whatsoever, let alone about a supposed ‘ultimately
unknowable external world’. For as I have tried to show, they
mercly comprise a naturally evolved, more or less coherent system
of notational conventions for representing the recurrent kinds and
patterns of entities, relations, qualities and properties which we
first discern and then come to expect in sense-perception.

To be sure, it may be held that all such expressions, in so far as
they purport to refer to a situation involving, e.g., an actual trec,
and not merely an ingeniously contrived artificial one, or a two-
dimensional representation of a tree, and in so far also as they pur-
port to describe actual perceptions and not mere hallucinations,
do imply something beyond the zmmiediately observable about the
situations to which they are applied. Or again, it may be held that
such a judgment as ‘I see a metal chair’ asserts something which
cannot, at least always, be ascertained by simple visual inspection.
But such ‘hypotheses’, of course, are ultimately decidable by
further or more careful observation, or by application of the
proper definitional tests.

In suggesting that the gencral statement which he identifies as
‘the common-sense view’ is merely an hypothesis about perceptual
data, and that particular judgments such as ‘I sce a chair’ must be
mistaken or at least doubtful in so far as they entail this general

statement, Dr. Broad has a quite different kind of ‘hypothesis’ in
21 T
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INTRODUCTION

mind, however; one which could not possibly be decided within
perceptual experience. For what he is suggesting is not that our
commonplace perceptual judgments are hypotheses in so far as
they relate particular items of perceptual experiencc to further
possible experience, but rather that they are hypothesecs about per-
ceptual data as a whole—i.c., hypotheses referring, so to speak,
‘beyond’ the totality of whatever is or ever could be revealed in
experience.

But how could our commonplace expressions possibly represent
such ‘hypotheses’? The point should be borne in mind that in
itself any assertive expression is, after all, only a scquence of arbi-
trary marks or sounds, its meaning accruing to it solc_ly by conven-
tion. Hence, for such expressions to signify anything to us, we
must be party to the convention governing their use. That is, we
must be acquainted with the state of affairs, or at le'ast the kind of
state of affairs, which each given form of expression is to be under-
stood to symbolize, so that whenever that expression Is u§cd
in subsequent assertion we may understand just what is being
claimed to be the case. And ultimately, as I have said, we must
learn the convention for the use of arbitrary symbols by literally
observing their use in appropriate circumstances. For thc alterna-
tive, verbal definition, can function, of course, only if we have
already learned the meaning of the defining words and phrases,
and so provides no ultimate escape from the necessity of ostensw,e
definition. This being appreciated, the absurdity of DI Broad’s
suggestion should be apparent. How could our commonplace
expressions about physical objects and perceptions—or @72y ¢Xpr €s-
sion, for that matter—possibly acquire 'for us the alleged trans-
experiential’ meaning which he supposes them to have in addition
to what they mean in terms of possible sense-experience? How,
for instance, could anyone learn or teach another this additional
meanzn.g supposed to be conveyed by such an cxpression as ‘I see
a tree’, if ne1t}}er it nor even the alleged additional meaning for any
Zzh:irbfxpressmn_ of its type had ever been or could ever be per-
haI\)ze Cg;:(ftr;lphﬁ;d? And what is more, how could we possibly
explaining to 1_1113n'uesl;;8taﬁd the very words Dr. Broad _employs. in
sions he wishes tol que\sZi atblmph.c ations of these assertive eXpres:
in his contention that ouiré- Obviously, for Dr. 1.31'oad o ‘E)‘ebcorl ecclE

possible experience, we w o onp laf:e eXpressions refer “beyon
’ ould be obliged to assume that we could
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know at least part of their meaning a priori, even though they are
supposed to express entirely contingent propositions. And this is
patently absurd.

Statements of the general type: ‘Physical objects exist’, ‘Physical
objects have shape, size, qualities, etc.’, and ‘Physical objects are
“directly revealed” in perception’, which Dr. Broad takes to be
hypotheses about perceptual data implied by our commonplace
modes of expression, are not factual assertions in their own right,
it should be recognized. They are merely shorthand expressions,
as it were, abstract generalizations of a peculiar sort, reflecting the
form of the countless particular assertions we make about the
existence and specific characteristics of the particular objects and
kinds of objects (tables, chairs, trees, books) which we encounter
In sense-perception, and about the conditions under which we per-
ceive them. Expressions of the general type bear much the same
relation, logically, to the particular expressions, that a statement
of the form “This object is coloured’ bears to a statement like “This
object is red’. If the particular statements are true, then the general
statements are also true, by definition; while the particular state-
ments are true whenever the appropriate circumstances are
realized. And since the expressions in which we formulate the
particular assertions are, after all, arbitrary and conventional, and
hence can signify no more than what is revealed in the particular
perceptual situations or sequences of perceptual situations in
terms of which they must be defined, it follows that the general
Statements cannot signify anything more, either.

Dr. Broad’s reference to ‘the analyses made unconsciously for
practical ends by our prehistoric ancestors’, which our common-
place modes of expression are supposed to reflect, can likewise be
shown to be a semantic muddle.

The modes of expression which we have inherited from our pre-
historic ancestors inevitably suggest a certain mode of analysis for
the situations to which they are applied, he tells us. The expression
‘I see a chair’ suggests that the perceptual situation thus indicated
‘consists of me and the physical object whose name appears in the
phrase, related directly by an asymmetrical two-term relation
which is indicated by the verb’. And while it is ‘plausible’ to sup-
pose that the situation does contain two outstanding constituents

23



INTRODUCTION

related in this way, he says, ‘it is quite another question whether
these two constituents can possibly be what is commonly under-
stood by “me” and by “chair”.

Now, in the first place, to suggest even the bare possibility that
the type of situation normally indicated by the expression ‘I sec a
chair’ may not really ‘contain two outstanding constitucnts’, but
that this merely reflects a tacit, uncritical ‘analysis’ made by our
prehistoric ancestors, is not, I want to show, to suggest anything
meaningful at all. Which of the ‘constituents’ of any situation are
‘outstanding’ is, of course, a function of interest or attention. And
that the recurrent kinds and patterns of entitics, rclations, quali-
ties, and properties which we distinguish in perceptual experience
and designate by language all reflect a practical concern cannot be
denied—any more than it can be deniced, for that matter, that the
subtlety of the discriminations of similarity and difference which
people are accustomed to make among the data of perception deter-
mine, and are reciprocally facilitated or discouraged by, the rich-
ness or poverty of the vocabulary and syntax of their particular
1aﬂguag?. But granted that our ancestors, as we, found it natural
ro de§cr1be perceptual situations in terms of a percciver and some
perceived object, what is the nature of the ‘analysis’ which Dr.
Broad says is involved? For there to be descriptive assertion at all,
gme selection from the total complex situation must be made.
gfi(;%irélzzgg arecci)urr ent aspects of experience must be distilx;—y
the 0thérwise - nvention esta_bhshed for representing th_em .}
the word B eaningless, arbitrary sounds or marks which are
nOtationaT sa r;t phrases of language. And it is only afzer such a
ness of a paﬁtisrrll is established that the correctness or incorrect-
—in terms of tﬁealrﬂiubsequem dqscnpnve_ assertion can be judged
of the situation in ene§s or un—hkeness2 in the es'sentlal %'cspe'cts,
in which the nOtat_quefnon to the defining situation or situations
respect to the initfolnz convention was initjally cstablished. With
such judgment ca Illab eﬁnmg situations themselves, however, no
there is simply no ::n made; for without an antecedent standard.
incorrectness. eaning to a judgment of correctness OI
ter];ﬂvr‘:g;loldi bclz Iioss_1ble,_I Suppose, to construct a language vyith

i g1cal classifications straddling the perceptual discrimina-
tions we are accustomed to make, just as the stars in the sky com-
prising the various familiar constellations might have been con-
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ventionally grouped to form other visual configurations, or just as
the zodlogical phyla might have been arranged quite differently if
other principles of classification had been employed. And perhaps
such a language would also require a correspondingly modified
syntax. But what representational advantage would be gained by
such linguistic alteration? To be understood by their users, the
expressions in the revised language would, like the expressions of
the familiar natural languages, have to be assigned their meanings
at least ultimately by reference to concrete, perceptible situations.
And any observable situation that could be represented in the
revised language could also be represented in any other rich and
sufficiently articulated language—in such a language, for instance,
as ordinary English. Since, then, the revised language and the
familiar natural languages would be no more than alternative
modes of representing the perceptible aspects of immediately or
at least ultimately observable situations, the expressions in one
language could not be said to describe the ‘actual situations’ more
accurately than the expressions in another, any more than visually
selecting and grouping the stars in the sky to form constellations
different from those we conventionally distinguish could be said
to represent the sensible pattern of the stars more accurately.

So long as we select elements that we can distinguish in common
with other persons, we can establish a linguistic convention for
descriptive assertion that will be adequate for whatever situations
we may observe. And it can make no sense to say that our descrip-
tive expressions might be intrinsically inaccurate; for they have
no other meaning than the distinguishable aspects of experience
which they were devised to represent and which the parties to the
linguistic convention understand them to represent. Thus, to
suggest that the situations we normally describe by such expres-
sions as ‘I see a chair’, ‘I hear a bell’, etc., may not really contain
the two ‘outstanding constituents’ whose names appear in the
expressions would be to suggest that we have not really discerned
in these situations any such recognizably recurrent elements as we
customarily and arbitrarily designate by the two terms. And this
is so manifestly false that Dr. Broad clearly shies from it.

Instead he says, as I have noted, that while it is ‘plausible’ to
suppose that the perceptual situation does contain two ‘outstand-
ing constituents’, the question is whether these two constituents
can possibly be what is commonly understood by ‘me’ and by
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‘chair’ (or etc.). But this, it should be appreciated, will not do
either. For the same arguments which applied to the suggestion
that our commonplace forms of expression might misrcpresent
the situations they were devised to denote also apply here.

In their ordinary meaning such terms as ‘I’, ‘scc’, ‘chair’, ctc.,
do not designate abstract notions which we acquirc by verbal ex-
planation and about which we may hence have misconceptions.
Rather we learn their meaning ostensively, by observing their use
in the concrete situations of everyday life. And what is ‘commonly
understood’ by them, therefore, is just what is distinguishably
revealed in those perceptual situations, or sequences of perceptual
situations, of everyday life. In the chapters to come I shall show
that Dr. Broad’s procedure is to define such terms in abstraction,
an.d then to deny that expressions involving them express any-
thing .that is confirmed by experience. But obviously, any inter-
pretation of these ostensively defined words and phrascs from
which it follows that they have no exemplification or that they do
not accurately represent what is revealed in perceptual experience
must be a misinterpretation.

To illustrate: A formal statement of the commonly understood
g;:?réﬁc(})lf the term ‘physical Ol’{ieCt’ might conceivab-ly inclu.de
normally haspgo‘DOSlt‘lon. as _that_1t stands for Sonjlcthmg W111ch
time. Suppose continuing lder_ltlty.’ over an appreciable period of
dividual molec nlow 1t were scientifically proclaimed that the in-
completely re llles composing macroscopic physical objects arc
change with ﬁ?kaced every one-thousandth of a secon_d by ex-
The newspa ere molecules from the surrounding environment.
developmempas ftﬁn 1ght very well describe such a theoret%cal
objects do not, ag eoaStloulndmg scientific discoyery thz.xt phys.lczzl
But in truth S:.lChI; %lilszl(;y th’ought, have continuous 1dcnt1tlesl.
the commonly understo dVery would no more regdex; un‘genab e
ing ‘continuing ident; od meaning of ‘physical object’ as involv-
composition of matterltz than did the mOICCL.llar.theory of the
we speak of a chair, for (::?(;r;)lvﬁrt what we orfj1ngr11y -me%n Ev:vh.e.r;‘
the phrase ‘having a’continuinp-Z’ as_belng a ‘solid ob!e{:)t1 . For 21
of time” is intended to repres 8 [ eniity over an apprecia c;: p-aenod
meaning of the term hp X e?t part ?f_the commonly under Stoo
in some theoretical P dys1ca object’, it must be interpreted not
this is th cal or 1deal sense, jbut in the ordinary sense; and

€ Sense In which even a philosopher could identify his hat
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in the cloak-room and would lodge a complaint with the manage-

ment if it were not there when he returned, or if it had been
exchanged for another.

PROCEDURE AND SYNOPSIS

I want finally to say something about my method of procedure
in the detailed examination of Dr. Broad’s views which follows,
and to describe briefly the content of each of the six chapters.

My aim in this essay, as I have indicated, is to defend the
common-sense notions and expressions about our perception of
physical objects against the attack of sense-datum analysis, and to
show how the epistemological problems generated by this type of
approach and the paradoxical conclusions to which they lead can
be dissolved by due regard for the logic of ordinary language.
Because the linguistically-oriented method of analysis which I
employ requires careful attention to the actual wording of the
views I am concerned to refute as well as to the general structure
of their argument, the essay, as I have said, is limited primarily to
a single formulation: the clear and concise presentation in Chapter
IV, ‘Sense-Perception and Matter’, of Dr. Broad’s The Mind and

" Its Place in Nature (1925). Occasionally I have also referred to the
somewhat more detailed and expanded statement of his views
which he gives in Chapter VII, ‘Matter and Its Appearances,” and
Chapter VIII, “The Theory of Sensa and the Critical Scientific
Theory’, of his earlier work, Scientific Thought (1923); but the
organization of my essay follows closely that of Chapter IV in the
former work.

The method of procedure I have employed is to present Dr.
Broad’s argument in this chapter step by step and in his own
words, so far as practicable, introducing critical analysis and dis-
Cussion as I go along. This modeof procedure, it must be admitted,
Since it requires frequent recapitulation of both exposition and
Criticism to preserve continuity, has resulted in a certain amount
of repetition that might have been avoided by a more synoptic
treatment. But the thesis that the development of Dr. Broad’s
argument depends for its cogency in large part on an accumulation
of subtle linguistic mistakes and confusions seemed to me to call
for a method of analytic procedure that would permit their

€Xposure when and as they occur. The illusive familiarity or
S.P.M.——3 27
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. rask smonstrate
‘transparency’ of language makes it no ea}iy (;JSII\] cfvf)vcci:'c:r, and o
linguistic error convincingly by 21y method, he piecemeal pro-
certain amount of repetitiousness is c.iue, not to the Il)tl what I may
cedure, but simply to the fact that in trylflg to p;nt cl(;OI‘l)' and
judge to be a particularly subtle or Important po roaches.
effectively, I sometimes adopt several C!lffe_r cent apy . Lcceds along

As for the critical analysis and discus§1on itself; it p; o 10 cvery-
the lines set forth in the preceding section. By appfla l?g, {aherent
day facts and linguistic usage, by explicating th_e Ot%n" the facts
in ordinary usage, and in large part simply by ICSt.a ?hcm into
to which he alludes, and the conclusions he draws ﬁon;)1 in ,evel’}'
more familiar, common-sense language, I have bCC“_ a de enerates
case, I believe, to dissipate the problems which Dr. B Si ctgs and o
concerning our perceptual knowledge of physical obj hole. Dr.
show that his ‘solutions’ are merely verbal. On the “mtim; has
Broad’s admirably Iucid and explicit style of presen fow Cases,
facilitated the task of analysis and criticism. In son_lc(r o dis.
however, I have been unable to penetrate his meaning traw the
cover the process of reasoning which would lead him to s T am
conclusions he does from the facts he adduces. In those Icafmintain
obliged to deny him the benefit of the doubt- For, as. ltoc show
throughout, any argument or analysis which p’tll‘POIft_S 1 every-
that beliefs and expressions whose very sense derives Ipnqccurate
day, pragmatically successful usage are incorrect or 1ne

. > Ise and
MUSt ipso facto, like the paradoxical proofs’ of Zeno, be fa
sophistical,

. ) . ix chapters
To conclude this Introduction, the synopsis of the six P
comprising the essay follows:

In Chapter I, “The “Facts”
critically Dr. Broad®
of what he considers
philosophical views
his ensuing argum
classification of hall

of Perception’, I present and d1sc1;S§
§ preliminary statement of the problen, ahis
to be the facts which ‘everyone, whatevert of
may be, would admit’. The developmen his
ent is foreshadowed and facilitated by -li—
ucinatory experiences at the outset Wlth. Veles
dical perceptual experiences (in contradistinction to experlen.c ¥
of the type: ‘I feel cross’) on the basis of ‘the claim to exte11ne
cognitive contact’. This claim he designates by saying thaﬁ tti”z
both ‘have epistemological objects’, the difference between the
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being merely the presence or absence of a corresponding ‘onto-
logical object’. By stating the facts thus, I argue, Dr. Broad im-
plicitly introduces the ensnaring notion of the ‘sensc-datum’ of
which we are supposed to be immediately aware in both veridical
and hallucinatory perceptual experience; and this leads inevitably
to the logically unsolvable problem of how cognitive contact with
external ‘ontological objects’ is possible, if all one is ever immedi-
ately aware of in perceptual experience are ‘epistemological ob-
jects’. In this connection I also examine what Dr. Broad means by
‘sensation’, and his conception of its role in perception. I take
1ssue with the supposition that one can distinguish (e.g.) a ‘brown
patch of such and such a shape, etc.’—in Dr. Broad’s later termin-
ology, a ‘sensum’— from the chair which one perceives, and also
with his description of perception as an ‘emergent characteristic’
arising from the sensation of simple qualities.

Chapter 11, ‘“Physical Object’” and “Objective Constituent’’,
is concerned with Dr. Broad’s argument that ‘perceptual situa-
tions’ do not literally ‘contain as a constituent’ anything properly
termed a ‘physical object’, and that our common-sense forms of
expression represent untenable ‘simple-minded analyses made
unconsciously for practical ends by our prehistoric ancestors’.
Anything that we should be willing to call a ‘physical object’, he
argues, must have duration, unity, and continuity; must have an
inside as well as an outside; and must have other qualities besides
those immediately revealed to a particular sense. In a given per-
ceptual situation, however, one is directly aware, he says, of only
a ‘short event which is, at most, a slice of a longer strand of history
which is the history of the particular object’; furthermore, one is
directly aware of only a small part of its outside near surface; and
finally, one is sensuously aware of only a small selection of the
total qualities it is supposed to have. Pointing out, to begin with,
the strangeness of Dr. Broad’s preliminary suggestion that there
may not even be things which in fact have all the required charac-
teristics (since the denotation of the term ‘physical object’ obvi-
ously antedated its connotation, and any statement of the latter
must be interpreted by reference to the former), I go on to argue
that he misrepresents the common-sense belief about our percep-
tion of physical objects. It does not hold, as his argument suggests,
that in seeing a physical object one sees its far side and its inside
at the same time or in the same sense that one sees its near surface,
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or etc., but only that one is seeing something which does in fact—
as may be confirmed by further perception—have all the proper-
ties required for it to count as a physical object. Dr. Broad’s defini-
tion of the limits of the ‘perceptual situation’, and his conception
of the ‘objective constituent’ from the outset not as a physical
object, but as a kind of ‘sensory image’, as I try to show, are
arbitrary and artificial, and beg the question of whether or not
physical objects are ‘directly revealed’ in perceptual situations.
The discussion in Chapter I1I, “The “External Reference” of
Perception’, is divided into two main parts: (i) The ‘External
Reference’, and (ii) The Relevance of Delusive Perception. By’the
£0rr{1er Dr. Broad means ‘the conviction that the “glvcn’ or
objective constituent” of a single perceptual situation 1 part of
2 larger whole of a certain characteristic kind, viz., a certain physi-
cal object, and that this whole has other qualitics besides tpose
which are sensuously manifested in the perceptual situathn’.
Although T agree with Dr. Broad that it is a matter of psychological
0b§erv_ation that perception does not involve nference from ‘_g1ven‘
objective constituents’, and that the strength of the ‘conviction of
external reference’ could not at any rate be justified thus, I main-
tain that he is mistaken in concluding that ‘the notion of persistent
physical objects is logically merely an hypothesis to cxplain the
COrrc:_lat1(?ns between per ceptual situations’. Of the different types
?lf Scientific hypotheses I describe, Dr. Broad’s conception of Fhe
o o ol e 1 K 1
of postulated macroscopic interrele " hich
are ! COnSlTuCE_S—e.g., molecules, atoms, electrons—
o :t i(l)naCfc‘:esmb}e 0 direct observation. But to characteriz¢ the
e i et B A LB R
there js something of n. Yor it misleadingly F physical
objects g always lack1.ng in our know_ledgc ot p :
W}: > Some theoretical ‘more ideal’ or direct kind of knowledge;
cepetfleaalsalct lz the very directness and ideality of our ordinary pler;
provid quaintance with physical objects and their relations tha
1des the basis of comparison for distinguishing oz/er notions
or beliefs as ‘merely’ hypothetical.
tio'rIl‘}tl}el Se‘c (?nd part Of: this chapter deals with Dr. Broad’s conten-
veridi At 'since there is no relevant internal difference between the
; Srl cal and Fhe delusive perceptual situation, it.is reasongble to
ppose that in no case does a perceptual situation contain as a
30
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constituent the physical object which corresponds to its epistemo-
logical object, even when there is such a physical object’; and that,
further, since the claim of ‘external reference’ is false in some cases,
it cannot be accepted as true merely at its face-value in any case,
and may be wrong in all. Here my reply is twofold. In the first
place, ‘delusive’ and ‘veridical’ are polar epistemological terms; so
that in order to judge a particular perceptual situation to be ‘delu-
sive’, we must also be able to recognise ‘veridical’ perceptions—
clse the very distinction dissolves, and Dr. Broad’s argument with
it. And in the second place, while it may be, at least in some cases,
that delusive perceptual situations are not distinguishable on their
face from veridical perceptions, they can be distinguished by
antecedent and subsequent perceptual experience. Dr. Broad’s
insistence upon an 7nternal basis for distinction, I argue, is arbi-
trary and question-begging.

Chapter IV, ‘The ‘“Logical Question” and the Alternative
Theories’, is an evaluation of Dr. Broad’s argument that in view of
illusions and the different appearances which a physical object
presents {rom different perspectives and under differentconditions,
what is required, logically, if we try to preserve the common-sense
view that the objective constituents of perceptual situations are
literally parts of the surfaccs of external physical objects, is ‘a
reconsideration of the formal characteristics of the relation of such
attributes as size, shape and colour to objective constituents and to
physical objects’. He presents two alternative ‘theories’, ‘neither
of which accords very well with common sense’. These are, first:
the Theory of Multiple Inherence, which meets the problem by
postulating that sensible characteristics, such as shape, size, and
colour, are not ‘intrinsic’ propertics of physical objects, but rather
characteristics the specification of which involves an ‘essential
reference’ to a ‘region of projection’; and second: the Multiple
Relation Theory of Appearing, which meets the problem by holding
that ‘objective constituents can have qualities which are different
from and inconsistent with those which they seem on careful
inspection to have’. My argument in this chapter is directed to-
ward showing that the ‘logical’ problem which Dr. Broad generates
about illusions and the different appearances of a physical object
is not a real problem at all. Contrary to his contention, I insist that
the well-known principles of geometric perspective, the behaviour
of light, and the nature of the human eye are not only not
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irrelevant considerations, but do in fact adequately account for the
observed facts. The two ‘theories’, I maintain moreover, are not
factually alternative with respect to each other or to the common-
sense view, but are merely alternative notational systems for render-
ing the observed facts. But ordinary common-sense usage natur-
ally and implicitly embraces such facts as the relevance of the
observer and his position, etc., to the apparent characteristics of
physical objects. The attempt to reword common expressions to
take explicit cognizance of these facts only leads to confusion.
Such language as Dr. Broad wants to employ in doing this ordin-
arily expresses states of affairs which are quite different from the
familiar veridical perceptual situations of everyday life, and its
use in such cases is either misleading or unintelligible.

In Chapter V' 1 discuss Dr. Broad’s parallel ‘Causal Qucstim'l’.
Such considerations as mirror-images, non-homogeneous media,
the finite velocity of light, colour-blindness, morbid bodily states
like jaundice, and the effects of drugs like santonin, lead him to
conclude that the ‘independently necessary and sufficient’ matcrl.al
conditions for a certain shade of colour to ‘pervade’ (or a certain
sensible shape and size to ‘inform’) a certain ‘external region’ from
a certain ‘region of projection’ are all contained in or closc to t'he
‘region of projection’. Here again my argument is concerned with
showing that such considerations as Dr. Broad adduces do'not
pose any problem for our common-sense beliefs and expressions
about physical objects and perception. Quite the contrary, they
are, in the main, well-known anomalies, and neither their exis-
tence nor their cxplanation is incompatible with the so-called
common-sense view. The finite velocity of light, while perhaps
not a commonly-known or considered fact, plays no appreciab}e
role in the vast majority of ordinary perceptual situations; and in
any event it does not enter into the ordinary meaning of our judg-
ment that the objects we see are present before our eycs at the time
we see them. Analysis of what he means by the key phrases (in
quotation marks above) reveals that for the most part Dr. Broad’s
conclusion concerning the causal conditions of perception seems
contrary to common sense only because of his peculiar choice of
language. Some of his generalizations from abnormal perceptual
situations, however, reflect his ‘Principle of Exceptional Cases’
(discussed earlier in this Introduction), and are, as I try to show,
unwarranted.
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Chapter VI, which concludes the essay, is concerned with Dr.
Broad’s ‘Sensum Theory’, the third and favoured solution which
he proposes to meect the ‘logical problem’. This ‘theory’ is sup-
posed to meet the ‘problem’ by abandoning altogether the
common-sense view thatthe objective constituents of veridical per-
ceptual experiences are literally spatio-temporal parts of ‘external’
physical objects, holding rather that they are unique objects,
‘neither mental nor physical’, but ‘particular existents of a peculiar
Kind’—sensa. Dr. Broad’s arguments designed to show that it is
‘highly plausible’ to take this view are essentially the same as those
considered in Chapter IV in connection with the initial statement
of the ‘logical problem’, and are as casily dispatched. As with the
other two ‘alternative theories’, moreover, analysis shows that the
Sensum Theory is a purely verbal ‘solution’ to the pseudo-prob-
lem about the multiple appearances which physical objects
present; but in addition a certain reductio ad absurdum of this
theory is shown, stemming from the fact, acknowledged by Dr.
Broad, that we do not ordinarily notice any discrepancy between
our ‘objective constituents’ and the physical objects we claim to
perceive ‘directly’. Finally, I argue that the problem he finds in
the familiar fact that objects look different from different perspec-
tives, his insistence that the scientific explanation does not satis-
factorily reconcile these different ‘appearances’ with the common-
sense notion of a single, unchanging, ‘directly perceived’ physical
object, and lastly, his preference among the three ‘alternative
theories’ he proposes, all indicate that Dr. Broad implicitly regards
the ‘objective constituents® of our perceptual experience from the
outset as though they were intervening ‘entities’, like photographic
images, or ‘sensa’. And in fact, I conclude, Dr. Broad’s very sense-
datum approach, with its artificial separation between ‘directly
perceived objective constituents’ and ‘external physical objects’,
constitutes nothing less than a tacit assumption of the major
premise of the Sensum Theory, and thus foredooms the inquiry
to his sceptical conclusions and paradoxical ‘theories’.
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CHAPTER 1

THE ‘FACTS’ OF PERCEPTION

VERYONE, whatever his philosophical views may Pf’s::y;
Dr. Broad,! would admit that such phrascs as £ affairs
bell’, ‘I feel a bell’, ‘I hear a bell’ indicate states C:J 1;1 ise

which actually exist from time to time. Some people WO aire

doubts about the existence of physical objects, such as’_stencé
tables, bells, etc. Some would raise doubts about the e-xtioubts
of selves or minds which perceive such objects. Bl,.lt. no on(;l b are
that such phrases as those above express propositions }\lv ltr to

sometimes true. People do not begin to quarrel until t cyb y‘I’

analyse such situations, and to ask what must be mea:}i h}éar ;;

by the ‘bell’, and by ‘hearing’, if it is to be true that find that

bell’. And when they do this, he says, they are liable t0 7% - =0 0

the only senses of ‘T, ‘bell’, and ‘hear’ which will make

: i e wont
statement true are very different from those which we ar
to attach to these words.

If this should happen, it still remains true, of courses thatff tg:
phrases ‘I hear a bell’ and ‘I see a chair’ stand for real states of atei of
which differ in certain specific ways from each other; but these sta m-
affairs may be extremely different in their structure and their €O

. s di hem
ponents from what the form of words which is used to indicate t
would naturally suggest to us.2

. . 1 ¢
Before this can be discussed and determined, ho‘f"ever’.bgf:(zris
attempting, that is, any particular analysis of them, with which 1

. 6.
1 The Mind and Its Place in Nature, pp. 140 fl. (Cf. Scientific Thought, p- 236-)
2 Idem, p. 140.
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certain many people will violently disagree, says Dr. Broad, it is
important, here as always, to state the facts in a form to which
everyone will agree. In endeavouring to accomplish this, Dr.
Broad makes certain distinctions to which he affixes special names.
Before giving an account of some of these, however, I want to
stress again the observations which I set forth in the Introduction
regarding the preceding suggestion.

I do not think that anyone can reasonably quarrel with Dr.
Broad when he says that such phrases as ‘I see a bell’, ‘I feel a
bell’, ‘T hear a bell’, and so on indicate states of affairs which
actually exist from time to time. That such phrases have a use in
everyday life is a matter of common observation. Now the very
fact of their having a use in everyday life tells us that they some-
times express true propositions. For they originated in the con-
text of social communication, and their correct usage is determined
within that context. They mean nothing more nor less than the
kind of experienceable situations to which they were devised to
refer. Not all propositions of this sort could be always false, for
then the sentences which express them would neither have a
current usage, nor would they have arisen in our language.

What is morc, if the very denial that these phrases express
true propositions is ever to have sense, it cannot be the
case that they always express false propositions. To say that a
proposition of this kind is false must mean that the situation
indicated is not in fact exemplified. But to determine this, we
must first know at least the kind of situation which would make
such a proposition true, and then see that the actual situation
does not conform. Now with propositions of so fundamental a
type as these, there is no other way to gain acquaintance with the
kind of situation which would make them true than to experi-
ence situations of just that kind. Thus it cannot be meaningful
to say that the propositions which such phrases express are always
false. .

It is apparent, however, that though I am in agreement thus
far with Dr. Broad that such statements as ‘I see a bell’ are some-
times true, it is not because he accepts the kind of argument I
have advanced. For by the same argument I am forced to disagree
with his further statement that when people try to analyse such
situations as are expressed by these statements, and to ask what
is meant by ‘I’, by ‘bell’, and by ‘hear’, if it is to be true that I
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hear a bell, ‘they are liable to find that the only sense of “I”,
“bell”, and “hear” which will make the statement true are very
different from those which we are wont to attach to these words’.
I find it impossible to accept such a statement even prior to an
examination of the arguments which he advances in support of
it. Nothing is more clear and certain than that thesc statements
in their ordinary usage are often both true and known to be so.
Just as is the case with the statements in which they occur,
these words originated in the social context of communication,
and their correct usage or meaning is determined within that
context. Just as it is inconcejvable that a proposition of the type
‘I hear a bell’ should always be false, so it is inconceivable that
such words as ‘I’, ‘bell’, and ‘hear’ which express the proposition
should mean something other than we have always understood
them to mean. They mean what they were coined to mean; and if
the proposition which they express is true, then these words, by
the same token, refer to what is the case. Thus, any arguments
which claim to deny this must ipso facto be false or sophistical.
What those arguments are, and at what point they go astray, I
shall try to show in subsequent chapters. But the preceding
comments may be taken, in general, as an indication of the
line which the subsequent discussion and criticism will follow.

2

Such situations as are naturally indicated by phrascs like ‘I am
;seemg a chanj’ or ‘I am hearing a bell” Dr. Broad refers to as
Percepfual Situations’. That there are such situations everyone
agrees. ‘Can we g]j agree to go any further together before parting

> . !
company?’ Dr, Brgad thinks we obviously can. He asks us to
consider the following three statements:

I. I am hearing 4 bell.

2. 1 am Seeing pink t .
3. I feel cross. rats. (Delusive.)

When we consider Statements of the third kind, says Dr. Broad,

we realize that they differ radically from the first or perceptual

kind. When we feel cross, he observes, we are not fecling some-

thing but are feeling Somehow. When we hear a bell, we no doubt,
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he says, are feeling somekow; but the important thing about the
perceptual situation is that we ‘claim to be in cognitive contact
with something other than ourselves and our states’. This claim is
just as obvious in those perceptual situations which are commonly
believed to be delusive, he observes, as in those which are com-
monly believed to be veridical. The situation ‘I feel cross’,
however, differs from the other two which are alike in this
respect. This difference Dr. Broad expresses by saying that the
first two do, and the third does not, have an ‘epistemological
object’. The bell situation and the pink-rat situation both have
epistemological objects; the situation indicated by ‘I feel cross’
has no epistemological object.

My muotive in adding the qualifying word ‘epistemological’ is that
otherwise some bright spirit will at once complain that the pink-rat
situation has no object. What he really means is of course that there is
no ontological object, corresponding to the epistemological object which
the situation certainly has; i.e., that the situation involves a certain
claim which the physical world refuses to meet.!

At this point, I want to comment on the distinction which Dr.
Broad has made between ‘epistemological object’ and ‘ontological
object’” with respect to perceptual situations. Now the difference
between perceptual and non-perceptual situations, which is
expressed in terms of having or not having an epistemological
object, is that in the one case—the perceptual situation—there is
the claim to ‘cognitive contact with somezhing other than ourselves
and our states’; whereas in the non-perceptual situation—°I feel
cross’, etc.—there is not this claim. The difference, then, which
Dr. Broad is taking note of is one of claims, and not, so far, one
involving similarity or difference in the number of entities which
are actually to be distinguished in the analysis of the three
situations. That is to say, what situations of the kind ‘I am seeing
a rat’ (or “I am hearing a bell”’, where these are veridical), and
situations of the kind ‘I am seeing pink rats’ (delusive) have in
common, is only that they make similar claims concerning cog-
nitive contact with something other than ourselves and our states,
and not any common entity perceived in both cases.

But this difference and similarity in claims is misleadingly
expressed by Dr. Broad as though the non-perceptual situation

1 Idem, pp. 141 {.
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differed from the other two, the veridical and delusive perceptual
situations, in that the latter two had something in common beside
the claim, namely an ‘epistemological object’. This way of stating
tpe ‘facts’ paves the way for the analysis of delusive ‘perceptual’
situations in terms of ‘cognitive contact’ with a kind of ‘particular’.
When we come to Dr. Broad’s analysis of the ‘facts’ we find that
the particular has become a kind of exiszent, neither mental nor
phys1ca}. And eventually Dr. Broad’s analysis of even veridical
perception involves such an entity intervening, whether logically
or §ubstantially, between the perceiver and the physical object
which he perceives. All this derives from, or at least is given a
surface plausibility by, the leap which Dr. Broad makes from the
statement that delusive as well as veridical perceptions make or
contain the claim to cognitive contact, to the statement that they
both ‘have epistemological objects’.

On‘Dr_. Broad’s own definition of how he proposcs to use the
term “epistemological object’, it seems to me, he should have no
q_uarr'el with the ‘bright spirit’ who complains that the pink-rat
Sll'fl{aYIQH really has no object. For the latter in making his com-
PCf;iTTtl’ls\;ﬁir;?rgé&?is;i?fge of, and does.r}ot mean to deny, ﬁle

. ptions, on their face, scem to make.
Nor is he unaware of the difference between experiences like ‘I feel
cross” and perceptual situations of the veridical and dclusive
zg :Stkg/t h?ﬁ he ‘really means’ by his complaint is just what he
evacies s €re 1S no object in the pink-rat situation. Dr. B}‘Ofdfi
The very ; point when }}e speaks of an ‘cp%stemologlcal iject .
matter biﬁrgpgirtance which he placfes on this way of putting the
in claims whe }Sl Statement that he is expressing on}y a similarity
situations ‘ha\f; ¢ says that l?oth ve.r1d1ca1 and delusive perceptual

Dr. Broad he eI>1ste:molog1.ca1 objects’. _ -
claim 1o exiern:T deﬁx}e.d ‘eplstemological object’ in terms of the
situations, both 1C10gmt_1ve contact w}uch Fharactemzes pe%'ceptual
case Wher,x one & allucmatory and veridical. Now co.n51der the
ence, and kg, as an }}alluClnaFox:y or haHyc_matory-hke experf—
explanation ot that the time that it is not veridical. On Dr. _Broa_d s
involves an ‘ 1€ term, it is not at all clear that such a situation
knows that b, ;:sterr}ologxc_:al object’. For when the individual
he is making anxpelrl_ence 1s not ver1d1ca1., .then it is not truc that
vacillates betweey claim to ext_erpal cognitive contact. I?r. Br(?ad

T saying that it is we who make this claim which
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characterizes all perceptual situations,! and that it is the situation
which ‘involves’ the claim, or ‘has’ an epistemological object.?
But situations do not make such claims; it is of course we who
make them. In what sense, then, can an hallucinatory perceptual
situation which is recognized as such by the perceiver be said to
involve the claim to external cognitive contact? What Dr. Broad
must mean, it seems to me, is merely that the hallucinatory
experience bears a subjective resemblance to the veridical per-
ceptual experience which would correspond in its descriptive
qualitative aspects if one were actually perceiving an external
physical object or phenomenon. Perceptual situations are situa-
tions involving sensory experience in any of the modalities through
which we do have external cognitive contact with physical objects
or phenomena: sight, sound, touch, taste, and smell. A situation
may be classified as perceptual so long as it involves experiences
in these modalities, whether the experience is veridical or hallu-
cinatory. Dr. Broad, then, might better say that a perceptual
situation has an epistemological object if it involves a sensory
experience which is qualitatively like the experience which the
subject would have if he were actually perceiving a corresponding
physical object or phenomenon.

In what sense of the term ‘object’ may hallucinatory perceptual
situations be said to have objects? Compare the two situations
‘I am seeing pink rats’ (delusive) and ‘I am seeing a rat’ (veridical).
In the veridical perception the rat that is seen is a physical object.
But when one is having the delusion of ‘seeing pink rats’, obvi-
ously there are no such rats being perceived. Nevertheless, he is
having a visual experience which is very much like that he has
when he actually sees a rat. And it is natural, for grammatical
reasomns, to refer to the descriptive content of this kind of experi-
ence as though it were actually an object that was being revealed.
Thus, we may only in an analogous and purely grammatical sense
speak of the ‘objects’ of our hallucinatory experiences.

But now, in view of what has just been said, we may ask if there

L Cf. idem, p. 141: *. . . The important point about the perceptual situation is
that we claim to be in cognitive contact with something other than ourselves and our
states.’

2 Cf. idem, p. 142: “What he really means is of course that there is no ontological
object, corresponding to the epistemological object which the situation certainly has:

i.e., that the situation involves a certain claim which the physical world refuses to
meet.’
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is any justification for the use of the term ‘epistemological object’
in the case of veridical perceptions. When it is true that ‘I am
seeing a rat’, there is a physical object which is t/e object which
I am seeing. It is literally an object, and not an object in a sense
only analogous to some other, as in the previous case. This is the
primary sense of the word ‘object’ to which its use in cases of
delusive perception is only analogous. The two cases, then, have
No common object. The veridical situation involves an object,
but the delusive situation involves only an experience which is
subjectively very much like—though objectively very much
unlike—that which one has of an object. The fact that both
cxperiences may involve the same subjective claim—or at least
th‘? absence of doubt—as to veridicality, does not alter the
objective difference between the two situations. There is good
reason, then, to consider ‘epistemological object’ (if this be more
than the claim to veridicality) and ‘ontological object’ as mutually
exclusive terms. For when what one is describing is a physical
object (in veridical perception), there is no ground for his speaking
also of an “epistemological object’, by which, as we have seen, Dr.
Broad. Seems t0 mean not simply the claim to veridicality, but
the visual sensation itself, hypostatized into a kind of entity.
Thus far, at least, in what purports to be a statement of the facts
with Whlch Cveryone can agree, Dr. Broad has not shown that
gil:tr’e 1S any basis, in the veridical perception of an object, for

Inguishing the experiential content’ from the object itself.

3

In co i . . . .
nnecuon with the objections advanced in the preceding

section, Dr. Broag ( - pre
: see o
defence: ms to have something to say in his own

1h .
Obiecsiir?i;tlffcgatz this Opportunity to anticipate another purely verbal
‘We don’t really seeme,one 1S sure to make. Someone is certain to say:
them.” To this T ansv€mk rats, for there are none; we only think we see
etc.; do, most y nfort er by admmmg that words like ‘secing’, hearing )
like the barristey’g Snat_e{y, introduce the ‘fallacy of many questions
The phrase ‘1 see S%_ery. V(,/hen did you lea}ve off 'beatmg your wife?’
is a perceptual siy -and-so’ 45 taken in ordinary life to mean: ‘There

Hation of the visual kind of which I am subject. This

has such i
and such ap CPistemological object. And there is a physical
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object corresponding to this epistemological object.” If a second person
has reason to believe that the third of these propositions is false, he
will be inclined to say: “You arc not really seeing so-and-so; you only
think that you arc secing it’. Now words like ‘seeing’ and ‘hearing’ are
hopeless for our present purpose if they are to be interpreted in this
way. I therefore wish it to be clearly understood that I shall depart so
far from common usage as to say that a man secs a pink rat, provided he
is subject of a perceptual situation which has a pink rat as an epistemo-
logical object and is of the visual kind, regardless of whether there is a
physical pink rat corresponding to this epistemological object.!

In this section I want to discuss Dr. Broad’s explanation of the
terminology he employs in dealing with veridical and hallucina-
tory perceptual experience, and incidentally to explain the
terminology which I myself shall henceforth employ.

I have already commented on Dr. Broad’s use of the term
‘epistemological object’. With respect to the quotation above, I
can only repeat that the phrase ‘I see so-and-so’ is not taken in
ordinary life to mean: ‘“There is a perceptual situation of the
visual kind. This has an epistemological object, ctc.” I suggest
that what the phrase ‘I sec so-and-so’ means might better be put:
“There is a so-and-so and I see it.’ If ‘epistemological object’
means no more than the claim to external cognitive contact, the
substitute meaning which I offer ought to be perfectly acceptable
to Dr. Broad; for it expresscs the claim equally well, and certainly
more typically. Why is Dr. Broad not content to explain merely
that he proposes to say that a man sees a pink rat even when he is
only having an hallucination? Why should he insist on the
‘epistemological object’ way of putting it?

Now what about Dr. Broad’s apology for departing so far from
common usage as to say that a man sees pink rats, even when his
experience is hallucinatory and there are no such rats? The fact
is that there seems to be no explicit convention in ordinary
language concerning the use of such terms as ‘perceive’, ‘see’,
‘feel’, ‘hear’, and so forth, with respect to the distinction
between veridical and non-veridical or hallucinatory experience.
Certainly in the greater number of instances in which we
ordinarily have occasion to employ these terms, our intention is
to assert or refer to a veridical experience. Ordinarily, when we
say ‘I see a chair’ (or etc.), we mean that there is a physical object

1 Idem, p. 142.
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o_f a certain kind before us, and that we are experiencing it
visually. Under certain circumstances, the primary intention of
an ‘Isee...’ (oran ‘Isaw. . .”) proposition may be to call atten-
ton to the sense modality in or through which the object is (or
fvas) pergeived. But usually, I believe, our interest is primarily
In reporting the presence of the object, or our awarcness of its
presence, and not in emphasizing the particular sense-modality
involved. The fact of illusory and hallucinatory sensory experi-
ences, however, provides a complication.

From the subjective point of view, hallucinatory experiences,
wheth_er recognized as such or not, do bear a similarity to veridical
?;iirilte?ni% l{JSt as the buzz which is heard when there is a short
able from tt}t:. etp;hone sv&.utch.board is superficially not _d1stmgulsh_
call comin ¢ I;ZZ which is p_roduced when there is acFually a
experienCQSg v;r}I1 rom the outside. The after-image which one
bright light it en he closes his eyes after 1O?k1ng 1‘11tcnt1y at a
it is natral torecogmzed as a v1§ual or ‘seeing e.“{per’lence. T_hus,
awarencss of o extend the meaning of the term sce from V%sual
exXperionas TOn external object to merely the having of a visual
only would as I;GS%'V@ perceptual terms fox: veridical experiences
Circumlocu;iOns rI‘ road justifiably insists, involve us in awkward
in the same term.s t 1s natural to report ha}lucmatc?ry experiences
in veridica] eXperiwe use to describe the objects which we perceive
ences are hallucineil ces, even when we are aware that our experi-
eXperience report: Olfy‘ Thf: alc?hth who does not question ms
free from the ha11uC:c ar he sees pink rats; but.even. when .he is
as having been, dol éls]'atlor'l a.nd is capable of. judging his expem‘enccz
pink rats while undelvefllt 1s natural for him to say that he ‘saw
We circumvent thjg I the influence of alcohol. While somc?tlm?s
thought 1 saw . difficulty by employing a phrase like ‘I

b . 7
suggests more tha’n ?tq" this is not altoget_her satisfactory. For it
namely, that at the § Intended, and what is not usually the case,
sciously and eXplic:itltlme one had_SuCh an experience he con-
veridical. What ;s uydaﬁirmed to himself that his experience was
individuals hayjy, n Oubtedly. closer to the truth is that most
sciously question thor L CXPeriences do not at the time con-
veridical with eir veridicality at all, but merely take them as
Now D BOUI consideration.

to mean rrfe lro':id Proposes to employ terms like ‘see’ and ‘feel’

Tely "to have a visual experience’ and ‘to have a tactual
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experience’. In this way he is able to allow the fact of such
experiences without prejudicing the discussion of whether or not
there exist corresponding ‘ontological objects’. Thus, he can speak
of ‘seeing pink rats’. I want to make clear that my quarrel here is
not with this decision concerning the use of terms, as such, which
has the justification of convenience. Rather I am questioning the
justification for the classification of the pink-rat type of experience
with veridical visual experience on the assumption that, being
both ‘perceptual’, they will yield similar analyses into an act of
perceiving and an ‘epistemological object’, with the addition of
‘ontological object’ in the case of veridical perception. It is this
assumption which I contend goes beyond the ‘facts with which
everyonc will agree’. As I shall show in later chapters, this type
of false bifurication between ‘epistemological objects’ and ‘onto-
logical object’ in the case of veridical perception is a practice
which lends a specious plausibility to the Sensum Theory of
perception.

In introducing the notion of ‘epistemological object’, Dr.
Broad called attention to the difference between such statements
as ‘I am hearing a bell’ (or ‘I am seeing a rat’™—i.e., veridical
experiences) and ‘I am seeing pink rats’ (delusive), on the one
hand, and statements of the kind ‘I feel cross’. The difference,
he said, was that statements of the first kind claim cognitive con-
tact, with something other than ourselves and our states, while
those of the latter kind do not make this claim. It is on the basis
of the similarity of claims, then, that Dr. Broad chooses to group
veridical and delusive visual experiences as ‘perceptual’. The
justification for the use of the term ‘see’ in both the veridical and
delusive cases is apparently that they are both experiences of the
visual kind. I do not mean to deny the possibility of this type of
classification. But I do want to call attention to the fact that on
the basis of the realization of, or the failure in realizing, the claim
to cognitive contact with somerking other than ourselves and our
states, an equally defensible classification would be to group
hallucinatory visual experiences with the non-perceptual, in which
group in this respect they clearly fall. The kind of situation which
Dr. Broad calls non-perceptual differs from both veridical and
delusive perceptual situations in that it makes no claim to external
cognitive contact. But delusive visual experiences are like the
non-perceptual in that neither do iz fact reveal any thing other

S.P.M.—4 43
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than ourseclves and our states. Regardless of which arrangement
is made, the important thing is to sce clearly in just what respects
delusive visual experiences are like the veridical perceptual, and
in what respects like the non-perceptual, and to bear these like-
nesses and differences in mind for future reference.

I want to take this opportunity to cxplain my own usc of per-
ceptual terminology. As a matter of fact, there scems to be little
genceral consistency in the use of the term ‘perception’ itself even
among philosophers. In morc or less accord with popular usage,
Runes’ Dictionary of Philosophy! defines perception, in the sense
with which we are concerned, as ‘the apprchension of ordinary
sqnsc—objccts, such as trces, houses, chairs, etc., on the occasion
of scnsory stimulation’. But the same work defines hallucination
as ‘a non-veridical or delusive perception of a sense object occur-
rmg when no object is in fact present to the organs of sense’. It
is clear that if consistency werc observed, an hallucxmnon, not
being ‘the apprehension of an ordinary scnse-object . . . on the
Occasion of sensory stimulation’, could not properly be said to be a
perception at all.

Technical usage does seem, however, to have established
different mecanings for the terms ‘hallucination’ and ‘illusion’.
The distinction reflected by these terms scems to be this: a per-
ceptual experience is said to be an #/lusion if it involves a mis-
Interpretation of the data of sense, where such data are actually
present to the external sensc organs. An illusion is the result of
unusual conditions of perception, physical, physiological, and/
Oor psychological. Examplcs of illusions are the taking of a
configuration of shrubs in the gardcn for the figure of a man, or
the mlSJUdgmcnt of the relative sizes of objccts in unusual ]U\ta-
Positions, or the bent appearance of a straight stick when it is
mmersed half in water and half in air. A scnsory e\penence is
Said to be an hallucination if instead of mvolvmg merely mis-
interpretation of given external stimuli, it arises wholly internally.

hat it seems to reveal about the immediate physical environ-
ment is cither not even remotely the case, or, if it happens to be,
is Causally irrelevant to the experience.

Borderline cases immediately come to mind for a decision. For

1 Dagobert D. Runes, ed. (1942); the definitions of ‘perception’ and ‘hallucina-
tion’ were contributed by Ledger Wood.
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example, when one presses on his eyeball with his fingers, a visual
experience—perhaps a sensation of colour—may result. Such an
expericnce is clearly the result of an external stimulus. However,
although for psychiatric purposes it is not sufficiently pathological
to warrant being termed an hallucination, for our purposes it is
better classified as such. For such an experience does not reveal,
in the normal, directly causal fashion, the visual characteristics
of the stimulating object. The visual experience resulting from
pressure on the eyeball can hardly be termed a visual experience
of the finger which is pressing. On the other hand, in certain
pathological mental states, normal sensory stimulation by an
external object may give risc to a visual experience so totally
irrelevant to the actual descriptive qualities of the stimulating
object as to demand classification as hallucinatory.

The common after-image experience which occurs when one
closes his eyes after looking intently at a bright light is another
borderline case. Here the experience results from the over-
stimulation of a sense organ, with a persistence of effect after the
external stimulus is removed. In view of the spatial and temporal
proximity, and the direct causal relationship between the external
stimulus and the after-image experience, there scems to be justifi-
cation for speaking of it as ‘illusory’. On the other hand, its
occurrence in the immediate absence of any relevant external
stimulus seems to warrant its classification as hallucinatory.

In view of the absence of consistent usage, and the foregoing
considerations, I propose to adopt the following terminology. I
do not mean to suggest that it is an ideal usage which I am pro-
posing, but offer it only as an expedient toward clarity of
communication in making the distinctions I want to make. In
this paper I shall follow Dr. Broad’s example in employing such
terms as ‘perception’, ‘perceptual’, ‘sensory’, ‘see’, ‘hear’, ‘visual’,
‘tactual’, etc., in such a way as to refer only to the subjective aspect
of experience, without prejudice to the question of whether or
not the particular experience is veridical. Thus, ‘I see a chair’ and
‘I see pink rats’ will both be termed visual and perceptual. Where
I require to distinguish between the two possible cases, I shall
employ the terms ‘normal’ or ‘veridical’ and ‘hallucinatory’ or
‘non-veridical’. By a ‘normal’ or ‘veridical’ visual perception, for
instance, I am going to mean the familiar kind of experience which
the reader would normally understand by such propositions as
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‘I see a chair’, ‘I see the moon’, etc. That is, I shall mcan to rcfer,
in the sense in which these words are ordinarily understood, to
those situations in which an individual in the normal sensory
fashion perceives a chair, or the moon, etc., through his cycs,
where such physical objects are actually present and visible. By
a non-veridical perception I shall mean an experience of the
hallucinatory type, adhering to the distinction between hallucina-
tion and illusion set forth above. Morcover, I proposc to classify
after-image experiences and such experiences as the visual cx-
periences resulting from pressing on the eyeball with the finger, as
hallucinatory. Finally, for the purposes of this essay, I shall main-
tain the distinction between the terms ‘illusion’ and ‘hallucination’
as given above, and I shall limit the meaning of ‘non-veridical’ to
the latter type of experience. I do this because of my contention
that the analysis of situations of the former type does involve
external, physical objects and objective conditions of perception,
as does the analysis of normal veridical perceptual situations.

4

Omitting, as not immediately relevant to the discussion in
succeeding chapters, the intervening  distinctions which Dr.
Broad makes between situations which are held to be perceptual
and those which are not, I want to turn to the last of the points
which he supposes everyone would admit to be common and
peculiar to the former. This, he says, is the fact that sensation
plays a unique and indispensable part in them. He writes:

‘ I dp not think it is possible to define ‘sensations’. But it is possible to
give illustrations which cveryone will recognize. Such statements as
Iam aware of a red flash’, ‘I am aware of a squeaky noise’, and so on,
are certainly sometimes true; and they express a kind of situation which
18 Perfec_tly familiar to everyone. Whenever such a statement is true,
there exists a sensation. And it would be admitted that there cannot
be perceptual situations without sensations. I think that it would also
be admitted sensations play a part in perceptual situations which they

do not play in any other kind of situation. I will express this fact by
saying that perceptual situations are ‘sensuous’.l

I want to try to get clear as to just what it is that Dr. Broad
1 The Mind and Its Place in Nature, p. 145.
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means by ‘sensation’. Even if he is right in holding that the term
cannot be defined, it is important to determine at least the kind
of thing he means by it, so that we may decide whether or not
what he says about it is true. Different philosophers and psycholo-
gists have used the term in different ways, and certainly not all
of these usages would cvoke the kind of agreement which Dr.
Broad claims for his assertions. I assume that Dr. Broad means to
say morc than merely that everyone would employ the word
‘sensation’ in connection with perceptual situations, whatever
they might mean by it. What, then, does Dr. Broad intend by this
term?

Now I do not find it at all clear from Dr. Broad’s remarks here
just which aspects of the situations expressed by statements such
as ‘I am aware of a red flash’, ‘I am aware of a squeaky noise’,
his use of the term ‘sensation’ refers to. It is not clear just why
Dr. Broad supposes that whenever it is true that ‘I am aware of
a red flash’, a scnsation exists. Is this intended to be merely a
dcfinition by partial denotation, and is ‘being awarc of a red flash’
itself thc sort of thing Dr. Broad would call a sensation? Or
would he consider this to be a perceptual situation in which a
sensation ‘plays a part’? In that case, which aspect of the situation
is the scnsation? If ‘being aware of a red flash’ is a perceptual
situation, is it then an empirical proposition that whenever such
a situation exists, there exists also a sensation? If what Dr. Broad
means by a ‘sensation’ is simply a specific physiological excitation
of the sensory apparatus or nervous system, then he is quite right
1n saying that everyonc would agrec that sensation plays a unique
and indispensable part in perceptual situations. For regardless of
whether a perceptual situation is veridical or hallucinatory, it is
certain that some modification of the nervous system is involved;
and it is likely that the sort of modification that is involved in
perceptual situations is different from the sort which is involved in
other typcs of mental experience.

There is reason to suppose, however, that this is not what Dr.
Broad has in mind when he employs the term ‘sensation’. In
cxplaining what he means by a percepruc! situarion Dr. Broad, as
we have secn, gives such examples as ‘I see a charr’ and ‘I hear a
bell’; while in explaining what he means by sensation, he refers
only to ‘being aware of a red flash’ and ‘being aware of a squeaky
noise’. If all that he meant by a sensation was physiological
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stimulation, he could have referred again to his original examples.
For the existence of the physiological process is as much a fact in
the former examples as it is in the latter. The fact that he did
choose different types of examples does seem to indicate that he
mecans to denote a distinction between perception and sensation;
and it also suggests that the distinction does not have to do with
physiology.

Now in contemporary psychology and epistemology, ‘percep-
tion’ is usually defined as the apprchension of ordinary sense
objects, such as trees, houses, chairs, etc., in distinction 10
‘sensation’, which refers to the apprehension of isolated sense
qualities: coloured patches, noises, smells, ctc.! If this is the
distinction which Dr. Broad has in mind, then ‘being aware of a
red flash’ and ‘being awarc of a squeaky noise’ would be examples
of sensations. Unfortunately, in order to ascertain whether or not
we are correct in supposing this to be the distinction that Dr.
Broad means to make, I must anticipate somewhat his subsequent
analysis of the facts, with which, as he says himself, philosophers
are apt to quarrel. (Happily, however, this will also afford an
opportunity to discuss briefly certain relevant topics which arc
not dealt with in subsequent chapters.)

Dr. Broad analyses sensation as an ‘act of sensing’ directed upon

a kind of ‘particular concrete existent’, which he calls a ‘sensum’.
Thus, he writes: :

When a man talks of a ‘sensation of red’, he is sometimes referring
1;)C;taé1F11‘e;in£)1atCh Which he senses, sometimes to his act qf sensi.ng the
o sénsumSSkl;neume‘:S to the whol_e complex state .of affalfs, which, on
(red cory, 1s analysable into (act of scnsing)—directed on to
= glee tEflt;}})._In the second meaning, ‘sensation’.is vaiously mental;

Ird 1t 1s undoubtedly a complex whole which involves a mental
factor. In the first mcaning, it is by no means obvious or even plausible

t . . R .
0 say that 2 sensation is mental. I shall always use ‘sensation’ in the
third meaning.2

P

And elsewhere he says:

U - iy . _
Thegleder certain conditions I have states of mind called sensations.
sensations have objects, which are always concrete particular

exllsgifn;s, like coloured or hot patches, noises, smells, etc. Such objects
. Ru ctd . . . . Ly
Ledger Woréfjs,, Dictionary of Philosophy, p. 228; the contribution ‘Perception’ is by

2 Scientific Thought, P- 249,
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are called sensa. Sensa have properties, such as shape, size, hardness,
colour, loudness, coldness, and so on. The existence of such sensa,
and their presence to our minds in sensation, lead us to judge that a
physical object exists and is present to our senses.!

Now from these two passages, we might suppose that Dr. Broad
clearly means that the experience of being aware of a simple
isolated quality like colour, sound, etc., is itself a sensation. And
thus we might suppose that there is no question but that ‘being
aware of a red flash’ and ‘being awarc of a squeaky noise’, being
both experiences of this sort, are examples of sensations. But
subsequently Dr. Broad writes as though he were in agreement
with those psychologists and epistemologists who hold that we
never cxpericnce sensations as such, but only perceptions, and that,
hence, ‘being aware of a red flash’ would not be a sensation, but
rather a pcrception.

A distinguishable feature in perceptual situations, he writes,?
is that certain specific bodily feelings, certain emotions, and certain
feelings of cxpectation (causally dependent on the traces left by
past cxperience) are related in a unique way to the apprehended
sensum. When a sensum of a specific kind is intuitively appre-
hended, certain traces are excited which arouse certain emotions
and induce bodily adjustments which are accompanied by bodily
feelings. In addition, even if it does not call up specific images,
the apprehension of a sensum may at least evoke a more or less
vague feeling of ‘familiarity’. These ‘mnemic consequences’ of
the apprehension of the sensum, moreover, do not merely coexist
with it, but immediately enter into a specific kind of relation to it
which, Dr. Broad tells us, he does not know how to analyse fur-
ther. These ‘mnemic consequences’ in this specific relation to

1 Idem, p. 243. It must be remembered that Dr. Broad has said that he will use
the terms and phrases of language about perception in such a way as not to assume
cognitive contact with external reality. Thus, in this quotation, and in the one
just preceding, Dr. Broad mecans to say that such concrete, particular, non-mental
existents which he calls ‘sensa’ would exist in any perceptual situation, whether it
was veridical or purely hallucinatory. (It may be noted that in this quotation Dr.
Broad refers to scnsations as ‘states of mind’, while in the passage quoted just above
he explicitly states that it is only the ‘act of sensing’ which is mental, and that he
will always use ‘sensation’ to refer to the whole complex process which is not itself
mental, but only involves a mental factor. This inconsistency may perhaps be due
to the fact that the second quotation occurs in the text itself earlier than the first
quotation—that is, before Dr. Broad announces his resolution to employ the term
in this strict sense.)

2 The Mind and Its Place in Nature, p. 215.
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this intuitively apprehended sensum constitute what he calls the
‘quasi-belief” about the sensum which, he says, gives the situation
its specific ‘External Reference’.

These considerations lead Dr. Broad to discuss precisely the
issue with which we are concerned. But his answer only involves
us in further uncertainty as to what, exactly, a sensation, as such,
is. He writes:

Can there be pure sensation without perception? Let us see exactly
what this means on our theory. A pure sensation would be a situation
in which a certain sensum, c.g., a noise or a coloured patch, was
intuitively apprehended, but in which there was no extcrnal reference.
Now, on our theory, we should expect perception to melt into pure
sensation by insensible degrees; we should expect the latter to be an
ideal limit rather than an observable fact; and we should cxpect it to
be unstable and transitogy, if it happens at all. If the mass of feeling be
highly differentiated and certain specific parts of it bc specifically
related to a certain sensum, we shall have a clear case of perceptual
situation with a definite external reference. If, on the other hand, the
mass of feeling be little differentiated, and the apprehension of the
sensum fails to excite traces which cause specific modifications in the
mass, we shall have a situation which approximates to pure sensation,
since 1ts external reference will be very vague. And the same result
would happen, even if the mass of feeling were differentiated in the
way suggested, provided that for some reason the differentiated parts
fail to enter into the proper relation to the apprehended sensum. It
seems to me that when we are looking at something with interest our
awareness of the sensa towards the edge of the visual field approximates
to pure sensation for the first reason. And, perhaps, when we are
looking for something and discover afterwards that it was staring

us in the face all the time, our awareness of the sensa connected with
It approximates to pure sensation from the second cause.2

It is obvious that this passage returns us to a state of indecision

1 <

dispi?tig:ftoe)r(eta:;ﬁdrifeiﬁm-’ of the perceptual situation, Dr. Broad means a
of a certain larger and O 1h¢ given sensed sensum as though it were literally part
the same thing as whatpgrsmt.cr.xt external phys1cgl object or event. It seems to be
logical object’, the ‘claj ¢ Oglg_mally rt_éf.erred to in terms of the phrase ‘epistemo-
selves and Our,states’ Hnel to be in co%nmv_e contact with sqmethz’ng other than our-
not mean an explicit i)elie;%ea'ksd()f 3 ‘quasi-belief” about this to indicate that he does
object, but rather an ¢ judgment involving 1nft_:rence from sensum to external

automatic attitude or expectation, which occurs whether the

s‘tuation is Veridical or hallucin Yy \Y v
v ator j is i
N i 3 and even v hen thc Sub]eCt 1S ultC”CCtL ¥

2 The Mind and Its Place in Nature, p. 216.
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as to whether Dr. Broad means to offer ‘being aware of a red flash’
and ‘being aware of a squeaky noise’ as examples of sensations
which ‘play a part in’ perceptual situations, or as examples of
perceptual situations in which sensations play a part. Though
previously he spoke of having a visual experience of red as being
a sensation, it would seem from this discussion that ‘being aware
of a red flash’ or ‘being aware of a squeaky noise’ are really
perceptions. For ncither of these cases approximate the conditions
which Dr. Broad sets forth in this passage for being a pure sensa-
tion. What is experienced in the situation indicated by the phrase
‘being awarc of a red flash’, for instance, is experienced as red,
as a flash, as bright or dim. Moreover, it is recognized as being
visual; and even if it be the kind of experience which occurs
when we bump our heads in the dark, and it is known to be purely
hallucinatory, it does look as though there were something ‘out
there’, as Dr. Broad himself argued above. All these factors clearly
make the situation perceptual, on Dr. Broad’s own criteria. If
even so simple an experience as ‘being aware of a red flash’ is a
perception, we may wonder just what, exactly, the sensation is
that ‘plays a part in’ this perceptual situation.

But Dr. Broad does not even consistently maintain this second
position. For he subsequently returns to his former and apparently
contradictory stand that we are capable of experiencing sensations
as such. He urges that we must, ‘in the most ordinary statement’
about a physical object which we perceive, distinguish between
the perception itself and the sensation on which it is based. And he
seems quite clearly to mean not that we can do this only theoretic-
ally, but that we can actually isolate and attend to the sensation
as such, apart from the perception. A perception of a chair, he
says, is based on sensations of certain interrelated sensa which are
an appearance of it.1 These sensations, he holds, would consist of
sensing, let us say, a brown patch of such and such a shape, with
such and such variations in shade and colour, etc. Though ordin-
arily, he says, we pass automatically from the sensum and its
properties to judgments about physical objects and their
properties, in which alone we are interested, we can, when the
sensum is queer—as when we see double—or even in normal cases,
detect the properties of sensa, and contrast them with those which
they are leading us to ascribe to the physical object, provided

1 Idem, p. 420.
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that we make a special effort of attention. In this vein, he goes on
to say:

. . . Sensa have never been objects of special interest, and therefore
have never been given a name in common speech. A result of this is
that all words like ‘seeing’, ‘hearing’, etc., are ambiguous. They stand
sometimes for acts of sensing, whose objects are of course sensa, and
sometimes for acts of perceiving, whose objects are supposcd to be
bits of matter and their sensible qualities. This is espccially clear
about hearing. We talk of ‘hearing a noise’ and of ‘hecaring a bell’.
In th'e first case we mean that we are sensing an auditory sensum, with
certain attributes of pitch, loudness, quality, etc. In the second case
we mean that, in consequence of sensing such a sensum, we judge that
a cert?m p}iysical object exists and is present to our senscs. Here the
word he,.a;mg’ stands for an act of perceiving. Exactly the same remarks
ilvpflS};;o sx%ht. In onc case we see a penny; in a somewhat stricter sense
b e?lril )&:ﬁe side of the penny; in another sense wc see o'nl.y a
the Jast topan aciengum. _The ﬁr§t two uses refer to acts of perceiving,
like ‘sceing’ and ?hezerriliu‘:g. It is best on the whole to confine words
their ordinary use. I shal% tlizr:fc’(t)ieotglier?cwwg. o ot o
seeing a brown elliptical sensum Ish 101 Se-c 1Eg ? the Tat bUtPOt o
cognition as ‘visually sensing’ or' a1 spc‘a o tlzc e ind ‘Of
upderstanding is to be feare(i b r‘rjlerc ol g }vhcn b
tinction will be found i y dropping the adjective. This dis-
perceptions. ! portant when we come to deal with illusory
When we r . cy .

quoted, abome iilé Xﬁi&rﬁ{ Broad said, in the passage previously
of the apprehension o 1c, mvolunta.ry mnemic consequences’
with it, but immediate] a sensum, which do not merely coexist
- what Dr. Broad & " ¥y enter into a specific kn?d of relation to it,
of achievement Thegtgestn;g here seems to be virtually impossible
into the perception o rans ’ormatlgn c?f the hypothe_tlcal sgnsation
tary fashion on o 1 C\;.lrS, as he salq, 111 an automatic fmd involun-
And 1. for a leve .bc_low our intellectual conscious control.
1d 1, Tor one, find it impossible to place myself in such a
primitive state of mind that I can have a visual experience of a
patch ()f colour, for example, without at the same time being
aware of at Jeast some of the elements which Dr. Broad has said
constitute a pereeption rather than a sensation. I find this sg

fen | am perceiving a simple sense quality, as when 1 %6 8 e

when peret 1 nerceiving a physical object.
(Jash; und cspecially when Lam |
1 Scientific Thought, p- 247-
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When I perceive a chair, there is nothing which I can distin-
guish, in the manner which Dr. Broad describes, from the chair,
or at least the visible part of the chair, itself. Dr. Broad claims
that he can distinguish the visual sensum: brown patch of such
and such a shape, etc., which ‘plays a part in’ the perceptual
situation ‘seeing a chair’, and which leads him to judge that a
chair exists and is present to his senses. Now, to be sure, when I
see a chair of that colour and shape, it is true that I am seeing a
brown patch of colour of such and such a shape, etc. But I cannot
agree that the sense in which I see this is a different sense from that
in which I see the chair (or at lcast the immediately visible part
of the chair). It is perfectly clear to me that what I am doing when
I talk about seeing a brown patch of such and such a shape is
describing the appearance of the chair which I see, and not the
appearance of something else. At the same time, I realize that it
would be a highly inadequate description of what I see, no matter
to what degree of detail I carried this type of description. For
it would always sound as though what I was seeing was a kind
of coloured vapour, or the like, having the general shape of a
chair.

In supposing that he can distinguish a brown patch of colour
of such and such a shape—a sensum—from the chair itself, in his
visual field, Dr. Broad, I suspect, is merely considering the chair
which he sees as though it were only a ‘patch of colour’, like an
after-image. Thus he is able to persuade himself that he is attend-
ing to a sensation rather than to a chair. It is as though he were
considering his perception of the chair as at the samc time
veridical and hallucinatory. Thus, when he says he is attending to
the sensation, rather than to the perception, he conceives of what
he sees as though it were merely an hallucinatory image; and when
he says he is attending to the perception, he is considering the
same thing which he saw before, only now he has made a mental
gesture, as it were, and is considering it as a real chair. In sub-
sequent chapters we shall find that Dr. Broad argues that an
hallucination and a veridical visual experience cannot on their
face be distinguished from each other. In this way, he finds it
plausible to suppose that a kind of hallucinatory image, only
‘non-mental’, i.e., a sensum, is what we really see ‘directly’ even in
cases of veridical perception of physical objects. And from this
contention, of course, it is but a short step to the possibility that
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sensa are ‘all that there are’, and that physical objects are only
‘constructs’ or ‘categories of experience’.

But here I am anticipating arguments that will be discussed in
considerably more detail in later chapters. For the present, we
must sum up the results of the investigation thus far, and consider
whether or not, in terms of what Dr. Broad mecans by a ‘sensation’,
we can agree that sensations play a part in perception, and that
there cannot be perceptual situations without sensations. We have
seen that in all probability Dr. Broad would not want to say that
‘being aware of a red flash’ or ‘being aware of a squcaky noise’ arc
examples of pure sensations; but rather that they arc perceptual
situations. In fact, it would seem that it is an impossibility to
detect a pure sensation as such; and thus, when Dr. Broad claims
to be able to do so, in a perceptual situation, what he means, by
his own criteria, is that he is able to detect the simple perceptions
—that is, the perception of simple, isolated qualities—which lead
him, in the total perceptual situation, to judge that he is secing
a physical object.

Can we, however, even on this explanation of what Dr. Broad
must mean by a ‘sensation’, grant that everyonc would agrec that
sensations ‘play a part in’ perceptual situations, and that there
could not be perceptual situations without sensations?

It seems to me, in the first place, that there arc instances in
which the perception of a simple quality (i.c., sensation) does not
‘play a part in’, but literally comstirutes the total perceptual situa-
tion. An example of such a case would be a visual after-image,
or the visual experience of colour we have when we bump our
heads in the dark. Either of these experiences may consist of a
momentary flash of red. Though we might %know that we werc
haYlng an hallucinatory experience, still, as Dr. Broad has himself
pomted. out, it would look to us as though it were a perception of
something ‘out there’. Thig quasi-belief about the extcrnal refer-
ence of our experience, its apparent claim to external cognitive
contact, would, on Dr. Broad’s criteria, make this a perceptual
situation. The same sort of situation might arisc even in veridical
circumstances if we see a sudden flash of red in a perfectly dark
room. Thus, there are at least some situations in which sensations
(per ceptions of simple qualities) do not play a part in the total per-
ceptual situation, nor lead us to judge that anything elsc is present
to our senses, but literally constitute the tota] perceptual situation.
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But now what about our perceptions of complex objects and
events? Is it true that everyone would agree that the perception of
simple isolated qualities plays an indispensable part in our per-
ception of chairs, tables, and the like? It seems to me to be
perfectly obvious that when we see a chair, for example, we do not
see merely a sum of simple, isolated qualities; we see a chair.
Though in secing a chair I may notice that it has such and such
characteristics, enumeratively, it does not follow that I see them
this way. I see a chair from the first; and what I am doing when I
enumerate these qualities is describing the chair which I see.

Dr. Broad seems to be perfectly aware of this when he argues
against those philosophers who want to ‘reduce’ what he calls the
‘higher terms in the hierarchy of mental factors . . . to the lower
terms of this hierarchy’. He writes:

Now it seems to me that this is plainly impossible when we clearly
understand what is required. Let us take an example. There is a certain
event which has the characteristic of being a perception of a pink rat.
Let us make the most favourable assumption possible for the reductive
type of theory. Let us suppose that this perception has no existent
constituents except events which are feelings and events which are
acquaintances with sensa and images. We are to suppose then that this
perception consists of such events interrelated in certain characteristic
ways, and of nothing else. It seems to me that it would still be im-
possible to deduce from the fact that it has this structure and is com-
posed of these constituents, and from laws which are entirely about
feelings and sensations, that this event will be the perceprion of an
epistemological object and that this epistemological object will be a
pink rat. Unless we had actually met with events which were per-
ceptions and had epistemological objects I do not see that we could
possibly have suspected that a whole composed of feelings and sensa-
tions interrelated in certain ways would have the property of being
the perception of a certain epistemological object. Thus the character-
istic of being a perception is not a reducible characteristic, like the
behaviour of a clock, but is at best an emergent characteristic, like the
behaviour of silver-chloride.l

Now it seems to me that what Dr. Broad is conceding with one
hand he takes away with the other. He seems to be saying in this
quotation that we do have mental experiences which are percep-
tions as such, and that perceptions as such are not reducible to a

1 The Mind and Its Place in Nature, pp. 638 f.
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mere structural interrelation of sensations. Yet he also wants to
say that the process of perception is one of going from the
sensation of simple qualities tO the total perception of objects.
Apparently he feels that this seceming contr adiction is resolved by
conceiving of perception as an emergent characteristic of the con-
catenation of simple sensations, as silver-chloride differs from a
mere sum of its elements.

I do not think that the analogy which Dr. Broad is drawing here
is a satisfactory one, even for his own purposes. For cxample, it
is clear that this analogy might be used against Dr. Broad’s claim
that it is possible to discriminate the sensation itself in the total
perceptual situation. Obviously no matter how carcfully we
examine the silver-chloride, we cannot detect the silver or the
chlorine itself. Whichever portion of the compound we centre
our attention upon, all that we can sece is the compound—or a
part of the compound—itself. And whatever we describe will
likewise be compound or a part of it, and never the silver or the
chlorine as such. Thus it is, too, I maintain, with perceptions of
objects. It is a mistake to suppose that if we describe what we see
in perception in neutral terms, such as ‘brown patch of such and
such a shape, etc.’, we are thereby describing a sensation, rather
than our perception of a chair.

There are, moreover, certain important respects in which the
silver-chloride example differs from that of perception. We may
literally take the simple elements, silver and chlorine, and com-
bine them before our eyes in the laboratory to form the compound
with its ‘emergent’ characteristics. Obviously, we cannot do this
with sensations. Conversely, we may take the compound of silver-
chloride and literally separate it into its silver and chlorine
elements. But we cannot break a perception down to a mere sum
of sensations. We can centre our attention on a portion of the
chair we perceive, and note the colour of that portion. But this is
to see a portion of an object we are perceiving; it does not mean
that we are sensing a sensum. At least Dr. Broad has not yet
shown this.

To be sure, we should not be able to see a chair unless our
sensory apparatus was stimulated by the chair. And, of course
this means that all the various separate visual qualities of the chair
must somehow stimulate our eyes. But here two things must be
noted. In the first place, the stimulus of light which excites the
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retina of our eyes does so ‘all at once’, and not separately. &
complex stimulus affects our eyes as a complex stimulus, and not
as a sum of separate simple qualitics. Secondly, we must remem-
ber that Dr. Broad means by a sensation not a physiological
process, buE rather a menral awareness of a quality. Hence,
T'ega‘rdless of what does in fact occur on the physiological level, it
is still truc thaF the only thing that occurs on the conscious mental
level, with \.vlnch alone we are concerned, is, from the very first,
the perception of the chair. Dr. Broad seems to be well awarc
of the fact that we do not in perception first experience simple
isolated qualities, and zhen arrive at the perception of the chair.
In perceiving a chair, the very first visual experience we have is
of the chair. Yet he speaks as though we first had sensations (i.e.»
mental awareness of simple isolated qualities), and subsequently
arrive at the visual experience: chair. But if a visual sensation 1S
a mental awareness, and our mental awareness is, from the start,
of the chair, it is obvious that Dr. Broad must be mistaken in
holding that sensations play an indispensable part in perceptual
situations. They play no part at all.

In the sense in which Dr. Broad means to say it, it is not true,
moreover, that there cannot be perceptual situations without
sensations. What is true, I suppose, is that if we were not able to
perceive cach of the simple qualities which can be distinguished
within our total perception of a chair, we should not be able
to see them when they occur together in a chair. If we could not
see the simple quality red when it occurred in isolation, then it
would certainly be difficult to understand how we could perceive a
complex object which numbered red among its configuration of
qualities. But it does not follow from this that at the time when
we are seeing a complex object, we are having the isolated kind
of mental experience which can properly be called a sensation.

It is apparent, then, that what seemed to be an innocuous
observation with which everyone was supposed to agree, turns
out, upon examination, to be a highly debatable point. Dr. Broad
has here clearly gone beyond the statement of the ‘facts’ of
perception to introduce a notion which is in fact a part of his
theory about the analysis of the facts. It suits his theory nicely to
say that our perception of objects depends upon the sensing of
simple qualities. These simple qualities become for him the
qualities of a kind of thing, a sensum, which is not to be identified
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with physical objects, nor with any part of them. And thus he is
able to generate the problem of whether or not we could possibly
know that there are such things as physical objects, if all we are
ever sensuously aware of are another kind of thing: scnsa.

To conclude this discussion, I may observe that there is some-
thing innocent enough about Dr. Broad’s statement that per-
ceptual situations are ‘sensuous’. Everyone would agrec, certainly,
that the perception of external physical objects and cvents is a
process that occurs through the external sensory apparatus. It is
a temporally immediate and causally direct process, and in these
respects it certainly differs {rom memory, for example, in which
the sensory relation to the external physical object or cvent is at
best remote and indirect. But if this were all that Dr. Broad meant
by his assertion that ‘there cannot be perceptual situations with-
out ssansations’, and that ‘sensations play a part in perceptual
situations which they do not play in any other kind of situation’,
1t 18 certainly difficult to understand why he did not say so clearly
anq unambiguously. Mine is the sort of statement with which, I
believe, everyone would agree. But Dr. Broad’s statements are
not c}ear. They suggest a type of analysis with which everyone
certainly would not agree. In view of the results of our investiga-

_UOH_, our caution about accepting those statements secms entirely
justified.
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CHAPTER 11

‘PHYSICAL OBJECT’ AND ‘OBJECTIVE
CONSTITUENT’

N the preceding chapter I examined critically Dr. Broad’s
presentation of what he supposes to be the facts about
perceptual situations with which everyone, whatever his

philosophical position, would agree. Following the ennumeration
of these points, Dr. Broad states that he believes that everyone is
also really agreed about ‘the irreducible minimum of character-
istics that a thing would have to possess in order to count as a
physical object’. Having in turn enumerated these, he then goes
on to inquire whether anything which possesses all of them is
actually a ‘constituent’ of perceptual situations. In this chapter I
want to examine what Dr. Broad has to say about the notion of
‘physical object’ and its connection with what he calls the
‘objective constitutent’ of perceptual situations.

I

Dr. Broad sets forth five marks which, he says, seem to
characterize anything that we should be willing to call a ‘physical
object’. Briefly, these are as follows:

(i) It is conceived to be a strand of history of reasonably long dura-
tion, . . . and possessed of a characteristic unity and continuity. . . .
(ii) It is conceived to be quite literally extended in space. It has some
size and some shape, an inside as well as an outside, and it stands in
spatial relations to other physical objects. (iii) It is conceived to persist
and interact with other physical objects when no one perceives it.
‘Being perceived’ is regarded as something which happens from time
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to time to physical objects, but which is not essential to their existence,
and makes no further difference to their qualities either at the time or
afterwards. (iv) It is conceived to be perceptible by a number of
different observers at various times. (v) It is supposed to combine a
number of other qualities beside the spatio-temporal characteristics
already mentioned. Some of these qualities reveal themselves in one
way, others in another way; thus colour reveals itself to sight, hardness
and temperature to touch, and so on.!

Now though Dr. Broad’s fuller statement of these five charac-
teristics provides some fruitful remarks for incidental critical
analysis, I want to go on to consider his subsequent remarks,
which are of more direct relevance to the main outline of the
argument.

2

Having described the ‘irreducible minimum of characteristics’
of anything that we should be willing to call a ‘physical object’,
Dr. Broad goes on to say:

If there be no things which have all these characteristics, there are,
strictly speaking, no physical objects; and all perceptual situations are
delusive. But of course there might still be things which literally
possessed some of these characteristics and to which the rest could be
ascribed in various more or less Pickwickian senses. In that case it
would be a matter of taste whether we still said that we believed in
p_hysical objects; but it would be a matter of fact that all perceptual
situations are delusive in certain respects.2

Now in raising this possibility, of course, Dr. Broad has in
mind a subsequent development in his argument; and I shall
consider this in due time. However, something may be said here
by way of preliminary comment.

There is something extremely puzzling about Dr. Broad’s
remarks in this passage. Let us see, now. He began by outlining
the characteristics of anything we should be willing to call a
‘physical object’. If his outline is satisfactory, it follows that these
characteristics will apply to anything we ordinarily do term a
‘physical object’; and conversely, that anything which we should
not be willing to designate a ‘physical object’ will be found, in

L The Mind and Its Place in Nature, pp. 145 f.
2 Idem, p. 147.
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fact, to lack one or more of these essential characteristics. This
much is all right. But it is the suggestion that ‘if there be no
things which have all these characteristics, there are, strictly
speaking, no physical objects’, which I find so strange. Is this a
plausible possibility which Dr. Broad is suggesting?

Now it must be borne in mind that the possibility which Dr.
Broad is suggesting here is not that there once were objects
which had all these characteristics (as one might hold that there
were once dinosaurs, but there no longer are); rather he means
to suggest the possibility that there are not now any such things
as physical objects, and that there never were things which met
all the defining characteristics which he has outlined. And this,
I submit, is a manifestly absurd suggestion. If nothing does or
ever did meet the set of requirements which Dr. Broad says
characterize our notion of a physical object, the proper conclusion
to be drawn from this is obviously not that there are no such
things as physical objects, but rather either that he has failed to
formulate this set of characteristics correctly, or else that he is
applying thc words he has used to formulate them in extra-
ordinary senses. For the term ‘physical object’ has a perfectly
good usage in English. It is a term which was devised to refer to
a definite kind of object of experience—unlike, for example, the
term ‘unicorn’; and obviously there must be some things to which
it is correctly applied. This seems to me to be beyond denial.

I do not think that Dr. Broad escapes this, moreover, when he
allows that undoubtedly this term does apply to some experience,
but that we are mistaken in what we believe about the nature of
what is revealed in such experience. Consider the sort of thing
we do believe about the nature of what is revealed in the kind of
experience we call ‘sceing a physical object’. For instance, we
believe (know!) that physical objects are coloured, and that they
have the colour they do, whatever it happens to be, regardless of
whether or not we happen to be looking at them. Now some to
whom it has been pointed out that the experience of colour
depends upon the retina of the eye, etc., have become puzzled to
the extent of wanting to say that therefore we have been in error
whenever we have spoken of a physical object as being red, or
yellow, or blue. But this is sheer confusion. In the first place, the
fact that an individual may, for example, suffer from the kind of
retinal deficiency which gives rise to the condition known as
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colour-blindness no more justifies the conclusion that physical
objects are not themselves coloured, or that their colour is
produced in perception, than does the fact that other individuals
may have the kind of retinal deficiency which results in total
blindness justify the conclusion that objects do not themselves
have sensible (i.e., capable of being perceived) size and shape, or
that these characteristics are produced in perception. (I shall
discuss this point at greater length in a subsequent chapter.)

What those who are guilty of this confusion fail to appreciate,
in the second place, is that such an expression as ‘This object is
red’ does not say anything about the object that does not refer
directly to what is experienced. At least, such an expression did
not say anything when it first came into use. Now, of coursc, it does
say something, in the sense that its meaning refers beyond the
given experience itself. But it is important to notice the extent
to which this is so. To say on any occasion subsequent to the
hypothetical one in which the expression was coined, that anotcher
object ‘is red’ is to say that it has the same colour as the first
object or the same colour as those objects which were indicated
when the expression ‘is red’ was first explained to us in our child-
hoods, ostensively, as it obviously must have been.

To be sure, the matter is somewhat more complex than this.
We mean to say that not only does the particular object have
the same colour as did the defining one, but that it has it 2 the
same way. That is, we are aware that often an object will only
appear to have a certain colour because it is being illuminated by
light of that colour, or because it is covered with a bit of coloured
cellophane paper, etc.; and when we say of a given object that it ‘is
red’, generally, I believe, we mean to say that it is red in the normal
way, and that its redness is not due to such extraordinary factors.

But now, supposing that such expressions as “This table is red’
do mean both of these things, what is it that anyone who denies
that such propositions (which, it may be noted, entail the further
proposition that ‘physical objects are coloured’) are ever really
true is doing? Is he denying that the object does have the same
colour as the defining one? We can show him that it compares
favourably. Perhaps he is denying that it has exactly the same
colour? Then we must explain to him that we don’t necessarily
mean ‘exactly the same colour’ when we make such statements.
On the other hand, is he claiming that this object is not coloured

62



‘PHYSICAL OBJECT’

in the same way as in the defining case? But this is a matter which
can be settled empirically.

If these matters be clarified, then, what is it that one is denying
when he denies the literal truth of such expressions as “This table
is red’, or ‘Physical objects are coloured’? Obviously there is
nothing relevant which he could be denying. Hence, I conclude
that anyone who holds that ‘there are, strictly speaking, no physical
objects’, on the ground that nothing accurately fulfils the charac-
teristic of literally ‘being coloured’, which is one of the require-
ments specified for ‘being a physical object’, is either shockingly
unobservant, or elsc he is failing to understand how we employ
such phrases as ‘is red’, ‘is blue’, ‘is coloured’. And the same
argument would apply, muczatis murandis, for any of the other
characteristics which we ordinarily predicate of anything we call
a ‘physical object’.

Dr. Broad is thus entertaining a notion which is patently
absurd, when he suggests that the senses in which the things
which we call ‘physical objects’ have the properties which we
ordinarily ascribe to them may be Pickwickian. The sense of a
term or of an expression in a given context can properly bc
termed Pickwickian only if that term or expression is there used
in a special or esoteric scnse—only, that is, if that term or ex-
pression is borrowed from another, essentially different and more
fundamental usage. But this is clearly not the case with the ordin-
ary language we employ in talking about physical objects and
their qualities and characteristics. Quite on the contrary, in such
contexts we employ these words in their proper senses; for it was
in the context of propositions about those items of sense-experi-
ence which we ordinarily call physical objects that such funda-
mental terms were originally denotatively defined. Hence, the
ordinary assertions we make about physical objects and their
qualities are true (or, as the case may sometimes be, false)
literally. And I think that this is so patently true that we can
say beforehand that any arguments which Dr. Broad might
adduce to the contrary must be, ipso facto, sophistical.

3

Now sentences like ‘I see a chair’ or ‘I hear a bell’, which are
typical linguistic expressions for perceptual situations, Dr. Broad
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says, invariably suggest a certain mode of analysis for the percep-
tual situation. This analysis is comprised of me and the physical
object whose name appears in the phrase, related by an asym-
metrical two-term relation which is indicated by the verb. And
this, he observes, suggests that the admitted existence of the
situation guarantees the existence of me and of the physical

object. ‘How far’, asks Dr. Broad, ‘can this simple-minded view
be maintained?’!

In philosophy it is equally silly to be a slave to common speech or
to neglect it. When we remember that it represents the analyses made
unconsciously for practical ends by our prehistoric ancestors we shall
not be inclined to treat it as an oracle. When we remember that they
were probably no greater fools than we are, we shall recognize that it is
likely.to accord at any rate with the more obvious facts, and that it will
be wise to take it as our starting-point and to work from it. It is
plausible to suppose that the perceptual situation which language
descr%bes by the phrase ‘I see a chair’ does contain two outstanding
constituents related by an asymmetrical two-term relation. But it is
quite an(.)ther question whether these two constituents can possibly
be what is commonly understood by ‘me’ and by ‘chair’.2

_Wit}} respect to these remarks, I think that the comments con-
tamefd in the preceding section apply here with equal force. But
I thmk. that the following may also be said. In the first place,
expressions like ‘I see a chair’, etc., do indeed suggest the sort of
anzillysm which Dr. Broad describes, into subject and object.
It is not quite clear, however, just what he means when he adds
that such an analysis in turn suggests that the admitted existence
of :che situation guarantees the existence of ‘me’ and of the physical
object. If Dr. Broad means by the ‘situation’ a case where I rruly
say that I see g chair, and am not the victim of either an illusion
or of an 1_1allucination, in the usual sense in which some persons
are occasionally so victimized, then I should say that the ‘exist-
ence of the situation’ necessarily guaranteed the existence of ‘me’
flr}d of the physical object. On the other hand, if he means by the
situation’ merely a visual experience, and there is some doubt
as to whether the experience is veridical or hallucinatory, then, of
course, the existence of such a situation would obviously not
guarantee the existence of the physical object (though it would,

1 Idem, p. 148.
2 Jbid.
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to be sure, guarantee the existence of whoever was the subject
whose experience it was). I do not suppose that anyone, no matter
how ‘simple-minded’, is not aware of the fact that occasionally
one thinks he sees an object, and subsequently learns that he was
mistaken in so thinking, or in thinking that the object was of the
sort he originally took it to be.

But now what does Dr. Broad mean when he says that in
philosophy it is equally silly to be a slave to common speech or
to neglect it? I can see, for example, that it would be silly to be
misled by the fact that we speak of ‘having an illusion’, into
maintaining that when one ‘has’ an illusion there is a thing which
he has, in the same sense that there is when he has a penny; or
to be misled by the fact that we say ‘I see an after-image’, into
supposing that somet/ing corresponds to the object term (‘after-
image’), just as a thing does correspond to the term ‘penny’ in the
superficially similar expression ‘I see a penny’. On the other hand,
the fact that we alternatively speak of ‘having’ an after-image,
whereas we cannot with the same meaning substitute ‘having’
for ‘seeing’ in the sentence ‘I see a penny’, gives us a clue to the
difference between the two situations. Being a ‘slave to common
speech’ would perhaps consist of dogmatically arguing exclusively
from similarity of expression to similarity of situation, without
taking account of differences in meaning. ‘Neglecting common
speech’ would perhaps consist in disregarding the evidences of
difference offered to analysis by differences in usage, as in the
case above.

This, however, is obviously not what Dr. Broad has in mind
when he says that common speech represents the ‘analyses made
unconsciously for practical ends by our prehistoric ancestors’.
But what, then, does he mean? Philology gives us examples of
languages which differ somewhat in their construction as well as
in vocabulary. But the sensory experiences of all men are basically
the same. Our ancestors picked up objects, handled them, ex-
changed them, etc. And they also perceived them and described
them. They saw that objects differ in size, shape, colour, and so
forth. But the fact that they coined words and developed a lan-
guage testifies to the fact that they also recognized that there
were similarities between objects and their behaviour and the
ways in which they could be dealt with. These similarities or
repetitive aspects of experience were fixed in the common nouns,
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adjectives, verbs, adverbs, and prepositions of our language.
Our prehistoric ancestors undoubtedly recognized, for example,
the similarity between picking up a stick and picking up a stone,
and they abstracted the common activity and instigated the con-
vention of designating it by the expression ‘picking up’, or its
equivalent in whatever sounds they employed. Similarly, a name
arose to refer to the experience of being visually aware of, which
we call ‘seeing’. In time language became formalized, with a
syntax and an extensive vocabulary to refer to the various discern-
ible differences and similarities within experience, in all their
subtlety and complexity.

These differences and similarities were no doubt distinguished
and given special designations in language on the basis of prac-
tical ends; but this is not to say that they did not reflect perceivable
aspects of experience itself. It is conceivable, for example, that
a given language might lack expressions for ‘on’, ‘under’, etc.,
perhaps subsuming them all under a single term, such as ‘by’.
But still, words like ‘on’ and ‘under’ do express differences which
can be discerned, regardless of the historical fact that our ances-
tors obviously found it useful to distinguish them by different
specific word-designations. Similarly, there is no end to the
m.lmber of different words we can coin to designate the subtle
differences t;etween various instances of the sort of relationship
we now des1gn.ate as simply ‘under’. We could employ a special
:)Vt(})lreci f(;; ggfe:ltuatipn in which an object is one inch below an-

: special word for situations in which an object is
two inches below. another, and so on. And as a matter of fact,
SIS)IE?CE lr’clléll%:}?gi:s_dlffer from English in precisely this sort of way.

: Just as serviceable, because we can indicate these
differences by different combinations of words. Be all this as it
may, however, the fact remains tha
purely whimsical and arbitrar
of experience.

It seems to me, then, that all that our ancestors were responsible
for was the fixation of useful distinctions and similarities in our
common experience by special names which have come down to
us. Had they failed to provide a workable mode of communication
for us, then in time we would have perfected one, more or less
along the lines of our present language system, by adding the
distinctions of syntax and vocabulary for which we have need,
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even though our ancestors had been able to get along without
them. This is the only sense in which I can understand what Dr.
Broad means by the ‘analyses’ which our prehistoric ancestors
made for us in their common speech. The usefulness of the (still
growing) language which we have inherited from them testifies
to the correctness or, better, the adequacy of the ‘analyses’ which
they ‘unconsciously made’—i.e., the distinctions of syntax and
vocabulary. The expression ‘I see a chair’ states a proposition
which is sometimes, in fact very often, true in precisely the sense
in which its users intend. Our success in communicating in this
fashion is pragmatic proof of this. If the two constituents which
make up the situation expressed by the proposition ‘I see a chair’
were not what is commonly understood by ‘me’ and by ‘chair’,
as Dr. Broad suggests, it is certainly incomprehensible how it is
that we communicate successfully in this way, using these words.

I want to consider, nevertheless, the grounds on which Dr.
Broad contends that a perceptual situation, such as that indicated
by the expression ‘I see a chair’, does not contain as constituents
what is commonly understood by ‘me’ and by ‘chair’. Now Dr.
Broad distinguishes between what he calls the ‘objective con-
stituent” of the perceptual situation, and what he calls the
‘subjective constituent’. The latter involves, on his analysis, ‘the
mass of bodily feeling together with the “mnemic consequences’
of the apprehension of the sensum’. In the preceding chapter
(Section 4) I had occasion to consider something of what Dr.
Broad has to say about the ‘subjective constituent’ in connection
with the distinction which he makes between sensation and per-
ception. In the present analysis I am concerned solely with what
he terms the ‘objective constituent’.

Dr. Broad has said that the typical linguistic expression for the
perceptual situation ‘I see a chair’ suggests a certain mode of
analysis for the perceptual situation. However, he goes on to say:
‘Even if we had never had any reason to believe that some per-
ceptual situations are delusive, this extremely simple-minded
analysis would need to be modified considerably.’! In support

of this statement he offers three arguments, which I propose to
consider in turn. '

(@) It would be admitted that in any one perceptual situation I am
never aware of the whole of the surface of a physical object, in the
v Idem, pp. 148 £
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sense in which I seem to be aware of a part of it. Nobody who was
looking at a bell would seriously maintain that, at a given moment,
he is aware of the far side and the inside of the bell, in the same
sense in which he would claim to be aware of a certain part of the
outside which is facing him at the time. And by a ‘bell’ we certainly
mean something which has a closed surface with an inside as well as
an outside, and not merely a patch with indefinite boundaries. Thus
the most we could say is: “The perceptual situation contains as a
constituent something which is in fact part of the surface of a bell.’

. Now the peculiar thing about what Dr. Broad is saying here,
is that though so much of it is true, there is something not quite
right about what he thinks it amounts to, and about the conclusion
he consequently wants to draw. It is true, for example, that when I
ook at a bell, at any one moment I can see only a part of its surface.
And it is also true that by a ‘bell’ we mean ‘something which has
a closed surface with an inside as well as an outside, and not
merely a patch with indefinite boundaries’. But is it true that the
g;(r)lssttit":’liniould say is: ‘The. perceptual situation contains as a

Suppose f;)methmg which is in fact part of the surface of a bell 9
be quite a € were to ask: ‘Do you see that building?’ Would it
its surfacepérco'prlate }30 reply: ‘No, I don’t. I only see the part of
humour, tq Vé?lg me’? This would be taken as a poor attempt at
‘But of ;ourSel Il_;h the proper reply would be something 11kf_::
IS true that I‘c ow else did you CXpect to see it?’ For_ though it
isn’t true that Ia ndse? only the part _Of its surface fac1r}g me, it
of the buildin _to_n t see the building; though I don’t see all
Wwhat ‘seeing a%ulﬂ dl.s 3}1_11 true that. I see the building. That is
f our eyes were C(:ng is like; t.hat is what the expression means.
would be ab]e o Surnstructed_dﬁfere_ntly, say like our arms,h“{e
surfaces at opnce Buio‘unq objects with them and see all of their
: seeing an object’ means the sort of thing

that occurs wh
en we : i .
eyes we do have. look at an object before us, with the kind of

one r?l?gehisagso\lnrflegnto make the sort of objection Dr. Broad does,
all we touch ig a ey that_ we can never feel an object, because
taste a stick of Small portion of its surface; or that we can never
tongues js g porlt)'epperr.mnt candy, because all we touch with our
2 table, bec 1on of jts surface; or that we can’t place a book on
> reause the book would occupy only a small portion of

1 Idem, p. 149.
68



‘PHYSICAL OBJECT’

the upper surface of the table; or that I am not sitting on a chair,
because I am not sitting all over it. To this sort of absurd objection
the only reply, if, indeed, it deserves one, is: ‘Of course we are
tasting the candy, feeling the object, seeing the building, etc.
What else did you think doing these things was like? Who ever
heard of seeing both the outside and the inside of a solid, opaque
object, simultaneously!’

Itis perfectly true that by a ‘bell’ we mean ‘something which has
a closed surface with an inside as well as an outside, and not
merely a patch with indefinite boundaries’. But in the first place,
‘seeing a bell’ does not mean simultaneously seeing all of its
surface, its inside and its outside, etc. And in the second place,
when we see or touch a bell, we are seeing or touching something
which has all these characteristics. It is true, but trivial, to point
out that at any onc moment we are seeing or touching only a
part of the surface of something which has all these character-
istics. From the fact that we are seeing or touching only a part
of its surface, it does not follow that we are not seeing or touching
the object; nor that the object doesn’t have all these character-
istics. Of course, on the other hand, it does not follow from the
fact that we are sensuously aware of only a part of its surface at
a given moment, that the object does have all these characteristics.
The object might be only a cast of a half of a bell. But if it does
have all these characteristics, then it 7s a bell, and the matter is
settled.

What, then, is Dr. Broad saying when he concludes that the
most we could say is that “The perceptual situation contains as a
constituent something which is in fact part of the surface of a
bell’? Let us consider again just what is meant by a ‘perceptual
situation’ and by a ‘constituent’ of such a situation. Dr. Broad,
it will be recalled, declared that he would call such situations as
are ‘naturally indicated by phrases like “I am seeing a chair” or
“I am hearing a bell” by the name of “Perceptual Situations”’.1
What sort of situations are naturally indicated by such phrases?
The proper answer, it seems to me, is obviously: those in which
there is a chair, or a ringing bell, and the speaker is visually or
auditorily aware of them. Such situations, as Dr. Broad has
suggested, are commonly considered as having two outstanding
‘constituents’, related by an asymmetrical two-term relation.

1 Idem, p. 141. Cf. supra, Ch. I, Sec. 2.
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And in the case of ‘I see a chair,’ these are the person who sees
. - : <
and the chair. But now, if this is what 1s meant by a ‘perceptual

situation’ and by a ‘constituent’s then Dr. Broad is certainly
he most that we could say is that the per-

wrong in saying that t ) ” S
ceptual ‘I see a bell’ contains as a constituent something which 1s

in fact only part of the surface of a bell. We can, of course, say
this; but we can also say that it contains as a constituent the
whole bell (provided, naturally, that the situation expressed by
the words ‘I see a bell’ is not delusive, in the usual sense).

Of course, if Dr. Broad wants to limit the ‘perceptual situation’
so as to include as the ‘objective constituent’ only that part of
the bell which is directly visible at any onc moment, why then
naturally that is ‘the most we could say’. But if he does mean to
delimit it so, then we may say, in the first place, that he does not
mean by ‘perceptual situations’ such situations as are naturally
and ordinarily indicated by phrases like ‘I am seeing a bell’, etc.
For situations naturally expressed in this manner are those, as I
have pointed out, which involve a bell and someone who sees
them. And in the second place, Dr. Broad is mistaken in holding
tchat the ‘naive analysis’ of the situation must be modified; for it
is clear that he does not mean the same thing by ‘perceptual
situation’ as those who offer the ‘naive analysis’ mean. If the
latter understood by this phrase what Dr. Broad intends, they
would not, I am certain, disagree with what is obviously a
truism.

There is still another objection which may be urged against the
sort of language which Dr. Broad claims is more adequate and
correct th‘a.n ordinary speech. Suppose the crack in the Liberty
Bell in Philadelphia were to progress so that the bell were split
Into pieces. And suppose that these pieces were then sent to
various museums in the country. Then a visitor who was examin-
Ing one of the pieces might naturally say: ‘I am seeing only a part
of the surface of 3 bell’—i.e., not a whole bell. Now it is only of
issu?ciai pifrccsptu_al situation that.the most we c_ould say, 0{'di_nari1y,

ntained as a constituent something which is in fact

only part of the surface of a bell. As a matter of fact, to get it
;’;agglb;r;ifllltr,fthe pic?ce that the speaker was S(.:eing wc_)uld. have to
a0 ontirs th 1flrcl:e ch? ;)lf the belfl, kaxmd not a piece which included
then, would 1. 1;ess of the wall o .t e original bell. Then., and only
¢ natural and proper to say: ‘I am seeing only 2
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part of the surface of a bell.” But in any case, these words are here
being used in a sense in which it would not be propet Of natural

to use them if one were looking at the Liberty Bell in its present,
whole, condition.

S

Let us see now what we can do with the similar limitation with
fegard to duration which Dr. Broad says must be put upon the
. - 1
naive analysis’ of the perceptual situation. He writes:

(b) A similar limitation with regard to time must be put on the
naive analysis of the perceptual situation. By a ‘bell’ we mean SOme
thing of considerable duration; something which certainly may; and
almost certainly does, stretch out in time beyond the limits of the
per.Cept.ual situation in which I am aware of it. Now no one would
maintain tl}at the parts of the history of the bell which come before
Eh.e begmml_lg and after the end of a certain perceptual situation are
given’ to him in that perceptual situation in the same sense in which
the contemporary slice of the bell’s history is ‘given’. Thus we have
no right to say that the situation described by the phrase ‘I am seeing
the be.:ll’ contains the bell as a constituent; at most we can say that it
contains as a constituent a short event which is in fact a slice of a

longer strand of history, and that this longer strand is the history of 3
certain bell.!

Here again, if I understand him aright, Dr. Broad is quite
correct in what he says we mean by a ‘bell’. A bell is ‘something
which certainly may, and almost certainly does, stretch out in
time beyond the limits of the perceptual situation in which 1 am
aware of it’. He is also right when he says that ‘no one would
maintain that the parts of the history of the bell which came before
the beginning and after the end of a certain perceptual situation
are “given” to him in that perceptual situation in the same sense
in which the contemporary slice of the bell’s history is “given’’.
‘Parts of the history of the bell’ and ‘slice of the bell’s history’ is
highly figurative language, to be sure; but it seems clear what Dr.
Broad has in mind here. Obviously one doesn’t see the bell before
he begins to see it, nor after he ceases to see it. Dr. Broad certainly
has us here! But now what are we to say concerning his conclusion
that ‘we have no right to say that the situation described by the
phrase “I am seeing the bell” contains the bell as a constituent;’

1 Idem, p. 149.
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and that ‘at most we can say that it contains as a constituent :':1
short event which is in fact a slice of a longer strgnd of, Dhlstor},
and that this longer strand is the history of_a certain bcll.. N

Now in the case of the first qualiﬁcatlon' which Dr. broa'
advanced, the fact that when we see an object we sce on-ly.a
portion of its surface at any given moment, there was a c:elf tallln
plausibility to his insistence that only a part of t_hc surfz}cc of the
bell was a constituent of the perceptual situation. T‘hIS plaus1—1
bility stemmed, to be sure, from his delimitation of t_he pcrccptuaY
situation’ to include only that part of the bell \vluch.ls actually
visible to a given observer at any moment. But.dgsplte the fact
that there is good reason to argue the artificiality of such a
delimitation, Dr. Broad’s conclusion at least followcd-from his
definition, in that case. With respect to the qualification based
on the present argument involving duration, however, I can see
no basis at all for the conclusion that the object itself c_:ould not
be a constituent of a perceptual situation. His premise about
duration, as I have shown, comes to nothing more than the
obvious truism that we do not see an object before or after we
see it. And it simply does not follow at all from the fact th-at we
do not see an object before or after we see it, that the object is
not a constituent of the situation in which we do sce it.

Dr. Broad seems to be supposing, without warrant, that V\_/hat
is usually true of physical objects must be true of the situations
in which they are perceived, if it is to be possible to hold that
they are constituents of the situations in which they are perceived.
Now it is usually true, of course, that objects have an existence
that is longer in duration than the periods during which they are

perceived by a given individual. But Dr. Broad is mistaken in
supposing that the duration of

the perception must be co-extensive
with that of the object, in order for one to be able to say, correctly:
‘I see a bell’. Even if someone Were 1o claim that the whole bell
was literally a constituent of this perceptual sjtuation, the fact
that the duration of the existence of the bell extended beyond
the temporal limits of the perceptual situation described in this
way would obviously not be good reason fop denying the literal
truth of this proposition. For a ‘whole’ bell does not mean the
whole #istory of a bell. Consider the following, moreover. All
that Dr. Broad has said is that by a ‘bell’ we mean something
which may and usually does ‘stretch out in time’ beyond the
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limits of the perceptual situation in which we are aware of it.
And I think this may very easily be granted. But now, when I
look, at some given time, at the Liberty Bell in Philadelphia, is it
not true that I am seeing something of which it is true that it
‘stretches out in time’ beyond the limits of the perceptual situation
in which I am aware of it? The proud citizens of Philadelphia
would assure me that it most certainly is. The point is simply this:
‘seeing something which (also) existed before I see it, and which
will continue to exist after I see it’ does not mean ‘seeing it before
and after I see it’. It is perfectly correct to say, in the appropriate
situation, that ‘I see a bell’. And when I saythis, and it is true in
the ordinary sense, then, at least so far as the present argument is
concerned, the whole bell, which is a physical object, is a
constituent of the situation.

What, then, is the point of this strange talk about ‘slices of
history’, ‘longer strands of history’, ‘short events’, etc.? So far as
I can see, its purpose seems to be to avoid the use of the terms
‘physical object’, ‘bell’, etc., which would, so to spcak, obviously
‘give the show away’. But Dr. Broad is, of course, mistaken, if he
supposes that such terms as ‘slice’, ‘strand’, ‘history’, ‘events’,
etc., can be understood apart from the meaning of such terms as
‘physical object’ and ‘bell’. And it is also clear that if the former
are to convey any meaning, they must do so in their familiar
senses; and these are, of course, derived from the context of what
is ordinarily understood by the term ‘physical objects’.

Finally, it is again obvious that it is purely a verbal disagreement
which Dr. Broad is maintaining against the ‘naive analysis’ of
common sense. For he surely is not maintaining anything with
which anyone disagrees, when he insists that objects exist before
and after the period during which we may happen to perceive
them, and that we cannot see them before we begin to see them,
nor after we cease to see them. If someone were to query, as I was
looking at the Liberty Bell: ‘Do you see the bell?” And I were
to reply that I didn’t, and then cite Dr. Broad’s argument in
defence, that someone would very likely retort that I knew very
well what the question meant, and that I had simply answered
incorrectly. And, of course, he would be right. The situation
that existed then was precisely that which is meant by the ex-
pression ‘I see a bell’. To hold that it isn’t, or that the ‘whole’ bell
wasn’t literally a constituent of that situation, for the reason that
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Dr. Broad gives, is simply to legislate some new and unusual
meanings for some very common expressions.

6

Similar criticisms apply to Dr. Broad’s third objection to what
he calls the ‘naive analysis’ of perceptual situations:

() It would be admitted by every one that a bell is something more
than a coloured surface, more than a cold hard surface, and so on.
Now., so long as I merely look at a bell, its colour only is revealed to
me; 1ts temperature or hardness are certainly not revealed in the same
sense at that time. Similarly, when I merely touch the bell, only its
temperature and hardness are revealed to me; its colour is certainly
not revea!ed to me in the same sense at that time. Once again then I
have no right to say that the bell is a constituent of cither of these per-
ce.:ptual situations. At most I may say there is a constituent which
displays certain qualities, and that this same constituent has in fact
other qualities which would be displayed under other conditions.!

Once more Dr. Broad begins with a perfectly true statement.
A bell certainly is something more than a coloured surface, more
than a cold, hard surface, and so on. For there are coloured, cold
hard surfaces which are not the surfaces of bells. He is also right
when h-e says that so long as he merely looks at a bell, only its
colopr (1:e., only its immediately visible characteristics) is revealed
to hgn; 1ts temperature or its hardness are certainly not revealed
to him at the same time in the same sense. Here is another of
Dx_‘. Br_oad’s truistic statements. When you merely look at some-
thmg (ie., don’t also feel it, taste it, etc.), why of course you can’t
feel its hardness and coldness, or taste its bitterness. And when
you’only touch it, and don’t also see it, why, then, of course you
don’t see its colour. But again Dr. Broad draws a conclusion
:v}elose relevance to the evidence he offers for it is very difficult to
ee.

_ From the fact that when you look at an object, a bell, for
mnstance, and don’t also touch it, you perceive only its visual
qualities and not its tactual qualities, it does not seem to me to
follow that you are not entitled to say ‘I see a bell’. For, granted
that a bell can be described in all the sense-modalities, it still
does not follow that because you happen to be sensing it in only
1 Idem, pp. 149 f.
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one these modalities, that of sight, for instance, you are not,
therefore, secing a bell. The proper reply to Dr. Broad’s objection
should be: ‘Did you expect to feel it when you only looked at it?
What’s so strange about the fact that you don’t feel it when you
only look at it, that should cause you to decide that you were
wrong in saying “I see a bell” on those occasions when you did
say this? Have you ever, or at least very often, found that your
assertion was incorrect? Did you say this, and think this, and
then find when you tried to fecel it or hear it that what you had
seen was not a bell after all, but something else? I don’t suppose
that this has happened to you often enough to make you insist
that we change our mode of speaking so drastically. Why, then,
should it be wrong to say, as we ordinarily do, that what we see
is a bell, or at least part of the surface of a bell? Of course a bell
can be perceived through the other senses. But isn’t it possible
only to look at a bell? A physical object, as you say, has various
other qualities besides those which can be seen; but doesn’t the
bell which you are looking at also have these characteristics?
Feel it, taste it, smell it, hear it; sce for yourself if it doesn’t!
You are not, it is true, at the moment perceiving these other
qualities; but what of it? As we have already agreed, and you have
not yet, at any rate, contradicted this: physical objects persist and
interact with other physical objects when no one perceives them.
“Being perceived” is not essential to their existence, and hence
it is not essential to those other physical characteristics which are
capable of being experienced qualitatively, though they do not
at the moment happen to be.’

Finally, I want to call attention to the possibility of confusing
what Dr. Broad is here arguing with another and quite different
argument. He is not here arguing merely that when one only
looks, that is, when one is merely having a visual experience, he
~ can’t be sure that the ‘object’ has these other characteristics—i.e.,
that he is really seeing an object, and not merely having an
hallucination. If to ‘be sure’ means to have direct experiential
evidence, then it is, of course, true that when one only looks, he
can’t be sure. But if this were all that Professor Broad is arguing,
then he would have to allow that afterwards, when one had verified
the accuracy of his visual experience by means of his other senses,
and by the confirmation of other observers, one could say with
justification: ‘I see a bell’, or at least: ‘I was seeing a bell’. Anyone

s.p.M.—6 75
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who had already made sure in this way could then know that he
was right in saying ‘I see a bell’, and wouldn’t have to limit him-
self to Dr. Broad’s narrow statement. But it is evident that this
is not the kind of argument that Dr. Broad is advancing. The
one he is advancing does not have this kind of justification. And
it cannot be met in this empirical way. It is a verbal issue.

7

In view of the considerations which I have advanced against Dr.,
Broad’s three progressively more dubious arguments, I feel that

there is ample ground, then, for refusing to concede his conclusion
that:

Thus we are forced to modify the first naive analysis of ‘I sce a bell’
at least in the following respects: We cannot hold that this situation
yterally contains the bell itself as a constituent. The most we can say
is thz_it the situation contains me and something related by an asym-
metrical two-term relation; that this something is in fact a part of a
largq surface, and is also a short slice of a longer strand of history;
that it has in fact other qualities beside those which are sensuously
revealed to me in this situation; and that this spatially larger and
temporally longer whole, with the qualitics which are not revealed

Sen_suously in this situation, is a certain bell. This whole is the epistemo-
logical object of the

; situation expressed by the phrase ‘T am seeing the
bel!. And, even if it be granted that there is an ontological object
Whlc,h corresponds accurately to the epistemological object, we cannot
admit _that it is bodily a constituent of the situation. The most we can
grant 1s that a small spatio-temporal fragment of the ontological object
1s literally a comnstitucnt of the situation, and that a small selection of

the qualities of this fragment is sensuously revealed in the situation.!
~ So far as the three
1t is cl
the so

arguments we have discussed are concerned,
car that all that Dr. Broad has succeeded in showing is
mewhat obvious set of facts that we can be sensibly aware
of only a part of the surface of a physical object at any moment,
that we do not sec an object during the time we are not seeing it,
and that when we only see it, we do not also feel it, taste it, smell
It, etc. But now he refers to the ‘spatially larger and temporally
longer whole, with the qualities which are not revealed sensuously

in this situation’, as a certain bell, which is the epistemological

1 Idem, p. 150.
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object of the situation expressed by the phrase ‘I am seeing the
bell’. We recall that in his statement of the facts’ Dr. Broad gave
us to understand that he means by an ‘epistemological object’
the claim to be in cognitive contact with something other than
ourselves and our states. Now granting the set of propositions
which Dr. Broad has advanced concerning the extent to which we
are sensuously aware of the bell in such a situation as is naturally
indicated by the expression ‘I am seeing a bell’, I fail to see that
Dr. Broad has shown that this claim is false. No one who claims
to see a bell claims to have more sensory contact with it than a
visual perception of a part of its surface. But he does claim to be
in cognitive contact with something which has all the character-
istics of the kind of physical object that a bell is. And people are
very often correct when they make this claim. For if they see a
part of the surface of a bell, then they are seeing a part of some-
thing which does have all these characteristics. In the sense in
which the statement is intended, moreover, they are perfectly
correct when they claim that they are seeing a bell. For just as
seeing a tree does not mean seeing its roots and the sap in its veins
at the same time as one is seeing its bark-covered surface and
leaves, so seeing a bell does not mean being sensorily aware of all
of the qualities of every portion of it at the same time. It means
being in visual sensory contact with a physical object which does
have all of these characteristics. And being in visual sensory
contact with something which does have all of these character-
istics means being in sensory contact with that part of the object
which is directly visible from a given place at a given time.

If Dr. Broad means to use the term ‘perceptual situation’ to
refer to such situations as are naturally indicated by phrases like
‘I am seeing a chair’, etc., as he said at the outset, and if he means
by the ‘objective constituent’ of such situations that which is
seen when the situation is veridical, then his remarks in the passage
just quoted strike me as being exceedingly strange. Consider:
suppose I were to carry a bell into the room and place it before
someone so that he might look at it. Here I would be arranging a
situation whose constituents were a perceiving individual and a
bell. It seems to me that when the individual looked at the bell,
we would have a situation which might very naturally be called a
‘perceptual situation’. But then, isn’t the bell literally and bodily
a part of this situation whose geographical boundaries would
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include at least the bell and the observer? How seriously can we take
the argument that inasmuch as I hadn’t tasted, smelled and heard
the bell as well as looked at it, and inasmuch as I had held it by
only a part of its surface, and inasmuch as I hadn’t donc any of
these things for anything but a relatively brief span of the bell’s
history, therefore I hadn’t carried a bell into the room at all, but
only a small spatio-temporal fragment of a bell—and at that,
only a small selection of the qualities of that fragment? Such a
position leads to many absurd difficulties.

Supposing that we accept Dr. Broad’s delimitation of what he
will call the ‘perceptual situation’ as being a geographical one,
including only the directly visible portion of the bell, what arc
we to say about the unperceived qualities of that portion? Can
we say that what we see in the perceptual situation, the objective
constituent, is only a selection of visual qualities? A visual quality
is not itself an object; it characterizes the way objects look. We
don’t look at qualities, but rather at objects. The qualitative
experiences which objects produce when they are perceived
through the various sense organs are what the various sense-
quality terms like ‘red’, ‘warm’, etc., describe—though this is not
incompatible, as I have shown, with statements like “This object
is red’, “This object is warm’, etc.

Dr. Broad is quite correct, of course, when he says that what
we mean by a bell is something which can not only be seen, but
can be felt and heard as well. But we do not mean that it is some-
thing which is being seen, felt, and heard at all times. When I
carry a bell into the room I am carrying something which can be
seen and heard as well as felt, even though at the moment I am
carrying it I may not be looking at it or hearing it. In order to
set up the perceptual situation so that someone may see a part of
the surface of the bell, I cannot carry into the room just the
colour of that portion of the bell and set it before him. There is no
sense to this proposition. How can I geographically mark off the
visible portion of the bell’s surface from the touchable portion of it?

Let us even suppose that this made sense. In setting up the
perceptual situation which would evoke the expression ‘I see a
bell’ from the observer, I may not look at the bell at all, but may
only touch a part of its surface in carrying it into the room. In
that case, according to what Dr. Broad seems to be arguing, I
could not properly say that the constituent of the combined
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perceptual and carrying situation was a bell, but only that it was
a small, spatio-temporal, single-quality slice of a longer strand of
history. But now, when I place this impoverished substitute for
a material object before an observer, he sees it. How could this be
if T carried only a tactual quality into the room? Apparently I must
have carried the visual qualities of that portion of the surface of
the bell which I touched into the room along with its tactual
qualities! But see, now: his visual perception includes a larger
portion of the surface of the bell than I actually perceived in
carrying it into the room, for I merely held it with my fingers.
Then I must have carried more of its surface into the room than
I thought I had? Again, I carried it for only a relatively short
period of its history, and then set it down. But the observer is
seeing it at a later date; so apparently I was not carrying and
perceiving only a ‘short strand of history’, but something with a
continuing existence. Finally, the observer walks around the
object and examines it all over with all his senses, and reports
that it feels cold, gives off a loud clear tone when struck, has a
metallic taste, and so forth and so on. Now how could he do all
this if it were not the whole bell which I had literally and bodily
carried into the room and set before him?

It is precisely these characteristics of such situations that the
naive realist has in mind when he chooses to speak in terms of
‘seeing a bell’, even though he knows as well as Dr. Broad that
at any given moment he sees only a portion of its surface, and
may not at that moment be also feeling it and hearing it and tasting
it. He means that the whole bell is a constituent of his perceptual
situation in the sense in which it would not be if I were merely

to exhibit a fragment of a bell, or to project an image of a bell
upon a cloud.

8

It is impossible to suppose with any conviction that Dr.
Broad is not aware of the difficulties advanced in the preceding
section. The answer to this puzzle, I suspect, is to be found in
what Dr. Broad actually means by a ‘perceptual situation’. His
statement that ‘I will call such situations as are naturally indicated
by phrases like “I am seecing a chair’® or “I am hearing a bell”
by the name of “Perceptual Situations”,” turns out to be very
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misleading. The type of situation that is naturally indicated by
such expressions is one in which there is a physical object of a
certain sort, and the person speaking is perceiving it. While it is
not natural to delimit such situations to include only the sensu-
ously revealed portion of the physical object, such a delimitation
would at least approximate what is ‘naturally indicated’ by such
expressions. But it has become apparent that what Dr. Broad
does mean by a ‘perceptual situation’ does not even approximate
what would be naturally indicated by such expressions as he
offers. What, then, does he mean?

It will be recalled that in the statement of the ‘facts’ of per-
ception with which everyone was supposed to agrec, regardless
of the analysis he might subsequently prefer, Dr. Broad made it
clear that he proposed to employ the term ‘perceptual situation’ in
such a way that both veridical and hallucinatory experiences
would qualify. He proposed to employ the term to refer only
to that much of the two situations, ‘I see a pink rat’ (veridical),
and ‘I see a pink rat’ (hallucinatory), as they would have in com-
mon (if there were such a thing as an actual pink rat). He sug-
gested that he would refer to this common clement of the two
s%tuations by means of the statements: “Therc is a perceptual
situation of the visual kind of which I am subject. This has such
and such an epistemological object.” To allow for the difference
between the two, he offered the further statement: ‘And there is
a physical object corresponding to this epistemological object’,
expressing a claim which would in the first case, but not in the
second, be said to be ‘met by the physical world’. Now it might
be thought that these statements are innocent enough, and that
we ought to indulge a philosopher in what is ostensibly a matter
of verbal usage. But I want to show how in offering what appears
to be merely a statement of the facts and of how he proposes to
use terms, and not an analysis of perception from a particular
bias, Dr. 1_3road is actually stacking the cards in such a way as to
enhance his argument in the point at issue here.

In S‘?‘Cuon 2 of the preceding chapter, I commented on the
?mblgulty ot_" the distinction which Dr. Broad makes between

epistemological object’ and the ‘corresponding ontological object’.

The difference between perceptual situations, such as ‘I see a

rat, an_d non-perceptual situations, such as ‘I feel cross’, he holds,

is that in the former there is the ‘claim to be in cognitive contact
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with something other than ourselves and our states’, while in the
latter no such claim is involved. This claim, he maintains, is just
as obvious in those perceptual situations which are commonly
believed to be delusive as in those which are commonly believed
to be veridical. Dr. Broad then goes on to say that he will express
the difference between veridical and delusive perceptual situations
on the one hand, and the non-perceptual situation on the other,
by saying that the first kind does and the second kind does not
have an epistemological object. Thus, Dr. Broad’s original state-
ment of what the veridical and the delusive perceptual situations
have in common, denoted by the term ‘epistemological object’,
was that they both involve a common claim. But this similarity
in claims, as I pointed out there, is misleadingly expressed by
Dr. Broad as though veridical and delusive perceptual situations
had somezhing in common beside this claim, namely an ‘epistemo-
logical object’. This confusion, I warned, would be the source of
later difficulty.

If now we bear in mind that Dr. Broad means by a visual
perccptual situation a situation involving a perceiver and some-
thing like an hallucinatory visual image, which both an hallucina-
tion and a veridical perception are supposed to have in common,
it is readily understandable how he could maintain that the
objective constituent of a perceptual situation is only a set of
qualities in a single sense modality. For visual images, of course,
do involve only the qualities of sight. And the same would hold
true, rmutatis mutandis, for hallucinatory experiences in the other
modalities. But here two objections may be registered.

In the first place, we must remember that Dr. Broad was
claiming to state the facts in a manner with which everyone could
agree. And I cannot agree that the proper analysis of veridical
and hallucinatory situations of the visual kind involves seeing
images, as though both situations were hallucinatory, only the
veridical involved an external physical object as well. This is
just the point which I want to debate in some detail. I want to
argue that we don’t see physical objects via ‘images’ (which
become for Dr. Broad the kind of objects he calls ‘sensa’), as
though these were intervening films. I want to argue that what
we see in veridical perception are objects themselves; and that
the ‘image’ in veridical perception is not zhat we see, but is the
seeing itself, the ‘look’ of physical objects.
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But now, in the second place, if this is indeed what Dr. Broad
means by a ‘perceptual situation’, then while it is understandable
how he could say what he does about the characteristics of the
‘objective constituent’ of such a situation, it gives rise to the
greater puzzle as to why he went to the pains he did to argue that
the whole physical object is not literally and bodily a constituent.
Though he might object to the artificial and highly debatable
manner in which Dr. Broad proposes to employ the term ‘per-
ceptual situation’, the most naive of realists would hardly deny
that what Dr. Broad maintains follows from his definition. The
naive realist might deny that it was what /e meant by a ‘perceptual
situation’ when he held that the physical object was literally and
bodily a constituent of it; and hence he might deny that Dr.
Broad had shown him to be wrong. But it is obvious from the
outset that not even a portion of the surface of a physical object
is literally and bodily a constituent of a sensory image.
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CHAPTER III

THE ‘EXTERNAL REFERENCE’ OF
PERCEPTION

AVING argued that perceptual situations do not and
could not contain as a constituent anything that could
properly be denoted by the term physical object’,
Dr. Broad goes on to conclude that thus the existence of the kind
of situation denoted, for example, by a phrase like ‘I see the bell’,
does not suffice to guarantee the existence of the physical object
denoted by the phrase ‘the bell’. Nevertheless, perceptual experi-
ences do have an ‘external reference’. Dr. Broad puts it this way:

It is plain . . . that there is involved in every perceptual situation
another factor beside me and a certain spatio-temporally extended
particular. This is the conviction that this particular something is not
isolated and self-subsistent, and is not completely revealed in all its
qualities; but that it is spatio-temporally a part of a larger whole of a
certain characteristic kind, viz., a certain physical object, and that this
whole has other qualities beside those which are sensuously manifested
in the perceptual situation.

Let us call the constituent about which we believe these propositions
‘the objective constituent of the perceptual situation’. And let us call
this conviction which we have about the objective constituent ‘the
external reference of the situation’. I give it this name because it clearly
points spatially, temporally, and qualitatively, beyond the situation
and what is contained and sensuously manifested in it.!

In this chapter I want to examine what Dr. Broad says about
the external reference of perceptual situations. He begins his
analysis by arguing that we neither do, nor could we, infer ‘from

1 The Mind and Its Place in Nature, p. 151.
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the mere presence of an objective constituent, which sensuously
manifests such and such qualities, that this constituent is part
of a larger spatio-temporal whole which is not a constituent of
the situation and has other qualities’. But now the existence of
wildly delusive perceptions, Dr. Broad maintains, lends further
support to his thesis that in no case does a perceptual situation
contain as a constituent the physical object which corresponds
to its epistemological object; and hence the claim to external
cognitive contact with such an object may very well be wrong in
all perceptual situations.

In Part I of this chapter I shall consider Dr. Broad’s general
remarks about the ‘external reference’ of perceptual situations.

In Part I1 I shall consider the relevance of the existence of delusive
perception.

I. THE ‘EXTERNAL REFERENCE’

I

The general remarks which Dr. Broad makes about the ‘exter-
nal reference’ of perceptual situations may be divided into two
Eﬁmds: arguments to show that we do nor, as a matter of fact,
wifer from the nature of the objective constituent or from any
Othe}‘ knowledge that we may have that it is part of a larger
iﬁ:tle;ézntphora}.whole of a certain specific kind’; anq arguments to
that this b at 1t would be.false as a matter of logic to maintain
18 belief, in the precise form and in the actual strength in

\jvlnch.it is held, could be justified by any known process of
1ea§onm1g f}x;?nrrll< any available premises’.

ow It that Dr. i
that it would b r. Broad is perfectly correct when he says

existence of relevfalse psychologically to say that we nfer th.e
revealed to us 1, ant extc?rnal physical ob)c‘:cts frorp what is
ences’, he points o perception. To speak of. unconscious -mfer-
inference the kinc;lt, ;’neans at most th'at we in fact reach without
inference if it Wereo hC(ﬁnclusxon which could be defended by
Broad would Challenged—though, as we have seen, Dr.

deny that w .
Broad maintains: e actually could do this. In fact, Dr.

We iti ; i
s iXp{es.s thg position far too intellectually, when we say that in a
o ptual situation we are acquainted with an objective constituent
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which sensuously manifests certain qualities, and that this acquaintance
gives rise to and is accompanied by a belief that the constituent is part
of a larger spatio-temporal whole of a specific kind. We must remember
that ignorant men, and presumably animals, perceive as well as
philosophers; and we must beware of mixing up our analysis of the
perceptual situation with the situation as it actually exists. It would
be nearer the truth to say that, at the purely perceptual level, people
do not have the special experience called ‘belief’ or ‘judgment’. To
believe so and so at this level really means to act as it would be reason-
able to act if one believed so and so, and to be surprised if the action
turns out to be a failure.!

It must be borne in mind, however, that our reasons for
agreeing with Dr. Broad’s contention here are somewhat different
from those he holds. For we did not grant his argument in the
preceding chapter that there is any reason to suppose that what
we see in perceptual situations is not literally and bodily physical
objects, or at least literally and bodily parts of the surface of
physical objects. Dr. Broad, of course, conceives of perception
as a process of going from the ‘objective constituent’ considered
as a kind of spatially extended, two-dimensional image, having
qualities only in a single modality, to the larger spatio-temporal
whole of a certain specific kind, the physical object, which the
situation is taken to reveal. If such were the case, there would,
to be sure, be a knotty problem to unravel. But in either case, I
think we may safely agree with him that it is a matter of psycho-
logical observation that the process of perception does not involve
the mental phenomenon of inference.

2

I want next to consider Dr. Broad’s assertion that the belief
about the external reference of a perceptual situation is not only
not in fact reached by inference, but could not, in the precise form
and in the actual strength in which it is held, be justified by any
known process of reasoning from any available premises. Dr.
Broad states that he can see no way of validly inferring from the
mere presence of an objective constituent, which sensuously
manifests such and such qualities, that this constituent is part
of a larger spatio-temporal whole which is not a constituent of

U Idein, pp. 152 f.
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the situation and has other qualities. As for the argument that
while this cannot be inferred with certainty from any one or
from any number of perceptual situations taken separately, it
might be inferred with probability from a number of such
situations ‘taken together and considered in their mutual rela-
tions’, it is evident, Dr. Broad maintains, that even if the general
validity of such inferences be admitted, they would yield a con-
clusion much less definite than the belief that the objective
constituent of a perceptual situation is a spatio-temporal part of

a larger whole which corresponds accurately to the epistemological
object of the situation.

Strictly speaking, the most that could be directly inferred from a
study of perceptual situations and their mutual relatiops is that prob-
ably such and such a perceptual situation will be accompanied by such
and such others, belonging to different observers; or that it will
probably be succeeded by such and such other perceptual situations,
provided I make such and such movements. The notion of persistent
physical objects is logically merely a hypothesis to explain such correla-
tions between perceptual situations; and the common-sense belief that
the objective constituents of perceptual situations are literally spatio-
temporal parts of persistent physical objects is logically one very
special form of this hypothesis. It is tolerably obvious that the actual
strength of our conviction that in perception we are in direct cognitive
contact with literal spatio-temporal parts of a physical object, which

f:orr_esponds to the epistemological object of the situation, could not be
justified by inference.!

~ Now if we were to accept Dr. Broad’s conception of the objec-
tive constituent of perceptual situations as a kind of spatio-
temporally extended particular, having qualities in a single
mod?llity, like a visual image, then I think he would be right in
arguing that there is no way of validly inferring from such a
particular or from a number of such particulars to the existence
of the kind of things we mean by ‘physical objects’. Ordinarily,
we dis_tinguish between mere sensory images, like after-images,
hallucinatory images, and the like, and physical objects. A
physical object is not merely a series or group of sensory images.

With respect to any inference from P to Q, where the relation
of P to Q is not one of necessary entailment, it is clear that in
order to know that Q is the case, on the basis of knowing that

U Idewnt, p. 152.
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P is the case, it is first essential to know that P> <s somehow con-
nected with Q. But this requires that we have independent
knowledge of Q, and of the fact that P is connected with Q.
One infers from hearing a certain sound, a whistle, that the
afternoon train is arriving in town. But in order to do this, one
must first know that there are such things as trains, and that they
signal their arrival by emitting whistle blasts. Of course, other
things make such sounds too, and hence there is always the
possibility that the whistle one is hearing is not that of a train,
but of some other of the things which make such sounds. But at
any rate, if we did not know that trains existed and did make such
sounds, it is clear that we could not make even a probable infer-
ence about the existence of a train, when we heard the sound of a
particular whistle.

This, then, is the situation which Dr. Broad supposes we are
in with respect to all perception. If all that we ever really perceive
are the kinds of particulars he suggests, and we never experience
physical objects as such, how can we possibly infer from the
existence of these particulars the existence of physical objects?
In order to do so, we should have to know independently that
physical objects did exist, and that the particulars we do perceive
were materially related to them. But this is precisely what we are
trying to prove.

There is a certain persuasiveness about Dr. Broad’s argument
that is very puzzling. Even if we do not grant his conception of
the objective constituent of perceptual situations as a kind of
thing which is not to be identified literally with even a part of the
surface of physical objects, there does seem to be some truth to
what he is saying. We do experience at a given time and from a
given position only some of the qualities of a part of the surface of
a physical object. And we never experience all of the qualities of
every bit of a physical object simultaneously. We learn what a
particular object is like by seeing first one part of its surface, then
another, then perhaps the various interior parts; and we feel it,
touching various parts in turn; and so forth and so on. We come
to know about it through having a succession of sensory experi-
ences of the various characteristics of its parts. The same would
hold true of our knowledge of any material object; and hence
our general concept of a physical object must somehow be
a product of the association of such particular perceptual
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experiences occurring in fairly regular and more or less success-
fully predictable succession. All of this seems inescapable; and yet
Dr. Broad’s conclusion seems somehow unsatisfying. For while
it may be true that the actual strength of our conviction, that in
perception we are in direct cognitive contact with literal spatio-
temporal parts of a physical object, could not be justified by
inference from objective constituents, it is also truc that the
notion that persistent physical objects is logically merely a hypo-
thesis to explain the correlations between perceptual situations,
fails to satisfy us. It seems to reduce our acquaintance with
physical objects to the level of our indirect ‘knowledge by
description’ of the hypothetical entities of the theorctical sciences:
the molecules of chemistry, and the atoms, electrons, €tc., of
physics. All that the chemist or physicist ‘really’ knows is that if
we take such and such observable material substances and com-
bine them or treat them in such and such a way, it is possible to
produce such and such observable results, which square with
and are predictable from such and such mathematical measure-
ments and calculations. Molecules, atoms, electrons, and the like
have a merely hypothetical status; they are hypotheses to account
for or explainsuch observations and their peculiar interrelationship.
It is obviously this type of relationship that Dr. Broad has in
mind when he says that logically the notion of persistent physical
objects is merely an hypothesis to explain the correlations between
our perceptual experiences. All we ever ‘really’ know by acquaint-
ance are the succession of correlated objective constituents of
wh1cl'{ we are sensuously aware in perceptual experience. We
experience only the effects of the kind of things we imagine
physical objects to be, and hence we can only hypothesize the
existence of physical objects as the cause or explanatory ground.
ghe Question I want to raise, then, is whether Dr. Broad is justi-
o‘;;ie é?s t;za;gvi tiqe relationshlzp betwefen perceptipn an_d physical
the SCiéntist’s % e, as t_hough it were like the _relauonshlp be.tween
Is Dr. Broes 0‘ servanon.s and the .hypothetl_cal causes he 1nfe_rs.
: s ‘hypothesis’ really like the scientist’s hypothesis?

3

In _order.to answer this question, it will be necessary first to
examine briefly the nature of scientific hypothesis. Now scientific
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hypotheses are of many kinds. Most of them, however, permit of
classification under the following three general types. (a) First,
there are those which account for a given observable phenomenon
or set of phenomena by exhibiting a causal relationship between
it and another observable physical object or event. Thus, a given
sound may be attributed to an exhaust of steam from a locomotive;
a shattered window glass may be explained as the effect of a
brick striking and penetrating it; and so forth. What is given as
the cause of the observable condition to be explained, in hypo-
theses of this type, is some other observable object or event.
Now usually this other object or event which is hypothesized
as the cause of the phenomenon to be explained is one which is
not only observable, but is actually familiar to us through direct
and independent experience. It is an object or event of a familiar
observable kind. But frequently it happens that no known (i.e.,
already observed) species of object or behaviour of objects will
account for the given phenomena to be explained. (6) This brings
us to the second type of hypothesis which I want to distinguish.
In such cases, the existence of a special kind of object, a kind as
yet undiscovered, with such and such characteristics, is hypothe-
sized. The existence and characteristics of this hypothesized entity
are not known independently, as in the first type. It is merely an
imagined entity having characteristics such as would account
for the given phenomena to be explained. Such an hypothesized
entity may be called a ‘construct’. It is a construct because its
existence and characteristics are not known independently,
through direct observation, at the time of its prediction. It is an
hypothetical entity whose characteristics are constructed ad hoc
in such a way as to provide an explanation for a given problem.
As one example of this type of explanation I might suggest the
gene theory in genetics. The existence of genes as carriers of
hereditary predispositions was postulated to explain the mechan-
ism of the observable facts of biological inheritance. Suppose
now these hypothesized entities were actually seen with the
aid of powerful microscopes. Thus, what was originally an
hypothesized construct, becomes, so to speak, an actuality. The
term ‘gene’ no longer refers to a merely hypothetical entity, but
to a kind of ‘thing’ which we now know to ‘exist’. The famous
discovery of the planet Neptune by the German astronomer
Galle, in 1846, as a result of the prediction based on the
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computations of the French astronomer Leverrier, might properly
be classed as another of this type of hypothetical explanation; as
may also the discovery of certain of the chemical elements pre-
dicted by Mendeléef’s periodic table.

Now in the preceding examples, we were concerned with
hypothetical entities of a single kind: namely, entities capable of
independent and direct observation. Genes, the planet Neptune,
and the predicted chemical elements are all tangible things, whose
existence and characteristics were predicted from obscrvation of
relatively indirect effects. Frequently, however, scientific ex-
planations involve as explanatory constructs hypothetical entities
which are forever inaccessible to anything which even approxi-
mates direct observation. (¢) This brings us to the third type of
hypothesis which I want to distinguish here. The concepts of
molecules, atoms, and electrons are examples of this type of
explanation. These concepts are constructions which will forever
remain such. At least, in the case of atoms and electrons, it seems
safe to say that there will never be such a thing as ‘secing an
atom’ or ‘seeing an electron’.

I want to elaborate upon the distinction between hypotheses of
the second type and those of the third. Both involve ad hoc con-
structs whose characteristics are just those which would account
for the phenomena they are invented to explain. We do not have
antecedent and independent information about their existence or
their characteristics. We proceed from already observable facts—
the ‘effects’ whose explanation constitutes our problem—to the
hypothesization of a certain unique ‘entity’, the existence of
which would solve our problem. Now in explanation of the second
type, the process is one of inferring the characteristics which the
hypothetical entity or event must have, from the nature of its
effe'cts, and subsequently searching for and actually discovering an
entity which is capable of being directly and independently
observed. In hypotheses of the third type, however, this last step
has not occurred. The reason for this, however, is not always the
same. Sometimes the failure may be purely a practical one.
Re;_)eated search simply has failed to uncover the sought-for
entity. Obviously, such failure is not always conclusive evidence
of the fal§ity of the hypothesis that such an entity exists. While
the negative results of the celebrated Michelson-Morley experi-
ment, conducted under exacting conditions, resulted in an almost
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universal abandonment of the ether hypothesis, no such critical
experiment seems to be possible in the case of the virus theory to
explain the mechanism of that common malady known as the cold.
The communicability of the cold and its course in the human
system suggest a similarity to other bacterial diseases. Repeated
failures to isolate the specific bacteria involved, however, have led
not to the abandonment of the germ theory as an hypothesis,
but to an ad hoc modification. It is now a filterable virus that is
postulated. This, of course, is only a rendering of the fact that
repeated search, involving filtration of the most exacting refine-
ment known to the research worker, has (thus far) failed to reveal
the hypothesized germ. In such a case the scientific enterprise
proceeds thus. While some researchers continue to press the
search, in the hope that some variation of conditions or the
perfection of more adequate techniques and instruments will
ultimately lead to the discovery, others eventually cast about
for different hypothetical explanations, and the search begins
anew, in different directions. It is clear in such cases that the
distinction between an explanation of the second type and one of
the third type may very well be only a temporal one. So long as
the possibility of direct observability remains, it is always possible
that what was originally merely an ad hoc construct will be found
to be an actual physical object or event. Thus, the concept of the
gene in genetics, as of this date merely an hypothetical construct,
would pass over into the realm of the ‘actual’ if it came to be
directly and independently observed.

While the possibility that an hypothetical construct may eventu-
ally be discovered to represent a perceptible thing or event can
never logically be ruled out, often, however, there are good
empirical reasons for supposing a particular construct to stand
for something which could never be revealed directly and inde-
pendently to perception. The concepts of molecules, atoms, and
electrons in physics and chemistry do seem to be forever destined
to remain on the level of mere hypothetical constructs. From the
nature of the sense organs, and the psychological and physio-
logical process of perception, it would seem that there could be
no such thing as ‘seeing an atom’, for example. In order to be
visible, an object must be capable of reflecting light in such a
way that it can impinge upon the retina of the eye. By definition,
an atom, or at least an electron, would not be capable of producing

S.P.M.—7 9I
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such an effect. Nor, by definition, could it be touched, tasted, or
smelled. Although there is a temptation to Supposc that these
concepts stand for actual things, or objects, a moment’s considera-
tion will show that what they are supposed to stand for lacks, by
definition, those characteristics in virtue of which any subject of
discourse could be called a ‘physical object’. But if the concepts do
not stand for things, what do they stand for? For the physicist, they
do not need to stand for a thing. They are perfectly serviceable
because they function in what might be called a metaphorical way.

The physicist manipulates gross, microscopic objccts, and
derives certain observable results. In order to explain those
results, which are not encompassed in the established system
of explanatory concepts of mechanics or the other macroscopic
branches of physics, he falls back on a kind of analogy or
metaphor. His explanations might well be prefaced by the
phrase, ‘It is as if’—e.g., ‘It is as if this piecc of matter werc
composed of infinitely small particles (atoms)’, and ‘It is as if
those hypothetical infinitely small particles (atoms) were in turn
composed of still smaller particles of various kinds (clectrons,
protons, neutrons, mesons, etc.), revolving about in a kind of
planetary system.” This kind of analogy or metaphor helps to
make t.h_e puzzling clear. It yields a pictorial model based on what
is familiar. It enables the physicist to ‘conccive’, as W¢ $ay, the
kl'nd of relations he is dealing with; and in this way it enables
him to make predictions which can be tested. If these predictions
are verified, he concludes that he has hit upon the ‘right’ model.
But this, of course, means only that he has choscn 2 happy
analogy—that the bits of tangible matter he works with do behave
unc.ier such and such conditions as though they were composed of
ultimately small particles behaving in such and such a way. It
does not mean that there are actually such things as atoms and
elc?ctrons, in the sense that there are tables and chairs or ¢ven
Microscopic particles of dust. The physicist knows that these
parucles he t-alks about are not merely ‘infinitely small’ particles
in the sense in which one might produce infinitely small particles
by ta}<1ng a very thin and sharp knife and cutting a sliver of wood
first in half, then in half again, then again, and so forth and SO Ofle
For no matter how long one kept this process up, he would still
not arrive at those infinitely small ‘particles’ which are called
atoms or electrons.
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To call attention to this peculiarity of hypotheses in theoretical
physics is not, of course, to belittle their significance. On the
contrary, it may be pointed out that physicists, working with
such concepts, have accomplished so much in the way of pre-
diction and control of the behaviour of tangible objects as to
outstrip the achievements of those of their scientific brethren who
work with theories and concepts having reference entirely to
the directly observable. This, unfortunately, has led some non-
empistemologically oriented physicists, as well as non-physicists,
to venture into the dubious realm of metaphysics, in order to
express their conviction that the atomic physicists are working
with unquestionably ‘real’ objects. Logically, of course, this
means only that the highly complex and neatly interrelated
pattern of observable consequences has been so extensively and
minutely verified as to make it very likely that whatever modifica-
tions of these hypothetical pictorial concepts may be necessitated
by subsequent research will be of a superficial nature. The atomic
physicist’s conceptual notations ‘work’ so well as to guarantee
their permanent usefulness for at least the range of phenomena
they were designed to describe. Nevertheless, for our purposes,
it is important to bear in mind the distinction between hypotheses
of the first and second kind, and those of the third kind.

The importance of the distinction between potentially observ-
able hypothetical entities and purely theoretical constructs may
be shown by the following considerations. Let us compare the
assertion that a current of water is flowing through a pipe with
the assertion that a current of electricity is flowing through a wire.1
Suppose in the first case that we are confronted with a pipe which
gives certain evidences that a current of water is flowing through
it. The pipe hums as though this were true; the indicator on the
water meter, which is attached to a water wheel inside, turns as
though a current of water was flowing within; the pipe is attached
at one end to a hydrant, while from the other end a stream of
water is seen to flow; when the pipe is broken in two, these
phenomena cease to occur with respect to the detached portion,
and are limited to the attached portion; and so forth and so on.
Now suppose that in the face of this overwhelming evidence for
the proposition that a current of water is actually flowing through

1 This example is taken from J. Wisdom, ‘Other Minds (III)’, Mind, Vol. L
(1941), pp. 108 f.
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the pipe, the question is raised as to whether there is actually a
current of water coursing through the pipe. From the naive realist
(scientist or layman) this question would undoubtedly evoke an
exclamation of impatience, not to say of disgust and derision.
But the cautious epistemologist recognizes the question as
meaningful. After all, what do we mean by the phrase ‘a current
of water flowing through a pipe’® Of course, we would certainly
be disinclined to say that a current of water was flowing through
a pipe if all these associated phenomena were not observed; but
it doesn’t logically follow that if these phenomena arc observed, a
current of water is unquestionably flowing through the pipe.

Now it is clear that the epistemologist has a logical point here.
The phenomena cited do not logically necessitate that ‘a current
of water is flowing through the pipe’. They lend a certain proba-
biliry to the proposition, but this does not quite measure up to the
certainty we do sometimes have about such matters. What is
lacking is obviously a direct observation of the water flowing
tl}rough the pipe. We would have to illuminate the length of
pipe and peer through the open end, or perhaps to replace a
section of its entire length with transparent glass. Then we could
see the water flowing through the pipe. This would be direct
ev%dence of what the proposition asserts, as opposed to indirect
evxde_nce——thq :clssociated phenomena. It would be meeting the
dfiﬁmng condition of the proposition, and hence no further ques=
tion §ould be legitimately raised. On the other hand, it is
conc.:egvable that one might cut open an opaque pipe which
eihlblted all the indirect evidence (the associated phenomena) for
of course, raise the probrllegrri rt? ughh the pipe after . T'hls woul
and the wheel to turn, etc.; b0 v‘111 at was causing the pipe 1o Bt
o be explained in otixer “,7 ut these phenomena wou.ld then have
WaS 1101 & CUTTent of water ﬂays: The fact would.remam that there
we can specify th O\fvmg.through the pipe. Thus, because
esoite tlSe : é [the sort of situation meant by the assertion that
secing that the pipe is dr —lr'ltt' e pipe—i.e., cutting it o.pen.and
Let us consider now aysi nlu 118 a szgm.ﬁcant doubt that is raised.
tricity flowing th ar question a.bout a current of elec-
ty g through a wire. The wire if il the

familiar phenomena of being ¢ rnanjiests @ :
» as we say, ‘electrified’. We touch 1t
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and experience what we call an electric shock; we attach it to
an electric lamp, and the bulb lights; to a motor, and the armature
revolves; the wire grows hot; the various meters all give positive
readings; when we cut the wire in two, the detached half no
longer exhibits these phenomena, while the portion still attached
continues to do so; and so forth and so on. Suppose now that the
question is raised as to whether a current of electricity is actually
flowing through the wire that exhibits all these phenomena.
Here the logical difference between the water-pipe situation
and the electric-wire situation manifests itself. What is it, we
may ask, that is being doubted when the question is raised as to
whether a wire which exhibits all the appropriate phenomena is
actually electrified? Does the kind of evidence which we have in
the case of the electric wire stand to the proposition that a current
of electricity is passing through the wire, in the same relation as
the evidence in the case of the water pipe stands to the proposition
that a water current is passing through the pipe? In the latter case
we were able to distinguish between indirect evidence and direct
evidence—between hearing the pipe hum, seeing the meter turn,
etc., and actually seeing a current of water. But obviously the
distinction between indirect and direct evidence cannot be made
in the same fashion with respect to the electric wire. No one
expects to be able to cut open the wire and see something moving.
No relevant condition or behaviour of the wire can be specified
that isn’t met by the wire.! Then is there any question as to
whether or not ‘an electric current is flowing through the wire’?
If objections of this sort are not about terminology, what are
they about? Perhaps one could object to the appropriateness of
the metaphor involved in describing the phenomena associated
with the wire in the terms associated with the water pipe; though
the proponents of this terminology could bring to bear the
behavioural similarities in justification. But at any rate, it is clear
that when all the relevant kinds of phenomena are observed, the

I "T'he objection may be raised that by a ‘current of electricity’ is meant a ‘flow of
clectrons’ through the wire. But this only raises the same problem on another level
of theory. Translated into empirical language, this means simply that certain
other ‘indirect’ observations associated with electron theory are supposed to be
connected with the wire which exhibits these superficial phenomena. The same
question that confronts us here could still be raised: when all the expected ‘in-
direct’ evidences associated with a ‘flow of electrons’ are verified, can we be sure
that there really is a ‘flow of electrons’?
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question whether there is really a current of electricity flowing
through the wire is lacking in sense. For it must be remembered
that the conceptual language ‘current of electricity’ does not
have an independent application, as docs the phrase ‘current of
water’. Apart from the phenomena it was coined to denote, the
phrase ‘current of electricity’ has no application. Here there is no
distinction between direct and indirect evidence. In a given
instance, one may predict, from the observation of an incomplete
set of the defining characteristics of the situation ‘current of
electricity flowing through a wire’, that further tests would
reveal the remaining characteristics. But the relation between
the original observation and the subsequent obscrvation is not
that of effect to observed cause—as is the relation between the
associated phenomena and the indepcndently perceptible water
flowing through the pipe—but is rather that of onc group of
manifest behaviour to another group, which together comprise a
syndrome of habitually associated phenomena. It is thi§ syn-
drome that is meant by the assertion that a wire is carrylng an
electric current. The choice of the term ‘clectric current’ was
occasioned by, and serves as a reminder of, certain abstract
similarities between the behaviour of pipes bearing a current of
water and the behaviour of copper wires when they arc attacl}cd
in the proper way to a battery composed of such and such materials
arranged in such and such a fashion.

4
Having outlined some of the kinds of scientific explanatory
hypotheses, I want to return to Dr. Broad’s treatment of the
perception of physical objects in general. The question we are con-
sidering is whether or not Dr. Broad is justified in maintaining that
the notion of persistent physical objects is merely an hypothesis
to explain the correlations between our perceptual experiences.
Now at first glance it might seem that we had here an example of
the first or second of the three types of explanatory hypotheses
which we were considering. The notion of a physical object is,
of course, a familiar one; and it would seem to be merely a
question of whether or not our sensations were really caused by
such thm.g's. It must be borne in mind, however, that Dr. Broad
1s not raising the question of whether or not a ,parzz'cular set of

96



THE ‘EXTERNAL REFERENCE’ OF PERCEPTION

sensations in a given situation is caused by a physical object—
i.e., whether or not a particular experience is hallucinatory. If
this were the question, it would be an empirical one, and could
be settled by further and more careful observation by the indi-
vidual himself, and by the testimony of other observers. Rather,
Dr. Broad is raising the question about a/l perception. He means
to deny that we ewver could have direct perception of physical
objects. This rules out the possibility that the concept of physical
objects is an explanatory hypothesis of even the second of our
three types; for in that type of hypothesis the explanatory con-
struct may eventually be discovered to be an independently
perceptible object.

The position at which we have arrived seems to have been
achieved by a series of inescapable steps from Dr. Broad’s
Berkeleian premises. It would seem that there aren’t really such
things as physical objects, or, at least, that for us they are destined
forever to be at best hypothetical constructs. Apparently we are
confronted with an explanatory hypothesis of the third kind.
For there is no distinction here between direct and indirect
evidence. Granted the typical syndrome of perceptual situations,
there is no sense in the further question: Still, are there really
physical objects? As in the case of the electric current, there is
nothing further that we expect. Thus the concept of a physical
object secems to be merely a logical hypothesis, a construct, to
explain the correlations and mutual interrelations between per-
ceptual situations. As Dr. Broad puts it, it is ‘a Category, . . .
defined by Postulates’.!

There is something wrong, however, with treating the relation
of perception to physical objects as though it were that of evidence
to hypothesis, or even of phenomena to the hypothetical construct
which unites them. I want to try to show this by asking, to begin
with, what it is that we have in mind when we say that the hypo-
thetical entities of the physicist, for example, are only constructs.
What do we mean when we say something is only an hypothesis?
What we intend by this, I submit, is to distinguish our knowledge
in a particular case from a more ideal state of knowledge which
we are capable of achieving. We distinguish the hypothetical ad
hoc constructs of the physicist on honorific grounds from those
directly perceivable things we call physical objects. The entities

1 The Mind and Its Place in Nature, p. 220.
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of the theoretical physicist are ‘merely hypothetical’ only by
comparison with those things which are ‘real’ physical objects.
If there were nothing with which to compare them, no other type
of knowledge possible, it would be pointless to speak of ‘hypo-
thetical constructs’. We would not be able to say, ‘It is as though
there were physical objects behaving in such and such a way’,
as the physicist does when he hypothesizes atoms and the like, or
as we do when we infer the presence of a steam locomotive from
hearing a certain sound. The hypothesis of the presence of a steam
locomotive would not explain the particular sound we were hearing
unless we knew that there were such things that made such sounds.
We may ask, then, when Dr. Broad states that physical objects
are ‘merely logical hypotheses to explain the correlations and
mutual interrelations between perceptual situations’: from what
d_oes he mean to differentiate them? He cannot mean to differen-
tiate them from ‘real physical objects’, obviously, for on his own
argument there are not supposed to be such things—or, at least,
we don’t know that there are. There are only correlations of
perceptual situations; and we cannot contrast a thing with itself.
In‘that case, however, there is no sense in speaking of physical
objects as ‘merely hypotheses. It is not a case of ‘as if there were
physmal objects’; for unless we could have some acquaintance
with pl_lysmal objects, we could not know the nature of the
comparison that was being made.
Dg%fofaesscgglsdobjection f:urther_, we may inquire as to just what
interrelan mean by explammg the_ correlations and mutual
; relations between perceptual situations’. When we offer an
hzggzsz:: tlcr>1 5(<):lcount for a given set of phenomena, whether the
construen ves a tangible object or is merely a theoretical
i ¢l what we do is suggest that the given set of phenomena
:;; ;C lconsmtgte our problem may be understood by comparison
Th na 1’i)gy with somethmg with which we are already familiar.
of cirrt)aiinggll:a }zlth which we are confronted are reminis.cent
of such and phenomena, knowp to be caused ,b}' the behaviour
: Cf and such objects with which we are familiar. By analogy,
'(V)er ;1n ‘?f that _the problem pheanena are caused by the beh.aviour
milar objects. Thus, certain phenomena associated with the
concept of the atom bear a resemblance to the planetary relations
n th_e solar system. In consequence, the physicist suggests that
atomic phenomena may be understood as though the atom were 2
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miniature solar system. The common cold behaves in the human
organism in many ways similar to those diseases known to be
caused by microscopic germs. Consequently, bacteriologists
postulate the ‘cold germ’.

But now, if all that we ever know or could know are ‘sequences
of sensations’, how could there be an explanatory hypothesis that
involved more than a sequence of sensations? The only kind of
‘explanation’ that we could understand would be one which
showed how one sequence of sensations was predictably similar
to another. These would be the only terms and concepts in our
descriptive and explanatory language. We could not think any
other kind of explanation. To ask for an ‘explanation’ of the
sensation sequence that is ‘outside’ the sensation universe would
be as nonsensical as it would be, on the common-sense position,
to ask for an ‘explanation’ of the behavioural sequence of physical
objects with the requirement that the explanation should lie
‘outside’ the physical universe!

The point, then, is this. Dr. Broad is mistaken in taking the
relationship between perceptual situations as a whole, and the
concept of physical objects as a whole, as that of evidence to
hypothesis. On the common-sense view, a given series of per-
ceptual situations may be considered as evidence for the existence
of a particular object or set of objects. But this requires that the
notion of physical object in general be already familiar. Otherwise
we should not understand what the hypothesis was proposing.
The purpose of an hypothesis is to make clear, to explain what is
puzzling. This can be accomplished ultimately only through
what is familiar in experience. The very demand for an explana-
tion of a given phenomenon is a request for explication in terms
of the familiar elements and processes of experience. The notion
of a physical object, then, could not explain the correlations and
interrelations between perceptual situations unless we were
already somehow acquainted with physical objects in experience.
In fact, it could not even be thoughe.l If the ultimate elements in
experience were simply perceptual situations, variously correlated
and interrelated, explanation would consist simply of showing

L "This, of course, refers only to the concept of physical object i1z general, on the
view that we never experience physical objects. Within the common-sense frame-
work, we obviously can and do imagine particular physical objects and situations
which we have never experienced.
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how one syndrome of perceptions was correlated and interrelated
like another. There would be no need for an ‘explanation’ of the
whole perceptual series. We would neither feel the need, nor
would such an ‘explanation’ have any meaning.

To be sure, what I am saying does not sound in the least
convincing. We do feel that there would be a great deal of sense
in such an explanation. I am convinced, however, that the reason
we do feel this is that we are considering the matter from our
present, common-sense position, in which there s something
more ultimate and equally familiar: namely, physical objects,
yvhich causally give rise to our perceptions. This is the danger
in Dr. Broad’s procedure. His arguments give clear testimony
to th.e fact that he has locked himself in the inescapable solipsist
predicament from withour. He illicitly borrows the concepts and
evaluations of common sense to effect his predicament; and this
1s what makes his remarks so exciting. What he says is important
(i.e., has significance) only from a common-sense position. To
say that a particular entity is merely hypothetical tells-us something
Or}Iy if there are other entities which are not ‘merely hypothetical’,
with which the former may be contrasted. On the common-sense
way of speaking, what the ‘merely hypothetical’ entities are con-
trasted yvith are real, tangible physical objects. On Dr. Broad’s
Berkeleian view, however, this standard of contrast is lacking
from_ the start. Hence, in trying to beliztle our knowledge of
physical objects, he is really trying to have his cake and eat it.

What Dr. Broad wants to say about physical objects cannot
1Oglc.ally be said if what he maintains is correct.! If hc were
conmsteptly phenomenological, there would be nothing to say.
Everyth.mg would be as it was—or is. There would still be those
perceptions which are merely hallucinatory; and there would be
those percep.tio.ns which we call ‘perceptions of physical objects’.
'glflltesteh:rrle i§h§t1r.1ct10nf1 which DS._ B.roafi CannoF very wecll deny.
about o 1s just these very 1st1n.ct10ns which our lar.lguage

perception and matter was devised to denote. That is why

a sophisticated champion of common sense like Professor G. E.

! Cf. L. Wittgenstein (Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus):

562. .. What solipsism means, is quite correct, only it cannot be said, but
. it shows itself.’
5-64 .. . Solipsism strictly carried out coincides with pure realism, The I in

solipsism shrinks to an extensionless point and there remains the reality
co-ordinated with it.’
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Moore insists so tenaciously, and with justifiable righteous
indignation: ‘Of course there are physical objects! What in the
world can you mean by a “physical object” which would make it
correct to say ‘“There are no such things”, or “We cannot know
that there are such things”’? Professor Moore simply refuses to
play the nonsensical metaphysical game of using familiar funda-
mental terms and phrases in radically new and different senses.
For he knows that doing this only lays a verbal trap in which the
metaphysician himself will unwittingly be caught. The meta-
physician will want to make evaluations and draw conclusions
from his special usage, which belong properly only to the original
usage. This is what Dr. Broad does when he says that-physical
objects are logically merely hypotheses to explain the correlations
and mutual interrelations between perceptual situations.

5

There are, of course, situations in which particular perceptual
experiences may be taken as evidence for the hypothesis that a
given physical object exists in a particular place. Suppose one
enters a dark room and has the visual experience of a momentary
patch of light. He knows, of course, that he has had such an
experience, but he is not sure that there actually was a flash of
light in the room. He may take his visual experience as evidence
for the hypothesis that there had actually been such a light; and
conversely, the hypothesis that there had been such a light may
be regarded as a possible explanation to account for his perceptual
experience. Suppose then that the individual proceeds to examine
the room with a view to verifying his hypothesis, and discovers
a lamp with faulty wiring. He suspects that this may have caused
the lamp to light momentarily because of the vibrations set up
by his footsteps when he entered the room. He jars it again and
discovers that this produces the same kind of light flash that he
saw upon entering the room. He concludes that his hypothesis
of a physical source of light is correct. Though his original
observation of the light flash upon entering the room was in-
sufficient evidence on which to infer the presence of a physical
source of light (because of his familiarity with after-images and
other types of hallucinatory perception), when he actually sees
the lamp, his hypothesis is confirmed. The presence of the lamp
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is for him no longer an hypothesis, but rather a fact. The very
meaning of his hypothesis is realized when he perceives the lamp.
There is nothing more that can be done; nor is there anything
more that he need do.

It is just at this point, however, that Dr. Broad’s ‘hypothesis’ is
supposed to be formulated. And this is what is so puzzling about
Dr. Broad’s position. What is the hypothesis that remains to be
verified? It is clear that when the individual had the visual
experience of a flash of light upon entering the room, he was
confronted with a real problem. The question was whether he
h_ad merely had an after-image, or was secing an actual physical
light. Both were real possibilities. He was claiming that the light
he saw was actually a light in the room that had a physical source.
Search revealed the lamp with faulty wiring. If he had not found
such an object after a thorough search, he would have been justi-
fied in concluding that his visual experience was probably
merely an after-image. But what is the problem when he actually
finds the lamp?

Dr. Broad wants to say that the situation called ‘secing a lamp’
amounts merely to having a visual experience. What we see when
We 'see a lamp’ is merely and at most a small spatio-temporal
fragl_n_ent which sensuously manifests a small selection of (visual)
q?ahtles. Further attempts at visual inspection yield only more
g the same type of perceptual experiences. Thus, one can at

est }}ave only a succession of perceptual experiences, the objective
s:;lsltclit%ents of which cannot properly be called a lamp. This
which t;: true, moreover, regardless of the modality of sense in
this set ;Sﬁ experiences occurred. The belief that the whole (?f
ences reo nllutually co.rrelated and interrelated perceptual experi-

o VIe;a S one pe;rs1stent physical object is only an hypothesis.
followin I. Broad’s way of putting the matter suggests the
an unre% Sguanon. .Suppose that one sees an object c.overed in
cloth is li;il Cilg fashion by a large cloth. A small portion of the
with a blote to reveal a.ﬂat, h(?rlzqntal expanse of wood, covered
of the clot}:e'r. '_Fhen thlS. portion is recovs:red, and another part
and so fortl 1s lifted. This time a_drayver is re:,vealed; next a leg;
objcct b and so on. The question is, what is the nature of the
Is irg desﬁgath tt}e cloth vs_/hlch is yielding all these perceptions?
areth ’a sewu}g-mach.me table? or what? Is it all one object, or

Creseveral objects which are being seen in this piecemeal way?
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In this case, one could offer the hypothesis that what one has
been seeing is a single desk. That would account for there being
a blotter, and for the object’s having all the characteristics that
have been observed: flat surface, drawer, legs of such and such a
kind, etc. The partial glimpses that one has had would be evidence
for this hypothesis. But there would still be doubt. Notice the
drawer: it looks like a desk drawer. Still, sewing-machine tables
often have such drawers; and so forth. The hypothesis is yet
to be confirmed.

This seems to be the sort of thing that Dr. Broad conceives the
perception of physical objects to be. We see only portions of
objects at any given time from any given position; and we perceive
them usually only by a single sense, so that we don’t simul-
taneously perceive their other aspects and qualities. But are the
cases really comparable? When, in the case of the covered object
just described, we lift the cover cloth and see that it is a desk
after all, obviously there is no longer any need to hypothesize.
Yet Dr. Broad is still not satisfied. So long as we are perceiving
the object through our senses, he wants to say that we are merely
having successions of perceptual experiences. Now it is of course
true that in inspecting an object we are ‘having a succession of
perceptual experiences’. But what is the relevance of the word
‘merely’? What is the more ideal sort of knowledge he requires in
order for us to be able to say that there is actually an object and
that we are seeing it? It would seem that Dr. Broad wants us to
perceive objects without having perceptual experiences! If we
omit the word ‘merely’, on the other hand, his statement is a
truism. It is true that seeing an object consists of having a
succession of visual experiences. But this does not mean that
we are merely having a series of visual experiences instead of
seeing a physical object, as though there were merely a series of
cinema images passing before our eyes. If this were the case in
a particular situation, we ourselves, or other people, should soon
discover the hallucinatory nature of our experience. To say that
this is always the case, however, would be to use words so broadly
as to leave them without significance. For the significance of
words and of sentences lies in the distinctions we denote with them.

What is the case when we see an object can be expressed both
in the language of ‘succession of visual experiences’, and in the
language of ‘seeing a physical object’. Regardless of which system
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of notation is used, the observable differences must be taken
account of, between those experiences which arc ‘veridical’ and
those which are hallucinatory or ‘non-veridical’. Just as in the
case of the dispute between the Ptolemaic and the Copernican
system of describing the celestial motions either notational system
will really do, so in the present case we may translate freely
between the ‘succession of perceptual experiences’ way of speak-
ing and the ‘perception of physical objects’ way of speaking.
Which system we choose to employ is a matter of ncatness and
convenience alone, the sole requirement being that we employ the
system consistently, and take account of all observable differences
in experience. The fact that Dr. Broad argues for the exclusive
adoption of the one notational system clearly shows that he does
not appreciate the purely verbal nature of the issue.

There is, it must be admitted, a certain value in doing what
Dr. Broad does. He has shown, fairly accurately, what ‘secing a
physical object’ is like. In substituting the language of ‘objective
constituents’ and ‘succession of perceptual expericnces’, he is
C_alling attention explicitly to two undeniable facts about percep-
tion and our knowledge of physical objects. The first is that per-
ception of physical objects does proceed by ‘taking the part for
the whole.” The second is that our knowledge of physical objects
1s inescapably empirical. It is doubtful, of course, that there are
many people—if any—who do not know both of these facts
perfectly well. T don’t suppose anyone actually thinks that he
sees all over and inside a physical object at any given moment
frO_m one single position, or that he feels, tastes, and smells the
Ob_lect when he is only looking at it. Nor do I supposc anyone
thinks that knowledge about physical objects is to be attained in
any other way than through empirical observation. Yet it is
probably well to be reminded of these facts from time to time.
It he_lps to remind us and warn us of how we may fall into error.
For it occ.asionally turns out that the directly perceived aspect of
an object is a misleading clue to the nature of the object. But this
1s not at all the kind of possibility Dr. Broad is concerned with.

What are we to say, then, concerning Dr. Broad’s observation
that there is no way of validly inferring from the mere presence
of an objective constituent which sensuously manifests such and
such qualities that this is a constituent of a larger spatio-temporal
whole which is not a constituent of the situation, and which has
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other qualities? Though, for the reasons which I have presented
in some detail, I cannot agree with what Dr. Broad wants to make
of this fact, I think he is perfectly correct in saying this. I fail to
see, however, that this constitutes a real problem for epistemology.
For perceptual knowledge is, after all empirical knowledge, and
not purely a matter of logical deduction. So long as we see only a
part of a physical object, we cannot infer with logical necessity
the characteristics of the unseen portion, or the qualities not
sensuously revealed.

This is true of all empirical matters. We cannot purely logically
infer the correlation of two phenomena. There is no logical con-
tradiction involved in saying that one phenomenon occurs but
the other does not. Whether or not they are co-present in any
given situation is something which can be said with certainty
only after recourse to empirical observation. This does not mean,
however, that our convictions about empirical correlations are
wholly without ground. Our convictions in such matters are
based upon careful, repeated observation, supplemented by in-
sight into the principles of interconnection which afford more
than a grossly statistical justification to our predictions of con-
tinued correlation. It is just this which we mean when we speak
of empirical evidence for a causal generalization, for example.
Similarly, through experience, we become familiar with the
behaviour of physical objects. If our perceptual judgments about
physical objects based on partial perceptions were not in fact
dependable, we should not have developed the habits of judg-
ment and speech which we do have. Were everyday life like a
Hollywood movie set, we should soon learn to take care in our
speech and judgment lest we mistake what is only an artificial
facade for a substantial building. In any case, our knowledge of the
physical world is ultimately empirical; and though on occasion there
may be some uncertainty as to whether our perceptual experience
is veridical or delusive, further observation will decide the matter.

iI. THE RELEVANCE OF DELUSIVE PERCEPTION

I

Dr. Broad next turns to consider the relevance of delusive
perceptual situations for the analysis of the relationship between
105 :
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epistemological object and ontological object. The drunkard, he
points out, says that he sees pink rats, and he means by this the
same thing, mutatis mutandis, as the sober man means when he
says, for example, that he sees a brown penny.

. . . The former means by ‘pink rats’ something which lasts beyond
the duration of the perceptual situation, which could be felt as well as
seen, which could be seen and felt by other men, which could eat corn
and excite fox-terriers, and so on. We call this perceptual situation
‘delusive’ because none of these expectations, which form an essential
factor in the situation, are verified by the contemporary perceptions
of other observers or by the subsequent perceptions of the drunkard
himself. We must remember that, although no amount of perceptual
verification can prove that the objective constituent of a perceptual
situation 7s a part of a physical object of a certain specified kind, com-
plete failure of such verification may make the contradictory of this
almost certain. It may be doubtful whether there are such things as
pennies, in the sense in which the unphilosophical teetotaller asserts
that there are; and it may be doubtful whether the objective constitu-
ent of the situation which we call ‘the teetotaller’s perception gf a
penny’ is literally part of a penny, as he believes it to be. Bu_t it is
practically certain that there are no such things as pink rats, in the
sense in which the unphilosophical drunkard asserts that there are,
when he is in the situation called ‘seeing pink rats’.!

Now Dr. Broad is certainly correct in asserting that we can
determine that certain perceptual experiences are delusive, and
that there are no such things as pink rats in the sense 1n which the
drunkard suffering from hallucination says that there are. And
I think it may very likely be the case that when the drunkard
sincerely asserts that he is seeing pink rats, he does mean 1o say
the same sort of thing, mutaris murandis, as the sober man does
when the latter asserts that he is seeing, for instance, a brown
penny. 1 am puzzled, however, by Dr. Broad’s statement that
though no amount of perceptual verification can prove that .the
objective constituent of a perceptual situation és a part of a physical
object of a certain specified kind, complete failure of such verifica-
tion may make the contradictory of this almost certain. It is
indeed true that complete failure of verification may make the
contradictory ‘almost certain’; but it is not at all clear that on the
same type of empirical evidence equal certainty cannot be
achieved with respect to the original affirmative proposition.

L The Mind and Its Place in Nature, p. 155.
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The reason that Dr. Broad contents himself with the statement
that the contradictory can be made ‘almost certain’, I take it, is
that inasmuch as this is an empirical matter, something short of
logical necessity must be the ultimate that can be achieved in
verification. But, then, isn’t this also true of the affirmative
proposition? Logical necessity is similarly unattainable; but can-
not there be practical certainty? Why is it, we may ask, that we
can be almost certain that the objective constituent of a perceptual
situation is nor a part of a physical object of a certain specified
kind? The answer, of course, is that we know the meaning of a
sentence which asserts a proposition to that effect—which is to
say, we know what would be the case, empirically, if it was true
that the objective constituent was not a part of the kind of
physical object we had in mind. When we assert that the thing
we are seeing, which looks like a book, is not a book, but is
perhaps a bonbon container designed to look like a book from
the outside, we expect when we open the cover to find it hollow
and filled with candy, instead of with printed pages. We trust
the ‘evidence’ of our senses because, in the first place, we have
no reason to suppose that the situation is further delusive; and
secondly, because what we mean to assert is an empirical proposi-
tion for which the testimony of the senses is the only really
relevant kind of evidence. Thus, when we corroborate the testi-
mony of our eyes by further visual inspection, and by feeling the
hollow interior, and perhaps even by sampling the candy, we
have all the evidence we need that what we first took to be a book
is really a bonbon container.

But, now, is it not in precisely the same way that we verify, on
the proper occasion, that our perceptual judgments are correct?
We know what a book is, and we know what we mean by ‘seeing
a book’. We pick it up, open it, read its printed pages, and thereby
establish that it 7s a book at which we are looking, and not some-
thing else. Our judgment has been empirically verified. In fact,
in one sense, it might be argued with no little justification that
under such circumstances it is logically necessary that the proposi-
tion be recognized as true. For it is a case of just the sort of thing
originally meant, demonstrably, by ‘seeing a book’.

I fail to see how the matter is different with regard to an affirma-
tive judgment of perception from what is the case with regard
to its contradictory. Consider how we determine that a given
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perceptual situation is .delusive.. We ma'ke a jud_gment, 0{1 the P-?Slsi
of what we have perceived, which entails certain furtl?m emp.n ﬁca.

consequences. When we come to examine the object furt lel,
we find that our expectations are not real.lzed. We conclude t }a't
our original perceptual_ judgment was mistaken. But obv.1ous. Y,
in order to conclude this, we must regax_‘d our second obsel'vatlon
as veridical. In order to conclude thE'lt it is not a book W'hlc.h we
are seeing, we must be satisfied that it is a bonbpn' container. To
put the matter another way, we may ask. hO\.V it is t.hat we can
determine that a given perceptual situation is de!uswe save_by
knowing what would be the case if it were not delusive, and seeing
that not this but something else is the case? But frqm whenc.e
comes our expectation as to what should_ be the_case. if our per-
ceptual judgment is to be correct? This question is espc.cmll.y
pertinent when the issue is not whether what we are seelr‘lg is
this object rather than that, but rather whecther wc ever sc1c<
physical objects. The question is pertinent. enough when w?.‘as

how it is that we know what to expect in terms of emplllcal
consequences when we judge that we are seeing a book. Obv%ously
we should not know what to expect unless we had previously
had some acquaintance with books, and knew what ‘seem.g a
book’ is like. It sometimes happens, however, that our expectations
are based on our ‘knowledge by description’ of what certain
objects which we have never personally scen are like. But this
‘knowledge by description’ is, of course, ultimately derived from
someone’s ‘knowledge by acquaintance’. In any event, however,
when the issue is whether any perception ever reveals a pbysmz}l
object, if we had not sometimes perceived a physical object, 1t
is clear that we could not know that a given experience was not a
perception of an actual physical object. If the matter is not to be
wholly a verbal one, there must be some empirical basis fo-r the
criteria we employ in deciding that a given perceptual experience
is not a perception of a physical object. Otherwise, we s-h(.)ulc}
have no reason to expect physical objects to yield ‘veridical
patterns of perceptions rather than ‘delusive’ patterns. Inasr'nuch
as we should know nothing about the nature of physical qb)ects,
we should just as soon expect physical objects to behave like Fhe
objects of hallucinatory experience, disappearing and reappearing
and changing in appearance without rhyme or reason. II‘.l -that’
case, however, what happens to the distinction between ‘veridical

108



THE ‘EXTERNAL REFERENCE’ OF PERCEPTION

perception and ‘hallucination’? With that distinction obliterated,
Dr. Broad’s ‘argument from delusive perception’ dissipates into
thin air.

2

Let us consider now just what importance Dr. Broad attaches
for his analysis to the existence of delusive perceptual situations
of the pink-rat kind.

(a) For one thing, says Dr. Broad, it supports the observation,
made somewhat above, that language is a partly misleading
guide to the analysis of perceptual situations.

The drunkard says ‘I see a pink rat’, just as the sober man says ‘I
see a brown penny’; and, mutatis mmutandis, they mean exactly the same
kind of thing by their two statements. So long as we follow the sug-
gestions of language, there is just as much reason for holding that a
pink rat is a constituent of the drunkard’s perceptual situation as for
holding that a brown penny is a constituent of the sober man’s per-
ceptual situation. But this analysis must be wrong in the former case,
since there is almost certainly no pink rat to be a constituent of any-
thing. And, since there is no relevant internal difference between the
veridical and the delusive perceptual situation, it is reasonable to
suppose that in no case does a perceptual situation contain as a con-
stituent the physical object which corresponds to its epistemological
object, when when there is such a physical object.!

Now it should be noticed, in the first place, that the way in
which ‘language is a partly misleading guide to the analysis of
perceptual situations’, at least so far as the present argument is
concerned, is quite different from what Dr. Broad would have us
believe. All that follows from the fact that drunkards say ‘I see a
pink rat’, and mean the same thing by this, mutatis mutandis,
as the sober man does when he says ‘I see a brown penny’, is that
language is a misleading guide to the analysis of delusive per-
ceptual situations. It may very well be that language is a mis-
leading guide to the analysis of delusive perceptual situations,
while it is a perfectly accurate guide to the analysis of veridical
perceptual situations; and, in fact, I want to contend just this.

The second objection which I want to raise concerns Dr.
Broad’s assertion that ‘there is no relevant internal difference

I Idem, p. 156.
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between the veridical and the delusive perceptual situation’.
Since this is true, Dr. Broad maintains, ‘it is reasonable to sup-
pose that in no case does a perceptual situation contain as a
constituent the physical object which corresponds to its epistemo-
logical object; even when there is such a physical object’. Now I
do not think that this is precisely the point which Dr. Broad really
intends to make here.l For he has already argued, from an
artificially narrow definition of ‘perceptual situation’ and ‘objec-
tive constituent’, as I have shown, that a perceptual situation
could not in any case ‘contain as a constituent’ anything more than
just that part of the surface of the whole physical objcct which is
immediately and sensuously revealed. Thus, the point which he
means to make here, I believe, is rather that, since there is no
such thing as a pink rat to be the constituent of the drunkard’s
flelusive perceptual situation, and since there is no relevant
internal difference between the veridical and the delusive per-
ceptual situation, it is reasonable to suppose that in no case does
a perceptual situation contain as a constituent even a part of the
swface of the physical object which corresponds to its epistemo-
logical object, even when there is such an object. It should
be understood that this is the point which I mean to argue,

whether or not I explicitly distinguish in my language between

t}%e. whole physical object and the immediately perceptible part
of it.

_ Now 1t seems to me that Dr. Broad has herc committed an error
1n reasoning that is so obvious as to give one to wonder if he really
meant to say just what he does. From the fact that there are
delusive perceptual situations whose epistemological objects do
not correspond to any ontological object in the external world,
1 In kfec. % of the preceding chapter, I considered the possibility that Dr. Broad
means oy a ‘perceptual situation’ only a sensory experience—what, in common-
sense terms, {mght be denoFed as the purely sensory aspect of a situation involving
'il physical object, say a chair, and a perceiving subject visually aware of the chair.
n thgt case, of course, Fhe ‘perceptual situation’ could not, in any case, correctly
be said literally to contain the chair as a constituent; and Dr. Broad’s point, albeit
a mere_ly verbal one, woulq certainly be correct. But then, too, his further remarks,
including thosc? I am considering here, would either be unnecessary or irrelevant.
Though there is good reason, as I have indicated, to believe that this is just what
Dr.. Broac'l does mean by a “perceptual situation’, the fact that he goes on to make the
point which he makes here w

omt ould also seem to indicate that he means to hold this
view 1n temporary abeyance while considering the present, independent argument.

Thus, it behoves us to consider his present argument seriously, apart from this
question-begging definition of the ‘perceptual situation’.
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and from the added fact that there is ‘no relevant internal differ-
ence’ between delusive and veridical perceptual situations, it is
obvious that all that Dr. Broad is entitled to conclude, reasonably,
is that in no case can one know from a given perceptual situation
alone whether or not it contains as a constituent the physical
object which corresponds to its epistemological object. This, of
course, is quite a different matter from concluding that in no
case does a perceptual situation contain such an object as its
constituent. To argue the latter proposition on these premises
would be as absurd as it would be to argue that because a hen
might occasionally lay an egg which did not contain a yolk, and
there would be no relevant difference in superficial appearance
between such eggs and those which are held to contain yolks,
that therefore it would be reasonable to suppose that no eggs
contain yolks!

Supposing, however, that Dr. Broad’s argument is that we
cannot know with respect to any given perceptual situation
whether or not it contains as a constituent the physical object
which corresponds to its epistemological object, to what extent
can wc accept this argument? To begin with, I think that Dr.
Broad is probably right in holding that there is ‘no relevant
internal difference’ between the veridical and the delusive per-
ceptual situation. At least, I suppose, drunkards who suffer from
hallucinations of pink rats are not able to distinguish such
perceptual situations, at the moment they are the subject of
them, from veridical perceptual situations. But the importance of
this is not at all clear. For it isn’t on the basis of single, isolated,
momentary perceptual situations that the distinction between
veridical and delusive perception is generally made. The point
is rather that if one continued to ‘look’ at an hallucinatory ‘object’,
attempted to verify it through his other senses and through the
testimony of other human observers and physical instruments,
he would soon discover that its behaviour was different from that
of physical objects, and the hallucinatory nature of his experience
would thus be revealed.

In this issue, of course, it is very important just how the term
‘perceptual situation’ is defined. Dr. Broad does not make it
entirely plain whether he would term a situation in which an
individual was simultaneously seeing, touching, and hearing a
bell ome perceptual situation or three separate and distinct

III



THE ‘EXTERNAL REFERENCE’ OF PERCEPTION

perceptual situations. It is clear that if he considered the
simultaneous elements as comprising a single perceptual situation,
as they are for the individual observer, there would be relevant
discernible differences between veridical and delusive perceptual
situations. If, however, as I suspect, Dr. Broad means to definc
the term ‘perceptual situation’ in such a way as to rule out corro-
borating perceptions, then the point which he wins on this
narrow and artificial definition is purely a verbal one. Whether or
not a given perception is veridical is, of course, an empirical
matter. It is something which can be determined only by further
observation. In that case, Dr. Broad’s argument should occasion
no concern. FFor it is common knowledge that the way to make
certain that one is actually seeing a physical object and is not
the victim of a delusion is to make use of the criteria which
Dr. Broad, by his arbitrary definition of the ‘perceptual situation,’
rules out—namely, looking some more, touching, comparing
f)ne’s obscrvations with those of others, employing physical
Instruments, and the like. In this way one can determine that he
is having a veridical perception of a physical object—or that he
1s not, as the case may be.

Finally, it seems to me that if the absence of a physical object
corresponding to what one thinks he is sceing in hallucinatory
v_1suall perception is good reason to conclude that the perceptual
situation does not contain a physical object as a constituent, them,
on .th'c same argument, the very presence of such an object in
V.Crldl-Cal perception should entitle one to conclude that this
situation does contain a physical object as a constituent. At least,
Dr. Broad has not yet satisfactorily established this to be false,
in the sensc that it would ordinarily be claimed. And the very
fact that he cites hallucinatory cases in support of his thesis
sho.ws that he knows the difference between delusive cases in
wh}ch there is no ontological object corresponding to the epistemo-
logical object, and veridical cases in which there is.

3

({J) The second point which Dr. Broad wants to argue on the
basis of the existence of wildly delusive perceptual situations
ghallucinations) is somewhat similar to his first. This is that
mnasmuch as the admitted, though often unverbalized, claim to
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be part of a physical object is not met with respect to the objective
constituents of hallucinatory perceptual situations, and inasmuch
as there is no internal distinction between these cases and those
in which the same kind of claim is made and met, the claim may
be wrong in all. Thus, not only is the alleged external object not
literally part of the objective constituent, according to Dr. Broad,
but there may not even be an external object.

Each perceptual situation, says Dr. Broad, contains an objective
constituent of a characteristic kind; and in each case this is bound
up with the belief that this constituent is ‘part of a larger and
more enduring whole which possesses other qualities beside those
which are sensuously manifested in the situation’. Though this
practical belief, which ‘goes beyond the immediate situation and
its contents’, is certainly wrong in the case of hallucinations, so
far as wec have yet seen, Dr. Broad admits, it might be right in
so-called veridical perceptual situations. But, he maintains, there
is absolutely nothing in the two kinds of situations as suck to
distinguish the case where the belief is certainly false from the
case where it is possibly true.

Now if there had been no delusive perceptual situations, Dr.
Broad argues, it might have been held that every perceptual
situation is as such accompanied by an infallible revelation that
its objective constituent is part of a larger and more enduring
whole of a certain kind. All perceptual situations involve this
claim; and if there had been no reason to suppose that the claim
is ever false, why then there would be no reason to consider it as
merely a claim. The fact that there are delusive perceptual
situations of the pink-rat sort, however, cuts out this alternative.
The claim in the case of pink rats is of precisely the same kind
as and of equal strength to that made when teetotallers perceive
pennies. But if it be false in some cases, says Dr. Broad, and there
is nothing in the two situations as such to distinguish them, it
cannot be accepted as true merely at its face value in any case.
Thus, inasmuch as he has already argued that the external refer-
ence of a perceptual situation cannot be regarded as a valid
logical inference from the existence of the situation and the nature
of its objective constituent, Dr. Broad considers it a real possibility
that the claim to external reference may be wrong in all perceptual
situations.

Of course, Dr. Broad observes, if this claim be ‘watered down’
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enough, it may be put so generally and loosely as to defy
refutation:

If we claim merely that the objective constituents in all perceptual
situations are correlated in some way with something larger and more
enduring than themselves, and that every variation in the former is a
sign of a change of some kind somewhere or other in the latter, we can
hardly be refuted. There is, no doubt, some such correlation between
the objective constituent of the drunkard’s perceptual situation and
the alcohol in his stomach or something that is happening in his brain.
But I think it is perfectly clear that perceptual situations do involve
a more specific claim than this; and that, since this specific claim is
certainly wrong in some cases and since there is no internal distinction
between these cases and others, it may be wrong in all.!

Here again the argument quite obviously rests on Dr. Broad’s
definition of the limits of a single perceptual situation. If he
chooses the narrow definition as described above, and if it be
granted that there are hallucinatory perceptual situations indis-
tinguishable on their face from veridical ones, then I think we
must grant that we could not say of a given perceptual situation,
taken in isolation, whether or not it was veridical. There is also
a sense in which Dr. Broad’s suggestion that the claim to external
reference ‘may be wrong in ail cases’. The sense in which this is
right, however, is that in which this phrase is taken to mean ‘may
be wrong in any case’. As I have already noted, this is an cmpirical
matter, and it is not only logically possible that a given perceptual
€xperience should be delusive, but in fact, as Dr. Broad has him-
self indicated, we know that some are.

To'argue, however, that because each momentary perceptual
€Xperience, taken by itself, may be fallacious, therefore the whole
of perceptual experience is suspect, is a perfect example of the
classic ‘material fallacy’ known as the fallacy of composition. It is
like arguing that because each member of a trial jury is fallible,
nothing is gained by the mere addition of twelve carefully
selected men; or that because each individual summation of a
column of figures by anyone may be in error, no advantage is
gained by having severa] men repeat the calculation, even when
they all agree. And in another respect, it is like arguing that
because adding severg] inches to the height of any member of
a group of persons lined up according to height would move that

' The Mind and Its Place in Nature, p. 157.
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man nearer to the high end of the line, therefore adding the
same number of inches to the heights of every member of the
group would move them all nearer to the high end of the line.

Let us see what this comes to with respect to the specific
argument at hand. To begin with the second aspect of the fallacy,
. it is logically nonsense, as I have argued before, to hold that all
perceptions are delusive. For we determine that some perceptual
situations are delusive only by comparing them with others
which we know to be veridical This is what we mean by describing
a perception as ‘delusive’. Obviously it is a relative concept. Thus,
to say that all perception is delusive is to rob the term of its very
significance. It is to overlook the differences which the terms
‘veridical’ and ‘delusive’ were coined to distinguish. In doing
this, it may be pointed out, Dr. Broad is somewhat in the position
of the man who believed in dreams, and then dreamt that dreams
are not to be trusted! For he seems to be arguing explicitly from
the discernible difference between delusive and veridical per-
ceptual situations, to the conclusion that there is no discernible
difference between delusive and veridical perceptual situations.
One wonders, naturally, why he does not continue to avail him-
self of the same methods of discernment which originally suggested
to him his paradoxical conclusion.

"This brings us to the first-mentioned aspect of the fallacy. Dr.
Broad argues that there is nothing in the two situations as such
to distinguish the case where the belief is certainly false from the
case where it is possibly true. There is, he says, no relevant
tnternal difference between the two cases. This, as I have ad-
mitted, may well be true. But now obviously we could not know
that the belief is ‘certainly false’ in a given perceptual situation,
merely from considering the momentary situation as such. It
should not be surprising, then, that we cannot know whether or
not the belief is correct, on the same grounds. After all, something
15 gained by having twelve carefully selected men on a jury instead
of only one; and it does make a difference if several men repeat a
calculation and arrive at equivalent results. Similarly, we verify
our perceptions by succeeding observations, over a period of time
that is long enough to detect the characteristic ‘instability’, etc.,
which hallucinatory ‘objects’ exhibit, and which perceptions of
actual physical objects do not. We corroborate our perceptions
by our other senses and by the testimony of others. And,
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simultaneously, we bring to bear knowledge of antecedent circum-
stances with respect to ourselves and our physiological and mental
condition, and with respect to the external objective situation.
If all the relevant criteria by means of which we ascertain which
of our perceptual experiences are veridical, and which hallucina-
tory, are arbitrarily ruled out, why, then, of course we have no
grounds for deciding. But what is the justification for so ruling
them out? Dr. Broad’s answer, as we saw in Part I, Section 2, of
the present chapter, is that the hypothesis of external physical
objects cannot be validly inferred from any one or from any
number of perceptual situations taken separately, or from a
number of such situations ‘taken together and considered in
their mutual relations’. And hence he wants to hold that succes-
sive perceptions are not relevant to the issue at hand. I have shown,
however, that the relationship between successive perceptions
and physical objects cannot, in general, be correctly considered
as that of evidence to hypothesis; and hence the fact that the
presence of an external physical object cannot be inferred from
perceptual situations constitutes no good reason for rejecting
the latter as relevant means for distinguishing between veridical
and delusive perception. I conclude, therefore, that Dr. Broad
has failed to show that we can never know that a perceptual

sﬂuaFion is_veridical—-that, specifically, we are actually seeing a
physical object.
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CHAPTER 1V

THE ‘LOGICAL QUESTION’ AND THE
ALTERNATIVE THEORIES

R. BROAD claims to have shown thus far three things

about the perception of physical objects, all inimical to

common sense.! These are (@) that the external object
as such is never a constituent of the perceptual situation; (b) that
the claim that the objective constituent of a perceptual situation
is in fact literally part of a larger external object of a certain
specific kind, having other qualities beside those which are sensu-
ously manifested in the situation, can never be accepted at its
face-value, because it is certainly sometimes false in situations
which differ in no relevant internal respect from those in which
it might be true; and (¢) that this claim cannot be proved to be
true as it stands by logical inference from any premises which
are available to us.

In reply, it will be recalled, I argued that the first claim followed
only from the fact that Dr. Broad defines ‘perceptual situation’
and ‘objective constituent’ so as to include only sensory experi-
ence and exclude entirely external physical objects, or, at least,
so as to exclude all but the immediately sensible qualities of that
portion of the surface of an object which is sensuously revealed
to the perceiver in a single sense modality at a given moment.
Similarly, I showed that the second claim followed only because
Dr. Broad arbitrarily rules out the criteria which we actually
do employ in determining whether perceptual experiences are
veridical or hallucinatory. The fact that the objective constituents
of perceptual situations of the latter type cannot be identified

1 The Mind and Its Place in Nature, p. 158.
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as literally parts of physical objects, I . rgued, is no reason to
suppose that the objective constituents of veridical perceptnal
situations cannot be so identified either. The fact that the claim
of a single isolated perception to veridicality cannot be accepted
at its face-value is no reason to suppose that we necver knpw
whether or not it is veridical. Finally, with respect to the th}rd
claim, the upshot of the discussion was that while the suggestion
that all perceptual situations are non-veridical is logically non-
sensical, it is not surprising that the claim to external reference
which all perceptual situations make cannot be proved to_be
true by logical inference; for whether or not a given perception
is veridical is a matter not of logical inference, but rather of
empirical verification. .
In the present chapter I want to discuss the first of two major
difficulties which Dr. Broad finds in the common-sense notion
of the perception of physical objects, with respect to the issuc
of whether or not the objective constituents of perceptual situa-
tions are ever literally identical with even parts of thc surfaces
of ‘external’ physical objects. One of these difficulties Dr. Broad
terms ‘logical’; the other, ‘causal’. In this chapter I shall discuss
two of the alternative theories of sense-perception and matter
which Dr. Broad proposes as possible solutions to the difficulty
he alleges: namely, the Theory of Multiple Inherence and the
Multiple Relation T heory of Appearing. The following chapter
will take up the ‘causal’ problem. In the sixth and final chapter
I shall discuss the third of the three alternative theories which Dr.
Broad proposes, and which he himself favours: the Sensum Theory.

I

The ‘logical’ question which Dr. Broad raises concerns the
apparent inconsistency of perceptual appearances. In view of the
fact that a physical object seems to differ in size, shape, and
colour for simultaneous different observers, or for one and the
same observer as he moves about, what is required, Dr. Broad
ma_intgins, if we are to hold on to the common-sense view that the
objective constituents of perceptual situations are literally parts
of external objects, is a reconsideration of the formal character-
istics. of the relation of these attributes to the objective
constituents of perceptual situations and to physical objects.
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He asks whether we can hold that the claim is ever true that
the objective constituent of a perceptual situation is in fact
‘literally a part of a certain specific kind of object, having other
qualities beside those which are sensuously manifested in the
situation’.! On the supposition that the claim is true, Dr. Broad
contends that he can prove that we are tied down to two alterna-
tives, ‘neither of which accords very well with common sense’.
These are that the objective constituent of a visual situation
does not have some of the properties which it seems, on careful
inspection, to have, and does have properties inconsistent with
these; or that the larger external whole of which it is a part is so
different from what it is commonly supposed to be that it hardly
deserves the name of ‘physical object’. I want to consider the
arguments which Dr. Broad offers in support of his contention.

In presenting his proof that we are tied to these alternatives
if we attempt to maintain the common-sense notion that the
objective constituents of perceptual situations may be literally
parts of larger external objects, Dr. Broad cites the familiar case
of observing a penny. A penny, he says, is believed by common
sense to be a round flat object whose size and shape are indepen-
dent of the observer, his position, and his movements. A given
observer may move about, and may hold that in all the percep-
tual situations in which he is placed he sees the whole of the
top of a certain penny. If the observer carefully inspects the
objective constituents of these perceptual situations, however,
says Dr. Broad, he will certainly find that they seem to be of
different shapes and sizes and of different colours or shades.
With respect to shape, for example, most of them will seem
elliptical and not round, and the direction of their major axes
and their eccentricities will seem to vary as he moves. Now, says
Dr. Broad, if these objective constituents are to be identified
with ‘different short slices of the history of the top of the penny’,
one of two views must be taken. (a) One alternative is to suppose
that these objective constituents really are all round and all of
one size, although they seem, on careful inspection, to be elliptical
and of various sizes and eccentricities. (b) The other alternative is
to suppose that the penny is not of constant size and shape, as is
commonly believed, but that it varies as the observer walks about.?

Now the latter alternative, Dr. Broad remarks, might be the

1 Ibid. 2 Idem, pp. 158 f.
119



THE ‘LOGICAL QUESTION’

reasonable one to take if the successive visual situations of only
one observer had to be considered. But the neutrality and pub-
licity which are part of the notion of a physical object require
that we take into account the reports of a number of simultaneous
observers who agree that they are all seeing the whole of the top
of the same penny. If one of these observers stands still, while
another moves about, the result is that the objective constituent
of the stationary observer’s perceptual situation will scem con-
stant in size and shape, while the objective constituents of the
moving observer’s successive perceptual situations will seem to
differ in size and shape. Evidently, says Dr. Broad, if we suppose
that these objective constituents really do have the characteristics
which they seem to have—that the observers really arc seeing
the whole of the top of the samc penny; and that the objective
constituents of their respective perceptual situations really are
identical with a slice of the history of the penny—we shall have
to suppose that the penny bork changes and keeps constant in
shape and size during the same stretch of time. And this, says
Dr. Broad, seems at first sight impossible.!

A similar difficulty confronts us, Dr. Broad continues, when
we consider the situation in which a man feels a penny, and at
the same time moves his head about while he continues to inspect
the penny. While the objective constituent of the tactual situation
will seem to be constant in shape and size, those of the successive
visual situations will seem on inspection to differ in shape and
size. Now, says Dr. Broad, common sense holds that it is the
same surface which we see and which we touch; though certain
non-spatial qualities, such as colour, are sensuously manifested
only in one kind of situation. Thus, if we try to keep the common-
sense view that the objective constituents of some visual situations
are literally spatio-temporal parts of a certain physical object
which we are said to be ‘seeing’, Dr. Broad concludes, we must
hold either (a) that the objective constituents of some perceptual
situations have certain qualities which differ from and are incon-
sistent with those which they seem on careful inspection to have,
or (b) that one and the same surface can vary and keep constant
in shape and size within the same stretch of time.

On the other hand, Dr. Broad suggests, there is a third alterna-
tive. (c) We may drop the common-sense view that the objective

1 Idem, p. 159.
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constituent of a visual situation may be, and in some cases
actually is, literally a spatio-temporal part of a certain physical
object which we are said to be ‘seeing’.!

Corresponding to the three alternatives just presented, Dr.
Broad proceeds to develop three theories: (a) “The Multiple
Relation Theory of Appearing’, (b) ‘The Theory of Multiple
Inherence’, and (¢) “The Sensum Theory’. In this chapter, as 1
have said, I shall consider, with respect to the ‘logical’ problem
they are designed to solve, the first two theories, which allow the
common-sense view that the objective constituents of some visual
situations are literally spatio-temporal parts of physical objects.

2

The Theory of Multiple Inherence and the Multiple Relation
Theory of Appearing are both designed to keep the common-
sense view that the objective constituents of some visual situations
are literally spatio-temporal parts of the particular physical object
which we are said to be seeing. The Multiple Inherence Theory
meets this requirement by replying to the problem of the apparent
inconsistency of perceptual judgments with the postulation that
the physical object can be both constant and variable in its
spatial characteristics within the same stretch of time. The
Multiple Relation Theory meets the problem by holding that the
objective constituents of the supposedly incompatible perceptual
situations can have qualities which are different from and
inconsistent with those which they seem on careful inspection
to have.

According to the Multiple Inherence Theory, we must
distinguish between the ‘sensible’ and the ‘physical’ inherence
of a quality, colour, for example, in a place. The former, Dr.
Broad tells us,2 is the fundamental and indefinable relation, on this
theory; and it is irreducibly triadic, involving an essential reference
to the pervading shade of colour, the pervaded region, and the
region of projection—i.e., the place from which the pervaded
region appears to be pervaded by the pervading shade of colour.
‘Physical’ inherence, on the other hand, is a two-term relation on
this theory; but it is not ultimate, being definable in terms of the

1 Idem, pp. 160 f.
2 JIdem, p. 163.
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former. The full statement of this definition, Dr. Broad writes,

would not, I think differ very much from the following: ‘s is physically
red’ means ‘From every place which is physically occupied by a normal
human brain and nervous system in a normal condition and is near
enough to s some shade of red sensibly inheres in 5.1

With these definitions, Dr. Broad believes, it is then possible
to maintain the common-sense view that a physical object cannot
have two different colours at once. The point would be that two
different colours cannot sensibly inhere in the same place from the
same place at once; nor can they physically inherc in the same
place at once; but two different colours or different shades of
the same colour can sensibly inhere in the same place from different
places at once. Thus, it would be entirely possible for two different
individuals at different places at the same time to perceive two
diff_erent colours or shades of the same colour pervading a given
region.

In similar fashion, Dr. Broad tells us, the Theory of Multiple
Inherence can, in his opinion, meet the more difficult yet
Inescapable question of simultancous discrepant perccptual
judgments of size and shape, which arise, for example, when a
circular penny appears to different observers, viewing it at once
from d@fferent positions, to have different shapes and sizes, etc.
There is, he argues, a defensible distinction which can be made
betweén a ‘sensible form’ and a ‘geometrical property’, corre-
sponding to the distinction between the sensible and physical
Pervasion or inherence of colour in a given place. Thus, while
the geomerric shape of a region may be said to be an intrinsic
property of that region, and the region could have only one
geometric shape at any given time, it could have different sensible
‘fprms from different places at once. The relation of being sensibly
informed’, Dr. Broad observes, would, as with sensibly ‘per-
vaded’, in the case of colour, be irreducibly triadic. Thus, the
‘Theory of Multiple Inherence appears to meet the ‘logical’
problem which it is designed to answer.

The Multiple Relation Theory of Appearing, Dr. Broad
observes, bears a cloge formal analogy to the Theory of Multiple
{nherer’lce: The Multiple Inherence Theory supposes that colours

inhere’ triadically in places from places, and that sensible forms
1 Idem, p. 165.
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triadically ‘inform’ regions from regions; and it holds that
‘physical’ inherence and ‘geometric’ shape are reducible to the
more fundamental triadic relations. Now while the Multiple
Relation Theory allows that if a colour really did inhere in any-
thing, it would inhere dyadically, as common sense supposes,
Dr. Broad tells us, it has to assume a fundamental relation of
‘appearing’, which must be at least triadic.! Thus, on this theory,
a distinction is made, with respect to characteristics like colour,
shape, etc., between propositions of the form ‘This 7s red’, and
those of the form ‘This looks red from here’. This distinction,
Dr. Broad tells us, is the concession which the Multiple Relation
Theory must make in order to deal with the known facts. For in
order to maintain the common-sense view that the objective
constituents of at least some visual situations are literally spatio-
temporal parts of physical objects, in the face of apparent dis-
crepancies in perceptual judgments, it has to assume that the
objective constituent of a visual situation can seem from a place
to have characteristics which are other than and incompatible
with the characteristics which it does have.

The top of a penny, for example, seems to have a number of
different shades of the same colour (under different conditions),
and may even seem to have a number of different colours, from
different places occupied by different observers. Obviously, Dr.
Broad observes, if the top of a penny literally has a certain colour
dyadically, it can have only one shade of one colour. It follows,
then, that if a penny literally and dyadically possesses any colour,
the colour which it #as must differ from all but one of the colours
or shades which it seems to have; and it may differ from all of
them.?2 The same remarks, Dr. Broad points out, apply, on this
theory, to shape, size, and position.

These, then, in brief, are the two theories which will permit us
to maintain the common-sense notion that the objective con-
stituents of some visual situations are literally spatio-temporal
parts of the physical objects which we suppose ourselves to be
seeing. Both theories allow, Dr. Broad sums up for us, that,
under suitable conditions, it may be true that there is a common
objective constituent to the visual situations of a number of
observers who say that they are ‘seecing the same object’. Both

1 Idem, p. 178.
2 Idem, p. 179.
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allow that there is, under suitable conditions, a common objective
constituent to the visual and tactual situations of an observer
who says that he is ‘seeing and feeling the same object’. And both
allow that, under suitable conditions, this common objective
constituent may be literally a spatio-temporal part of the object
which the various observers say that they are ‘seeing and feeling’.
At this point, however, says Dr. Broad, each theory diverges
from common sense in a different direction. The Multiple In-
herence Theory allows that the objective constituent really does
have those characteristics which it seems on careful inspection
by each observer to have. But it can allow this only by supposing
that these characteristics inhere in the objective constituent
triadically—that is, Dr. Broad points out, in a way never con-
templated by common sense. The Multiple Relation Theory of
Appearing, on the other hand, allows that if the objective con-
stituent did have such characteristics as it seems to have, they
would inhere in it in the ordinary dyadic way which common
sense recognizes. But, he notes, it can allow this only by supposing
that most, if not all, of the determinate characteristics which the

objective constituent seems on careful inspection to have do not
in fact inhere in it.1

3

I want now to consider whether or not the ‘logical’ problem
which Dr. Broad has generated about the different appearances
which physical objects present when viewed under various
conditions and from different distances and angles is a real
problem; and also whether or not the Multiple Inherence Theory
and the Multiple Relation Theory of Appearing are really
contrary and alternative to common sense.

Dr. Broad exaggerates, I believe, the extent to which these two
theories differ from common sense. Both theories allow that the
objective constituents of visual situations may be “literally spatio-
temporal parts’ of physical objects. But the Multiple Inherence
Theory can allow this, he tells us, only by holding that the
physical object can be both constant and variable in its spatial
(and qualitative) characteristics within the same stretch of time.
Now if the Multiple Inherence Theory did actually propose this,

1 Idem, pp. 179 f.
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it is obvious that it would not only be ‘contrary to common sense’,
but wholly nonsensical. But it soon becomes evident from Dr.
Broad’s explanation that the Multiple Inherence Theory does not
propose this in any straightforward sense. What the theory actually
does propose is rather that specification of the spatial and qualita-
tive characteristics of any object involves an essential reference
to the place from which the object is perceived.

But now, is this really contrary to common sense? While I
do not suppose that many common-sense observers are so fully
aware of such facts as Dr. Broad is, I think it is certainly true that
everyone, at some time or another, has realized that an object
looks different under different conditions and from different
distances and angles. Surely everyone is aware that an object
seems to grow larger as it approaches, and smaller as it recedes,
and that parallel lines seem to converge in the distance. Likewise,
everyone knows that colour perception and colour phenomena
as a whole are affected by lighting conditions, angle of reflection,
contrast, distances, and various other subjective as well as
objective factors. In everyday life we take account of such factors
when we modify our judgments in such fashion as, for example:
‘It looks square from here’, or ‘It looks green in this light’.

What, then, exactly, is the difference between the Multiple
Inherence Theory and the common-sense view? It is, I believe,
primarily, if not entirely, a verbal one. This becomes apparent
when we ask ourselves what it is that we are led to expect by
the Multiple Inherence Theory that we do not already expect
on the common-sense view? Obviously the Multiple Inherence
Theory is but a verbal rendering of the fact, already familiar to
common sense, that it makes a difference where you stand when
you try to judge the spatial and qualitative characteristics of
objects visually. The explanation of this fact is, of course, to be
found in physics and physiological psychology; and it is not
contrary to common sense. T'he Multiple Inherence Theory,
however, is clearly not an explanation at all. It is not even an ad
hoc hypothesis. For an ad hoc hypothesis at least invents or invokes
a distinct entity or process which will account for a given pheno-
menon; while the Multiple Inherence Theory merely legislates
the alleged problem out of existence. In effect, it merely allows
that the qualitities of physical objects may appear differently
to different observers at the same time, and that they may appear
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differently to the same observer from different vantage points.
It does not say anything about such qualities and spatial character-
istics as colour, shape, and size except that this is truc of them.
But this was precisely the fact with which we started! The further
postulate that objects cannor be described with respect to these
predicates without a specification of the place of the obscrver
is but a concession to verbal consistency. For the theory also
allows the familiar fact that the visual qualities of an objcct may
often appear the same from many different places, either for one
and the same observer, or for different observers at once. (In
those cases where an object reveals its actual colour, the distinction
between sensible and physical is clearly artificial. In such instances
it is purely a matter of choice of linguistic convention whether
one is to say that the quality ‘inheres dyadically’, or, even so,
‘triadically’.)

The language of the Multiple Inherence Theory, however,
has the defect of obscuring the familiarity of the facts with which
it deals. The statement that red, for example, is a characteristic
such that it can only ‘inhere in a place from a place’ refers only
to the familiar fact that the position of the observer makes a
difference in the colour or the shade of colour an object will appear
to him to have. But it suggests quite a different situation, wholly
novel and exciting. The essence of the Multiple Inherence Theory,
Dr. Broad tells us, is the distinction between the ‘sensible’ and
the ‘physical’ inherence of a colour in a place. The former is the
‘fundamental and indefinable’ relation; and it is ‘irreducibly
triadic’, involving an essential reference to the pervading shade
of colour, the pervaded region, and the ‘region of projection’.
The latter, he says, is a two-term relation; but it is not ultimate,
for it is definable in terms of the former. Now, of course, to
predicate any quality or spatial characteristic of any object is,
ultimately, to say something about its sensible effects; for language
is, after all, a medium of communication about experience, in
which the colours, shapes, and sizes of objects are elements. In
- this sense, everything may be said to be “sensible’: rocks and chairs
and tables, as well as after-images and hallucinatory pink rats.
Denying the distinction between physical and sensible, however,
suggests something altogether different. It scems to obliterate
the d.istinction betwc?en an object’s actually being red, for instance,
and its only appearing to be red—a distinction which we often
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have good ground for making. It suggests some mysterious unseen
physical process by which objects are wiped clean of their colour
(or lose their shapes!) when we turn our backs or shut our eyes.
Or else it suggests that objects are not themselves coloured, but
that we project the colour upon the surfaces of objects when we
look at them, as though our gaze were like a coloured spotlight.
And this obviously won’t do. It makes a mystery of so much of
cveryday experience. If objects are not themselves coloured, it
becomes a puzzle as to why, when we get a spot of red paint on
our hands, for instance, and do not look at it again until some time
later, it should still be red, and not some other colour; and why
the perceptual judgments of others should agree with ours; and
why colour photographs taken of objects when no one is looking
at them should coincide with our experience when we do later
look at the objects themselves; and so forth and so on. Obviously
in all such cases there is some persistent physical characteristic in
the object itself which is responsible for its consistently giving
rise to the same colour experience. It is this permanent disposition
which we have in mind when we say that colour is a physical
property of objects themselves, and not merely a quality of sensa-
tion. Colour-blind individuals do not perceive the colour of
objects, to be sure; but it no more follows from this, as I have
previously had occasion to point out, that those who do perceive
colour project it upon objects, than it follows from the fact that
blind people do not see objects at all, that those who do see them
create them in perception.

But, of course, the Multiple Inherence Theory is not a physical
theory; and if it suggests these situations, it does so misleadingly.
If it did actually assert something empirical about the properties
of objects, the issue could soon be determined; minus these
pragmatic connotations, however, it is semantically indistinguish-
able from the common-sense view.

The upshot is this. The Multiple Inherence Theory does rest
upon a certain set of facts involving the relevance of the observer
and his position, etc., to the perception of the characteristics of
objects. But ordinary common-sense usage naturally and im-
plicitly embraces these facts. The attempt to re-word common
usage to take explicit cognizance of them only leads to confusion.
For such language as Dr. Broad wants to employ in doing this
ordinarily expresses states of affairs which are quite different
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from the familiar veridical perceptual situations of everyday
life, and its use in such cases is either altogether unintelligible
or else wholly misleading. In the ordinary sense in which such
an assertion is made, it is perfectly correct to say, for example,
that a given object is actually red, and does not merely appear to

be so; and in this sense an assertion to the contrary would simply
be false.

4

Let us consider now the Multiple Relation Theory of Appear-
ing. This theory, too, allows that the objective constituents of
visual situations may be ‘literally spatio-temporal parts’ of physical
objects. And it allows, according to Dr. Broad, that “f the objective
constituent did have such characteristics as it seems to have, they
would inhere in it in the ordinary dyadic way which common-
sense recognizes’. It can allow this, however, Dr. Broad insists,
only by assuming that most, if not all, of the determinate charac-
tf:ristics which the objective constituent seems On careful inspec-
tion to have do not in fact inhere in it. It has to assume that the
objective constituent of a visual situation can seem toO ‘appear’
from a place to have characteristics which are other than and
1ncompgtible with the characteristics which it does have.

Now it seems to me that there is even less reason for holding this
theor.y to be contrary and alternative to common Sensc than there
was in the case of the Multiple Inherence Theory. As I have
already observed, it is a matter of common knowledge that objects
dg present different appearances from different places and under
different conditions. And in specifying these different appear-
ances, the reference must obviously be triadic. I do not believe
that the common-sense view that objects are literally or, in Dr.
Broad’s. terminology, ‘dyadically’, coloured, or that they have a
de.termmate physical shape and size, in any way intends to deny
this fact. Hence, it is clear that there is not even a verbal difference
between this ‘theory’ and the common-sense view.

Dr. Broad’s language about this theory, however, again tends
to obscure the familiarity of the facts with which it deals. For
exampl?, Dr. Broad writes that the Multiple Relation Theory of
Appearing ‘assumes a fundamental, unique and not further
analysable relation of “appearing” between an object, my mind,
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and a given qualitative or spatial characteristic.l But I do not see
that there is an ‘assumption’ at all involved in the view that
objects appear to have characteristics other than those which
they have in fact. For it is obviously a matter of empirical fact
that this is often the case. The use of the term ‘appear’ involves
us in no special ‘theory’ about perception, but is merely an
arbitrary word-sign to denote an ostensible fact of experience.
There can be no legitimate objection, I suppose, to the logical
description of ‘to appear’ as a ‘relation’. And it may also, as such,
be described as a ‘triadic’ one involving an object, a mind, and a
given predicate. But Dr. Broad’s reference to the ‘assumption of
a fundamental, unique and not further analysable relation’ seems
to make a mystery of what is patently obvious and familiar. There
is a perfectly adequate explanation of the fact that objects present
different appearances under different conditions and from
different distances and angles, to be found in optics, the principles
of perspective, and the like, and in physiological psychology.
"This is not to say that our knowledge of these matters is complete,
of course, but rather that these are the lines we must pursue if it
is indeed an explanation we are seeking, and not a mere linguistic
revision.

Dr. Broad, however, thinks that this ‘theory’ presents an
insurmountable difficulty. On this theory, he tells us,

we may be acquainted in a perceptual situation with a spatio-temporal
part of a certain physical object which we are said to be perceiving.
But we learn only about the characteristics which it seems to have; and
the more carefully we inspect the objective constituent the more we
learn of its apparent properties only. And it is certain that it either
does not actually lave properties of this kind at all; or that, if it does,
the apparent and the real properties can be identical only in one speci-
ally favoured perceptual situation. And there is of course nothing in
any particular perceptual situation, taken by itself, to tell us that in
it and it alone the apparent and the real characteristics of the objective
constituent are identical.2

1 Idem, p. 178. Cf. Scientific Thought, p. 237: ‘The essential point . . . about
theories of this kind is that they do not imply that we are aware of anything that
really is elliptical when we have the experience which we express by saying that the
penny looks elliptical to us. Theories of this type have been suggested lately by
Professor Dawes Hicks and by Dr. G. E. Moore. So far, they have not been worked
out in any great detail, but they undoubtedly deserve careful attention.’

2 The Mind and Its Place in Nature, p. 179.
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With respect to this objection, it is far from clear why Dr.
Broad should even suggest as an alternative that the object ‘does
not actually kave properties of this kind at all’—i.e., that it may
not have any of the properties which it appears to have. If it be
allowed, as the Multiple Relation Theory supposedly does, that
the objective constituent of a perceptual situation can actually
be a spatio-temporal part of the object which we are perceiving,
then it seems to me that, provided our inspection is careful and
thorough, the object must have at least some of the characteristics
which it appears to have. The reason is twofold. In the first
place, if we do inspect the object more and more carefully, then
it seems clear that we are bound to arrive at the idcal conditions
(i.e., normal lighting, rectangular perspective, etc.) which will
enable us to get an accurate perceptual knowledge of its true
properties. Only if our inspection is too cursory, it seems to me,
is it empirically possible that the object should not have any of the
properties which it appears to have. The second reason is a logical
one. In order to ascertain that any property or set of properties
did not truly characterize an object, it is obvious that we should
have to know what properties did truly characterize the object.
It is possible, of course, that none of any given set of properties
characterize the object in question; but it is not logically possible
that all the apparent properties should fail in this respect. For in
that case it is not merely a practical matter of being unablfa to
ascertain that the properties do not characterize the object.
Rather the assertion that they do not is then robbed of all possible
significance.

The argument that we can learn only about the characteristics
which the object seems to have, and that there is nothing in any
particular perceptual situation, taken by itself, to tell us that
in it and it alone the apparent and the real characteristics of the
objective constituent are identical, is a familiar one with Dr.
Broad. We have already met and answered it, in a slightly different
context. In raising this objection, I may again point out, Dr.
Broad clearly misses the very point of the distinction between
such terms as ‘apparent’ and ‘real’. These terms are logically polar
with respect to each other; and hence neither has any meaning
without the other.

In holding that we learn through perception only about the
characteristics which objects seemt to have, Dr. Broad would
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appear to be labouring the tautology that ‘all seen things are seen’.
If ‘appearance’ be taken to mean any content of a perceptual
situation, it is, of course, inescapable that we see appearances.
After all, objects are perceived through the senses. But it does not
follow from this that we see mere appearances. For in this sense
‘appearance’ is not a pejorative term. If it be granted that at
least sometimes the objective constituent of our perceptual experi-
ence is literally a spatio-temporal part of an external physical
object, then it follows that in those cases we are acquainted with
the characteristics which the object really has. But even in these
cases of veridical perception it would still be correct to say that
we are acquainted with the appearance of the object; only then it
is the rrue appearance. Ordinarily we distinguish between a mere
appearance and reality. Thus we say that railroad tracks merely
appear to converge in the distance, but that in reality they are
parallel; or we say that a certain object merely appears to be yellow,
because we are suffering from the effects of jaundice, and that
in reality it is white. The distinction, however, is plainly a relative
one. For by ‘in reality’ we don’t mean to refer to some ‘transcend-
ent’ realm of unperceivable and unknowable ‘things-in-them-
selves’; rather we mean that which we do or can perceive and
know under more reliable conditions; that which will square with
the rest of our perceptual experience and knowledge. It is merely
a verbal problem, then, which Dr. Broad raises in objecting
that we can learn only the apparent properties of objects.

The proper question is not whether a distinction can be made
between mere appearance and reality, but rather on what basis
this distinction is to be made. Dr. Broad holds that the apparent
and the real properties of objects can be identical only in one
specially favoured perceptual situation, and he insists that there
is nothing in any particular perceptual situation, taken by itself,
to tell us that in it, and it alone, the apparent and the real
characteristics are identical.

Now we have also encountered this objection before in Dr.
Broad’s argument; and the answer is again the same. In everyday
life we recognize and make allowances for the effect of such
conditions as lighting, distance, and perspective on our judgments
respecting the colour, size, and shape of objects. But we are also
aware that there are more or less ‘normal’ conditions, under which
we can make judgments which will stand up under subsequent
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observation, in varying situations. There is, it must be admitted,
no single concise rule-of-thumb which enables us to decide in all
cases as to whether our judgments are veridical or not. Rather,
each case, or at least each type of case, must be decided in terms
of its own peculiar circumstances. For example, we know that
if a certain object which appears to be yellow were really yellow,
and did not merely look so because it was being viewed under a
yellow spotlight, then shining blue light on it in an otherwise
dark room would cause it to look green, and not blue, or etc.
If necessary, we could perform this experiment; though usually
it is sufficient, in cases of doubt, merely to view the object in
ordinary daylight, or even under ordinary artificial lighting. In
this way we would be able to determine the colour characteristic
of the object itself, and to predict in a verifiable manner how it
would look under various conditions.

Again, with respect to the geometric properties of objects, if
what we are seeing from an oblique perspective is square, and not,
as it might appear, oblong or diamond-shaped, its diagonals will
be found upon measurement to be of equal length; and as we
walk. around it, its appearance will vary in a different way from
that in which it would if it were really oblong or diamond-shaped.
But there is no need to multiply instances. There clearly are ways
of telling which are the true characteristics of objects.

5

In the light of the foregoing, I want to consider anew Dr.
Broad’s problem of the different appearances which the circular
penny presents when viewed from various distances and per-
spectives. Now at the outset I want to point out that the kind of
phe-nomenon to which Dr. Broad is here alluding is one with
which everyone is perfectly familiar, what Dr. Broad says to the
contrary, notwithstanding. It is a fact, he writes, that it often
needs a good deal of persuasion to make a man believe that, when
he _looks at a penny from the side, it seems elliptical to him.!
This, however, is not the sort of familiarity I have in mind. I
do not mean to suggest that we have a ready knowledge of the
exact degree of ellipticity, for example, which we expect of an
actually round penny from any specifiable angle of observation.
U Scientific Thought, p. 246.
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Nor do I mean that everyone, necessarily, is specifically conscious
of the fact that objects do appear to have different geometric
shapes from different points of observation. The point is rather
that we do in fact achieve through experience a kind of inexplicit
familiarity with the principles of perspective which enables us to
expect and, especially, to recognize the proper degree of apparent
geometric variation which objects present from various angles
and distances of inspection. It is this inexplicit familiarity which
enables even the merest layman to criticize the inexpert attempts
at linear perspective of, say, the fourteenth-century Florentine
painters. And it is the same familiarity which enables us to judge
in advance the shape that an object which we have seen only from a
distance will be found to have upon closer, more careful inspection.

This being granted, I want to raise two points with respect to
Dr. Broad’s assertion that ‘there is nothing in any particular
perceptual situation, taken by itself, to tell us that in it, and it
alone, the apparent and the real characteristics are identical’.

I want to call attention, in the first place, to the words ‘any
particular situation, taken by itself’. Dr. Broad employed this
device, it will be recalled, in arguing that because the ‘external
reference’ of perceptual situations is sometimes false (e.g., in
hallucinations), and because these situations ‘differ in no relevant
internal respect’ from those in which the claim to ‘external refer-
ence’ is true, the claim that the objective constituent of a percep-
tual situation is in fact literally part of a larger external object
cannot be accepted at its face-value. I want to reply to this
argument again.

In introducing the Multiple Relation Theory of Appearing,
Dr. Broad told us that while this theory allows that the objective
constituent may sometimes be literally a spatio-temporal part of
the object which we are seeing, it can do this only by assuming
that the objective constituents of some perceptual situations have
certain qualities which differ from and are inconsistent with
those which they seem on careful inspection to have. 1 want to
consider the phrase ‘on careful inspection’ in connection with the
earlier phrase to which I have called attention, namely: ‘any
particular situation taken by itself’. Now if the objective con-
stituent of the perceptual situation in which one is observing
the penny from an oblique perspective is understood to be literally
the visible part of the surface of the penny (which the Multiple
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Relation Theory is supposed to admit), then it follows that a
‘careful inspection’ of the objective constituent means a careful
inspection of the visible surface of the penny, and not a careful
inspection of a single view of it, regarded as though it were an
entity separate and distinct from any other view of the penny,
like a photographic image. A careful inspection of the surface of
the penny itself, it is clear, could not justifiably be limited to the
single original perspective from which we first happened to sce it
One would have to approach closely, handle it, and look at it
from various angles, especially head-on, before he could be said
to have made a ‘careful inspectiony’. In that case, however, it would
not be true that the ‘objective constituent’—i.e., the penny—
had characteristics different from and incompatible with those
which it seemed on careful inspection to have. For careful inspec-
tion would reveal that the penny was actually round. In fact, the
observer could not find that the penny had characteristics other
than it seemed on careful inspection to have; for how else coulq
he determine what characteristics the penny actually had, save
by careful inspection? What other meaning can be given to the
words: ‘the characteristics which the penny actually has’?

It is clearly an artificial restriction which Dr. Broad impogeg
when he defies us to determine from a single perceptual situation,
‘taken by itself’, that in it ‘the apparent and the real characteristjcg
of the objective constituent are identical’. But this, however, ig
not to say that we can never tell in a given perceptual situatiop
that our judgment is veridical, without further observationg.
Before me, as I write, is a penny. The penny looks circular to me
from where I sit, and I know that my perception is correct. For T
have examined this particular penny before; and, what is more
important, I am seeing it now under more or less ideal conditions:
from relatively close by, head-on, and under a good light. If I
were called upon to justify my judgment, I could, I am certain,
make a convincing case for it. But in doing so I would be con-
vincing my challenger, and not myself. For my present perceptual
situation is much too typical to justifiy my having any reasonable
doubts. Moreover, we all see objects for the first time, and know
at once that our judgments about them are accurate; because the
perceptual situation in which we are seeing them is of a familiar
and ‘normal’ kind. Of course, even in such cases it may be argued
that it is not the particular perceptual situation ‘taken by itself’
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which enables us to judge that the real and not merely the apparent
characteristics of the object are being revealed to us. But this is
obviously to win the case by defining the ‘perceptual situation’
in such a way as to insure against any possible refutation. On
this extreme atomistic conception of experience, there is literally
nothing that we could know. The very distinction between real
and apparent, it is particularly important to note, could not be
formulated on the basis of a single perception taken by itself.
There would be nothing relevant to which it could be compared;
and hence there would be no question as to whether it was true
or false. Dr. Broad would then have no ground for raising his
problem in the first place.

6

This brings me to the second of the two points which I want
to raise concerning the difficulty which Dr. Broad finds in the
Multiple Relation Theory. Dr. Broad argues that if we wish to
keep both the common-sense notion of physical objects and the
claim that the objective constituents of at least some perceptual
situations are literally spatio-temporal parts of physical objects,
we must hold that the objective constituents of these visual
situations can have qualities which are different from and in-
consistent with those which they seem on careful inspection to
have. And he argues further that if the objective constituent
does have any of the properties which it seems to have, the
apparent and the real properties can be identical only in one
specially favoured perceptual situation. Now I believe that Dr.
Broad has exaggerated both in the extent to which he claims that
the various appearances of an object differ from and are incon-
sistent with each other, and in limiting the identity of the
apparent and real properties of an object to a single favoured
situation.

In speaking of ‘one specially favoured perceptual situation’,
Dr. Broad seems to be suggesting that only when one places his
eyes just so many inches away from an object, at one precise
angle of perspective, and in light of precisely one particular
wavelength frequency and brightness, etc., etc., are the real
characteristics of a given object revealed. Now if this were indeed
the case, there might be some justification for the objection that
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it is extremely arbitrary to claim that on?y in\one pa:rtlcular
perceptual situation the ‘true’ characteristics of an objec.t are
revealed, all others revealing merely apparent character{stxcs.
There would certainly be a question as to just how this particular
situation was ascertained to be the right one. But of course the
situation is nothing like this. It is usually not difficult for several
people from different positions to make identical and accurate
judgments as to the true colour, shape, or other Chal-actel'1s_t1gs
of an object which they are simultaneously observing. Nor 1s it
unusual for people who see a given object at different times and
under fairly wide differences in light conditions, etc., to agree in
their perceptual judgments about it.

Once more taking up the penny before me on the desk, and
rotating it about close to the lamp, I find that it does, admittedly,
vary in its appearance with respect to colour and shape. But I also
find that through a considerable area of change in dist-ance from
my eyes, proximity to the lamp, and angle of perspective, I have
no difficulty whatsoever in distinguishing the true shape and
colour of the penny. It is only when I hold the penny a con-
siderable distance from my eyes and close to the lamp at such an
angle that it catches and reflects the light into my eyes, that. I find
any difficulty in distinguishing its natural colour. And it is only
when I hold the flat surface of the penny at almost a fuil 180-
degree angle in my line of sight that I must confess to experiencing
difficulty in distinguishing its true shape. Thus, it is clear that
Dr. Broad €Xaggerates when he says that it is only in one specially
favoured perceptual situation that the apparent characteristics of

the objective constituent coincide with its real characteristics, and
can be ascertained.

Dr. Broad, however,
from which I claim to
istics of the penny,
constituent from the
it to have characteris

might insist that in many of the situations
be able to distinguish the true charact_er—
more careful inspection of the objective
given position of observation would reveal
tics actually different from those which I
attribute to the penny itself. Now there is a certain justification
for this claim. As I rotate the penny before me, it makes different
angles with respect to the lamp, and as a consequence there is
subtle play of light and shadow on jts surface which affects its
apparent colour or shade of colour. But I do not think that this
in any way constitutes a difficulty. The fact is that though the
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penny under these conditions does reveal characteristics which
are not intrinsic to it, nevertheless this kind of change of appear-
ance is not at all incompatible with what I attribute to the penny
itself. Though I attribute a certain brownish natural copper colour
to the penny, I also attribute a certain degree of polish to its
surface. And I know that the variations in the qualitative appear-
ance of the surface of the penny are due to the light from the lamp
nearby, which is reflected differently by different portions of the
surface of the penny, and not to any relevant intrinsic variation
in the physical characteristics of the penny itself. For I find that
if T hold the penny still, but move my hand about in such a way
as to alter the reflection of light upon the penny’s surface, I can
affect and control at will the qualitative changes in its appear-
ance. Thus I have no difficulty in identifying what I see to be the
surface of the penny. I see it the way I do because that is the
appearance which the penny itself presents to me, due to its
property of reflécting light. What I see, the way the penny appears
to me, is more or less exactly what would be reproduced by a
photograph of the penny taken from the same position. Thus, at
least with respect to colour, I have shown that Dr. Broad is
mistaken in holding that the apparent characteristics of the
object are inconsistent with its true characteristics save in one
specially favoured perceptual situation.

Perhaps Dr. Broad would concede the foregoing, however,
but would insist that I have neglected to mention the apparent
changes in the shape of the penny as I observe it from various
angles. He would insist, I think, that at any other than a rectangu-
lar perspective, careful inspection of the objective constituent
would reveal it to be elliptical in appearance, and not round.
Now the fact is that I do not want to deny this, either; and yet,
again, I think that this admission is not at all incompatible either
with the assertion that the objective constituent of the various
visual situations in which this is true is literally a spatio-temporal
part of the penny which is actually round, nor with my earlier
assertion that even in these situations the objective constituent
looks round and not elliptical. I want to try to show this.

Suppose an elliptical disc were viewed first head-on and then
from an oblique perspective. In that case there is no question but
that the object would be seen and judged to look elliptical from
either and both perspectives. And both judgments would be
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correct in the usual sense of the words ‘look elliptical.” But now,
when it is said of a round penny that it looks elliptical, I want to
suggest that it is open to question whether the words ‘looks
elliptical’ are being used in their ordinary sense. It is with this
point in mind, I believe, that some to whom the distinctive appear-
ance of a penny when viewed obliquely has been specifically
pointed out, have still insisted that the penny viewed in this way
looks round, and not elliptical. Actually there is good ground for
this insistence. For the truth is that the round penny looked at
in this way does not actually look as though it were elliptical, but
rather it looks, as Professor G. E. Moore has put it, like an
ellipse, only with something peculiar about it. And this peculiarity,
I venture to say, is that its surface ‘looks elliptical’ only to the
familiar degree and in the familiar way that we expect an actually
round penny to look when viewed from that general position,
and it does not look either the way the surface of an elliptical
disc of that degree of eccentricity ought to look when viewed
from that distance and perspective, or even the way it looks when
viewed head-on.

The phrase ‘looks elliptical’ is ambiguous in two respects.
In the first place, there is an ambiguity in that it may be taken
to mean, on the one hand, that the penny ‘looks as though it
were actually elliptical’; and on the other, only that it ‘looks like
an ellipse looks’. In the former sense, of course, it is not true
that the round penny viewed obliquely ‘looks elliptical’. For the
penny looks like a round object ought to look when viewed in
that way. It looks as though it were actually round, and not as
thou.gh _it were actually elliptical. But now, again, there is a further
ambiguity even in the case of the second interpretation: ‘looks
like an ellipse looks’. For this phrase, as it stands, is incomplete,
As I have already pointed out, it is a perfectly familiar and
common-sense fact that the way an object looks depends on the
place from which it is being seen. Thus, if the phrase is to be
made -comp.lete, we must specify the place from which the appear-
ance is being described. We must, for example, distinguish
between ‘looking the way an ellipse would look from the same
distance and angle’, and ‘looking the way an ellipse would look
from close by and head-on’. Now obviously it is only in the second
sense that a penny viewed from the side and at a distance can
properly be said—if at all—to ‘look elliptical’. (Again, some would
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insist, justifiably, I believe, that the penny looked at from the
side does not look properly like an actually elliptical surface
viewed either obliquely or rectangularly.) In any event, this sense
in which the penny ‘looks elliptical’ is not at all incompatible
with its being round and looking so from a rectangular perspective.
And it is on this claim that Dr. Broad bases his objection to the
identification of the objective constituent as a literal spatio-
temporal part of the physical object.

From the foregoing, it should be clear that Dr. Broad is
mistaken in holding that all the appearances of the penny save
that which it presents from a direct, head-on view do not belong
to the penny itself, but are rather, somehow, illusory. Let us
consider, for example, the appearance which parallel railroad
tracks present of converging off in the distance. That this
phenomenon is properly called an ‘illusion’ is a verbal issue
which I do not want to argue. But I do think that there is a very
important difference between this type of ‘illusion’ and the kind
of which the familiar Muller-Lyer Illusion is an example. In the
latter, it will be recalled, we are confronted with two horizontal
parallel lines of equal length. One of these lines is capped at either
end by arrow heads in such a way as not to extend the over-all
length of the line; the other is capped by an arrow tail at either
end, extending the over-all length of the figure to form a kind of
letter Y’ with each end of the line. The illusion consists in the
fact that the original horizontal line of the figure capped with
the arrow tails, though measurably exactly the same length as the
original horizontal line of the figure capped with the arrow heads,
looks to be longer. Now even in this illusion, to be sure, we do
not have a case of the objective constituent actually appearing on
careful inspection to have properties different from those which
it is actually supposed to have, but rather only a case of the two
lines which comprise the objective constituent being mistakenly
Jjudged to be of unequal length. For if we examine the objective
constituent carefully enough, we shall be able to ascertain that
the lines are actually of equal length. The illusion arises, I
believe, from the difficulty we have in excluding the irrelevant
figures at the end of each line from our attention and judgment.
Be this as it may, however, there is a sense in which it may be said
that the objective constituent ‘appears’ (i.e., on first uncritical
inspection) to have a characteristic different from and inconsistent
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with that which we actually attribute to the lines themselves.
And the point which I want to make is this: even if we did not
succeed in detecting the equality of the lines which comprise the
objective constituent, by direct inspection alone, if the two figures
were to be photographed together (from the same position as our
eyes), and the photograph were to be superimposed on lined
graph paper, it would become apparent at once that the stimuli
reaching our eyes from the two lines were actually of cqual
length,

Let us consider, now, what we would find it we photographed
the apparently converging railroad tracks in the same way. The
fact is that the outline of the image which the tracks would form
on the photographic film superimposed on the lined graph paper
would plainly be, not parallel, but converging. Now this is
obviously not a case of the objective constituent being judged to
have characteristics other than it actually has; neither is it a case
of the objective constituent appearing to have propertics which
are different from and inconsistent with those which it really has.
The way the tracks appear to us is the way they are actually
presented to our eyes. But how, then, is this fact to be reconciled
with the further fact that the tracks themselves are supposed to
be actually parallel, if we are to maintain the view that the objec-
tive constituent is literally a spatio-temporal part of the object—
the tracks—itself? The answer, I believe, is obvious enough. The
tracks are actually parallel. They were laid so as to be parallel,
a.nd nothing has occurred to alter their gauge. The point is
simply that we are seeing them from a distance; and because of
the nature of the human eye, and the behaviour of light by means
of which we see objects, our perception of them, their appearance
to us, obeys the perfectly understandable principles of optical
perspective.

Applying these considerations, now, to the case of seeing the
penny from an oblique angle, I want to point out that here too
what we see is what is presented to our eyes. A photograph of the
penny taken from the same position and super-imposed as before
upon lined graph paper would show that the impression which
the light reflected from the penny makes upon the retina of the
eye was actually elliptical in outline. Thus, this too is not a case
of the objective constituent appearing to have characteristics
different from and incompatible with those which it actually has;
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nor, again, is it a case of the objective constituent not being
literally a spatio-temporal part of the object. The objective
constituent of my perception is the surface of the circular penny
1tself; but it is the surface of the circular penny as it can be seen
from an oblique angle, with all the limitations imposed by the
nature of the human eye and the behaviour of light. And this
fully and understandably accounts for the distinctive appearances.
The limitations are overcome, of course, when we look directly
down upon the penny. It is then that we sec what we call its
‘truc shape’, undistorted by perspective. '1'o hold that this is ity
‘true shape’, however, is not a whimsical or arbitrary legislation,
as Dr. Broad suggests. For it is the shape which is corroborated
by tactual inspection and physical measurement, and which, alone,
will account for the various successive appearances of the penny
as it is observed from different distances and angles.

Thus we see that the various appearances of the penny, though
different, are not, as Dr. Broad holds, inconsistent, either with
each other or with the actual shape of the penny. They are per-
fectly consistent in view of the nature of light, the principles of
geometric perspective, and the nature of the human eye. Quite
the contrary, what would be inconsistent, in view of these facts,
would be for the penny to present the same appearance regardless
of the distance and angle from which it is inspected!

7

Finally, I want to point out that Dr. Broad would not consider
that his problem has been solved by the foregoing comments.
Witness the following passage:

It is probable that at first sight the reader will not see much difficulty
in this. He will be inclined to say that we can explain these various
visual appearances by the laws of perspective and so on. This is not a
relevant answer. It is quite true that we can predict whar particular
appearance an object will present to an observer, when we know the
shape of the object and its position with respect to the observer. But
this is not the question that is troubling us at present. Our question
is as to the compatibility of these changing elliptical appearances,
however they may be correlated with other facts in the world, with the
supposed constancy and roundness of the physical object.!

1 Idem, pp. 235 .
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It would seem that Dr. Broad is determined to have his
problem! To these remarks I can only reply that, far from being
irrelevant, it is perfectly obvious that the laws of perspective
resulting from the behaviour of light and the nature of the human
eye offer the only relevant answcr. They show why the penny
presents the different appearances it does from different points
of observation, and they also thus show how these different
appearances are compatible one with another and with the actual
shape of the penny. It is not, however, merely a matter of
predicting what particular appearance an object will present to
an observer from different points of observation; rather it is a
matter of understanding the physical and psycho-physiological
processes involved in seeing. We do not learn simply by rote the
specific degree-by-degree variations in the way objects appear
to us as we move about. If this were the case, it should not
surprise us at all if, say, in observing the receding parallel rails
from the back of a moving railroad train, we found that they
appeared to converge up to a certain point in the distance, but
then suddenly appeared to diverge beyond that point. Such a
phenomenon would be beyond our comprehension in a way which
the actual familiar phenomena of visual perspective are not. We
§h01,}1d simply have to accept it as a brute contingent fact. But
in view of the known facts, we certainly should be incredulous if
we were to have such an experience; and we should suspect that
the rails had been mechanically altered in some way after we had
passed over them, or that we were seeing them through some
unusual .reﬁ:active medium. This is because our knowledge of
perspective is not, as Dr. Broad would have us believe, simply a
matter _of predicting appearances a posteriori, on the basis of
exhaust.lve 'de.tailed observation, but stems rather from our
theoretical insight and comprehension of the processes involved.

As1 h.ave shovs{n, the changing appearances of the penny as we
ot?serve it from different positions are not only wholly compatible
with the supposed constancy of the penny, and with its actual
roundness as revealed from a head-on view, but are actually
demanded by the behaviour of light and the nature of the eye. If
the observer were standing still, and the penny which is supposed
to have a constant shape appeared to change from round to
elliptical, then there would indeed be a problem. It would be a
problem to which the known principles of perspective would
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admittedly not be a sufficient answer. But when the observer is
known to move about, why, obviously the principles according
to which the light, by means of which he sees the penny, reaches
his eyes will be relevant. To say that our knowledge of the prin-
ciples of optics is irrelevant to the explanation of the phenomena
we are considering is as absurd as it would be to say that Kepler’s
laws of planetary motion and the laws of gravitation and the like
are not relevant explanations for the observable behaviour of
planets, but are merely descriptions by means of which we are
fortuitously able to make successful predictions!
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CHAPTER V

THE ‘CAUSAL QUESTION’

HE preceding chapter was concerned with the ‘logical
problem’ which arises, according to Dr. Broad, when we
try to maintain the common-sense view that the objective

constituents of perceptual situations are literally spatio-temporal
parts of external physical objects, in the face of apparently
contradictory appearances. What this problem demanded, Dr.
Broad held, was a reconsideration of the formal characteristics of
the relation of such attributes as shape, size, and colour to the
objective constituents of perceptual situations, and to physical
objects. In this connection we examined and criticized Dr.
Broad’s answer to this demand in the form of the Theory of
Multiple Inherence and the Multiple Relation Theory of Appear-
ing, which he presented as alternatives to the common-sense view.
In the present chapter I want to discuss the ‘causal question’
which Dr. Broad asks, and the answer which he presents.

I

The causal question which Dr. Broad wishes us to consider
may be st.ated as .follows: In view of what we know of geometrical
and physical optics and of the physiology of vision,! what arg the

1 Interesyingly enough, Dr. Broad does not hesitate to employ here just those
.causal considerations which, as we saw in the previous chapter, he dismisses as
1rr<.:1evant to the problem which he raised concerning the discrepant appearances of
objects from various perspectives. This seems to be a clear case of special pleading.
It may be observed that the illegitimate use of specific knowledge which his own

views either deny or render doubtful is a recurrent and disturbing difficulty
throughout Dr. Broad’s argument,
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conditions under which such and such characteristics of the
objective constituents of perceptual situations will be manifested;
what are the ‘independently necessary and sufficient conditions’
for (say) a certain shade of colour to characterize the objective
constituent of a particular perceptual situation, and where are
these causal conditions located?! In answering this question,
there are, according to Dr. Broad, three causal considerations
which we must bear in mind. I shall present them briefly.

The first consideration involves complications in perception
due to mirrors, non-homogeneous media, and the like.2 When
one looks at the reflection of a luminous point in a plane mirror,
the region which is pervaded from where he is standing is some-
where behind the mirror. It is the place where a luminous point
would have to be put in order to present the actual appearance, if
viewed directly and without a mirror, from where one is standing.
But, of course, nothing physically relevant is happening at this
place behind the mirror. Now the direction of this place for the
observer is determined by the direction in which the light enters
his eyes; and its distance along this direction is presumably
determined by traces left in the observer’s brain by past visual
situations and correlated bodily movements in cases where the
vision really was direct and through a homogeneous medium.
Hence, Dr. Broad argues, the pervasion of this place is deter-
mined by physical and psychological events in the immediate
neighbourhood of the region of projection.3

Now of course, Dr. Broad observes, the physical events within
the region of projection have physical causes. When a certain
place is pervaded by very similar shades of the same colour from
all directions, it is generally found, he tells us, that on walking
up to this place, tactual situations arise whose objective con-
stituents are closely correlated with the objective constituents of
the successive visual situations which occur as we walk up to
this place. We say then that this place is ‘tactually occupied’;

1 The Mind and Its Place in Nature, p. 165.

2 Idem, pp. 165 ff.

3 It will be recalled, from the discussion of the Multiple Inherence Theory in
the preceding chapter, that the term ‘pervasion’ refers to what, in ordinary language,
would be called ‘apparent pervasion’; and that the pervasion of a place by a colour is
described as a ‘triadic relation’ involving the pervading shade of colour, the
pervaded region, and the ‘region of projection’ or place from which the pervaded
region appears to contain the pervading shade of colour,
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d reason to believe that such a region is
and we have very good r rtain microscopic events which are
physically occupied by ‘ce essary conditions of the pervasion
remote and dependently nec ch a shade of colour from places
of this region by such and suB oad says, determine by physical
around it’. These events, Dr. urr eyes, optic nerves, and brains;
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Most often, in everyday practical life, Dr'icﬁlroriigilf;oc‘glinc{igdef
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1it. The pervaded region may contain no physica
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When we look at a distant star, a certain shade of colour sensibly
inheres in a certain distant region from the place which is physic-
ally occupied by our bodies. But in view of the finite velocity of
light, it may very well be that the star no longer physically occupies
this distant region. And whether it does so or not, the relevant
physical events may have happened there hundreds of years ago.
Thus, corresponding to the distinction between the pervaded
region and the emitting region, Dr. Broad contrasts the ‘date of
pervasion’ and the ‘date of emission’. Owing to the great velocity
of light, these generally coincide almost exactly in the visual
situations of ordinary life, just as ordinarily the pervaded region
and the emitting region roughly coincide. Nevertheless, in the
case of very remote objects such as the stars, the date of emission
may precede the date of pervasion by thousands of years. And in
any case, Dr. Broad insists, the date of emission is always earlier
than the date of pervasion.!

Finally, as the third causal consideration, Dr. Broad asks us
to consider such facts as colour-blindness and the effects of drugs
like santonin and of morbid bodily states like jaundice. Such
facts, he argues, make it practically certain that the particular
colour and the particular shade which sensibly pervade an
external place from a region of projection are determined by
specific events in the eyes, optic nerves, and brain which physically
occupy this region of projection at the time the external region is
sensibly pervaded.?

In view of these considerations, then, what answer is implied
for the causal question stated at the outset? Dr. Broad tells us that
he thinks they show the following answer to be almost certain:
“The independently necessary and sufficient material conditions
for a certain shade of colour to pervade a certain external region
from a certain region of projection are all contained in or are close
to the region of projection.’3

2

With this brief exposition of the causal considerations to which
Dr. Broad calls our attention, and the answer which he thinks
they imply for the causal question, I want to turn to the business

1 Idein, pp. 166 f. 2 Idem, p. 167.
3 Idem, p. 165.
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of criticism. Now at the conclusion of his exposition and defence
of the Multiple Inherence Theory, Dr. Broad states _that there
are three points on which these causal considerations show
common sense to be in error. Inasmuch as Dr. Broad contends
that these considerations and their implications must joe recog-
nized by any satisfactory theory,! it is important to consider them
carefully; and I propose to do this in terms of the three points
on which Dr. Broad supposes that they contradict common sense.

Let us turn to the first point on which, according to Dr. Broad,
common sense is in error.

(1) It believes that the colours which it sees are quite literally
spread out over the surfaces of the physical objects which it sees an'd
touches. In view of the facts about mirror-images, etc., we can admit
only that colours pervade regions of Space. The lattcr may or may n}?t
contain those microscopic physical things and events w}_nch are tbe
dependently necessary conditions of the pervasion of this region 13;
this colour. Even when this is S0, i.c., when there is an emitting as W¢
as a pervaded region and the two coincide, we cannot say that the
microscopic events and objects have the colour; we can say only that
the region which contains them is pervaded by this colour.?

Now I do not find it at all clear why Dr. Broad should suppose
that the fact that mirrors sometimes mislead us into judging that
a certain place is occupied by an object of a certain colour, Wf_len
in fact that place is not thus occupied, forces us to the conclusion
that colours only ‘pervade regions of space’, and are not, as
common sense is supposed to hold, ‘literally spread out over the
surfaces of physical objects’. But I think his argument may be
something like this. Sometimes a coloured object may appear 1o
’_be In a certain place when in fact we are merely seeing a mirror-
image of it, and no such object exists in that place. Still, that
region does appear to us to be pervaded by a certain patch of
colour. Thus, it would seem that g given region may appear 10
contain (i.e., ‘may be pervaded by’) a certain colour even though

there is no object in that place on which that colour is ‘literally
spread out’.

But now what about those cases
object directly,
reflections
there is a

in which we are seeing an
without the complications arising from mirror-
and the like? Why cannot we say in such cases, where

physical object in the pervading region, that the colour
T Idem, p. 178. 2 Idem, pp. 174 f.
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which we see s ‘literally spread out’ over the surface of the
object? Again Dr. Broad’s argument is not clear; but I think it may
very likely be this. The ‘sweet simplicity’ of this, the normal case,
is not universal. There often are mirrors and other complications,
and we must be prepared to deal with the general case.l ‘If we
want to clear up the meaning of some commonly used concept it
is enormously important to see how it applies to exceptional and
abnormal cases.’2 Now in theory we can either take the normal
case as fundamental, and try to explain the abnormal case of the
mirror-image by making a number of supplementary hypotheses;
or we can take the more complex abnormal case as fundamental,
and regard the simpler normal case as due to the fulfilment of
certain special conditions which #eed not be realized but which
in fact generally are. “The latter seems to be the only hopeful
course to take.” Thus, in view of all the specified complications,
we conclude that the sensible inherence of a certain shade of
colour in a certain place is fundamentally triadic, involving an
indispensable reference to a region of projection; and that the
physical inherence of a colour in a place is a derived notion,
ultimately reducible to the notion of sensible inherence or ‘per-
vasion of a region of Space’. And from this it follows that even
when the region of space which is pervaded by a certain colour
contains ‘those microscopic physical things and events which
are the dependently necessary conditions of the pervasion of this
region by this colour . . . i.e., when there is an emitting region as
well as a pervaded region and the two coincide, we cannot say that
the microscopic events and objects have the colour; we can say only
that the region which contains them is pervaded by the colour’.

There are, then, two arguments which we must consider:
first, whether the fact of mirror-images justifies the inference that
colours may only pervade regions of space; and secondly, whether
the fact of abnormal cases justifies the conclusion that even in
veridical cases the most that we can say is that colours pervade
only regions of space, and are not literally ‘spread out’ over
physical objects.

In reply to the first argument, I want to begin by pointing out

1 Cf, idem, p. 166.

2 C. D. Broad, ‘Critical and Speculative Philosophy’, in Cont. Brit. Phil. (First
Series), J. H. Muirhead, ed., pp. 90 f. T am here employing Dr. Broad’s argument
for the ‘Principle of Exceptional Cases’ as it occurs in his contribution to this
volume. (Cf. Introduction, supra.)
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the obvious fact that when, owing to mirror reflection, a coloured
object appears to be at a place where in actual fact no such object
exists, what appears to be in that place is not merely a colour,
but a coloured object. When I see the reflection of a rose in a
mirror, for example, what appears to me to be behind the mirror,
as 1t were, is not merely a vaporous patch of red colour, but a red
rose whose colour is ‘spread out over its surface’ in the same
apparent manner in which this is true when I see the rose directly.
Ioi ;0;1;;2 tk;:re is alctually no such ob'ject at that place_, whe:n what
actually sugc b ;nfofleoﬁra tn};ur.ror Tr‘iﬂe:ctlon; but then neither is there
there, it is truc: bus thenei}c{ <im appears to be such a colpur
there. It seems ;0 me, therefs e, thon ppoats 1o be suc.h i Ob"eCt
to be found in th » therefore, that. there is no more ]ustlﬁcanon
‘ ¢ phenomenon of mirror-reflection for saying that
(.Ol.ours only pervade regions of space than there is for saying that
objects only pervade regions of space. And in that case we may
cqually well say that coloured objects pervade regions of space,
and th-at the colours appear to be spread out over the surfaces of
the objects. So much for the argument that the existence of mirror-
lrgages Justifies the assertion that colours which are not literally
Sefirgrcl;eé‘f?c; OprhySi}Zal objects can by themselves pervade
Y()b e P ce he existence of mirror-images, at least, offers no
£00d reason for the adoption of this strange mode of speech.
We must bear in mind, however, that what Dr. Broad means
by the term ‘pervade’ is what we should ordinarily express by
some such qualification as ‘appears’ to pervade, employing the
term ‘pervade’ in a physical sense. Thus, if we were to grant
cven the proposition that ‘we can say only that coloured fffi?fi
pervade regions of space’, we should really be acquicscing
iti ¢ lv that coloured objects appear 10
proposition that ‘we can say only ure X true—
occupy regions of space’. Now, of course, 1t 1S sometimes ;
e.g., in the case of mirror reflections—that we can say only that a
(particular) physical object appears to occupy a (partlcular) region
of space. For a particular object may, due to the fact tf.lat it is
scen in mirror reflection, appear to be located at a certain place
behind the mirror, when in actual fact it is as far in front of the
mirror as it appears to be behind it. But what Dr. Broad means,
of course, is that the most we can eger say is only that colours
appear 10 occupy regions of space; and hence our modified
statement (substituting ‘coloured objects’ for ‘colours)’, to be
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equivalent, would have to mean that the most we can ever say is
only that coloured objects appear to occupy regions of space—
i.e., but don’t ‘really’ do so. And this is certainly false; for there
are normal cases.

This brings us to the second argument. By Dr. Broad’s Prin-
ciple of Exceptional Cases, physical inherence, as we saw in the
preceding chapter, is ‘reduced’ to sensible inherence. But I also
showed there that this reduction is either merely verbal, or else
it does violence to the facts which underlie the common-sense
distinction between mere appearance and physical actuality. Just
as there obviously is a distinction between a white object only
appearing to be red because it is seen under red light, and an
object which is actually red, so there is certainly a real distinction
between an object only appearing to be in a certain place, for
whatever reason, and an object actually being in that place.

That Dr. Broad is himself fully aware of the existence of such
a distinction, moreover, is evident from the very arguments
which he offers in denying it. The facts of jaundice, santonin, and
the like are relevant only because they show that appearances
are sometimes deceptive. Obviously Dr. Broad can recognize
them as deceptive only because he does know what is actually the
case in those situations in which such factors militate against
accurate perception, as opposed to what only appears to be the
case. And this is clearly true of his reference to mirror-images.
For he explicitly shows that he knows what is actually the case,
when he points out that when we see an object reflected in the
mirror, ‘it is in fact as far in front of the mirror as the pervaded
region is behind it’.1

Now sometimes, it is true, we are not aware that what we are
seeing is only a mirror reflection; and we judge that the object
which we see in this way actually is where it appears to be.? But

1 The Mind and Its Place in Nature, p. 168.

2 It is time to point out that there is also a sense in which it may properly be
said that objects which we see reflected in mirrors appear to be where they actually
are. For if we are acquainted with the properties of mirrors, and know that we ar¢
seeing an object via mirror reflection, we are able to judge correctly as to the actual
location of the object, Thus, when one looks in a mirror, he may see the reflection
of a window which appears to be behind him; and when he turns around he sees that
the window actually is where it appeared to be—behind him. It must be remem-
bered that our ability to judge visual distance and location is, in any case, learned
through experience. Our knowledge of the reflective behaviour of mirrors and of
the effects of non-homogeneous media is a part of that experience.
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this need occasion no difficulty. We have simply made a mistake,
which we can discover if we inspect the situation more carefully.
The fact that mirror reflections may cause us to judg'e that a
certain region is occupied when it is in fact not ‘occup1ed d_oes
not require us to adopt any change in our conception of physical
objects as occupying space, or in our conception Qf colours as
characteristics of objects. Dr. Broad, as I have pointed out, is
perfectly familiar with the principles of mirror reflection, and
with the fact that a reflected object is actually as far in front of
the mirror as it illusorily appears to be behind it. Apd if he
recognizes this difference between ‘actually being’ and ‘illusorily
appearing to be’, then he is in substantial agreement with common
sense as to the empirical facts.

Thus, I have refuted both aspects of Dr. Broad’s first causal
argument against common sense; and the gist of my arguments 1s
this. In the case of mirror-images, describing the region behind
the mirror, which appears to be occupied but actually 1s not, as
being ‘pervaded” by colour not only does not tell us any more
about the facts than we already know, but it suggests something
wholly misleading and mysterious. The fact of abnormal cases, on
the other hand, does not justify the conclusion that even in
normal cases the most we can say is that colours only pervade
I€glons of space, and are not ‘literally spread out over the surfaces
of objects’. Application of this notion to the normal case via the
Principle of Exceptional Cases is wholly gratuitous, and is nothing

more _than a suggestion for a new and quite unnecessary way of
speaking about perfectly familiar facts.

3

The second point on which causal considerations show common
Sense 1o be in error, according to Dr. Broad, is as follows:

(2) Common-ge

_ nse believes that the pervasion of anything by a
colour is a two-te

C Im relation between this thing and this colour. In
view of the fact that the whole top of the same penny may appear
brovs.m to me and yellow to you, who have taken santonin, We cannot
admit this. If we wish to hold that this one surface really is the common
constituent of your visual situation and mine, and that it really has
the colours which it seems to you and me on careful inspection to h_ave,
we must hold that the sensible pervasion of a region by a colour is at
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least a three-term relation. It must involve an essential reference to
a region of projection as well as to the pervaded region and the per-
vading colour.!

Now I have already replied to this argument, in its essentials,
in the discussion of Dr. Broad’s ‘logical question’ in the preceding
chapter. And I cannot see that the introduction of such causal
considerations as the effects of santonin, jaundice, or other
morbid bodily states materially affects the answer which I gave
there. Hence I propose to leave this point without further dis-
cussion in order to turn to the new considerations which are
presented in Dr. Broad’s statement of the third point on which
he alleges common sense to be in error.

4

Dr. Broad’s third point of disagreement with common sense
brings us to grips directly with the answer which he thinks the
causal considerations noted above necessitate for the causal
question; and it provides much material warranting careful
analysis. I want to state this point in full in Dr. Broad’s own
words, and then to consider his argument in some detail, in the
several sections which follow.

(3) Common-sense believes that the independently necessary and
sufficient conditions for the pervasion of a certain region by a certain
colour are contained in tkar region at the time when it is pervaded by
this colour. It therefore holds that this region would be pervaded by
this colour at this moment no matter what might be going on elsewhere.
This cannot be accepted. The independently necessary and sufficient
conditions for the pervasion of a certain region by a certain colour
are never contained in the pervaded region and are always contained
in or near the region of projection. It is true that, in favourable cases,
the dependently necessary conditions for this pervasion may /1ave been
contained in the pervaded region; viz., when there is an emitting region
and it coincides with the pervaded region. But, in the first place, there
may be no emitting region at all. (Cf. the visual situations of dreams, or
the case of the drunkard and his pink rats.) Secondly, there may be
an emitting region, but it may be quite remote from the pervaded
region. (Cf. mirror-images and aberration.) And lastly, even when
there is an emitting region and it coincides with the pervaded region,
common-sense is always wrong about the date of the relevant physical

1 The Mind and Its Place in Nature, p. 175.
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events in this region. It always assumes that they are contemporary
with the pervasion, whereas they are always earlier and may be earlier
by thousands of years.!

Now I want at the outset to clarify two points with respect to
Dr. Broad’s assertion that common sense holds that a certain
region which is pervaded by a certain colour would be pervaded
by this colour at this moment no matter what might be going on
elsewhere. In the first place, as I have already pointed out, Dr.
Broad’s use of the term ‘pervaded’ stems from his argument
that such characteristics as colour and shape do not literally
characterize physical objects as such, but can only ‘inhere-in-a-
place-from-a-place’. The essence of the Multiple Inherence
Theory (in terms of which Dr. Broad discusses the ‘causal
question’), it will be recalled, is the distinction between the
‘sensible’ and the ‘physical’ inherence of a quality in a place, and
the claim that the latter is not ultimate, but is to be defined in
terms of the former. The former, Dr. Broad told us, is the
fundamental and indefinable relation; and it is ‘irreducibly
triadic’, involving an essential reference to the pervading quality
(e.g.., ghade of colour), the pervaded region, and the region of
projection. The latter region refers to the locus of the observer,
or plac_e Jrom which the pervaded region appears to contain the
pervading quality. From all this it is clear that when Dr. Broad
speaks of a certain region as being ‘pervaded’ by a certain shade of
colour, he does not have in mind the common-sense proposition
that there is actually present in that region something which has
that shade of colour. Rather his use of the expression ‘the region
pervaded by a certain shade of colour’ refers only to that fact
Wh{ch in ordinary language might be expressed as ‘the region
which appears to contain a certain shade of colour’.

¥t would seem, then, that Dr. Broad is asserting in this third

“point of disagreement that common sense would hold that 2
certain region could appear to contain a certain colour regardless
of what might be going on elsewhere. Now if Dr. Broad is in fact
using the term ‘pervade’ here in the sense which I have described,
and hence does mean to assert this, then he is clearly in error as
to the view which he attributes to common sense. For certainly
irisa matter of common sense that unless someone were looking
at and seeing a given place, that place would not appear either to
1 Idem, pp. 175 f.
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be occupied or not to be occupied; for in that case it couldn’t
properly be said to appear at all. Inasmuch as the ‘region of
projection’ is by definition the place where the percipient indi-
vidual is, it follows of necessity that an indispensable condition
for any region to appear to be occupied is contained within the
region of projection. And hence it would be contrary to common
sense to hold that a given region could be ‘pervaded’, in this
sense, by a certain colour, ‘no matter what might be going on
elsewhere’.

It may be, however, that Dr. Broad here means to employ the
term ‘pervade’ in a neutral sense, so as to avoid the difficulty
which I have just pointed out. It may be that he is employing
the words ‘the pervasion of a certain region by a certain colour’
in an ambiguous sense, to mean simply the general, abstract
notion of the presence of a colour in a place—whether perceived
or not, and without begging the question of the proper analysis
of the concept ‘presence of a colour in a place’—in order to be
able to reaffirm his point that a colour is a quality such that it
can inhere only sensibly ‘in-a-place-from-a-place’, and to make
the further assertion that the ‘independently necessary and
sufficient conditions’ for the sensible inherence of a colour in a
place are always contained in or near the region of projection.

Even if the term ‘pervaded’ is used in this general sense, how-
ever, it is still not true that common sense would hold that
whenever a region is ‘pervaded’ by a certain colour, this region
would be pervaded by this colour at this moment no matter what
might be going on elsewhere. For common sense recognizes the
existence of hallucinations, after-images, and the like; and it
recognizes that when a certain region appears to be occupied by
a certain colour, it may be that that appearance is purely hallucin-
atory. And in that case the ‘presence’ of colour in that region at
that moment is not independent of what is going on elsewhere; for,
quite the contrary, it is solely a function of the condition of the
subject of that experience, who may be situated at a place quite
remote from the region which appears to be occupied.

The second point of clarification which I want to make at the
outset is this. It seems to me possible that the conclusions which
Dr. Broad draws from the causal considerations which are the
subject of this chapter are intended to follow only in conjunction
with the ‘logical argument’ which we considered in the preceding
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chapter, that the pervasion of a certain region by a certain colour
is a triadic relation and that the physical inherence of a colour
in a place is reducible to the notion of sensible inherence. Thus,
it may be that Dr. Broad’s assertion that common sense is wrong
in holding that the independently necessary and sufficient con-
ditions for the pervasion of a certain region by a certain colour
are contained in that region is not intended to be a further and
independent attack on common sense, but is merely a causal
consequence of his original ‘logical’ thesis. And in that case, I
believe that I have already replied satisfactorily to Dr. Broad’s
‘logical argument’, and, a forriori, to this causal consequence.

Be this as it may, however, Dr. Broad does argue as though the
causal considerations mentioned in this third point of disagree-
ment with common sense constitute at least independent support-
ing reasons for both the ‘logical’ thesis that colours only pervade
(i.e., ‘sensibly and triadically inhere in’) regions of space, and for
the ‘casual’ thesis (or consequence) that the independe.ntly
necessary and sufficient conditions for this to occur are contained
in the region of projection. And since Dr. Broad insists tl‘mt these
causal considerations must be recognized by any satisfactory
theory, I deem it necessary and worthwhile to consider them on
their own merit. Hence, though I cannot agree that colour Cafl
only inhere sensibly and triadically ‘in-a-place-from-a-place’,
I want to see to what extent, if any, we need grant even that t.he
‘independently necessary and sufficient conditions’ for the sensible
pervasion of a certain region by a certain colour ‘are never con-
tained in the pervaded region and are always contained in the
region of projection’.

5

With the preliminary comments out of the way, I want to begm
the discussion of Dr. Broad’s third point of disagreement with
common sense with a comment on the initial implausibility of
the contention that the independently necessary and sufficient
conditions for the pervasion of a region by a certain colour are
never contained in the pervaded region and are always contained
in or near the region of projection. Dr. Broad has said that the
direction of the pervaded region is the direction in which a normal
human being has to look in order to get the objective constituent
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under consideration into the middle of his visual field; and that
‘this is known to depend simply on what is going on in the
immediate neighbourhood of his eyes’.1 In defence of this state-
ment, he cites, for example, the situation in which a mirror
reflection may cause a certain place behind the mirror to be
occupied (‘pervaded’) in a certain way, when in fact that place
is not so occupied, and another place equidistant in front of the
mirror is so occupied.

Now I fail to see how this complication due to mirror reflection
(or, for that matter, any of the causal considerations which Dr.
Broad cites) justifies the conclusion that the direction, or the
position, or the qualitative characteristics of the pervaded region
is known to depend simply on what is going on in the immediate
neighbourhood of the observer’s eyes. For it seems undeniable
that what is occurring at the mirror, and the position of the mirror
—not to mention the position and characteristics of the object
which the mirror reflects—are very important factors in deter-
mining the position of the region which will appear to the observer
to be occupied, and the characteristics which that region will
appear to have. It is certainly true, as Dr. Broad says, that the
direction of the place of pervasion is determined by the direction
in which the light enters the observer’s eyes. But it is equally
clear that the direction in which the light enters the observer’s
eyes is determined both by the position of the mirror and the
position of the object from which the light is reflected in the
first place.

At the conclusion of his argument from complications due to
mirrors, however, Dr. Broad rephrases his thesis to read: ‘The
position of the pervaded region is zmmediately determined by
events in or close to the region of projection.’? And this provides
a clue to the understanding of what otherwise seems to be an
absurd claim. For if ‘immediately determined’ means ‘determined
chronologically last’, then Dr. Broad’s assertion becomes a mere
truism. Naturally the direction and the characteristics of the light
as it enters the observer’s eyes are the final determinants of the
position of the region which will appear to the observer to be
occupied, and of the characteristics which that region will appear
to him to have.

1 Idem, p. 165 (italics mine).
2 Idem, p. 166 (italics mine).
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This raises the point, then, of what, exactly, Dr. Broad means
by the phrase ‘the independently nccessary and sufficient material
conditions’. As I understand Dr. Broad’s explanation of this
phrase,! his argument runs something like this. In view of the
complications arising from mirror reflection, non-homogeneous
media, the finite velocity of light, and the effects of drugs and
morbid bodily states, it is necessary in the analysis of perceptual
situations to distinguish between the emitting region and its
characteristics, on the one hand, and the pervaded region and its
apparent characteristics, on the other. Inasmuch as the apparent
pervasion of a certain place by a given colour may occur for a
certain observer even when this place is actually unoccupied
physically, or when it is actually occupied by a totally different
set of characteristics, the conditions which are found within the
region of projection are themselves sufficient for determining the
place and characteristics of apparent pervasion. These conditions
are the events in the eyes, optic nerves and brain of the observer,
and the direction and characteristics of the light as it enters the
observer’s eyes. Moreover, inasmuch as these conditions arc
essential to any instance of apparent pervasion, regardless of
whether or not the pervaded region and the emitting region
coincide in place and agree in characteristics, they may be said to
be necessary conditions for a certain shade of colour to pervade a
certain external region from a certain region of projection. This
explains the qualifications ‘necessary and sufficient’.

Now if the foregoing is correct, then it is clear that the ‘micro-
scopic physical events’ in the emitting region are at best (i.e., in
the normal veridical case) only the necessary conditions of these
necessary conditions within the region of projection which are
the immediate determinants of the pervasion of the particular
region by the particular shade of colour. And a necessary con-
dition of a necessary condition may be called a ‘dependently’
necessary condition of that event.2 Hence, while the events in
in the region of projection may be described as independently
necessary and sufficient, the microscopic physical events in the
emitting region are thus only dependently necessary.3

1 Idem, pp. 167 fI.

2 Idem, p. 167.

3 At this pomt‘(idem,.pp,’..lég f.) Dr. Broad also undertakes to explain the impor-
tance _Of the term n‘}a(terxa}l in the phrase ‘the independently necessary and sufficient
material conditions’ ‘which occurs in his original answer to the ‘causal question’
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Turning now to discuss these arguments, admittedly Dr. Broad
may legitimately give whatever names he chooses to the distinc-
tions he chooses to make; but if he means not only to tag but also
to characterize the distinctions by the names he applies to them—
as I think he does—then we are entitled to examine the justification
for his characterizations. Now there is a sense in which it may
plausibly be argued that a necessary condition of a necessary
condition of an event as ‘dependently’ necessary. It may be
dependently necessary, for instance, in the sense that it can bring
about the given event only through the mediation of the tempor-
ally and geographically more immediate necessary conditions of
that event. Thus, if an event r is caused only by conditions g,
then ¢ is a necessary condition for #; and if conditions g are in turn
caused only by conditions p, then p is a necessary condition for
both ¢ and 7. It is a necessary condition for r, however, only in
virtue of its being a necessary condition for ¢ which operates
without further process to cause r. Hence, it may be argued that
though p is independently necessary for g, it is dependently
necessary for r; while g is independently necessary for r.

Applying this now to the analysis of perception, the condition
p would be the things and events occurring in the emitting region;
g would be the conditions within the region of projection; and
would be the fact that there is a certain place which appeared to
be pervaded by a certain shade of colour to the observer in the
region of projection. Obviously the things and events in the
emitting region can cause a certain region to appear to be pervaded
only through the causal mediation of the temporally and geo-
graphically more immediate conditions within the region of
projection. In this sense, then, the conditions within the emitting
region are dependently necessary for the pervasion of the given
region, while the conditions within the region of projection are
independently necessary.

Now so far as the foregoing is concerned, it is not at all clear
that there is a point of disagreement between Dr. Broad and the

(supra). His cxplanation is that ‘we cannot be completely certain that the sensible
inherence of such and such a shade of colour in such and such a place from a given
region of projection may not have psychical as well as physical conditions. Since
we cannot get a brain and nervous system like ours working properly without a
mind like ours . . .. Inasmuch as a satisfactory discussion of this point would
require a prolonged discussion of the concept ‘mind’ in Dr. Broad’s philosophy,
I shall pass up this point as leading us too far afield.
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common-sense view. I have already pointed out earlier that inas-
much as ‘pervasion’ refers to the appearance of being occupied,
common sense would agree that a necessary condition for a
region to be pervaded by a colour is that there be someone to
whom the region so appears. Even aside from this consideration,
however, I think it is also true that common sense would allow
that the conditions in or near the region of projection do play a
causally necessary role in the psycho-physical process whereby a
certain region appears to a percipient individual to be pervaded
by a particular set of characteristics. For it is a matter of common
k.nowledge that we see objects via their emission or reflection of
pght; and it is platitudinous that the final link in the causal chain
involves the sensory apparatus of the percipient individual. Far
from denying this fact, common sense explicitly employs it in
order to explain those instances of erroneous perception which
are due to such factors as colour-blindness, eyestrain, the effects of
firugs, non-homogeneous media, etc., within the region of pro-
jection. And finally, inasmuch as ‘independently’ necessary means,
as we have seen, immediately necessary, it follows that in acknow-
ledging the conditions within the region of projection to be the
final necessary causal link for a certain place to be occupied,
f:.ommon sense 1s also agreeing that—in Dr. Broad’s terms—the
independently’ necessary conditions for the pervasion of a certain
plaf:e by a CCI.'tair.l shade of colour are contained in or close to the
Zf)zfilgﬁigfl fﬂfﬁ::ﬁh For common s_eqse x-vould not deny that the

: ¢ region of projection arc temporally and
geogr_aphlca_lly more immediate or final than any preceding
conditions in the causal chain outside the region of projection.

6

That the region of projection contains the ‘independently
neces.sary’ conditions for the pervasion of a certain place by a
certain shade of colour is not, then, a point of issue with common
sense. The real issue, I believe, centres in Dr. Broad’s contention
that the conditions within the region of projection are sufficient
as yvel.l as independently necessary. Now in the terminology of
logic, it is true, one event is a sufficient condition for another event
if the latter always occurs when the former does. One event is a
necessary condition for another event if the former always occurs
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when the latter does. Thus a given event is both a sufficient and a
necessary condition for another only if the second occurs when-
ever the first does, and does not occur when the first does not.
From this, it must be admitted, it follows that the conditions
which are to be found in the region of projection are both neces-
sary and sufficient for the sensible pervasion of a given region by
a certain shade of colour. For it is true, of course, that in order
for anyone to see a coloured object in a given place, the light
from the object must reach his eyes, and he must have properly
functioning visual apparatus. In this respect, the conditions in
the region of projection are necessary; and those in the emitting
region are not sufficient. Again, it would seem that whenever the
light from the emitting region did reach the eyes of an observer
with normally functioning visual apparatus, that observer would
certainly see a given place (normally the emitting region) as
pervaded. And in this sense the conditions within the region
of projection may also be said to be sufficient.

Now I do not think that the common-sense individual would
want to take issue with Dr. Broad on the fact that if the light
from the emitting region did reach the eyes of a normal observer,
this would be sufficient for the observer to see a given place as
occupied. But I think that the following common-sense objection
can be raised against Dr. Broad’s contention that the conditions
and events within the region of projection are independently
necessary and sufficient for a given region to appear to be occu-
pied. Dr. Broad’s assertion seems to suggest that the events in
the emitting region are at best causally adventitious to the per-
ception of that region as being occupied. It is as though he were
saying that the sole difference between an hallucinatory visual
experience in which a certain external place appears to be occu-
pied, and a veridical experience of the same type and content,
is that in the latter case there merely happens to be an actual
object in that place—i.e., there merely happens to be an ‘emitting
region’ as well as a ‘pervaded region’, and the two merely happen
to coincide. Now the point I want to make is this. Granting that
there is a purely technical sense in which the conditions within
the region of projection may be held in either case to be ‘sufficient’
for a given place to appear to be pervaded, there is still a very
important difference between an hallucinatory experience and a
veridical one. There is a sense in which it is true that the
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conditions and events within the region of projection are sufficient
for the occurrence of an. kallucinatory visual experience of a given
external place as being occupied, but in which it is not likewise
true for the occurrence of a veridical experience of the same type.
The difference between the former sense and this latter one is
between the purely logical meaning of the term ‘sufficient’ and
the causal, physical connotation.

Consider, for example, a visual after-image which occurs when
we stare intently at a bright light and then look away. In this
qxperience a certain external region may appear to be pervaded by
light of a certain colour and shade when in fact no such light
physically occupies that region. When this is the case, it is clear
that it is the events in the region of projection alonec—i.e., the
mental and physiological conditions of the observer—which give
rise to the visual experience. In this case the events in the region
of projection are not only Jogically sufficient for the given external
T€glon to appear to be occupied, but they are also causally com-
plete and sufficient. But now consider the situation in which
under. normal conditions we look at a certain place which actually
contains a physical object of a given colour and shade, and we
see tt}at place as being occupied by that particular object. In this
case It may also be said that the logically sufficient conditions
fo‘r the occurrence of our visual perception of the object are con-
tained within the -region of projection. For so long as there is a
?t?fnr?j;tggs.ervﬁr in the region of projectio.n and his eyes are
have the vilsn tl ¢ proper way, no_thl'ng more is needec.i for .h1m to
in view of V‘111;11 experience. But it is .perfectly cleal_r in th{s case,
the physiolo athe_ 1_<no,w of geometrical z_md p1_1y31ca1 optics and
Broad himseflgt}‘] ol vision —t'h.e causal considerations to whlch .Dr.
in the region Oafppea_ls in raising the problem—thgt.the con.dmons
relevant 1o the projection are not the.only con.dmons Whl?h are
veridical pop perception of this particular object. For this is a
situation t1030 ceptual situation; and for a veridical perceptual
condition in EE?ICUI”, 1t is not enot'lgh.that thg observer be in a certain
an actual ‘emi:tei region of, projection. It is essential that there be
light from its Sul;fg region’ containing a physical ob;ect,.and t_hat
white light travellrc'lce I:each h1s_eyes in the normal fas:h1or1—1.e.,

eneous med: Ing 1n a straight line through a fairly homo-
geneous medium. And this clearly takes us outside the region of
projection.
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Dr. Broad is content to limit his account of even the normal
perceptual process to the observer in the region of projection and
to the light immediately entering the observer’s eyes from a given
direction. But this is not acceptable to common sense. For it is a
matter of common observation and knowledge that the light
which enters the observer’s eyes in the region of projection has,
in normal cases, an external origin. As Dr. Broad himself admits,
the physical events within the region of projection, of course, have
physical causes outside this region in the emitting region. But if
Dr. Broad admits this, in what way, then, is the common-sense
notion incorrect? Common sense would not deny that the inde-
pendently necessary conditions—in the sense that Dr. Broad
apparently intends—for a certain region to appear to be occupied
by a certain colour are contained in or near the region of pro-
jection. Nor is Dr. Broad’s argument that if the light from the
emitting region does reach the eyes of the observer with normally
functioning visual apparatus, this is sufficient for the observer to
see a given place as occupied, in any way contrary to common
sense. Common sense would insist, it is true, that such a fore-
shortened view of the normal perceptual process is artificial;
because when we do perceive an object under normal conditions
and see it where and as it is, the conditions and events in the
region of projection are obviously not the whole story. The light
emitted from the object in the emitting region is indispensably
necessary to produce and determine zhar particular visual situa-
tion, even though the visual situations of dreams or those of the
drunkard and his pink rats do have their causally sufficient
conditions entirely within the region of projection. But Dr.
Broad admits, as I have said, that normal perceptual situations
do have external physical causes; and though he emphasizes the
importance of the conditions and events within the region of
projection as having the ‘final say’, so to speak, as to the location
and characteristics of the region which will appear to the observer
to be occupied, I cannot believe that he would deny that the
actual conditions and events in the emitting region uniquely
affect and determine the conditions in the region of projection
which are the immediate or independently necessary conditions
for this to occur. (For if the object in the emitting region absorbs
and reflects light with the wavelength frequency of red, for
example, this certainly will determine and affect the conditions
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and events in the region of projection differently from an object
which absorbs and reflects light with the wavelength frequency
of, say, green; and if the emitting region is located far to the left
of the observer, the region which will appear to him to be occupied
will certainly be different from that when the emitting region is
nearby and at his right.) And finally, I do not think that Dr,
Broad could deny that in the normal case the ‘final say’ of the
‘independently necessary’ conditions in the region of projection
but acquiesces, so to speak, in the ‘earlier say’ which the ‘depend-
ently necessary’ conditions in the emitting region have with
respect to the location and characteristics of the region which
will appear to the observer to be occupied. For where there are
no complications due to mirror-images, non-homogeneous media,
astigmatism, or the like, the actual location and characteristics
of the emitting region are the only contingent determining
factors.1

In view of all this, then, I conclude that Dr. Broad has not as
yet shown either that the common-sense view cannot be accepted,
or even that there is any point of issue between his view and that
of common sense, other than a purely verbal one. Dr. Broad
tells us that common sense holds that ‘the independently necessary
and sufficient conditions for the pervasion of a certain region are
contained in zkar region’. If this is what the common-sense view
comes to in his terms, very well. But then Dr. Broad ought not to
employ these terms to mean anything other than what common
sense intends. The truth is, however, that the proposition which
he understands by these words which he attributes to common
sense is not one which common sense either denies or affirms.

! The qualification ‘contingent’ is necessary in view of Dr. Broad’s statement
that the distance of the region which will appear to the observer to be occupied ‘is
presumably determined by traces left in (his] brain by past visual situations and |
correlate bodily movements in cases where the vision really was direct and through
a homogeneous medium’ (Idem, p. 166). Inasmuch as Dr. Broad includes such
neural considerations in what he calls the ‘independently necessary and sufficient
conditions’ in the region of projection, it is true that even in the normal case the
actual I'oqation and characteristics of the emitting region are not the sole factors
determining the location and characteristics of the region which will appear to the
observer o be occupied. Nevertheless, in normal cases the actual location and
;haractgrlstlps of the emitting region are the only unique or variable determinants
in the sx'tuatloln. The traces left in the observer’s brain and nervous system and the
correlation with bodily movements are established relatively early; and they con-

stitute for all practical purposes a constant set of conditions which he brings to all
subsequent sensory experience.
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Whether the ‘independently necessary and sufficient conditions
for the pervasion of a certain region by a certain colour’—in the
technical sense in which Dr. Broad uses these terms—are con-
tained in the ‘pervaded region’ or in the ‘region of projection’
are philosophers’ subtleties which do not enter into the practical
concerns of everyday life from which the common-sense notion
and language about perception derive. What common sense does
hold is simply the empirical fact that—taking these words in
their ordinary sense—we do very often perceive the actual location
and characteristics of objects, and that when we do, this is
causally determined by the actual external physical state of
affairs. And this, as Dr. Broad admits, in effect, is true. Thus, it is
clear that the disagreement with common sense is not actual.

7

The preceding considerations notwithstanding, I want now to
discuss the last item in Dr. Broad’s third point of supposed
disagreement with common sense. This argument concerning the
location of the independently necessary and sufficient conditions
for the pervasion of a certain region by a certain colour is that
cven when there is an emitting region and it coincides with the
pervaded region, there is a discrepancy between the date at which
the region is pervaded and the date at which the relevant physical
events occur in this region. Common sense, Dr. Broad tells us,
is in error in that it always assumes that the relevant physical
events in the emitting region are contemporary with the per-
vasion; whereas, due to the finite velocity of ligh?, they are always
carlier and may be earlier by thousands of years. Thus, when one
looks at a distant star, it might very well be that the star is no
longer physically occupying the distant region where it appears
to be; in fact, it may actually have disintegrated long before.

With respect to this argument, I want to consider first the
extent to which the finite velocity of light justifies the assertion
that the independently necessary and sufficient conditions for the
pervasion of a certain region are contained in that region. In line
with the discussion in the preceding section, I think that the
following point is inescapable. The date at which the light (by
means of which the observer sees the object) leaves the surface of
that object will, regardless of the time required for that light to
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reach the observer, determine the date at which that object
appears to the observer to occupy a certain place. Clearly, if the
ray of light which an observer sees at a given moment from a
distant star had been emitted from an even more distant star,
the date of emission of that particular ray of light would have had
to be proportionately earlier. Again, if a certain quiescent star
should suddenly flare up into a nova, it is likewise clear that the
date at which this appears to an observer on earth is determined
by the date at which the relevant physical events occurred. For
if they had occurred much later, obviously the star would still
appear to be quiescent. These considerations show that while it
may be true enough that the events in the region of projection
are the zmmediately necessary and sufficient conditions for the
observer to see a certain region as pervaded, it is still also true
that they are themselves (in non-hallucinatory cases) ultimately
determined by the actual events in the emitting region. No matter
what happens to the light from the distant star during its journey
to earth and into the region of projection, and no matter how
long this journey may take, the final apparent characteristics of
the light and the date at which the distant region will appear
to be occupied by this particular star are as much the resultant
of the original events in the emitting region as of the subsequent
events in the region of projection. The psycho-physical process
of perception is a continuous one and cannot plausibly be
separated.

I want to consider next Dr. Broad’s assertion that common
sense always assumes that the relevant physical events in the
emitting region “are contemporary with the pervasion of this
region, and that hence common sense is always wrong about the
date of the former. Now it is true that visual perception of objects
occurs via the medium of light rays reflected or emitted from
objects. And inasmuch as sight occurs ‘at a distance’, so to speak,
and inasmuch as the velocity of light is measurably finite, it
would seem on first consideration that we always sce objects as
they were rather than as they are. This argument seems especially
compelling when we consider the case of seeing a distant star.
Because of the great distance of the stars from the earth, it is, of
course, possible that some of the stars which now appear to us to
occupy certain regions in the heavens may long ago have left
those particular regions, and may even have disintegrated and
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ceased to exist as stars. In such cases, it must be admitted, the
date at which it appears that a star is at a given place may not
accord with the date at which it actually is or was at this place.
And it would seem that the perception of nearby objects differs
from the perception of distant stars only in degree, and that there
must inevitably be some lag between the date at which the light
that stimulates our eyes leaves the surface of the object, and the
date at which it reaches our eyes. Thus, Dr. Broad would seem
here to be raising a valid objection to the common-sense belief
about perception.

But now I do not think that this argument, which seems so
plausible on first consideration, is really tenable. To begin with,
let us consider the assertion that common sense always assumes
that the ‘relevant physical events’ in the ‘emitting region’ are
contemporary with the pervasion of this region. So far as I can
make out, what Dr. Broad must mean by the ‘relevant physical
events’ is the reflection or emission of the light rays from the
surface of an object. Now if he does mean this, then I think he is
clearly mistaken in what he is attributing to common sense. For,
were the average common-sense individual to know anything
about the physics of visual perception, I think it is highly unlikely
that he would hold so absurd a notion as that the light from the
surface of an object could traverse a finite distance without
consuming any time in the journey. The truth is that the common-
sense notion about perception has nothing to do with light rays
leaving the surface of objects. What common-sense does hold,
rather, is that the objects which we see are where they appear
to be at the time we see them. Now we have seen that in the case
of distant stars it may be that the star which appears to be in a
certain region of the heavens may no longer be there. And I
think it must be granted that very likely most common-sense
individuals are not aware of this fact. Hence it would seem that
many common-sense observers may be mistaken in what they
implicitly believe about the simultaneity of some visual situations
involving distant stars.

It is quite another matter, however, when we ask whether
common sense is mistaken in what it believes about ordinary
perceptual situations, involving relatively nearby objects. Here
I think it can be shown that what common sense holds about the
simultaneous presence of the object at the place at the place where
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it is seen is not at all untenable in the sense in which common
sense holds this. Now again it must be borne in mind that the
common-sense individual normally has no occasion either to
affirm or to deny the simultaneous presence of an object which
he sees. And so it is very unlikely that he has any clearly formu-
lated opinion about this question. Nevertheless, I think it must be
granted that there is in some respect an element of simultaneity
implicitly involved in the common-sense notion of perception.
The common-sense observer does implicitly hold, I believe, that
the objects which he sees under normal circumstances are actually
‘there’ at the time he sees them, and that, allowing for minor
inaccuracies of discrimination, they actually have the character-
istics at that time which they appear to him to have. But now, if
this proposition is to be an accurate rendering of what common
sense does actually assume implicitly about perception, and not
merely a straw man to serve the purposes of Dr. Broad’s argu-
ment, then the phrase ‘at the time he sees them’ must be under-
stood not in the sense of a theoretical ‘instant’, but rather as a
roughly-defined experienceable period of duration, of sufficient
length for the observer to discern his error if he is mistaken. For
I think that whatever beliefs common scnsc does hold about
perception are only such as have practical significance for concrete
experience. If we bear this in mind, then I think it can be shown
that common sense is quite correct in what it means to hold.

Suppose we are looking at a static nearby object, steadily, for
all of a given minute. Now the speed of light, it will be recalled,
is approximately 186,000 miles per second; and this means that
for any object within a range of one mile from us, the time required
for the light from its surface to reach our eyes is 1/186,000th of
second, or less. Thus, it is clear that if we were to judge at any
given time after 1/186,000th of the first second of the given
minute has elapsed, that we are seeing the object as it is during tha:
given minute, we would be correct. For, the time it takes for the
light rays to reach our eyes notwithstanding, the fact remains
that the object is revealed to us as it is at some time during the
given minute. But now it is also clear, in view of the enormous
speed of light, that we could correctly make this judgment even
if the period specified were reduced to a single second. It would
still be true, so long as it was made after the first 1/186,000th
part of that second had elapsed, that we were seeing the object
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as it was at that time—i.e., at some time during the given second.
If the judgment were made before the first 1/186,000th part of
this second had elapsed, moreover, it would still be true, of course,
for a slightly earlier period of one second which overlapped it.
But, then, it is obvious that it would also be true for any period
of time that the common-sense individual would have in mind.
For any such period would at least be long enough for the observer
to have the visual experience with respect to which he entertains
the implicit belief that the object he sees is ‘there’ at the time he
sees it. And this would certainly exceed (in the case of relatively
nearby objects) the infinitesimal time lag due to the finite velocity
of light.

To sum up the point, then, the period of time intended in the
common-sense belief that the objects we see are ‘there’ when and
as we see them, is not a theoretical instant, but is rather an
appreciable duration. The time required for the light to reach
our eyes from nearby objects is so minute as to defy even careful
scientific measurement, let alone unaided perceptual discrimina-
tion; and hence it is well within the roughly defined limits intended
in the common-sense belief. It is so short, in fact, in the vast
majority of cases, that even before we are able to entertain any
doubts about the simultaneity of the object we are seeing with
our visual experience of it, succeeding light rays at once confirm
its continuous unchanging presence. In no case of direct visual
perception except that of seeing stellar bodies, or, perhaps,
rapidly moving objects, does the finite velocity of light raise the
possibility that we are ‘seeing something’ which is no longer
‘there’ at the time we see it. And thus it is clear that Dr. Broad’s
reference to the finite velocity of light does not really challenge
this belief insofar as ordinary cases of perception are concerned,
so long as the belief is understood in the sense in which common
sense holds it. '

We have seen, then, in examining the three points on which
Dr. Broad alleges common sense to be in error, that none of the
causal considerations which he cites are fatal to the common-sense
notion of perception. Though mirror-images, jaundice, and the
finite velocity of light may sometimes complicate perceptual
situations, there is nothing about such abnormal cases which
contradicts common-sense beliefs, or which cannot be adequately
explained in common-sense terms. And when the perceptual
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situation is normal, as Dr. Broad himself recognizes, theré is not
even prima facte reason to suppose that the common-sense View
cannot be maintained. The net result of the arguments in this
chapter and the preceding one has been to show that the common-
sense notions about perception and the characteristics of ppysical
objects are perfectly correct in the sense in which they are held

and in which they must be understood.
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CHAPTER VI

THE SENSUM THEORY

N Chapter IV we saw that the problem which Dr. Broad feels -
concerning the different appearances which an object may
present from different perspectives and under different

conditions leads him to conclude that ‘we are tied down to three
alternatives, each almost as distasteful to common sense as t_he
others’. Thus far I have considered two of these three alternative
solutions which Dr. Broad describes: the Multiple Inherenc-e
Theory and the Multiple Relation Theory of Appearing. In this
chapter I want to consider the third, which Dr. Broad himself
favours: the Sensum Theory. )

Like the two we have already considered, the solution which
the Sensum Theory provides similarly turns out upon careful
examination to be merely verbal in character. But the considera-
tion of this ‘theory’ is of special importance for the argument of
the essay. For as I shall try to show, the Sensum Theory is not
merely, like the others, gratuitous, but is actually assumed by
Dr. Broad, in its essential aspects, from the outset, and is thus the
source of the very pseudo-problem the ‘alternative theories’ are
supposed to solve.

X

As we saw, Dr. Broad divides the three alternatives into two
major types. One type tries to keep the common-sense view that
the objective constituents of some visual situations are literzglly
spatio-temporal parts of the particular physical objects which
we are said to be ‘seeing’; the other abandons this claim. The
theories which we have already considered are both of the first
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type. The Multiple Inherence Theory, we have seen, replies to
the problem of the apparent inconsistency of the different appear-
-ances of an object with the postulation that ‘the physical object
can be both constant and variable in its spatial characteristics
within the same stretch of time’. This ‘distasteful alternative’,
as I have shown, is Dr. Broad’s rendering of the notion that
sensible characteristics such as shape, size and colour ought
to be regarded—in view of their apparent variability with position
and conditions—not as ‘intrinsic’ properties of objects, but rather
as characteristics the specification of which should involve an
essential reference to a ‘region of projection’ or observer-at-a-
certain-place-of-observation.

The Multiple Relation Theory of Appearing, on the other
hand,. meets the alleged problem by holding that the objective
constituents of the supposedly incompatible perceptual situa-
tions ‘can have qualities which are different from and incon-
sistent with those which they seem on careful inspection to
have’. And this ‘distasteful alternative’, as we saw, turns out,
on careful inspection, to be nothing more than the familiar
common-sense view that a statement of the form: “This looks
plue from here’ (asserted of a given object seen under non-
ideal conditions), is not necessarily incompatible with a state-
ment of the form: “This s really green’, asserted of the same
object.

The third alternative which Dr. Broad presents is of the second
type. This, the Sensum Theory, abandons the common-sense
View that the objective constituents of visual situations can be
literally spatio-temporal parts of external objects, and assumes
that they are always objects in their own right, ‘particular existents
of a peculiar kind’, Unlike the Multiple Inherence Theory, the
Ser}sum Theory does not maintain that the different appearances
\g‘h.lch a round penny, for example, presents under different con-
p:rltoii:li lirrli tir_om diﬁ”eren_t perspecti\_/es, all actu.ally' ‘inhere’ in one
the Multin] ject, ffom different regions of projection. And unlike

ple Relation Theory, which in effect denies ‘that we are
?Nv;'gziovizghmg that real_ly tselliptical when we have tf.le e.xperienc’e

d which press by saying that the penny looks e'lhpncal to us’,
in whic issumes a unique and unanalysable multiple relation of

appearing: > the Sensum Theory involves ‘a peculiar kind of
object—an ‘appearance”’; and it holds that ‘such objects actually
172



THE SENSUM THEORY

do have the characteristics which the physical object seems to
have’.1

The Sensum Theory, Dr. Broad explains,2 allows that the
objective constituents of perceptual situations really do have all
those positive characteristics which they seem on careful inspec-
tion to have. And it allows that these characteristics inhere in these
objective constituents ‘in the straightforward dyadic way in
which common sense supposes them to do’. No doubt, says Dr.
Broad, the objective constituents ‘are really extended; they really
last for so long; they really have certain shapes, sizes, colours,
etc.; and some at least of them stand in spatial and temporal
relations to each other’. At this point, however, the Sensum
Theory departs from common sense. For on this theory, the
objective constituents ‘are not, in any plain straightforward
sense, in the one Physical Space in which physical objects are
supposed to be; and between pairs of them which are connected
with different observers there are no simple and straightforward
spatial or temporal relations’. Thus, the Sensum Theory cannot
admit that when a man says that he is ‘seeing and feeling the
same object’, there is in general a common objective constituent
to his visual and his tactual situations, Dr. Broad tells us. Nor
can it admit that the visual situations of a number of observers
who say that they are ‘seeing the same object’ contain a common
objective constituent. And finally, it cannot admit that, when we
say that we are ‘seeing a certain physical object’, the objective
constituent of our visual situation is in general a spatio-temporal
part of the physical object which we say that we are ‘seeing’.

Dr. Broad writes:

The objective constituents of perceptual situations are, on this view,
particular existents of a peculiar kind; they are not physical, as we
have seen; and there is no reason to suppose that they are either states
of mind or existentially mind-dependent. In having spatial character-
istics, colours, etc., they resemble physical objects, as ordinarily
conceived; but in their privacy and their dependence on the body, if

v Scientific Thought, p. 237. The preceding chapters of this essay have been con-
cerned with Dr. Broad’s argument mainly as it occurs in Ch. IV (‘Sense-Perception
and Matter’) of The Mind and Its Place in Nature (1925). In this chapter I refer
also to his somewhat more detailed and expanded statement of his views in Chs.
VII and VIII (“Matter and Its Appearances’, and ‘The Theory of Sensa, and the
Critical Scientific Theory’) of Scientific Thought (1923).

2 The Mind and Its Place in Nature, pp. 181 ff.
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not the mind, of the observer they are more like mental states. I give
the name of ‘sensa’ to the objective constituents of perceptual situa-
tions, on the supposition that they are nor literally parts of the physical
object which we are supposed to be ‘perceiving’, and that they are
transitory particulars of the peculiar kind which I have just been
describing. And I call the theory which assumes the cxistence of such
particulars “The Sensum Theory’.!

Thus, instead of trying either to preserve the view that the
objective constituents of visual situations are literally parts of
external physical objects, or to reconcile the different appear-
ances of what is commonly held to be a single object (as do the
former two theories which we have considered—neither of which
accords very well with common sense, anyway, Dr. Broad
believes), the Sensum Theory abandons both attempts and
advises common sense ‘to follow the example of Judas Iscariot,
and ‘““go out and hang itself’’’.2 The solution whicl it proposes
instead is, in effect, to change the subject. The different appearances
which a circular penny, for example, present to a number of differ-
ent observers, or to a single observer from different places, are
no longer held to constitute a common objective constituent which
is literally a part of that one physical object which the single
ol_)server or the several observers are said, on the common-sense
view, to be seeing. Rather, the statement that the round penny
(seen from an oblique perspective) looks to me elliptical is
analysed, on the Sensum Theory, into ‘a statement which
involves tt}e actual existence of an elliptical object, which stands
In a certain cognitive relation to me on the one hand, and in
another relation, yet to be determined, to the round penny’.3

N.ow on the previous two theories, Dr. Broad observes, the
relat%on of the objective constituent to the physical object was
relatlyely direct and simple; in favourable cases the objective
consntuer}t was held to be quite literally a spatio-temporal part of
the perceived object. But on the Sensum Theory, which does not
admit this, the relation is more complicated and less direct than

. © Idem, pp. 181 f. Writing in 1923, Dr. Broad says: “This type of theory, though
it has been much mixed up with irrelevant matter, and has never been clearly
staE‘ed and worl.«:d‘out till our own day, is of respectable antiquity. The doctrine
of representative ideas” is the traditional and highly muddled form of it. It lies at
the basis of such works as Russell’s Lowell Lectures on the External World.’ (Scientific
Thought, p. 238.)

2 The Mind and Its Place in Nature, p. 186. 3 Scientific Thought, pp. 237 £.
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common sense believes. On the Sensum Theory, the analysis of
the proposition: “The physical object which I am now perceiving
appears to have the determinate characteristics ¢’, Dr. Broad tells
us, would yield the following meaning:

There is a certain sensum s which is the objective constituent of this
perceptual situation. This actually has the characteristic ¢ which I
can detect in it by inspection, and it has this characteristic in a straight-
forward dyadic way. And there is a certain physical object o, to which
this sensum has a certain relation R which it has to no other physical
object. In virtue of this relation the sensum s is said to be ‘an appear-
ance of” the physical object 0.1

On this theory, then, Dr. Broad tells us, when we say that
several people perceive the same physical object o0 and the same
part of it, we must mean that their several perceptual situations
contain as objective constituents the sensa s, §, . . . etc., and
that all of them are appearances of the same physical object o.
These analyses, Dr. Broad points out, contain an unanalysed
factor, the relation R of ‘being an appearance of’. This relation
i1s not that of spatio-temporal part to spatio-temporal whole.
Many different sensa can be appearances of one physical object,
and even of precisely the same part of this object; but, he further
explains, one sensum cannot, in this sense, be an appearance of
several physical objects. “There is a certain physical object.and a
certain part of it which can be called “‘the part of the physical
object which has this sensum as an appearance”.’2

At this point, according to Dr. Broad, the Sensum Theory
can take one of two courses with respect to the relation of objec-
tive constituents or sensa to ‘physical objects’. It may abandon
the common-sense notion of physical objects and hold ‘with
Berkeley that what are manifested by sensa are volitions in God’s
mind; or with Leibniz that what are manifested by sensa are
collections of minds; or with Russell that the sensa which are the
objective constituents of perceptual situations are a small selection
out of certain larger groups of interrelated sensa, and that these
groups are the only physical objects that there are’.3 The second
course would be to try to keep as close to the common-sense
notion of physical objects as possible. The latter course, says
Dr. Broad, leads to the ‘Critical Scientific Theory’, which is the

Y The Mind and Its Place in Nature, p. 182.
2 Idem, p. 183. 3 Ibid.
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‘tacit assumption of natural scientists, purged of its incons
cies, and stated in terms of the Sensum Theory’; but he does 10t
believe that this is an ultimately satisfactory position.!

Dr. Broad, as I have said, favours the Sensum Theory over the
two theories which we have already considered as alternatives
to the common-sense view. Writing in 1923 of the Multlpl-e
Relation Theory of Appearing, Dr. Broad says: “Theories of this
type have been suggested lately by Professor Dawes Hicks and
by Dr. G. E. Moore. So far, they have not been worked out in any
great detail, but they undoubtedly deserve careful attention.’
These remarks notwithstanding, however, there can be no doubt
that Dr. Broad’s predilection is all for the Sensum or ‘Object’
type theory, rather than for the Multiple Relation Theory which,
as we have seen, is hardly more than a formal statement O the
common-sense view. Though he tells us that he does not regar

‘the argument for the Sensum Theory as absolutely conclusive;
‘because I am inclined to think that the Multiple Relation Theory
can explain these facts also’, nevertheless the treatment of P~
ception in Scientific Thought, at least, is entirely in terms of the
notion of sensa; and he pleads that it must at least be admitted
that the sensum theory is ‘highly plausible’.3

In The Mind and Its Place in Nature, on the other hand, whers
as we have seen, he does give some attention to the Multiple
Relation Theory and to the Multiple Inherence Theory, before
presenting the Sensum Theory, Dr. Broad concludes, following
a consideration of the three alternatives, that:

isten-

‘The upshot of this discussion seems to me to be that, on the whole;
there are no greater objections to the Sensum Theory than to the other
theories, and that the other theories have no positive advantages OV¢T
the Sensum Theory when carefully considered. And, as the Sensum
Tr}e‘_)ry does not require to assume Absolute Space-time as a Pre”
€xisting matrix, while the other theories apparently do, the balance 0
advantage seems to be slightly on the side of the Sensum Theory.*

Now I have already shown that the fact that an object presents
d%fferent appearances under different conditions and from
different perspectives does not constitute any real problem for
the common-sense view of perception; and that, quite on the
contrary, there are perfectly adequate explanations for such

U Cf. Scientific Thought, p. 282 2 Idem, p. 237
3 Idemn, p. 240. 4 P. 195.
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phenomena in common-sense terms which do not require the
questionable services of either the Multiple Inherence Theory OF
the Multiple Relation Theory of Appearing. Consequently there
would be little point in following Dr. Broad in the intricacies of
whether or not these theories do ‘require to assume Absolute
Space-Time as a pre-existing matrix’, whatever this might mean.
However, I do want to try to make clear just why Dr. Broad
finds so bizarre and complicated a notion as the Sensum Theory,
which requires us to assume the existence of such peculiar non-
physical, non-mental ‘entities’ as sensa, ar «ll plausible, let alone
more plausible than the familiar and pragmatically Success_ful
common-sense view. And I think that the answer to this question
lies not in such technical matters as whether or not the alternative
theories involve ‘Absolute Space-Time as a pre-existing matrix’,
but rather in the more fundamental matter of Dr. Broad’s analysis
of perception, as I shall try to show presently.

2

The Multiple Relation Theory and the common-sense view,
as I have already indicated, have one important thing in common
which distinguishes them from the Sensum Theory and from
the Multiple Inherence Theory. This is that they in effect deny
that when a round penny, for example, appears to us to be ellip-
tical (in the sense in which this might be said when the penny is
viewed from an oblique -perspective), there is anything that
‘really is’ elliptical which we can properly be said to be seeing.
Now in support of the Sensum Theory, Dr. Broad offers three
examples to show that it is highly plausible to take the view that
in all such cases there really is something of which we are aware
that really has the characteristics which the physical object seems
to have: viz., a ‘sensum’. The three examples are designed to make
clear the distinction between sensa and physical objects. Let us
examine them briefly.

Dr. Broad’s first example is concerned with the already familiar

case of the elliptical appearance which a round penny presents
when seen from the side:

When I look at a penny from the side I am certainly aware of some-
thing; and it is certainly plausible to hold that this something is
clliptical in the same plain sense in which a suitably bent piece of
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wire, looked at from straight above, is elliptical. If, in fact, nothing
elliptical is before my mind, it is very hard to understand why the
penny should seem elliptical rather than of any other shape.!

The second example which Dr. Broad presents involves the
case of looking at a straight stick which is half in water and half
in air. In such cases, Dr. Broad points out, we say that the stick
looks bent. However, he observes:

- - - we certainly do not mean by this that we mistakenly judge it to be
bent; we generally make no such mistake. We are aware of an obj'ect
which is very much like what we should be aware of if we were looking
at a stick with a physical kink in it, immersed wholly in air. The most
obvious analysis of the facts is that, when we judge that a straight
stick looks bent, we are aware of an object which really #s bent, and
which is related in a peculiarly intimate way to the physically straight
stick. The relation cannot be that of identity; since the same thing
cannot at once be bent and straight in the same sense of these words.
If there be nothing with a kink in it before our minds at the moment,
why should we think then of kinks at all, as we do when we say that
the stick looks bent? No doubt we can quite well mistakenly believe a
property to be present which is really absent, when we are dealing
with something which is only known to us indirectly, like Julius
Caesar or the North Pole. But in our example we are dealing with a
concrete visible object which is bodily present to our senses; and it
1s very hard to understand how we could seem to ourselves to see the
property of bentness exhibited in a concrete instance, if in fact noching
Was present to our minds that possessed that property.?

Finally, Dr. Broad’s third example has to do with the assertion
which he says scientists often make, that physical objects are not
‘really’ red or hot. “We are not at present concerned with the
truth or falsehood of this strange opinion,” Dr. Broad tells us,
‘but only with its application to our present problem.’

When a scientist looks at a penny stamp or burns his mouth with a
potato he has exactly the same sort of experience as men of baser
clay, who know nothing of the scientific theories of light and heat.
The visual experience seems to be adequately described by saying
that each of them is aware of a red patch of approximately square
shape. If such patches be not in fact red, and if people be not in fact
aware of such patches, where could the notion of red or of any other

U Scientific Thought, p. 240.
2 Idem, p. 241.
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colour have come from? The scientific theory of colour would have
nothing to explain, unless people really are aware of patches under
various circumstances which really do have different colours. . . .
Thus we seem forced to the view that there are at least hot and coloured
scnsa; and, if we accept the scientific view that physical objects are
neither hot nor coloured, it will follow that sensa cannot be identified
with physical objects.?

I want now to comment briefly on each of these examples.
Concerning the first, I do not think that anything more is required
to be said than I have already said in the discussion of the similar
argument in Chapter IV. As Dr. Broad himself concedes, he is
inclined to think that the Multiple Relation Theory can explain
these facts also. And I have shown that, stripped of its formal
phraseology, the Multiple Relation Theory is nothing but the
common-sense view.

Turning next to the second example, I think this too may be
disposed of fairly quickly. What Dr. Broad is concerned with is
how it is possible that in looking at a straight stick immersed
partly in air and partly in water, we should see it as having a kink
in it. The stick has no kink in it actually, yet we do see something
which has a kink in it. Now the scientific explanation of this
phenomenon is, of course, a matter of common knowledge. It is
to be found in physical optics. We know that in such a situation
we should be seeing the stick through two different media; and
we know that the refractive powers of these two media, air and
water, differ, water being more dense than air. In passing from
the denser medium to the less dense, the light which is reflected
to our eyes from that part of the stick which is immersed in the
water is bent away from the perpendicular; while the light which
1s reflected from that part of the stick not immersed in the water
does not pass from one medium into another, and hence is not
similarly refracted. Thus the stick appears to be bent at the point
at which it is immersed in water.

To this explanation, however, Dr. Broad would likely reply
as he does to the explanation involving the facts about perspective
and the physics of light (Chapter 1V, Sec. 7). He would probably
say: ‘It is quite true that we can predict what particular appearance
an object will present to an observer when we know the shape of
the object and the refractive indices of the media through which

1 Idem, p. 242.
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it is observed. But all we know in that case is what shape to
expect through given media. Our question is as to the compati-
bility of these changing appearances of shape, however they may
be correlated with other facts in the world, with the supposed
constancy and straightness of the physical object.’! But if he does
say this, I must also reply as I did then. I am at a loss to under-
stand what he is asking. For surely these facts about the different
refractive indices of different media do explain the phenomenon
of the bent appearance of the stick. And there is hence no need
to postulate the existence of sensa. Dr. Broad might as well say
that the fact that a thumb was partly obscured by a piece of
string across it would be sufficient reason to say that what we
would be seeing if we looked at it was not to be identified with
the thumb, or any part of it, because what we would see is some-
thing with a piece of string across it, whereas the common-sense
notion of a thumb doesn’t involve its having a piece of string
across it. Of course, our notion of straight sticks doesn’t involve
their being seen partly immersed in water. Yet, clearly it is
correct to say in the first case that what we see is the thumb
partly obscured by the piece of string; and, by the same token,
that in the second case it is the stick partly obscured by water (only
in this case in the way that such an imperfectly transparent
medium obscures—i.e., with a refractive effect).

Thus, we know why we should ‘think of kinks’ even though
the stick itself is not kinked. Owing to refraction, the light which
is reflected from the stick actually forms a bent pattern which
impinges upon the retina of our eye, and which would affect a
photographic film in the same pattern. We don’t have to suppose
that there is a thing which is kinked, unless we want to speak of
the pattern of reflected light rays as a thing. If we do, however, we
had better be careful to bear in mind just what sort of a ‘thing’ it is.

Finally, with respect to the third example, I cannot agree with
Dr. Broad that the truth or falsehood of this strange opinion
which he attributes to scientists is not relevant to the problem at
issue. For if this notion is mistaken, as I think it very obviously is,
then Dr. Broad has neither shown by this example that there are
such things as sensa, nor, a fortiori, that the objective constituents
of visual situations cannot be identified with physical objects.

That the strange opinion which he attributes to scientists is

1 Cf., idem, pp. 235 1.
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hopelessly muddled (as Dr. Broad in fact seems to recognize),
there can be no doubt. Whatever it is that those scientists whom
Dr. Broad has in mind want to say, they cannot correctly say that
physical objects are never red or hot—if these words are to be
understood in their literal ordinary senses. Of course, physicists
as such are not concerned with the sense qualities of objects.
They have no need in their procedures for qualitative terms like
‘hot’ or ‘red’. They are concerned rather with giving quantitative
equivalents for such terms in the systematization of physical
phenomena. But it no more follows from the fact that they can
do this, nor from the fact that they can dispense with such
qualitative observations and terms, that objects aren’t ever
‘really’ red or hot, than it follows from the fact that tables and
chairs can theoretically be described in terms of molecules and
atoms, that there aren’t ‘really’ such things as tables and chairs.!
It would be very strange indeed if merely by giving a causal
analysis of the process by which we perceive the sensible qualita-
tive characteristics of objects, the scientist could cause those
Characteristics to disappear!

I conclude, then, that Dr. Broad has failed, at least so far as
the argument of these three examples is concerned, to demonstrate
either that there are sensa or that the objective constituents of
visual situations cannot in general be identified with external
physical objects. He has not, in fact, succeeded in making clear
at all what he means by a sensum. However, from his statement
that on this theory ‘all that I ever come to know about physical
objects and their qualities seems to be based upon the qualities
of the sensa that I become aware of in sense-perception’,? it
would seem that he is espousing what might suggestively be called
a ‘television’ theory of perception. He distinguishes between the
physical object which we should ordinarily say was present
before our eyes (in the analogy: before the lens of the television
camera), and what is ‘before our minds’ (the televised image
produced on the screen). The television audience does not see
the original object, but only an image of it. Similarly, Dr. Broad
holds that we do not see the object directly, but only through
the medium of sensa, as though the latter were a peculiar kind
of ‘image’, neither physical nor mental, of parts of the surfaces

1 Cf. S. Stebbing, Philosophy and the Plysicists.
2 Scienttfic Thought, p. 241.
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of physical objects. Now, of course, Dr. Broad does not concede
that sensa necessarily reveal external physical objects as these
are ordinarily conceived. For, as we have seen, he suggests that
physical objects might be regarded, as Bertrand Russell does, or
once did, regard them, as merely ‘logical constructs’, small
selections out of ‘certain larger groups of interrelated sensa’,
these groups being the only physical objects that there are. But I
think that the analogy holds, at least in the following respect. In
the case of television, perception of the original object is mediated
by the technical process involving the television camera, electronic
transmission, and the receiving and reproducing apparatus.
Hence, if there is a discrepancy between the resultant image and
the original object, this discrepancy can be explained as due to
the faultiness of the reproduction. The error is explicable becausc
of the mediation. If perception were non-mediated, or direct, the
presence of error would be inexplicable.

I have shown, however, that the examples that Dr. Broad cites
do not require us to adopt this device. There is no need for,
nor is there any unambiguous evidence to support, the view
that our perception of physical objects is mediated by sensa.
Instead of adopting an object type of mediation, we may simply
recognize that our perception is a process involving the reflection
of light; and this is sufficient to account adequately for all those
peculiar phenomena of perception to which Dr. Broad calls our
attention. We have thus uprooted Dr. Broad’s fundamental
argument for the Sensum Theory by explaining in familiar
common-sense terms the supposed occurrence of ‘discrepancy’
in our perception of physical objects. There is nothing for the
Sensum Theory to explain that can’t be adequately handled by
scientific investigation in a way wholly compatible with common
sense; and hence the theory is gratuitous.

3

The critical discussion thus far has been directed toward show-
ing the speciousness of the ‘logical problem’ which the Sensum
Theory is designed to solve. I propose now to turn attention to
the character of the solution which the theory provides. And I
want to begin by showing a certain paradox which confronts Dr.
Broad’s attempt to meet the objection that we are not as a rule
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aware of sensa and their properties, and that this constitutes good
reason for doubting that sensa, at least ordinarily, mediate our
perception of physical objects.

It is a fact, Dr. Broad says, that it often needs a good deal of
persuasion to make a man believe that, when he looks at a penny
tfrom the side, it seems elliptical to him.! And, accordingly, it is
argued that we have no right to believe that such a man is directly
sensing an object which is, in fact, elliptical.

Now we must distinguish, according to Dr. Broad, between
failing to notice what is present in an object, and ‘noticing’ what
is not present in an object. In the case of the penny, it is only
when we are looking at a penny almost normally that any doubt
is felt of the ellipticity of the sensum, he observes; and in that
case the sensum is, in fact, very nearly round. But it is no objection
to the Sensum Theory, we are told, that a sensum which is not
quite round should be thought to be exactly round; though it
would be an objection if an exactly round sensum seemed to be
elliptical. The reason is that an ellipse, with its variable curvature,
is a more ‘differentiated’ figure than a circle, with its uniform
curvature. For instance, he says, a man might think on inspecting
one of his sensa, that it was exactly round and uniformly red, and
be mistaken. But ‘exactly round’ means ‘with no variation of
curvature’; and ‘uniformly red’ means ‘with no variation of shade
from one part to another’. Now universal judgments like these,
Dr. Broad says, can never be guaranteed by mere inspection;
and so, in such cases, the man is not ‘seeing properties which are
not there’ in the sense in which he would be doing so if a round
sensum appeared to him to be elliptical. There is no difficulty in
the fact that we overlook minute differentiations that are really
present in our sensa, he says; difficulties would arise only if we
seemed to notice distinctions that are not really present, for

v Scientific Thought, p. 246. This persuasion, Dr. Broad here tells us, is un-
fortunately all too often brought about by ‘some absurd and irrelevant argument
that the arca of his retina affected by the light from the penny is an oblique
projection of a circle, and is therefore an ellipse’. But only “direct inspection’ is
relevant evidence, Dr. Broad insists. It seems strange that Dr. Broad shoulfi
not avail himself of what would seem to be an extremely strong argument, until
we realize that if this causal explanation is allowed, it obviates the necessity for the
Sensum Theory; for in the very argument itself lies the scientific explanation for
the phenomenon out of which Dr. Broad seems determined to generate a problem!
(For further comment on Dr. Broad’s inconsistency with respect to the appeal to
causal considerations, see supra, Ch. IV, Sec. 7, and Ch. V, Sec. 1, esp. ftn. 1.)
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then the same difficulties would break out in the Sensum Theory
that it was put forward to solve.l

Thus, according to Dr. Broad, while sensa cannot appear to
have properties which they do not really have, they may have
more properties than we do or can notice in them. And there is
no difficulty whatever, he says, in supposing that two sensa may
really differ in quality when we think that they are exactly alike.?

Now I think that there is a very central difficulty involved in
this notion, which I want to try to show. Dr. Broad says that we
must distinguish between failing to notice what is present in an
object and ‘noticing’ what is not present in an object. I want to
consider the notion of ‘failing to notice what is present in an
object’.

Suppose we were permitted to view an intricately patterned
diagram for a brief span of time, after which it was withdrawn
from our view. Under such conditions, it is, of course, extremely
likely that we should fail to notice some of its qualities. Perhaps
it was composed mostly of rectangles, with a few very small
curved figures interspersed; and on being presented with it, we
failed to notice the curved figures among the predominating
rectangular ones. Or, it might be a colour kaleidoscope, consisting
mostly of, say, reds, greens, and browns, with one or two orange-
coloured bits strewn about the visible field. In that case, too, it
might very likely happen that we should fail to notice the orange
colour amidst the preponderance of red, green, and brown, even
though the orange-coloured bits were visible in the sense that
they were not physically obscured.

Now the question I want to raise is this. What does it mean to
say that we failed to notice a quality that was actually present?
But this question is inextricably bound up with the further
question of what this comes to, ultimately: How could we tell
that we had failed to notice a quality that was actually present?
In other words, what is the difference—aside from the obvious
difference in the words employed—between the situation repre-
sented by the phrase ‘failed to notice a quality actually present’,
and that represented by the phrase ‘did nor fail to notice a quality
actually present’? The answer to this question, it seems to me,
must be something to the effect that on further inspection of
the same object, we notice what we did not previously notice; or

1 Idem, pp. 244 ff. 2 Idem, p. 244.
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else, that others inspecting the same object report it more fully
than we do. It follows, then, that if it is to signify a meaningful
possibility to say that we might fail to notice a quality that was
actually present in a given thing or situation, that thing or
situation must be capable of repeated inspection in some way.

If the thing in question is a physical object, of course, in the
ordinary sense in which this term is understood, this requirement
presents no difficulty. We may inspect the same object at different
times and in different ways; and others may simultaneously or
subsequently inspect it too. But now let us consider this matter
with respect to sensa. Sensa, as Dr. Broad tells us, ‘do seem to be
private to each observer. . . . It is at least doubtful whether two
people, who say that they are perceiving the same object, are
ever sensing the same sensum or even two precisely similar
sensa.’! And in the same place he goes on to explain: ‘Since no
two men’s bodies can be in precisely the same place at precisely the
same time, it is not surprising that the sensa of the two men should
differ. And, since the internal states and the minute structures of
no two living bodies are exactly alike, it is still less surprising.’

From the preceding, then, it would seem that it cannot be on
the basis of the testimony of others that one could determine that
one of his sensa had had qualities which he had failed to notice.
The only possibility left, then, is that he discover this through
subsequent or else previous inspection. This, however, raises the
very crucial question of whether or not it is possible to examine
precisely the same sensum on two different occasions, and, what
is more important, whether or not it is possible to know that one
was examining precisely the same sensum. Now it must be
admitted that I have nowhere been able to find in Dr. Broad’s
writings an explicit statement to the effect that a single individual
cannot experience one and the same sensum at two different times.
Nor is there any clear statement to be found concerning the
temporal period during which one can properly be said to be
‘seeing the same sensum’. There is, however, some evidence to
show that, on Dr. Broad’s view, temporally distinct perceptions
reveal numerically different sensa. Inasmuch as he seems to
know—surprisingly, it may be noted, in view of the doubts which
would seem to be cast on all such knowledge by the Sensum
Theory—that the internal states and the minute structures of

1 Idem, p. 259.
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no two living bodies are exactly alike, and that this as well as
differences in place and time are relevant to the characteristics
which one’s sensa will appear to have, it would seem to follow
that the fact that even one and the same individual (whatever
that would mean on this theory) is in a different state, from one
moment to another, precludes the possibility of his secing pre-
cisely the same sensum from moment to moment, or even ever
again. And in any case, there would be no way, even theoretically,
of deciding that a given sensum was the same as that which one
had previously seen. (Even if it seemed to the individual that his
bodily state, etc., had not changed relevantly from one moment
to the next while he thought he was inspecting the same sensum,
it may be pointed out, this would not be conclusive; for on Dr.
Broad’s own argument, there is no difficulty in supposing that
the individual may have failed to notice a subtle but rclevant
change in his bodily state.)

Dr. Broad, as a matter of fact, seems to recognize the difficulty
to which I am pointing; but his reply would indicate that he has
not fully appreciated its fatal consequences. The passage to which
I refer occurs in his discussion of the possibility of inspecting
a ‘sense field’.1 As anyone who has tried to discover the apparent
qualities of his visual or auditory sensa, as distinct from trying to
discover the physical qualities of external objects, knows, he
writes, it is utterly different to inspect a sensum and to perceive
with it. This raises the question whether we can do both with
respect to the same sensum. Dr. Broad admits that it is doubtful
whether we can; and he says that when we are tempted to think
that we do so, we are really alternating quickly to and fro between
‘perceiving with’ and ‘inspecting’. And this raises the problem
that if what one inspects be probably never numerically the same
as what one has perceived with, what right does one have to
believe that the objective constituent of the past perceptual
situation zad (or would have seemed to have) those characteristics
which the objective constituent of the present inspective situation
does now seem to have?

In reply to this question, Dr. Broad admits that no conclusive
reason can be given for this belief. However, he explains this as
being due to the fact that it involves a memory judgment; and
the correctness of memory in general, he tells us, cannot be

1 The Mind and Its Place in Nature, pp. 297 fI.
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proved by argument. It may be, he says, that the characteristics
which the objective constituent of an inspective situation seem
to have are always different from those which the objective
constituent of the immediately previous perceptual situation had
or seemed to have. He writes:

If it amuses anyone to assert this I cannot possibly refute him. But,
on the other hand, there is not the least reason to believe him. If any
memory-judgment be true, this one would seem to have the strongest
possible claims. The numerical diversity of the two objective con-
stituents is of course no bar to complete identity of their actual or
their apparent qualities. And the two situations, and their respective
objective constituents, are contiguous in time; so that there is the
minimum possible opportunity for forgetting.!

Now though this reply may be satisfactory to the question of
comparison via memory, I do not think that it meets the difficulty
to which I have called attention with respect to Dr. Broad’s
remarks that sensa may have different qualities than we perceive
them to have. The question which I am asking is: By what reason
can we judge of a sensum already past that it had more or less
or different characteristics than we perceived it as having, when
all that we could ever inspect would be a subsequent and different
objective constituent, which might very well be a numerically
different sensum? To say that a given sensum was somehow
different from the way it appeared to us to be would mean that the
objective constituent of a subsequent visual situation had more or
less or different characteristics than the objective constituent of
the previous situation. To judge this, of course, we should have
to depend on the accuracy of our memory, as Dr. Broad has said.
Now though I quite readily accept with him the reliability of the
relevant memory judgment of either similarity or difference, I
cannot see that mere accuracy of memory alone would guarantee
that the sensum perceived in the two pertinent visual situations
was one and the same. And since the fact that sensum b was
different from a preceding and numerically different sensum a
would obviously not be evidence for the proposition that a had
more or less or different characteristics than we perceived it
as having, it is very important, if this proposition is to be
meaningfully asserted, that the objective constituents of the two

1 Idem, pp. 298 f.
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pertinent visual situations be known to reveal one and the same
sensum.

_ On Dr. Broad’s own premises, however, I cannot see b !
1s possible. I am quite willing, as a matter of fact (for reasons which
I will make clear in a moment), to concede that two apparently
identical objective constituents reveal one and the same sensum
even though, on Dr. Broad’s own argument, as I have said, the
presumption would be against it, and there is nothing to prevent
our holding that the objective constituents might ‘really’ b€
different in subtle and unnoticed ways, and hence might reveal
numerically distinct sensa. But when the two objective €01~
stituents differ from each other in the characteristics which they
appear to us to have, I cannot see that this concession can justlﬁ-
ably be made. If the objective constituent of the second (insPect
ive) visual situation appears to have a more differentiated shap¢
(e.g., ellipticity) than that which the objective constituent O the
original visual situation appeared to have (e.g., circularity) then
it seems to me that not only can we not know that they reveal
one and the same sensum, but, on the contrary, this is good r€aSo%t
for holding that they do not. The very fact that the second sens4m
appeared to have the characteristic of ellipticity, while the ﬁ-fSt
appeared to have the characteristic of circularity, would justily
taking the view that they are not one and the same sensum- +'°%
what means is there of determining whether two tempOrf ally
distinct perceptions are of two different sensa or of one and the
same sensum, other than the perceptible differences or similar-
ities between them? (This is why I think that it must be concede
—if one is going to entertain the notion of sensa at all—that
apparently identical objective constituents reveal one and M€
same sensum.)

I think I have shown, then, that there is no sense in the assertion
that a given sensum may have qualities which someone may have
failed to notice. For there is not even a theoretically possible
means of determining that a sensum is or was different from the
way it appeared. And a difference that is not even theoretically
capable of being detected is not a difference at all. Thus, SO far
as can be ascertained—and hence, so far as the limits of meaning-
ful discourse allow—every sensum must have the characteristics
1t appears to have. There can be no significant distinction, wit
respect to sensa, between ‘appearance’ and ‘reality’.
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4

Now I think that the argument of the last section constitutes
nothing less than a reductio ad absurdum of the Sensum Theory.
And I want to make this clear.

The situation we have is this. The Sensum Theory holds that
what we sce ‘directly’—i.e., the “objective constituents’ of our
visual situations—are never literally parts of the surfaces of physical
objects, but objects in their own right, namely sensa. The evidence
on which the Theory rests consists of precisely the kind of facts
that it was specifically designed to meet, viz., that the objective
constituents of visual situations appear to have characterl_sthS
discrepant with those which we attribute to the physical objects
we suppose ourselves to be seeing ‘directly’, the argument being
that the objective constituents cannot hence be literally parts of
the surfaces of these objects. Now it is clear that evidence which
showed only that the objective constituents of a few perceptual
situations have discrepant properties would leave practically un-
scathed the fundamental common-sense notion of an exte{'nal
world of physical objects directly revealed in sense-perception.
In the way of this kind of evidence, then—which, so far as 'Dr.
Broad has shown, is the only kind of evidence that could possibly
establish the Sensum Theory—clearly what is required is a demon-
stration that the objective constituents of most if not all perceptual
situations have perceptibly discrepant characteristics. _

Unfortunately for Dr. Broad’s argument, however, he is obliged,
as we have seen, to come to terms with the fact that we do not

‘as a rule’—in truth, in the vast majority of cases—perceive su.ch
discrepancies in our objective constituents: while the objective
constituent of the visual situation when we look at a penny from
a slightly oblique perspective admittedly may at first glance appear
to be circular, he argues, ‘more careful inspection’ would reveal
the objective constituent actually to be slightly elliptical in charac-
ter. It is understandable, for one thing, he explains, that we should
fail to notice a slight variation in curvature; but furthermore,

. . we are not as a rule interested in sensa, as such, but only in what
we think they can tell us about physical objects, which alone can help us
or hurt us. Sensa themselves ‘cut no ice’. We therefore pass automati-
cally from the sensum and its properties to judgments about the physical
object and its properties. If it should happen that the sensum is queer,
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as when we see double, we notice the sensum, as we notice an inverted
letter. And, even in normal cases, we generally can detect the proper-
ties of sensa, and contrast them with those which they are leading us
to ascribe to the physical object, provided that we make a special effort
of artention.!

Thus it is clear that the tenability of the Sensum Theory hinges
on the possibility of showing in this way that the objective con-
stituents of our perceptual situations are actually different from
the way they appear to us ‘at first glance’, on casual observation.
Unless this is at least theoretically possible, not only would Dr.
Broad be unable to meet a very cogent objection to the Sensum
Tl}eory, but by the same token, it must be appreciated, the very
evidence necessary to establish even a prima facie case for the
Theory against the common-sense notion would be theoretically
impossible to achieve.

"This brings us to the point of the discussion in the preceding
section. The fact is that on Dr. Broad’s way of analysing percep-
tion, ‘showing a given objective constituent to be actually different
fr_om the way it appears to us at first glance’ is simply not a sig-
nificant possibility. For in order for this to be possible, it would
have, to be possible for us to know that we were taking a ‘second
look‘ at one _and the same objective constituent, or else to know
that ‘careful inspection’ of one objective constituent revealed any-
thing about the characteristics of another. But on Dr. Broad’s view
that all we ever perceive ‘directly’, the objective constituents of
our perceptual situations, are ‘momentary, fleeting particulars’, it
Is theoretically impossible for us to know either of these things.
. In the first place, as we saw, Dr. Broad explicitly states that it
is e‘xtremely doubtful that ‘what we inspect’ could ever be the same
as ‘what We perceive with’. And this means that he is conceding
that any objective constituent about which we discover by a ‘special
nggcgf -att_ent'lon’ or ‘careful inspectiox}’ that ?t has discrepant

eristics 1s most probably a numerically different one from
that about which we had noticed nothing peculiar, But whether
or not Dr. Broad is right in his conviction that even ideally we
could never s_imultaneously inspect and ‘perceive with’ numerically
the same objective constituent, the unquestionable fact remains
that we do not ‘as a rule’ perceive the peculiarities of our objective
constituents, and cannot generally do so, as he admits, without
! Scientific Thought, p. 247 (italics mine).
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‘special effort of attention’ and ‘careful inspection’. And this means
that for the great majority of cases, at any rate, the objective con-
stituents about which we could perceive the peculiarities he des-
cribes would n fact have to be the objective constituents of sub-
sequent (even if immediately succeeding) visual situations—sub-
sequent, that is, to those which were not ‘at first glance’ perceived
to have discrepant objective constituents, and which therefore
must be capable of being shown to have actually had them, if a
plausible case for the universal truth of the Sensum Theory is to
be made. And with respect now to both this point and the pre-
ceding one, we take our cue from Dr. Broad’s own argument
concerning the problem of ‘the external reference of our objective
constituents’ (cf. Chapters II and II, supra) and ask: What assur-
ance is there that temporally distinct visual situations reveal one
and the same objective constituent, or that temporally distinct
objective constituents can be identified with ‘a single, enduring
and unchanging entity’—as would have to be the case for a ‘second
look’ to be of any relevance or value? Or, to put the question more
generally, what assurance is there that the objective constituent
of a visual situation at time ¢, reveals anything about the objective
constituents of visual situations at times ¢; or t3?

On the common-sense view that what we see are relatively
permanent and publicly inspectable physical objects, there would
of course be no difficulty. In order to show that there are pecu-
liarities about the appearances which physical objects present
from different perspectives and under different conditions of
observation, it would be relevant, for example, to appeal to causal
considerations, such as the fact that when a circular coin is viewed
from an oblique perspective the area of the retina affected by the
light from the coin is an oblique projection of a circle, and must
therefore be an ellipse. And on the strength of this, or in any case
(since there is no question of continuous identity if the objective
constituent is literally part of the kind of thing a physical object
is conceived to be), we could relevantly be asked to attend more
closely and thus perhaps achieve that degree of detachment neces-
sary to see that the circular coin does indeed bear some resem-
blance, from an oblique perspective, to an ellipse—say to another
coin mechanically distorted to the degree of ellipticity appropriate
to that perspective—looked at from straight above.

But of course Dr. Broad insists that he does not know these
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things, since all that we ever perceive directly are ‘transitory
particulars’. And so if he is to demonstrate, as he must, that the
objective constituents of most perceptual situations actually have
discrepant characteristics even though we do not at first glance
notice that they do, he is faced with the problem of showing in
some other way that the objective constituent of one visual situa-
tion is numerically identical with or at least evidentially related to
the objective constituent of another. For him simply to assume
this would not do, of course. It would be an egregious piece of
Spec%al pleading, in which the Sensum Theory would be allowed
precisely the kind of assumption that he denies, as we have seen,
to those who would defend the common-sense view. But for Dr.
Broad to show on his own view that the characteristics of one
objective constituent are relevant evidence for those of another
obviously would require that he somehow ‘transcend’ the pheno-
menal world of sensa and establish the fact of such relevance
from the vantage point of God in the noumenal world. And he
has not given any evidence of being able to do this.

For all that Dr. Broad can show on his view, then, ‘second
looks’, ‘more careful inspections’, or ‘special efforts of attention’
may very well always reveal an independent objective constituent,
.from whose properties, whether discrepant or not, nothing can be
inferred with respect to any other objective constituent. And hence
he cannot legitimately appeal to such means to establish that even
Wh.en they do not seem to us to be so, the characteristics of the
Ob]_ectlve constituents of our perceptual situations are actually at
variance with those we ascribe to the physical objects which we
think we see. But if this essential evidence is beyond achievement,
then so far as he can show to the contrary, the objective consti-
tuents of the vast majority of visual situations may very well be,
as theY_ seem, descriptively and numerically identical with the
immediately visible surfaces of physical objects.

S5

In the two sections immediately preceding I have tried to show
that the Sensum Theory could not in any case be a satisfactory
theory,_ because of the paradox that its consistent application
would imply that we could not have known the vast majority of
the very facts which it is supposed to explain and which constitute
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its sole possible evidence. Quite apart from this essentially formal
argument, however, there are also certain more fundamental con-
siderations, of a semantic nature, which show that the Sensum
Theory, like the Multiple Inherence Theory and the Multiple
Relation Theory, already discussed, is not a factually significant
theory or hypothesis at all. And I want now briefly to present
these considerations.

As we saw in Chapter IV, the Multiple Inherence Theory and
the Multiple Relation Theory are purely verbal ‘solutions’ to
Dr. Broad’s pseudo-problem concerning the multiple appearances
which physical objects present from different perspectives and
under different conditions. They do not even deserve to be called
ad hoc hypotheses. For as the term is commonly understood, an
‘ad hoc hypothesis’ is one which invents a distinct entity or process
to account for a given phenomenon; while to the undeniable
phenomenon of the multiple appearances of physical objects the
two ‘theories’, stripped of their technical jargon, do no more, as we
saw, than give their formal consent, the first in effect merely
allowing that the characteristics of physical objects may appear
different to different simultaneous observers, or to the same ob-
server from different vantage points, and the second that a physical
object may appear (under certain conditions) to have characteris-
tics that it does not actually have.

The Sensum Theory, on the other hand, in so far as it posits
the existence of ‘sensa’, does seem at first glance to be at least an
ad hoc hypothesis. Faced with the fact that objects look different
under different circumstances, the Sensum Theory ‘explains’ it by
the simple expedient of hypostatizing these ‘appearances’ into
‘sensa’, things in their own right, each one having precisely those
characteristics appropriate to the circumstances in which it is seen,
there being, of course, as many such ‘things’ as there are appear-
ances to be accounted for. That this ‘solution’ is likewise no more
than verbal, however, should be appreciated when it is recalled
that these suppositious entities are ex hypothesi ‘neither physical
nor mental’. For so defined they are neatly extricated from the
very possibility of independent and unambiguous verification or
disverification. No amount of psychological, neurological, or
physical investigation could ever establish their existence in per-
ceptual situations, either ‘in our minds’, our brains, our eyes, or
in the ‘external world’, as separate, numerically distinct entities,
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apart from what we unquestioningly take to be the immediately
-visible surfaces of physical objects. And thus, since ‘sensa’ are not
distinguishable by appearance either, being, after all, descriptively
identical with just those various different aspects or ‘looks’ which
physical objects themselves are supposed to present—on the so-
called ‘common-sense view’—as the angle and other conditions
causally relevant to their perception vary, it should be clear that
no factual significance attaches to the ‘hypothesis’ that what we
see directly are ‘sensa’ rather than the visible surfaces of physical
objects. For a difference that is not even ideally capable of being
discerned, either numerically or descriptively, is a difference in
name alone.

It must be borne in mind, moreover, that whether the things
we perceive ‘directly’ are called ‘sensa’ or ‘physical objects’, we
still require, for practical as well as intellectual reasons, a coherent
account or ‘explanation’ of the differences and similarities be-
tween what we perceive at one moment, under one set of condi-
tions, and what we perceive at earlier and later moments, under
specifiably different conditions; and also between our own per-
ceptual experiences and those of others. On the so-called ‘com-
mon-sense view’, as we have seen, the differences and similarities
bfetween the various appearances presented by a physical object
viewed from different vantage points and under different condi-
uons are explained causally, in terms of our knowledge of such
matters as the nature of light, geometric perspective, and the
hL}man berceptual apparatus. Now in the first place, however he
might choose to describe it, the Sensum Theory adherent can
hardly_ deny the efficacy of this knowledge, achieved and formu-
i;[tei(ii ;I;t;e;;n; _Ofﬂthe ‘commgr_l—sense view’, in enabling us to
enabling us to lzrilc ;ence empmcal phenomena, and mdeed,.m

leve additional such knowledge from which
{ggﬁe;g;g:;z{uﬁtprlfdiction and control can result. But what is
ceding paragra ,h ' }? ould be clear from the argument of the pre-
any unambign é)us at the Sensum Theory cannot pf .1tself lead to
distinguishable fror‘;i’?}slequmc_es or verifiable predictions that are
with or which e Coul(c)lse which we are either already acquainted
tirely in terms of the ¢ equally well deduce and formu.late, en-
the adherent of the Segommon—sense. view’. Hence, 0bv1opsly, if
multiplicity of phenom eSrlllm Theory is to be able to descrlb(? the
a coherently, and to provide us with a
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means of prediction and control such as we already enjoy, he must
of necessity take account, in one form or another, of the whole
body of this actual and possible common-sense knowledge. And
in point of fact, it is perfectly apparent that Dr. Broad has done no
more than just this, systematically translating into the formulas
of the Sensum Theory the observable facts and predictive explana-
tions which we already know in common-sense terms.

Thus the situation amounts to this: Call the succession of differ-
ent appearances which an object presents as we walk about and
observe it from different perspectives and under different condi-
tions ‘direct perceptions of the same physical object’, and Dr.
Broad finds himself unable to explain their similarities and differ-
ences; merely call them ‘sensa’, however, and though not even an
ideally detectible further difference is involved, for him the
difficulty at once subsides.

6

I want finally to explain the suggestion which I made in the
first section of the present chapter that the real reason for Dr.
Broad’s preference for the Sensum Theory over the other two he
proposes is to be found in his analysis of perception. Now the
arguments of this and preceding chapters have shown the purely
verbal character of all three of Dr. Broad’s ‘solutions’ to his ‘logi-
cal problem’ concerning the different appearances which physical
objects present under different conditions of observation; and they
have also shown that these ‘solutions’ are in any event gratuitous,
since the fact of the multiple appearances can be adequately ex-
plained scientifically, in terms wholly compatible with our com-
mon-sense notions about physical objects and perception. And
thus in itself the discussion of Dr. Broad’s preferences for one or
another of his ‘alternative theories’ would be supererogatory. But
I think that the present discussion will also serve to shed further
light on a much more important question, with which I have dealt
only superficially thus far: namely, just why it is that Dr. Broad
cannot allow that the scientific, common-sense explanation satis-
factorily reconciles the multiple appearances with the notion of a
single, unchanging physical object ‘directly revealed’ in perception.

In the exposition of the ‘logical question’ and the alternative
theories, in Chapter IV, it may be recalled, I noted Dr. Broad’s
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comment that, were it not for the fact that we have to consider
the possibility of a number of observers having simultaneous
perceptions whose objective constituents were descriptively in-
compatible with each other, it might be more reasonable to adopt
the alternative that a physical object is not of constant size and
shape, as is commonly believed, but that it varies in these respects
as the observer walks about, than to suppose that the objective
constituent of a visual situation does not have some of the proper-
ties which it seems to have, and does have properties inconsistent
with these.l I want to consider now just why Dr. Broad should
find it prima facie more reasonable to suppose that a physical
object is affected by or varies with the movements of an observer,
than to allow that the objective constituent has properties different
from those which it may appear to have in certain perceptual
situations. As I have shown, the latter is, in fact, what we ordin-
arily do believe about perception and physical objects; and it is
far more plausible to common sense than the former. For the
former suggests a wholly unfamiliar and inexplicable type of
situation, while illusory experience—especially the commonplace
type to which Dr. Broad refers—is both familiar and readily
explainable in terms of what we know of geometrical and physical
optics and of the physiology of vision.

The reason for Dr. Broad’s peculiar prejudice in this matter, I
want to suggest, is that from the very outset he approaches the
analysis of perception with a certain unfounded notion concerning
the nature of the objective constituents of visual situations. I
believe that he regards them from the first as something akin to
the kind of ‘entity’ he has in mind when he employs the term
‘§ensum’, and that this is why he is inclined to favour the Mul-
tiple Inherence Theory (and especially the Sensum Theory) over
elther_ the common-sense view or the more closely akin Multiple
Relation Theory of Appearing, as solutions to the problem which
hf: feels about the unique appearances which objects present from
different perspectives. I want to try to show this.

Let us begin by assuming that Dr. Broad does mean by the
term ‘objective constituent’, as he originally gives us to under-
st.and, simply what might be called the descriptive content of a
V}sual experience—i.e., what the qualitative description of a
visual hallucination would have in common with the qualitative

! The Mind and Its Place in Nature, p. 159.
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description of a veridical visual perception, if both experiences
seemed to reveal, say, a pink rat. Thus, in speaking of a pink
rat as being the objective constituent of a visual situation, it
would be an open question as to whether the objective constituent
was literally an external physical object (or at least a spatio-
temporal parr of an external physical object), or whether the
experience was merely hallucinatory, though qualitatively very
much like that which we should have if we were actually to
perceive such an animal. With this in mind, then, let us now
consider the fact that Dr. Broad finds it prima facie unreasonable
to suppose that the objective constituent of a visual situation
might have qualities different from those which it appeared to
have from a particular perspective.

Now when we consider an hallucinatory situation, it is not at
all difficult to understand why Dr. Broad should hold this. It
would simply make no sense to say that the objective constituent
of an hallucinatory experience had qualities different from what
it appeared to have. For that would be to treat the objective
constituent of the hallucinatory experience as though it were a
physical object having permanent intrinsic physical character-
istics which could be subsequently determined as being other
than as they were originally experienced; whereas, of course, in
hallucinatory experience there is no such object. The objective
constituent in visual hallucination (e.g., an after-image of a
bright red light), bears somewhat the same type of relation to
the subject of the experience and to the actual bright red light,
as the throbbing which the recent amputee is commonly said to
‘feel in the amputated limb® does to the amputee and to the absent
limb. To say that the qualities of either of these experiences are
‘really’ different from the way they are experienced is obviously
not to assert a meaningful possibility. Thus, with respect to the
qualities of the objective constituents of hallucinatory experiences,
it is clear that esse est percipi.

But Dr. Broad is disinclined to allow that even when the
experience in question is not hallucinatory, the objective con-
stituent could have characteristics other than it seemed to have.
And here it is not at all clear why he should take this position.
For if the objective constituent is allowed to be literally a spatio-
temporal part of an external physical object, then it is supposed
to have relatively permanent intrinsic physical characteristics;
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and subsequent more careful inspection would be entirely rele-
vant, and might very well reveal the object to have characteristics
different from those which it appeared to have under certain
conditions or from certain perspectives.

Dr. Broad’s puzzle is how it could be that the objective con-
stituent of a visual situation could ‘really have’ characteristics
other than those which it seems ‘on careful inspection’ to have.
Now, in the first place, it is well to note again that what we should
ordinarily call ‘careful inspection’ of a physical object would
involve looking at it from various perspectives, especially from
straight above, handling it, measuring it, etc. But it is clear that
Dr. Broad has in mind not the careful inspection of an object in
this way, but only careful attention to the way the object looks
from certain perspectives—e.g., the unique elliptical appearance
which a penny presents from an oblique perspective. And hence,
if Dr. Broad really means to allow that the objective constituent
of the visual situation may literally be the external physical
object itself, his puzzle, then, is not how the objective constituent
could seem on careful inspection to have characteristics other than
those which it actually has, but rather how it could seem when
carefully inspected from certain oblique perspectives to have
characteristics other than those which it actually has. The answer
to this emended question is to be found, of course, in what we
kpow of geometrical and physical optics and the physiology of
ylsion. The visual perception of an object is a process which
%nvolves light reflection from the object to our eyes. Light travels
In a more or less straight line; and hence we perceive the object
1n geometric perspective. When we look at a penny from the side,
the light which reaches our eyes from the penny is an oblique
projection of a circle, which is an ellipse; and so the round penny
looks from the side somewhat the way an elliptical disc looks
when viewed from straight above.

This answer, however, as we have seen, is not satisfactory to
Dr. Broad. If what we see when we look at the penny from the side,
the objective constituent of our visual situation, is elliptical, and
the penny is supposed to be round, then how, he still insists,
can the objective constituent be literally a spatio-temporal part
of the penny? Dr. Broad is clearly not to be put off with the
common-sense objection that whar we see when we look at a
penny from the side is the penny itself, and that, hence, what we
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see is round, and not elliptical. “‘Words like “seeing” and ‘“hearing”
are hopeless for our present purposes if they are to be interpreted
in this way’, is Dr. Broad’s reply to this, as we have seen. “The
plain fact’, he insists, ‘is that ‘“looking elliptical to me” stands
for a peculiar experience, which, whatever the right analysis of it
may be, is not just a mistaken judgment about the shape of the
penny.” And subsequently he remarks that ‘When I look at a
penny from the side I am certainly aware of something; and it is
certainly plausible to hold that this something is elliptical in
the same plain sense in which a suitable bent piece of wire,
looked at from straight above, is elliptical.”

Now from the fact that Dr. Broad’s insistence that ‘what we
see’ when we view a penny obliquely is elliptical is not to be
appeased by the type of explanation which I have advanced in
terms of the behaviour of light, etc.,, I am led to believe that
Dr. Broad wants to begin by regarding the objective constituents
of visual situations as something akin to what he understands
by the term ‘sensa’, and only rhen to consider the question of
whether or not, and if so how, objective constituents can be
literally spatio-temporal parts of external physical objects. For
in rejecting the type of explanation which I have given, he seems
to be regarding the objective constituent stazically, so to speak,
as though it were a kind of object-in-its-own-right, apart from
the penny, literally having the spatial outline of ellipticity, instead
of functionally, as the penny itself seen via the oblique projection
of the light from its surface.

It would seem that even though Dr. Broad is willing, in theory,
to allow that the objective constituents of visual situations are
not the unique kind of entities which he has in mind when he
employs the term ‘sensa’, his conception of the objective constitu-
ent is that it is in any case a kind of two-dimensional visual
‘picture’, which, if not a sensum, is at least then a mental ‘image’.
On this view, that what we are ‘immediately’ aware of in visual
experience are ‘images’, and never external physical objects
‘directly’, the difference between hallucination and normal
perception is merely that in the latter case the ‘image’ is produced
when the light from external physical objects impinges on the
retina and activates the optic nerve and the occipital lobe of the
brain, while in the former case it is internally produced. On the
one hand, there is the external object, and on the other, there is
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the ‘visual image’, which, in ideal cases, merely ‘corresponds’ to
the external object.

The foregoing, of course, is the familiar ‘theory of representa-
tive ideas’ which was advanced, in one form or another by such
philosophers as Descartes, Hobbes, and Locke, and in more
recent times by the Critical Realists. Now, to be sure, as I noted
in the exposition of the Sensum Theory at the beginning of the
present chapter, Dr. Broad says that the doctrine of representative
ideas is only the ‘traditional and highly muddled’ form of the
Sensum Theory. But it seems, in view of the preceding discussion,
that the only real alternative to the Sensum Theory which he can
conceive is some form of this ‘representative’ theory. For he does
insist on treating the objective constituents of our visual situations
as though they were separate and distinguishable pictorial repre-
sentations which actually have the spatial properties which they
seem to have, even though these properties may not correspond
exactly to those which the external physical object actually has.
And he refuses to accept a functional causal explanation for the
unique appearances of objects from oblique perspectives—which
is the only type of explanation, it seems to me, on which the
objective constituent can properly be said to be directly and
literally part of the surface of the penny itself. For if the objective
constituent is conceived to be actually elliptical, in the same sense
as the penny is actually round, then it is clear at the outset that
whatever rapprochement be effected between the two, it cannot
be that of literal, numerical identity.

If I am correct that Dr. Broad explicitly or implicitly holds
some such notion about the objective constituent, even as he is
considering the question of the relation of the objective constitu-
ent to the physical object, then I think it becomes understand-
able why he finds it unreasonable to suppose that the objective
constituents of non-hallucinatory visual situations could have
characteristics different from those which they seem to have. For
then there is the same ‘incorrigibility’ that there is in the case of
hallucinatory perception. If the objective constituents of veridical
visual experiences are ‘mental images’, and not external physical
objects, it would be as unreasonable to suppose that they could
have characteristics other than those which they appear to have,
as to suppose that a particular after-image is really different from
the way it appears to the individual whose experience it is, or a
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pain different from the way it feels. On this view of the nature of
objective constituents, moreover, ‘careful inspection’ of it does
not mean examining the external physical object more closely,
handling it, rotating it before one’s eyes, measuring it, etc.
Rather it means simply attending carefully to one’s own momen-
tary, private ‘visual image’. For if the objective constituent is
this sort of thing, every change of position on the part of the
observer would produce a different objective constituent, a
different ‘image’. And hence, ‘careful inspection’ of a given
objective constituent is limited to the single given perspective in
which that particular objective constituent is revealed. There is
no other perspective at all from which that particular image can
be seen; and, a fortiori, there is no ‘more ideal’ vantage point
from which to inspect it. Thus, it would be as inconceivable that
one should be mistaken about the ‘actual’ qualities of the objective
constituent of which he was directly aware, as it would, on the
common-sense view, that he should be mistaken about the actual
qualities of a penny which he had examined under the most
ideal conditions. And now it also becomes clear why Dr. Broad
should insist that considerations of perspective and the like are
wholly irrelevant; for they are ‘external’ considerations, and
cannot intervene between the individual’s ‘awareness’ and the
objective constituent, if the latter be conceived as his own
‘private’, ‘immediate’, ‘visual image’.

I think I have shown, then, how it could be that Dr. Broad
finds it prima facie unreasonable to suppose that the objective
constituent of a visual situation could have characteristics different
from those which it seems ‘on careful inspection’ to have. But I
said at the outset of this discussion that in considering this it
would also become clear why Dr. Broad should suppose that the
different appearances which objects present from different per-
spectives constitute a problem at all. And I think that this is now
also clear, in view of the foregoing.

What troubles Dr. Broad, I think, is something like this.
Suppose we photographed a penny from an oblique perspective,
and then cut out the photographic image of the penny with
scissors. The result of this procedure would be an elliptical piece
of photographic paper. And it is obvious that this elliptical piece
of paper could not be placed flat on the surface of the penny in
such a way that its outline would coincide exactly with the penny.
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Now if Dr. Broad considers the objective constituent of the visual
situation in which we see the penny from an oblique perspective,
to be a kind of ‘visual image’, like the photographic image, only
‘non-material’, then it becomes understandable at once why he
should find it so implausible to suppose that the objective con-
stituent of this visual situation could be literally spatio-temporally
identical with the surface of the round penny. It is as though he
imagined the outcome of a procedure similar to that which I have
described with respect to the photographic image, in which he
would take a pair of fine tweezers and, ever so delicately, pick up
the fragile, tenuous ‘visual image’ and lay it carefully over the
face of the penny. As in the case of the photographic cut-out, it
would obviously not coincide in outline with the penny itself.
Thus3 Dr. Broad is at a loss to understand how the objective
constituent could possibly be held to be literally spatio-temporally
identical with the surface of the penny.

On this view, then, Dr. Broad’s concern is quite understand-
able. If when we looked at a penny from the side, an ‘image’ were
produced (in our eyes? in our optic nerves? in our minds?), like
a photographic image, distinct from the penny itself, and this
were the objective constituent of our ‘immediate’ visual experi-
ence, 'then the objective constituent would not only not be
numerically identical with the surface of the penny, it would not
even be descriptively identical, Being an oblique projection of a
circle, the ‘image’ would be elliptical. But, of course, this is just
the issue: 7s the objective constituent a separate and distinguish-
able ‘entity’, having its own shape and size in the same sense as
thf{ penny does? For only if it is does the fact that objects present
unique appearances from different points of observation consti-
tute a problem. If it is not, and the objective constituents of
the varlou.s perceptual situations are all simply different per-
spectual views of the one penny, then the fact that they differ
_fI’OIT_I each other and from the limiting case in which the penny
1s viewed from straight above, is obviously accounted for by the
fact. that we see objects with our eyes, by means of the reflection
9f light. The behaviour of light and the nature of our eyes result,
In a perfectly understandable way, in the familiar visual pheno-
mena of perspectual distortion of size and shape. Thus, in order
even to raise the problem of the incompatibility of the objective
constituents with the one object, Dr. Broad has to assume from
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the start, without warrant, that they are separate and distinct
‘entities’ having their own size and shape in the same sense in
which the physical object does. And in doing this he begs the
question. For he obviously cannot regard the objective constituent
as a kind of photographic image, literally having the geometric
characteristic of ellipticity, and remain neutral with respect to
the question of whether it is or is not literally spatio-temporally
identical with the surface of the penny which literally has the
geometric characteristic of circularity.

7

We have seen, then, that Dr. Broad must begin his analysis of per-
ceptionwith somesuch implicit notion about ‘objective constituents’
as he later explicitly favours in espousing the Sensum Theory, and
that this accounts both for the problem he feels and the solution
he favours. Now I believe that this conception of the ‘objective
constituents’ of perceptual experience as distinct enzities which
literally have qualities and spatial characteristics ‘in the same
plain sense’ in which physical objects do, and which stand to
‘external’ physical objects in somewhat the same relation that
photographic images do, is a confusion to which Dr. Broad’s
sense-datum approach to the analysis of perception is peculiarly
susceptible. And I want briefly, in concluding the essay, to suggest
how it comes about.

Let us to begin with remember what the sense-datum approach
involves. As we have seen in Chapter I and subsequently, Dr.
Broad does not wish to deny that we do from time to time have
such perceptual experiences as are commonly indicated by ex-
pressions like ‘I see a chair’, ‘I see a bell’, ‘I hear a bell’, etc. But
he is concerned about the relation of whatever it is that we are
‘directly aware of’ in such experiences—i.e., our ‘sense-data’ or
‘objective constituents™—to the ‘external physical objects’ we
claim to be perceiving. Were it not, he says, for the existence of
illusions and hallucinations, there would be no grounds for
questioning whether this relation is what it seems to be, namely,
one of literal, descriptive and numerical identity. But the existence
of such aberrant experiences, he feels, obliges us to re-examine
this relationship and our notions about physical objects in
general.

S.P.M.—I4 203
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Now I have already argued at some length, in Chapter III par-
ticularly, that the fact of occasional delusive perceptual situations
does not in the first place call for any such drastic re-examination
as Dr. Broad thinks necessary, and that it cannot in any event
support his startling conclusions with respect to all perceptual
experience. And I shall not repeat those arguments here. My
concern here is rather to show the pitfall inherent in the
position Dr. Broad adopts in carrying out his enterprise, a pitfall,
as I shall try to make clear, which foredooms the investigation to
the paradoxical conclusions at which he ultimately arrives.

In raising the question Dr. Broad, as we have seen, proposes to
take what he regards as a neutral position with respect to all
sensory experience. That is, he wants to begin by regarding all
sensory experience which purports to be perceptual, whether it
be in the ordinary sense hallucinatory or veridical, as though it
were hallucinatory, like a ‘dream-image’, or an ‘after-image’; and
then afterwards to distinguish those experiences, if there be any,
which can be determined to be ‘directly’ revelatory of external
phy_sical objects. But to begin by considering all perceptual ex-
perience in abstraction, apart from physical objects, turns out not
to be quite so ‘neutral’ a procedure as it seems at first consideration
to be. For it is this very approach to his quest, I think, that is
responsible for Dr. Broad’s apparent predisposition to conceive
:che ‘Ok_)iective constituents’ of all perceptual experience as objects
in their own right, having qualities and properties in the same
sense th’(}t physical objects do, which, as we saw in the preceding
section, 1s at the bottom of his ‘logical problem’. And I want now
to sh_ow how the sense-datum approach predisposes to this
question-begging conception.

"T'o begin with, I want to draw attention to the obvious fact that
our ordinary, non-philosophical mode of thinking and speaking
about sensible qualities and properties derives from normal per-
ceptua_ll experience in which the particular colours, shapes, €tC.,
of which we are aware are the sensible qualities and properties of
physical objects immediately present to our senses. There are, t0
be sure, non-veridical experiences in which this is not the case. But
for t_he most part, certainly, we have no difficulty in predicating
part1cular' qualities and properties, such as brownness, roundness,
and the like, of particular publicly identifiable physical objects.
And hence the conception is firmly ingrained in our thought
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and specch that such predicates have appropriate substantives
whose predicates they are; and that what we perceive when we
perceive these qualities and properties are these substantives.

Now this substantive-predicate mode of thought and speech
would occasion no difficulty were it not for the fact of hallucina-
tions and hallucinatory-like experiences—e.g., dreams and after-
images—in which we are aware of particular qualities and charac-
teristics which we know are not the qualities or characteristics of”
external objects present to our senses at the moment. For this is
when the substantive-predicate habit of thought and speech, so
useful in ordinary cases, proves to be a source of confusion.
Instead of simply recognizing such experiences as pathological
internal disturbances of our sensory apparatus, our eyes, nervous
system, and brain, giving rise to sensory experiences which are
like those we have when we see physical objects via external
stimulation of our eyes, we still want—at least in discourse—to
attribute the qualities which constitute these subjective experi-
ences, 1o a substantive. And since it does not make any sense to
say that it is our sensations which are literally brown, or round, etc.,
we adopt a peculiar linguistic device. We speak of ‘visual patches’:
thus, ‘square parch of red’; or else, more commonly, as in the case
of after-imaging, we say that it is our after-image which is red
and square. To be sure, we may employ these expressions without
necessarily believing that ‘patches’ and ‘after-images’ are things.
Nevertheless, the use of such terms does preserve the substantive-
predicate mode of speech; and this tends to cause us to conceive
of our after-sensations as though they were a peculiar kind of
entiry, ‘immediately present to our minds’, in which the qualities
and characteristics of our pathological sensations ‘inhere’. Be-
cause we conceive of them as ‘immediate’ and ‘mental’, however,
they present no scientific difficulties; and thus, safe from empirical
refutation, we trouble ourselves no further.

Let us see now how a similar situation arises in the course of
Dr. Broad’s sense-datum approach to the analysis of perceptual
experience. This approach we have seen involves regarding the
‘objective constituents’ of perceptual situations in abstraction,
apart from the physical objects which we are not, at least at the
outset, supposed to know exist. But now, when he does this,
Dr. Broad, it must be borne in mind, is locking himself in from
without; and this is the source of the difficulty. What I mean is

205



THE SENSUM THEORY

this. Before he undertakes the sense-datum type of analysis,
Dr. Broad is of course as much aware as anyone else that there are
such things as we ordinarily understand by the term ‘physical
object’, and that such things have various qualities and properties,
like brownness and roundness. Hence he too has the substantive-
predicate conception firmly ingrained in his thought and speech.
And thus even when he considers our perceptual sensations in
abstraction he still wants to attribute the qualities and properties
of which we are aware to some substantive. Inasmuch as he is
supposing that we do not know that there are such things, or that
they are ‘directly revealed’ in sensory experience, however, he
cannot allow that this substantive is a physical object. And since,
again, it does not seem to make any sense to say that it is a sensation
which is literally round, brown, etc., Dr. Broad, like the naive
person in the case of after-images, implicitly regards the ‘objective
constituent’ as a kind of photographic image which literally has
these properties and qualities in the same sense that physical
objects do.

Now of course it matters little if the ordinary individual eases his
troubled metaphysical conscience with some such device in speak-
ing about hallucinatory experience. But it is quite another matter
when a metaphysically inclined empiricist like Dr. Broad is like-
wise victimized by this desire for verbal and conceptual symmetry.
For then it. gives rise to all sorts of nagging puzzles. Thus, as we
have seen, it permits Dr. Broad to generate a ‘logical problem’ out
of the familiar, scientifically explicable fact that an object 10oks
different under different conditions of observation. And in con-
sequence the issue is subtly transformed from that of whether or
not the ‘objective constituent’ js literally an ‘external physical
object’, or at least the immediately perceptible surface of one, t0
that of whether it can be somehow linked with a ‘larger external
Who%? - And, of course, inevitably the question arises: if what we
:‘are. ln}medlately aware of” in perceptual sensation arc merely

objective constituents’, or ‘sense-data’, how, then, can we possibly
know that there are such things as ‘external physical objects™

_ Tp -be sure, after the problem is set in these terms, Dr. Broad
is willing to discuss the possibility that the ‘objective constituents’
of our perceptual experiences may be literally part of the ‘external
PI}YSICal objects’ which we ‘seem to see’. But unfortunately this
will not work. For once the verbal separation is made, between
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‘private’ objective constituents or sense-data, and ‘public’ physical
objects, it is impossible to reunite the two in any logically justified
way, as Dr. Broad well recognizes. Thus the moral is clear: if one
wants to avoid the ‘logical problem’ and the whole pseudo-problem
about ‘our knowledge of the external world’, which can lead only
to Dr. Broad’s sceptical conclusions and paradoxical ‘theories’,
one must be careful not to be trapped by the apparently innocent
but actually unresolvable verbal separations of the sense-datum
approach, in the first place.

‘He strikes no coin, ’tis true, but coins
new phrases,

And vends them forth as knaves vend
gilded counters,

Which wise men scorn, and fools accept
in payment.’

(Scott, The Monastery)
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and physical objects as the ‘objec-
tive constituents’ of perceptual
situations, 5, Ch. II

and the relation of sense-data to
physical objects, 3, 9, Chs. IV,
VI

and the necessary and sufficient
causal conditions for pervasion
of place by qualities, Ch. V

illicitly employed by Broad, 100,
144 n., 151, 195, etc.
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Common-sense view—contd.
Broad’s disagreement with, merely
verbal, 73 ff., 104, 110 n., 112,
164 f.
difference of Multiple Inherence,
Multiple Relation and Sensum
theories from, merely verbal,
125 ff., 128 f., 171 f., 193 fI.
Broad’s misrepresentation of, 70, 77,
82, 124 f., 135 f., 154 f., 160 ff.,
164, 166 ff.

See also Naive Realism
Constructs, logical, physical objects
as, 6, 9, 54, 86 ff., 175, 182
in the natural sciences, 88-101

Copernican system, 104

Correlation of phenomena, 86-105
and 119-145 passim, 180, 194 f.

‘Critical and Speculative Philoso-
phy’, C. D. Broad, 14, 149

Critical realists, 200

Critical Scientific Theory, 173 n.,

175

‘Defence of Common Sense’, G, E.
Moore, 7-10, 14
Delusive perception, 36 ff., 81, etc.
and the ‘external reference’ of
perceptual situations, 105-16
See also Hallucination, Illusion
Descartes, 200
Dictionary of Philosophy, D. D.
Runes, ed., 44, 48
Dispositional property, colour as,
127
Double-vision, 4, 51, 190
Dreams, 11, 153, 163, 204 f.
Drugs, effect of, 147, 151, 153, 160.
See also Alcoholic
Drunkard, perceptual experiences of,
see Alcoholic
Duration
as characteristic of physical ob-
ject, 59, 71 ff.
and simultaneity of perception,
168 f.
as factor in detecting delusive per-
ception, 115

Electric current, as explanatory
analogy, 93~7

Electron, as explanatory construct,
88-98

Ellipticity, apparent, of circular

object, see Shape

Emergent characteristic, perception
as, 55 ff.

Epistemological neutrality, alleged,
of sense-datum analysis, 1, 3,
6 ff., 10 ff., 18, 37 ff., 43, 571,
8o ff., 196—207

‘Epistemological object’ of percep-
tual situations, 37-43, 55, 76,
8o f., 84, 86, 109 ff.

Error, perceptual, mediation as
explanation of, 181f.,, 183f,
201

Esse est percipi, 188, 197

Ether hypothesis, go f.

Evidence, direct and indirect, 88-
105§
Examination of McTaggart’s Philoso-
phy, C. D. Broad, 2 o
‘Exceptional Cases’, sce Principle
of

Explanation, 129, 143, 179 f, 194 £,
199 f,

types of scientific, 88-105

‘External reference’ of perceptual
situations, 37-43, 50, 76 f., Ch.
II1, 191

Eyeball, images due to pressurc on,
45 f.

Fallacy
of ‘composition’, 114 f.
of ‘many questions’, 40

Galle, discovery of Neptune, 89

Genes, as explanatory construct,
89 ff.

Geometrical property, 122 ff., 133

Hallucination, 3, 4, 11, 12, 2I, 36~
47, 53 ff., 64 f., 80 f., 155, 162,
166, 197, 199, 203 ff.

and illusion, distinguished, 44 ff.
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Hallucination—contd.
and the ‘external reference’ of
perception, 105-16
and the hypostatization of images,
195—-207
detection of, 11, 21, 35, 39, 42,
64 f., 101 ff., 105-16, 133 ff.
Hicks, G. Dawes, 129 n., 176
Hobbes, 200
Hume, 1, 3, 4, 6
Hypostatization of sense-data, 12,
3843, 57 f., 193—207
Hypothesis
ad hoc, 89 ff., 97, 125, 193
perceptual judgments as express-
ing, 14 f., 20~23
notion of ‘physical objects’ as
merely, 86-105
types of scientific, 88-96

Idealists, metaphysical, 4
‘Ideas of sensation’ (Locke, Berke-
ley), 3, 5
Iden_uty of indiscernibles, principle
invoked, 125-8, 164 f., 184-8,
194 f.
Illusion
perceptual, 4, 11, 12, 17, 65, 75,
152, 196, 203
and hallucination, distinguished,
44 ff.
and the ‘external reference’ of
perception, 105—-16
and the ‘logical’ and ‘causal’ ques-
tions, Chs. IV=-VI
detection of, 11, 17, 35, 65, 75,
106-16, 130-41, Chs. IV-VI
passim.
bent stick, 44, 178 f.
Miiller-Lyer, 139 f.
due to mirrors, 145~64 passim
due to finite velocity of light, 147,
153 f., 165—70
of converging rails, 131 f., 139 ff.
See also Perspective, Light, Shape,
Size
‘Impressions’ (Hume), 3

Inference
from sensation to perception, 55 ff.
from sense ~data to ‘external
world’, 5f., 16, 83~105, 113,
116, 118
from properties of one ‘objective
constituent’ to those of another,
191 f.

Jaundice, effect of, 4, 131, 147, 151,
I53

Kaleidoscope, and ‘failing to notice
qualities of sensum’, 184 f.

Kant, 3

Kepler’s laws, as explanation, 143

Knowledge by acquaintance (and
description), 88 ff., 108

Language
illusive transparency of, 27 f.
ordinary, Moore’s position regard-
ing, 7 ff.
ordinary, Broad’s position regard-
ing, 13-27, 64 ff., etc.
ordinary, Broad’s misconception
of meaning of, 68 ff., etc.
ordinary, linguistic reconstruction
and the alleged inaccuracy of,
14—27, 64 ff., 109
ordinary, our prehistoric ancestors
and the ‘analyses’ implicit in,
15, 19 f., 23 ff., 64 ff.
ordinary, perceptual expressions of
as ‘trans-empirical’ hypotheses,
20 ff., Ch. III
arbitrary and conventional nature
of, as rebuttal of scepticism,
18-27, 35 f.,, 62 f.
pitfall in substantive-predicate
form of, 204-7
Pickwickian, 60 ff.
all use of as involving implicit
judgment of comparison, 20, 62
Leibniz, 175
Leverrier, discovery of Neptune, 90
Light
aberration of, 146, 153
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Light—-contd.

source of, 17, 101 f., 132, 136, Ch.
V passim

as stimulus, 56 f., 140, 145 f., 157,
160~3, 183, 199

conditions of (lighting), 123, 125,
131 £, 134 ff., 137, 151

characteristics of (wavelength,
etc.), 135, 157 f., 163 f.

behaviour of, 140ff., 162ff,
179 ff., 198

finite velocity of, 146 f., 153, 158,
16570

of stars, 147, 165~70
See also Media, homogeneous and
non-homogeneous; Refraction;
Mirror reflection
Location
of mirror-images, 14 f., 145 ff.
of observer, apparent variation of
shape, size and colour with,
Chs. IV-VI passim
as characteristic of physical
objects, 59
of the independently necessary and
sufficient conditions for per-
ception, Ch. V
of sensa, 193
of ‘objective constituent’ on Sen-
sum Theory, 173 ff.
Locke, 1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 200
Logical constructs, see Constructs,

logical

‘Logical Question, The’, Chs. IV
and VI

Media, homogeneous and non-

homogeneous, 145, 158, 160,
162, 164, 178 ff.

Memory, 49, 58, 186 f,

Memory judgment, and inspection
of sensa, 186 1.

Mendeléef’s periodic table, go

Metaphor, scientific theory as, 92
ff.

Michelson-Morley experiment, go

Mill, J. S, 9

Mind and Its Place in Nature, C. D.
Broad, 2, etc. (quoted through-
out text)

Mirror reflection, 14 f., 145 f., 148
53, 157 f., 164, 169

Molecular theory, and notion of
solidity, 26

Molecules, as explanatory construct,
88—91

Moore, G. E., 1ff, 6-12, 13f,
100 f., 129 n., 138, 176

‘Moore’s Technique’, J. Wisdom, 13

Miiller-Lyer illusion, 139 £.

Multiple Inherence Theory, 118,
121-8, 144 f., 171 £., 176 £., 193,

196
Multiple Relation Theory of Ap-
pearing, 118, 12I1—4, 128-35,

144, 171 £, 176 ., 179, 193, 196
Mysticism and Logic, B. Russell, 6

Naive realism, 3, 9, 70-9, 82, 94,
etc. See also Common-sense
view

‘Nature of Sensible Appearances’,
G. E. Moore, 7

Necessary and sufficient conditions,
for pervasion of place by quality,
145 ff., 153

Neptune, discovery of, 89 f.

Normal conditions of perception,
51, 62, 113, 126, 131 f., 134 ff.,
I41, 1461 149, 162 ff-: I69 f-a
183, 190, 199 f,

‘Objective constituent’ of percep-
tual situation, 59, 64, 67-82,
83-8, 110-14, 117, et subseq.

‘Ontological object” of perceptual
situation, 37-43, 76, 80, 84, 86,
109 ff.

‘Other Minds’, J. Wisdom, 93

Our Knowledge of the External World,
B. Russell, 174 n.

Paradox
in Sensum Theory, 182~92
in Moore’s position, 8 ff.
of sense-datum analysis, I
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Perception, H, H. Price, 3

Perception, Physics and Reality, C. D.
Broad, 2

Perceptual situations

distinguished from non-percep-
tual, 36 ff., 79 fT.

‘objective constituent’ of, 59, 64,
67-82, 83-8, 110-I4, 117, et
subseq.

‘subjective constituent’ of, 48-58,
67, 159 n., 164 n., 185 f.

‘onto'logical’ and ‘epistemological
object’ of, 37-43, 55, 76, 80 f.,
84, 86, 109 ff.

‘external reference’ of, 37—43, 50,
76 £., Ch. 111, 191

Broad’s artificial delimitation of,
69-82

delusive and veridical, 36 ff., 81
See also Hallucination, Illusion

Periodic table, Mendeléef’s, as pre-
dictive hypothesis, 9o
Perspective, variance in apparent
shage, size, etc., with, 4, 118-43
passim, 174, 177f., 183, 191,
194, 198-203
Philosophy and the Physicists, S.
. Stebbing, 181 n.
Philosophy of G. E. Moore, P. A.
Schilpp, ed., 10 f., 13
Photograph (photographic image),
134, 137, 140, 180, 20I ff.
Phyla, zoological, and linguistic
convention, 25
Physicalliinherence (‘pervasion’) of
quality in place, 121-4, -
Physical objectf ’ s

notion of as logical construct, 6, 9,
54, 86 ff., 97 f., 175, 182

commonplace statements about as
hypotheses, 20 ff., 84 ff.

doubt as to existence of, 1, 6ff.,
_I2, 34, 60 ff., 97 ff., etc.

role of_ sense-data (sensa) in per-
ception of, 3, 5, 8ff., 17f,
46 1., 81, 171 ff.

relation of sense-data to, 3 ff., 7-

12, 203

Physical objects—contd,
relation of sensa to, 172 ff.
existence not inferable from sense-
data, s f., 16, 83-105, 113, II6,
118
are they ‘constituents’ of percep-
tual situations?, 23 ff., 64-82,
109 ff., 118 ff., 133 ff.
common-sense notion of, I, 4,
7 ff., 13ff, 21ff, 26, 35%,
59 ff., 118 ff., 144 ff., 196
real and apparent properties of,
see Shape, Size, Colour, etc.
Pickwickian sense, 60, 63
Place, see Location
Plato, 17
Polarity of terms and concepts, 98 ff,
115, 130 f., 135, 1SI £
Prediction (predictability), 16, 88-
96 passim, 132, 141 ff, 179 £,
194 f., etc.
Price, H. H., 3
Principle of Exceptional Cases, Dr.
Broad’s, 14 ff., 149-52
Problems of Philosophy, B. Russell,
3f
Ptolemaic system, 104

Reducibility
of perception to sensation, 55 f.
of ‘physical inherence’ and ‘geo-
metric shape’ to ‘sensible in-
herence’ and ‘sensible form’,
12243, 151
Reductio ad absurdum, of Sensum
Theory, 182-92
Reflection, of light,
reflection
Refraction of light, 178 ff. See also
Media, homogeneous and non-

see Mirror

homogeneous

‘Refutation of Idealism’, G. E.
Moore, 4

‘Region of projection’, 121, 126, 145~
70

Relational property, shape, size and
colour as dyadic and triadic,
Ch. 1V, 146, 152 f., 173
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‘Reply to My Critics’y G. E. Moore,
10f.

Representationalism  (Theory of
Representative Ideas), 5, o9,
174 n., 200

Republic, Plato, 17

Russell, Bertrand,
174 f., 182

I-12  passim,

Santonin, effect of, 147, 151 ff.
Scientific Thought, C. D. Broad, 2,
5L, 27, 34, 48, 52, 129, 132,
172-86 passim, 190
Sensa
distinguished from sense-data, 6 f.
Broad’s definition of, s, 48, 173 f.
and Broad’s analysis of sensation,
48-53
distinguishability from physical
objects in normal perception,
52 ff., 182 ff,, 193 ff,
relation to physical objects, 172 ff.
analogous to television images, s,
181 f.
peculiar properties of, commonly
unnoticed, 51f., 182 ff,, 189 f.
incorrigibility of perception of,
and consequent paradox, 182—
92
numerical and descriptive identity
of, 185 ff.
inspection of and perception with,
186 ff., 190 f,
See also Sensum Theory
Sensation
sense-data as ‘ideas of?, 35
Moore’s analysis of, 4
Broad’s analysis of, 5, 48 1.
sense-datum  analysis of, begets
‘logical problem’, 195207, etc.
r6le of, in perception, 46-58
Broad’s conception of, not clear,
46-58
pure, distinguished from per-
ception, 48-58
reducibility of perception to, 55 ff.
as mental awareness and physio-
. logical process, 57

Sensation—contd.

view that all we know are
sequences of, 99 f.
material things as ‘permanent

possibilities of’, Mill’s view, 9 f.
Sense-data
general introductory remarks con-
cerning, 1-18
Russell’s coinage and definition
of, 2 f.
Moore’s views concerning, 6-12
divergent views concerning, 3 ff.,
8 ff.
and Broad’s theory of sensa, 4 f., 7
traditional epistemological posi-
tions expressed in terms of, 3 ff.
gulf between physical objects and,
4, 6, 12, 16, etc.
and Broad’s advocacy of linguistic
reconstruction, 16 ff.
relation of,, to physical objects and
our knowledge of them, 3ff,
7-12, 203
indubitable existence of, 3 ff., 11
as mediating tertium quid, 4-12
passim, 16 f., 203-7
See also Sense-datum analysis;
Sensa; Sensation
Sense-datum analysis
antiquity of, 3
Moore’s influence on contem-
porary character of, 3 f.
alleged epistemological neutrality
of, 1 ff., 6, 8 ff., 12 ., 203~7
See also Sense-data
Sensible form, 122 ff.
‘Sensible inherence’ (‘pervasion’) of
quality in place, 12I—4, 145-70
Sensum Theory
and Theory of Representative
Ideas, s, 9, 174 n., 200
Broad’s preference for, 171, 176 £.,
195—207
Broad’s specific arguments for,
177-82
and relation of sensa to physical
objects, alternative views, 175 £,
paradox in, 182—-92
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Sensum Theory—contd.
an ad hoc and purely verbal solu-
tion to ‘logical problem’, 192-5
Broad’s question-begging pre-
supposition of, as source of
problem it ‘solves’, 43, 57, 195~
207
See also Sensa; Multiple Inher-
ence Theory; Multiple Relation
Theory
Shadow-play, Broad’s conception of
perceptual situation analogous
to, 17 f.
Shape, apparent variability of, 4 f.,
9, 12, 65 f., Chs. IV, VI passim.
See also Perspective; Relational
property, etc.
Simultaneity, see Light, finite vel-
ocity of
Size, apparent variability of, 4 f., 9,
Chs. 1V, VI passim. See also
Shape
Solipsism, 100
Stars
perception of, and finite velocity
of light, 147, 165-9
constellations of, and linguistic
convention, 24 f,
Stebbing, Susan, 181 n.
‘Subjective constituent’ of percep-
tual situations, 48—58, 67, 159 n,
1.64 n., 185 f. See also ‘Objec-~
tive constituent’
Substratum (Locke), 6

Telephone switchboard, hallucina-

tion analogous to short-circuit
in, 42
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Television, analogy of, 5, 181 f.

Time lag, perceptual, due to finite
velocity of light, 146 f., 153,
158, 165-70

Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus, L.
Wittgenstein, 100 n.

Verbal issue
Broad’s disagreement with com-
mon-sense view as, 73 ff., 104,
110N, 112, 164 f.
difference between common-sense
view and Multiple Inherence,
Multiple Relation and Sensum
theories as, 125 ff., 128 ., 171 .,
193 ff.
distinction between veridical and
delusive perception reduced to,
108, etc.
distinction between apparent and
real properties reduced to, 151,
etc.
Verification (verifiability), 92 {., 102,
106 f., 132, 194 f., etc.
Virus, filterable, as explanatory con-
struct, go f.

Water current, as hypothesis and as
analogy, 93-6

Wisdom, John, 13, 15, 93

Wittgenstein, Ludwig, 100 n.

Wood, Ledger, 44, 48

Zeno, paradoxes of, 28
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