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ABSTRACT

THE THEORY OF SENSE-DATA
IN TWENTIETH-CENTURY BRITISH PHILOSOPHY

By

Peter Charles List

The main objectives of this thesis are two: (1) to give an account
of the re-emergence of the realistic version of the sense-datum theory in
Twentieth-Century British philosophy and (2) to give an account of the
critique of the sense-datum theory by ordinary language philosophers and
others. These objectives are approached through a chronological examina-
tion of the relevant works of the major sense-datum philosophers, G. E.
Moore, Bertrand Russell, H. H. Price, and A. J. Ayer, and the works of
the major critics of the theory, Ludwig Wittgenstein, Gilbert Ryle, and
J. L. Austin.

In satisfying the first objective, the sense-datum theory is divided
into two versions: the ontological version as advocated by Moore, Russell,
and Price, and the linguistic version as advocated by Ayer. Five doctrines
were found to be fundamental to the ontological version: (1) the basic
doctrine first stressed by Moore in 1903 that an act-object analysis of
sensation can be produced; and the correlative doctrines (2) that a dis-
tinction must be made between two levels of perceptual awareness, namely,
sensing and perceiving, (3) that a distinction must be made between two
objects of perceptual awareness, namely, sense-data and material objects,
(4) that the sensing of sense-data has some relation to the perceiving of

material objects, and (5) that sense-data have some relation to material
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objects. The problem of perception then became that of giving explana-
tions of the relation of sensing to perceiving and of sense-data to
material objects. The ontological theorists tried to resolve this prob-
lem in traditional, empiricist terms, by turning either to a variant of
Lockeian, Representative Realism, to a variant of Berkeleian Phenomenal-
ism, or to an amalgamation of these variants.

In Ayer's linguistic version, sense-data were not objects and sens-
ing was not a mental act. Rather, the use of sense-datum expressions
was a convenient linguistic device chosen to avoid certain ambiguities in
ordinary perceptual language. And the ''sense-datum language' was only
one, though the best, of several languages that could be chosen to serve
in the analysis of perception. The problem of perception was that of
showing how material-object sentences could be translated into sense-
datum sentences, though Ayer eventually dropped this phenomenalistic
program in favor of one which would show how our beliefs about material
objects constituted a theory explaining the course of our sensory exper-
ience.

In satisfying objective (2), the critique of the sense-datum theory
is divided into two main lines of attack: the internal and the external.
The internal line of attack consists of the criticism initiated by Russell
in 1919, of the basic doctrine of the ontological version. This critique
resulted in a rejection of this doctrine and the correlative ontological
doctrines. The main external line of attack consisted of a critique by
Wittgenstein, Ryle, and Austin of the approach sense-datum philosophers
used to resolve perceptual issues. This critique is interpreted to be
part of a larger, revolutionary attack against certain tendencies which

have dominated English epistemology and philosophy of mind for several
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centuries, namely, the Cartesian theory of the mind and the Cartesian
search for the foundations of empirical knowledge. Wittgenstein turned
this critique into an attack against the mental-process analysis of the
concepts of sense-perception, Ryle into an attack against the category
mistake of assimilating sensation to observation, and Austin into an
attack against the general doctrine that we are never aware of common
objects but only of sense-data. These philosophers thought that the
errors of the sense-datum theory were brought on by certain misleading
distinctions and metaphors entrenched in both ordinary language and in
the technical language of philosophy. And they called for a careful
examination of our ordinary perceptual language to ascertain the true

conceptual framework for analyzing perception.
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INTRODUCTION

Since the time of Hobbes, and especially since the time of Locke,
English philosophers have shown a considerable interest in the phil-
osophy and psychology of perception. In the last sixty years, this
interest has been particularly acute, and philosophical discussions of
perceptual issues have often occupied the center of philosophical atten-
tion in England. It is true that during this time there have been many
competing and incompatible theories of perception in England. But some
of these theories, especially those that would be called '"Realistic,"
have exhibited a common, underlying agreement about the nature of what
we immediately perceive in both ordinary and unordinary perceptual situ-
ations. This agreement can be described by saying that these theories
have all accepted the theory of sense-data at their core. Thus, while
controversy has raged about which theory of perception is true, whether,
for example, 5ome version of Phenomenalism or some version of Represen-
tative Realism is true, there has been some unanimity in respect to the
truth of the theory of sense-data.

This unanimity did not in any way dominate perceptual theory in
the early decades of this century, for during this time English philoso-
phy was under the control of ldealists such as F. H. Bradley, Hastings
Rashdall, Bernard Bosanquet, and J. E. McTaggart. And the ldealists
did not believe that the Realistic version of the sense-datum theory

was feasible despite the fact that some of them advocated an Idealistic







version of their own.‘ The influence of such Realists as G. E. Moore
and Bertrand Russell was not felt so strongly at first due to this
fact. Yet, during the decade after 1930 the influence of the Realists
became predominant in English philosophy, and the sense-datum theory
found its most sympathetic hearing in the work of H. H. Price. During
this period, the sense-datum theory became perhaps as orthodox as a
philosophical theory can get.

Since the middle thirties, however, this agreement about the
truth of the sense-datum theory has been shattered both by critical
doubts concerning certain of the fundamental and more peripheral
assumptions of the theory and by a frontal assault against the very
approach sense-datum philosophers have used to discuss perceptual
issues. Criticism of the sense-datum theory was broached in the
first instance by philosophers who agreed to a large extent with the
general approach sense-datum philosophers used to deal with perceptual
problems and issues. But such criticism took a different turn in the
work of Ludwig Wittgenstein in the middle 1930's and in the work of
Gilbert Ryle and J. L. Austin in the later 1940's. These philosophers,
particularly Ryle and Austin, thought that such an approach was funda-
mentally mistaken. They argued that the approach was vitiated not
merely by an insensitivity to ordinary language and to the conceptual
framework embodied in it, but more importantly by certain basic misunder-
standings about the nature of epistemological inquiry. They argued that

if the epistemological assumptions of the sense-datum theory were

‘Moore called the ldealistic version of the sense-datum theory
‘'the accepted view'' in Some Main Problems of Philosophy, (London: George
Allen & Unwin, Ltd., 1953), p. Bh. On the accepted view, sense-data
were thought to be mental entities or objects. This was a position
which both Moore and Russell were careful to avoid.
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exposed, they would appear to be erroneous and could then be removed
from perceptual inquiry. Indeed, if philosophical advance were to
be made in perceptual theory, such assumptions had to be removed. Many
of these assumptions were assumptions about the nature of the mind and
of mental processes, and some of them were assumptions about the nature
of knowledge and its relation to perception. Very few of these assump-
tions were new in philosophy; most of them could be traced back in Eng-
lish philosophy to Locke and ultimately to Descartes in France. At any
rate, critics argued that these assumptions had uncritically governed
English epistemology since that time and that they were the primary sup-
port for the sense-datum theory.

In the last two decades, it has become clear that many younger
English philosophers, especially those who were students of Ryle and
Austin at Oxford, have taken up the '"Anti-Cartesian'' banner of the
major sense-datum critics. These younger philosophers appear to be-
lieve that the criticisms of Wittgenstein, Ryle, and Austin have de-
cisively demolished the sense-datum theory in both its ontological
and linguistic forms. And the sense-datum theory is presently a dead
issue. Indeed, philosophical discussion of perceptual issues has be-
come lethargic, perhaps because many philosophers do not know where to
turn to revitalize the philosophy of perception. G. J. Warnock, one of
the leading transmitters of J. L. Austin's work, has remarked that
""Philosophers have not only come to distrust the terms in which, by long
tradition, philosophical problems about perception have been posed and
discussed: they are also not yet by any means sure how these problems

might be posed and discussed more profitably. Perhaps they are not even







quite sure what the 'problems' are.”l This statement reflects quite well
the present state of the philosophy of perception in England.

The question of whether the Anti-Cartesian attack against the
sense-datum theory will continue to rule the day in England has re-
cently been complicated by the fact that the main advocate of the lin-
guistic version of the theory, A. J. Ayer, has belatedly defended the
theory against Austin's attack.2 It is likely, however, the Ayer will
never be able to restate his version of the theory in a way that wil
substantially influence the thinking of many younger English philoso-
phers. In the last two decades, the thinking of Wittgenstein, Ryle,
and Austin has become too predominant and forceful for that to become
a reality, and his defense of the sense-datum theory has come twenty
years late. There are strong indications that the significant thinking
in the philosophy of perception will not henceforth follow the tra-
ditional lines. And we can expect that the examination of perceptual
language which Wittgenstein, Ryle, and Austin began and which was carried
further by philosophers like G. J. Warnock and F. N. Sibley, will continue
along linguistic lines.

It is my purpose in this dissertation to give an account of the
rise and fall of the sense-datum theory in the works of seven of its
most important advocates and critics in Twentieth Century English phil-
osophy. | shall hope to show how, after some four decades of Idealism,

the Realistic version of the theory first re-emerged in 1903 with the

1
G. J. Warnock, ed., The Philosophy of Perception (London: Oxford
University Press, 1967), p. 2.

2A. J. Ayer, 'Has Austin Refuted the Sense-datum Theory?", Synthese,
xVIL (1967) .
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publication of G. E. Moore's article, 'The Refutation of ldealism." L

It was then advocated under Moore's influence by Bertrand Russell until
1919, and then carefully and thoroughly re-elaborated in the work of
H. H. Price. The work of these three philosophers reinstated what |
will call the ''ontological version of the Realistic sense-datum theory.'

| then want to continue my treatment of the sense-datum theory by look-
ing at the work of A. J. Ayer, beginning with LANGUAGE, TRUTH AND L()(il(:,2
Ayer was a strong advocate of the sense-datum theory, too, only he
thought out a novel version, a version which | will call the "linguistic
version of the sense-datum theory.'" In the second part of the disserta-
tion, | will continue by examining the critical attacks which Wittgenstein,
Ryle, and Austin made against both the ontological and linguistic version

of the theory. | will try to assess the justice of their criticisms, in

the light of what is said in the first part of the dissertation about the
individual contributions which Moore, Russell, Price, and Ayer made in
support of the theory. In this way, | hope that some light can be thrown
on the state of contemporary thinking about perceptual issues in England.
Although in the body of the dissertation | will take up individually
the contributions which each of the above-named philosophers made to the
sense-datum issue, | want to begin Part One by giving an introductory
characterization of those assumptions which Moore, Russell, and Price
held in common about sense-data, and | want to mention briefly the points
on which they diverged in their respective theories of perception. At
‘G. E. Moore, ''The Refutation of Idealism,' in Philosophical
Studies (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, Ltd., lszzmﬁ?ﬁished
Tn Mind, n.s., XII (October, 1903).

ZA. J. Ayer, Language, Truth and Logic (2nd ed.; New York: Dover
Publications, Inc., 1952); this book was first published in 1936, and
the second edition was first published in 1946.
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the beginning of Part Two, | will also include some very general intro-
ductory remarks about the character of the criticisms which Wittgenstein

Ryle, Austin, and other critics made of the sense-datum theory.






PART I.

THE SENSE-DATUM THEORY






CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION: THE ONTOLOGICAL VERSION

Although Bertrand Russell is sometimes given credit for introduc-
ing the term ''sense-data'’ into public, philosophical discussions in
England in 1912, it is more probably G. E. Moore who first did so in
a paper read before the Aristotelian Society in December, 1909, called
""The Subject Matter of Psycho]ogy.“l Moreover, in an earlier paper read
before the same society in 1905, Moore talked about ''colored patches'
and that ''class of data which | have called 'sense-contents'' in a way
that leaves no doubt that he was referring to the same thing which in
1909 he called ”sense-data."2 0f course, Moore knew full well when he
introduced the term ''sense-data'' in 'The Subject Matter of Psychology"
that he was talking about much the same sort of entities which other
philosophers had already called "impressions,' 'sensations," ''sense-
presentations,' 'presentations,' ''sensational qualities," 'sensational
data,' and the like. |In many cases, however, different views were
taken about the nature of these entities, so that while it is true

that the sense-datum analysis had some sympathetic support in the views

1Proceedim_s of the Aristotelian Society, n.s., X (1909-10).

The 1905 paper was ''The Nature and Reality of Objects of Percep-
tion," in Philosophical Studies (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, Ltd.,
1922); first published in PAS, n.s., VI (1905-06). (Hereinafter re-
ferred to as ''Objects of Perception.') A contrary view is presented
by Roland Hall in ''The Term 'Sense-datum'," Mind, n.s., LXXIIl (January,
1964) . Hall argues that A. C. Frazer first used the term in the 1880's,
that William James took it from Frazer and that Russell borrowed it from
James on the ground that Russell had some familiarity with the work of
James .
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of such Realist philosophers as T. Percy Nunn, G. F. Stout, and Samuel
Alexander, the Realistic sense-datum analysis of appearance first
came to take on its distinctive flavor in the early work of G. E. Moore.

The fact that Moore rather than Russell first introduced the term
“'sense-data'’ into philosophical discussions is not very significant
from a philosophical standpoint, however; and it only shows, among
other things, that Moore was publicly concerned with perceptual prob-
lems earlier than Russell. Moreocever it is likely that the notion of
a '"'sense-datum' first became more generally known in philosophy as
a result of the publication by Russell of THE PROBLEMS OF PHILOSOPHY
in 1912 rather than as a result of Moore's earlier work. Furthermore,
Moore's most extensive consideration of the sense-datum theory occurred
in some lectures he gave in London in 1910 and 1911. These lectures
were not published until 1953.1 It is also more probable that phil-
osophers paid more attention to Russell's work since he had already
established a brilliant reputation with the publication of THE PHILOSOPHY
OF LEIBNIZ in 1900, THE PRINCIPLES OF MATHEMATICS in 1903, and PRINCIPIA
MATHEMATICA, Vol. 1, in 1910. At any rate, by July of 1914, the issue
of the status of sense-data had become important enough to become the
subject of a discussion by Moore and Stout before a joint meeting of the
Aristotelian Society, the British Psychological Society, and the
Mind Association, so that for all practical purposes the ontological
version of the sense-datum theory became a topic of fervent philosophical
concern in England by 1912.

Moore, Russell, and later on, Price, all agreed to the truth of

1
Moore, Some Main Problems of Philosophy.
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- certain fundamental points about sensing and sense-data, points which
. mark them out as Realistic sense-datum philosophers., This agreement
was not always intentional but was one which is evident nevertheless
in most of Moore's work on perception throughout his life, in Russell's
work until 'On Propositions: What They Are and How They Mean' in 1919,’
and in what we might call the ''sense-datum classic,'' Price's PERCEP-
TION.2 This agreement can be broken down into five doctrines basic to
what | will call the ''ontological version of the sense-datum theory."

(1) The most fundamental doctrine of the ontological version is the
doctrine that philosophers can give an act-object analysis of sensation.
Moore and Russell specifically argued for, and Price took for granted, the
idea that sensing is a dyadic relation between (a) a mental act of sens-
ing and (b) an object sensed, the sense-datum (or sense-data). What was
crucial to this analysis is the belief that the two terms of this rela-
tion, the act of sensing and the sense-datum, are in some sense distinct
from, and independent of, each other, even though the sense-datum is in
part 'mind-dependent.'' There was disagreement and vacillation among

these sense-datum philosophers about the question of whether sense-data
could continue to exist when not being sensed; to Russell it seemed

possible for this to be true, while Moore was never sure what to think
But neither Moore, Russell, nor Price ever felt that

about the issue.

di of sense-data meant that sense-data

the mental dependence or indep
were mental entities. And this was an important step away from ''the

accepted view'' of the ldealists.

1Bertr‘and Russell, '"On Propositions: What They Are and How They Mean,'
in Logic and Knowledge, ed. by Robert Marsh (London: George Allen & Unwin,

Ltd., T956); first published in PAS, Supplementary Vol. Il (1919), 1-43.
(Hereinafter referred to as 'On Propositions.")

2H. H. Price, Perception (2nd ed.; London: Methuen & Co., Ltd.,
1950); first published in 1932.



To explain what it meant to say that sense-data are distinct from
acts of sensing, yet in some way mind-dependent, it is necessary to
characterize those things which Moore, Russell, and Price thought were
true about the act of sensing and about sense-data.

All thu_'ee took the act of sensing to be a mental act whereby the
mind is actively aware of or conscious of an object. In the act of
sensing, the mind was alternately said to !'grasp,' to '‘apprehend,'
to 'know,'' or sometimes to ''perceive'' a sense-datum. That element which
all acts of sensing had in common was ''conciousness'' or ''awareness,''

+ and consciousness was thought to be cognitive. Sensing was taken to
+ be a way of knowing an object, in this case a sense-datum. In this
respect sensing a sense-datum was described as being acquainted with
an object in a non-judgmental, presentational way.

The concept of an act of sensing was of course only an abstrac-
tion, utilized for the purpose of analyzing different concrete kinds of
sensing; sensing was characterized as an abstract, generic activity
having different specific activities as sub-species. The species of
sensing were as numerous as the different ways we could sense things or
be sensually aware of things; there were said to be as many kinds of

sensing-activities as there are kinds of sense-modalities. Thus, where

"X represents a sense-datum, it was said that we could see X, or touch
X, or hear X, or smell X, or taste X. All of these ways of sensing sense-
data required the same kind of analysis into act and object. It is true
that the sense-datum theorists were biased toward the modalities of

sight, touch, and hearing, but all kinds of sensation were described as
ays of being acquainted with sense-data. Thus there were said to be

isual acts and visual sense-data, tactual acts and tactual sense-data,






n
olfactory acts and olfactory sense-data, kinaesthetic acts and kinaes-
thetic sense-data, etc. Naturally, it was conceded that there were differ-
ences in these kinds of acts and differences in these kinds of sense-data,
differences which made these acts and data visual rather than auditory,
or kinaesthetic rather than visual. Nevertheless, these philosophers
acted as if these differences were relatively unimportant. At any rate,
the differences were taken to be fairly transparent so far as the essen-
tial character of sensory acts and sense-data went, and nothing much was
said about them. The important facts about sensory acts were facts about
what the different kinds of acts had in common with each other. The im-
portant and essential facts about sense-data were also facts which were
thought to be true of all kinds of sense-data.

What these latter facts about the objects of sensing were, can be
summarized in the following way: sense-data are indubitably existing
objects or ‘particular existents.'" They can be described, for example,
as patches of color having certain sizes and shapes and arranged in a
sensory field.] These patches of color are distinct from the act of sens-
ing and are not created by consciousness, yet are in some sense private
to the mind that senses them, or 'mind-dependent.'' Sense-data are also

distinct from ''material objects' or 'material things,'" yet their exis-

tence is also partially dependent upon material objects. It is not
possible in general to demarcate any agreement among sense-data philos-
ophers as to what this latter dependence ''amounted to,'' however, since
this is one point at which the views of Moore Russell, and Price diverged.
The nature of the relation of sense-data to material objects was the

focal point of a good deal of argument and dissension among sense-

lThe typical examples were taken from vision.
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datum philosophers and their critics. But there can be no doubt about
the fact that sense-data do exist, it was thought, since they are in-
variably discovered in our sensory acts.1

This basic distinction between the act of sensing and the sense-
datum led to two corollary doctrinal distinctions: (2) the distinction
between two levels of perceptual awareness and (3) the distinction be-
tween two objects of perceptual awareness. First, it was typically
argued that the analysis of perception was not exhausted by the primary
distinction between sensing and sense-data; it was suggested that per-
ceiving involved more than sensing sense-data and was thus in some way
distinguishable from sensing sense-data. True, the sensing of sense-
data was thought to be a component of perception, for this sensing must

occur if perceiving is to occur. But the belief that we normally per-

ceive 'material objects' rather than sense-data needed to be taken into

account, and this the sense-datum philosophers did by suggesting that

perception is a complex matter consisting of the sensing of sense-data

and, in veridical cases, the perceiving of material objects. Perceiving
material objects was also given an act-object analysis, or a process-
object analysis, though this analysis was worked out in different ways
by Moore, Russell, and Price, and though different language was used

- by these philosophers to label the distinction between sensing and per-

ceiving. Thus Moore made a distinction between direct apprehension of

sense-data (sensing sense-data) and indirect apprehension of physical

2
objects (perceiving material objects); Russell made a similar distinction

1\,le are acquainted with our acquaintance with sense-data, Russell
said. See ''Knowledge by Acquaintance and Knowledge by Description,"
in Mysticism and Logic (London: Longmans, Green and Co., 1918), p. 211;
first pubTished in PAS, n.s., XI (1910-11).

Moore also extended his analysis later to three senses of ''see':
(1) seeing sense-data; (2) seeing part of the surface of a material
thing; (3) seeing a material thing.
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between acquaintance with sense-data and descriptive knowledge of
physical objects; and Price made a distinction between sensing sense-
data and perceptual consciousness of material objects.

To argue that a similar distinction was present in all three cases
must now, however, mislead the reader into thinking that precisely the
same distinction was present in all three cases, for while it is true
that ''direct apprehension' for Moore, 'acquaintance' for Russell, and
"sensing" for Price all meant substantially the same thing, it is not at
all true to say that 'indirect apprehension,' knowledge by description,"
and ''perceptual consciousness'' meant the same thing. Moore's '"indirect
apprehension' and Russell's ''knowledge by description'' at one time were
very similar in meaning, but 'perceptual consciousness'' was for Price a
very complicated affair consisting of a number of elements which neither
Moore nor Russell ever intended to be a part of their own analyses.

I will discuss the differences between these analyses of perceiv-
ing when | come to deal with the individual theories of Moore, Russell,
and Price in the succeeding chapters. Let me point out now that these
differences are very important since the way individual sense-datum
theories are characterized will affect the kinds of criticisms that can
be made of them. | hope to show that these differences in the analysis
of perceiving material objects are inextricably bound together with
individual views about the nature of material objects and about the
relation of sense-data to material objects.

The second corollary distinction, and third fundamental doctrine,
to which the act-object analysis of sensing commonly gave rise, was the
distinction between the sense-datum and the material object. This dis-

tinction was of course directly tied to the other corollary distinction
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between sensing and perceiving. Just as there was some agreement
about the latter distinction, so there was some agreement about the
properties sense~-data were said to have in common and the properties
material objects were said to have in common. | have described some
of the common properties of sense-data already, but more can be said
about sense-data in the light of what sense-datum philosophers said
about the properties of material objects. Briefly, it was suggested
that while material objects all persist and endure through time, are
spatially complete or three-dimensional, and are publicly observable
entities, sense-data, on the other hand, are transitory in temporal
nature, are spatially incomplete in the sense that they have, for ex-
ample, no tops or bottoms, and are arranged in private sense-fields in
such a way that they are private to the mind that is acquainted with
them. It was either implied or directly stated that sense-data are
inhabitants of a private, spatial world (though not necessarily "in"
the mind), while material objects are occupants of 'public'' space.

The belief that sense-data and material objects have different com-
mon properties was not taken to preclude a relationship between them. In
fact once the distinction between sense-data and material objects was
made, it was thought necessary to show what the relation was between the
two. The three basic doctrines of the ontological version of the sense-
datum theory were thus supplemented by two further doctrines: (4) the
doctrine that the sensing of sense-data has some relation to the per-
ceiving of material objects; and (5) the doctrine that sense-data have
some relation to material objects. The fact that these two doctrines

were a part of the common fund of doctrines with which Moore, Russell,
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and Price worked needs to be stated with some caution, however. Just
as these three philosophers did not agree about what the relation
between sensing and perceiving was, so they disagreed about what the
relation between sense-data and material objects was. Acceptance of
the basic distinction of the theory along with the first two corollary
distinctions did not lead to the same consequences for any of the major
sense-datum theorists; each philosopr;er worked out different analyses
of the last two relations (4) and (5) . We can describe this fact in
a slightly different way by saying that Moore, Russell, and Price all
agreed to a sense-datum analysis of sensation, but differed as to their
analysis of perception and differed as to their analysis of the nature
of material objects. The fact that they accepted certain common facts
about sense-data and material objects did not prevent such disagreement.
Thus Moore never got to the point where he was satisfied with what he
had said about either of these last two relations. He left the relation
of sense-data to material objects largely unanalyzed. It could be said
that Moore set the stage for analyses of both of these relations by
pointing to their existence and by implying that the problem of per-
ception should be to give analyses of them. Then Russell and, later,
Price attempted to resolve this problem by giving analyses of both the
nature of perception and the relation of sense-data to material objects.
ut the results of these analyses were radically different, even if not
1together novel in modern British philosophy. Of course, it can be
rgued that Moore was merely reformulating in different terminology a

roblem which was at least as old as John Locke's AN ESSAY CONCERNING

MAN UNDERSTANDING. It is also possible to conceive of both Russell

d Price's "solutions'' to this problem in more traditional terms.
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One can discriminate then in the writings of Moore, Russell, and
Price certain doctrines which, we can argue, were fundamental to the
sense-datum theory, doctrines which all mark out the ontological variant
of the theory. This variant has been otherwise described as the ''meta-
physical'' version or the ''two objects' version of the theory, but no
matter how it is named, the basic doctrines are the following: (1) the
doctrine that an act-object analysis of sensation or of sensing can be
produced; (2) the doctrine that a distinction can be made between two
levels of perceptual awareness, namely, sensing and perceiving; (3) the
doctrine that a distinction can be correlatively made between two objects
of perceptual awareness, namely, sense-data and material objects; (4) the
doctrine that the sensing of sense-data has some relation to the per-
celving of material objects; (5) the doctrine that sense-data have some
relation to material objects.

Before continuing with an examination of the work of Moore, Russell,
and Price, let me add two last points: first, at least one sense-datum
philosopher, A. J. Ayer, objected to calling the ontological version of
the sense-datum theory a ''theory' if this were taken to imply that it
has the features of a scientific theory, such as predictive power. This
argument went hand in hand with Ayer's claim that the sense-datum ''theory"
is just an alternative language for describing what appears to be the
case, and | shall deal with it later. | think, however, that it is en-
tirely justifiable to describe the ontological version of the sense-

datum theory as a '‘theory' so long as we keep in mind that it is a

"'philosophical theory" in the loose way that this expression is used by
hilosophers.

Second, one should be careful about referring to the ontological
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version as a ''theory of perception,' for this may imply an agreement
about the analysis of perception which just did not exist. As | will
show in more detail, Moore, Russell, and Price did agree about such
matters as the nature of sense-data, about what counts as a sense-datum,
and about what sensing is. Nevertheless they differed in important ways
on the question of how to analyze perception. | will argue that Moore
tended towards a version of Lockeian, Representative Realism, as Russell
did at one time, but that Russell was also at one time a phenomenalist.
Price tended to wed the two views into a phenomenalism of a different
sort. Simply conceived, | shall maintain that the belief that sense-data,
rather than physical objects are sensed, led to two different and long
familiar theories of perception: (1) a version of Representative Realism
in which physical objects are both analytically and metaphysically dis-
tinct from sense-data; and (2) a version of Phenomenalism, broadly con-
.ceived as the view that material objects are in some way identical with
.or partly composed of sense-data even though distinguishable from sense-

data in a causal sense.



CHAPTER TWO

G. E. MOORE: THE ACT-OBJECT ANALYSIS OF SENSING

The possibility of introducing the idea of a sense-datum as a part
f a theory of perception perhaps first suggested itself to G. E. Moore
hile ruminating about the main thesis of ldealism as he conceived it,
he thesis that esse est percipi. In a famous paper published in 1303,
The Refutation of lIdealism," Moore found it necessary to refute the argu-
ents which had been given to establish this thesis. In the process of
oing so, he was led to give an act-object analysis of sensation. This
nalysis became the fundamental doctrine of the ontological version of
he sense-datum theory, a doctrine which led to the two c\orollary dis-
nctions between sensing and perceiving, and between sense-data and
ysical objects. These corollary distinctions were first discussed by
ore in subsequent articles, such as ''The Nature and Reality of Objects
Perception't (1905) and ''The Subject Matter of Psychology'' (1909).
1910 and 1911 Moore gave a series of lectures later published as
ME MAIN PROBLEMS OF PHILOSOPHY in which he further developed all of
= five basic doctrines of the ontological variant of the theory, al-

ugh what he said in respect to some of these doctrines was very

ited in extent and was presented in a tentative way. In these lec-

es, Moore considered two different sense-datum theories, both based

hat he called ''the accepted view.'' After arguing that one of these
ions must be preferred, he suggested that three different theories

erception could be based on this version: (1) a variant of
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phenomenalism; (2) a variant of the causal theory; and (3) a '‘common sense
theory' which he later called ''Locke's viw."‘ He argued that both the
phenomenalistic variant and the causal variant were false and that we
must opt for Locke's view. In 'The Status of Sense-data' (1914) and "A
Defence of Common Sense' (\925),2 Moore continued to affirm and enlarge on
his common sense ''theory of representative perception,'' but he never did
develop some very essential points of that theory. Eventually, in his
"Reply to My Critics' in 1942, he even confessed puzzlement about certain
of the less fundamental doctrines of the sense-datum thec:ry.3

| should like to discuss the development of Moore's views with the
purpose of showing how strong was his insistence on the fundamental doc-
trines of the ontological version of the sense-datum theory. | hope it
will become clear that Moore's conviction as to the truth of these fun-
damental doctrines clouded his certainty about what these doctrines implied
for 'Locke's views."

In "The Refutation of lIdealism'' Moore introduced the basic distinc-
tion of the ontological version of the sense-datum theory, namely, the
distinction between the act of sensation and the object of sensation.

Moore said that the true analysis of one's sensation'' shows that it

IG. E. Moore, ''The Status of Sense-data,' in Philosophical Studies
(London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, Ltd., 1922); first published in PAS,
n.s., XIV (1913-14).

2G. E. Moore, '"A Defence of Common Sense,' in Philosophical Papers
(London: George Allen & Unwin, Ltd., 1959); first published in Contemp-

orary British Philosophy, 2nd Series, edited by J. H. Muirhead (New
York: The Macmillan Company, 1925).

3G. E. Moore, '"Reply to My Critics," in The Philosophy of G. E.
Moore, edited by Paul Arthur Schilpp (2nd ed.; New York: Tudor Publish-
ing Company, 1952).
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must be divided into three elements: (A) an awareness; (B) an object

of this awareness; (C) and the relation of this awareness to its object.
The sensation of blue, for example, can be analyzed into (A) an awareness
of the color blue, into (B) the color blue, and (C) into the relation of
the awareness of blue to the color blue. Moore later referred to this
relation as 'direct perc:e;:n:lon“1 or 'direct apprehension."2 The act of
being aware of the color blue he later called the '"act of sensing a
sense-datum.' And he also later came to call the object of awareness a
'sense-datum'’ or a ‘datum ordinarily called a 'sense-content'."3 Since
Moore's later analyses of sensation until 1942 were identical in con-
taining these elements, and since Moore's distinction between act and
object was taken by many English philosophers to be a revolutionary move
away from ldealistic analyses of perception, it is reasonable to trace the
origin of the sense-datum theory in Twentieth Century English philosophy
to Moore's ''"Refutation.'' Of course Moore was in no way the originator of
this distinction, nor was this distinction entirely alien to the think-
ing of ldealistic philosophers like Bradley, as Moore readily acknowl-
edged. In fact it is clearly a distinction that Berkeley himself made
while expounding the esse est percipi doctrine. What was distinctive

was Moore's insistence on the belief that the object of sensation was dis-
tinct from and in some sense independent of the act of sensation while

maintaining that this object was not 'mental' in nature. In the context

lMoore, "0bjects of Perception,' p. 67.

ZM(;x)re, Some Main Problems of Philosophy, p. 46.

3Mmre, ''0bjects of Perception,' p. 79. Even later, in his "Reply
to My Critics," (1942), Moore acknowledged that he should make a distinc-
tion between the sensible color blue and the patch that it qualified,
in Moore, "Reply to My Critics," p. 658,
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of the kind of philosophy which dominated English thought at the turn of
the century, these beliefs were of revolutionary, philosophical importance
in turning English philosophy away from Idealism towards Realism.]

In 'The Refutation of lIdealism'' Moore argued that ldealist philoso-
phers like George Berkeley analyzed our consciousness of physical objects
into an act and a content, yet believed that the content of a conscious
act, whether thought-content or sense-content, was in some sense ''in'' the
mind. The content of a conscious act was conceived to be a mental entity,
or was conceived to be mental in some essential way. For example, Berk-
eley thought that both secondary and primary qualities were ideas in
the mind, Moore said. But in some cases this view led to doubt as to
whether one could be directly acquainted with objects external to the

mind without the intervention of these ''ideas' or ''sensory qualities"

between one's consciousness and external objects. It seemed impossible
to ''get outside the circle of our own ideas and sensations.'

This difficulty, Moore argued, is a consequence of the ldealistic
thesis that esse est percipi. If,Moore said, there is an analytic con-
nection between 'being" and ''being experienced,'' as the ldealistic thesis
implies, then it is necessarily true that anything which exists, exists
only so long as it is being experienced. For the ldealist, Moore thought,
this means that the object and the subject in experience are necessarily
connected with each other;2 there is, for example, a necessary connec-

tion between blue and the sensation of blue. The Idealist also believes,

‘John Passmore believes that ''the main tendency of nineteenth-
century thought'' as a whole, and not just English thought in partic-
ular, was ''towards the conclusion that both 'things' and facts about
things are dependent for their existence and nature upon the operation
of a mind."" See John Passmore, One Hundred Years of Philosophy,
(London: Gerald Duckworth & Co., Ltd., 1957), p. 175. This was the
tradition that Moore was rejecting in ''The Refutation of ldealism."

2Moore, '"The Refutation of ldealism," p. 13.
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Moore asserted, that these two components of an experience form an or-
ganic whole, or that they are internally related to each other and that
they would not be what they are unless they were internally related to
each other. The ldealist thinks it to be illegitimate to abstract or
to see as distinct two things that are in an internal, organic relation
to each other, such as blue and the sensation of blue. On the other
hand, he also wants to maintain that these two things are distinct, and
that they must be distinquished from each other. But Moore thought this
was tantamount to holding both of the two following contradictory propo-
sitions: (a) '"Blue and the sensation of blue are distinct'; and (b)
'Blue and the sensation of blue are not distinct." To quote Moore, ''to
assert that (blue) is necessarily an object of experience is to assert
that (blue) is necessarily (blue)--a purely identical proposition, and
therefore proved by the law of contradiction alone. Of course, the
proposition also implies that experience is, after all, something dis-
tinct from (blue)--else there would be no reason for insisting that
(blue) is a sensation; and that the argument thus both affirms and
denies that (blue) and the sensation of (blue) are distinct, is what
sufficiently refutes it."l

This problem would not arise if we did not take the connection be-
tween blue and the sensation of blue to be a necessary and organic one.
Once we reject this belief, we don't fall into the contradiction, Moore
thought. And he believed that we had to reject this belief if we were
to avoid this contradiction. |If we make a distinction in sensation be-
tween the act of sensation and the object of sensation, a distinction

which presumably makes the relation between these two things an external

Vibid., p. 14.
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one, then no contradiction about their distinctness will follow, It is
for this reason that Moore did make this distinction. Moore still
believed that we could use the language of 'act'' and 'content,'' or of
'"consciousness'' and ''the content of consciousness.'' Yet we could do so
only with the understanding that the content of our sensory act is the
object of our consciousness and is not an inseparable, organic part of
that consciousness. When we are aware of something in sensation, or
when we sense some color, what we are aware of is distinct from and in-
dependent of our experience or sensation of it.

Moore gave no clear indication in "The Refutation of Idealism' that
the object of sensation was a sense-datum, nor in fact did he made a
distinction between a material object and a sense-datum and then discuss
the relation of the one to the other. Yet the foundation for a distinc-
tion between sensation as an act of the mind and the sense-datum as the
independent object of that act was made in 'The Refutation." And though
at least one important sense-datum philosopher, H. H. Price, wanted to
begin the analysis of perception with a putatively ‘neutral' entity
(the sense-datum) whose physical or mental nature was left undecided,
we can see now that Moore, and later Russell, believed that the object
of sensation was independent of the mind in the sense that it was not
an inseparable part of a mental act. In SOME MAIN PROBLEMS OF PHILO-
SOPHY, Moore developed this view further by making a distinction between
the two senses of being 'mental'’; being 'mental' in the sense that some-
thing is a content of the mind and being 'mind dependent:.“l He argued
that a sense-datum was not mental in this first sense, but was mind-

dependent.

1Sol'ne Main Problems of Philosophy, p. 43.
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Moore continued to develop his version of the sense-datum theory
in his article, 'The Nature and Reality of Objects of Perception'' in
1905, It was in this article that Moore more clearly made the funda-
mental distinction of this theory, and it was here that he also dis-
cussed the first two corollary distinctions of the theory. The way he
moved into a discussion of these distinctions was by taking a normal
perceptual situation and asking questions about it. Thus he asked us
to consider that we are looking at a book-shelf on which there are two
books, one red and the other blue, standing next to each other. He
asked us to determine what it is that we ''directly perceive' when we see
these two books side by side. In answering this question, Moore left
no doubt that what we directly perceive are sense-data, for he said that
in looking at the two books, we directly perceive two ''colored patches,"'
one red and one blue, each having a certain size and shape, and each
being in a certain three-dimensional spatial relation to the other.
Furthermore, he suggested, what we directly perceive is not the same as
what we would ordinarily say that we perceive when we say that what we
perceive are books, for we do not see, for example, the inside of the
books nor those sides of the books which are coincident with the shel".I
What we "actually' see is limited to certain colored patches, to the
sizes and shapes of these, and to the spatial relations between these
patches.

Moore then asked what it meant to say that a sense-datum such as
this red patch exists. He decided that though it is difficult to de-
fine what he meant by saying that a sense-datum exists (or, in later

terminology, though it is difficult to give an analysis of what he

1thre, '"Objects of Perception,' p. 68.
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meant when he said this), he was using the "ordinary sense' of the word
"existence' here.] Ordinarily, Moore said, when we say that something
exists, it is not self-contradictory to say either that this thing ex-
ists yet is not perceived, or that it does not exist yet is |:verceived.2
This would imply that it is not self-contradictory to say of a sense-
datum either that it exists yet is not perceived or that it does not
exist yet is perceived. Thus sense-data are prima facie ''things'' of
which the Idealistic thesis (esse est percipi) is not true.

It would be natural to assume that Moore would have gone on then

to determine whether there was more than prima facie plausibility in

the thesis that sense-data may exist when they are not being directly
perceived and in the thesis that sense-data may not exist even when dir-
ectly perceived. Moore did take up the first thesis; in fact, he puzzled
about this thesis for many years thereafter, and | will consider what he
said about the first thesis shortly. But he did not take up the second
thesis at all in '"The Nature and Reality of Objects of Perception'' nor
later, and this leaves some question about Moore's views. The problem
is that he later made it a sufficient condition for something's being

a sense-datum that it be an entity of which one was often directly con-

3

scious.” Yet this would make it impossible for the second thesis to be

true. That is, it would be contradictory to maintain both the second

thesis that sense-data might not exist when directly perceived and the
view that a sense-datum does exist when it is directly perceived. If
it is a sufficient condition for the existence of a red patch that we

should directly perceive it, then when we do directly perceive it, it

llbid., p. 72. zlbid., p. 74-5. 3See Infra, p. 31.
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exists. And there is no possibility that it could fail to exist when
we did directly perceive it. This is a logical error in Moore's view
that he failed to notice, and the reason is that he probably concen-
trated too much of his interest on the first thesis, the thesis that
the ldealist would have argued against. The problem about the exis-
tence of sense-data then was not that of determining whether they
exist when they are perceived, for this is a point which the Idealist
conceded. The problem for Moore and other Realists was that of deter-
mining whether they exist when they are not perceived. If he could find
plausible arguments for this first thesis, then he could show that the
Idealists were wrong in maintaining that it was both a sufficient and a
necessary condition for the existence of a sense-datum that it should be
perceived.

Could any arguments be given to support the first thesis? Moore
stated that while he had not given any arguments for believing that
sense-data exist when not perceived, it was ''at least conceivable that
things (colors, sounds, smells) should exist when they are not perceived"
since ''exists'' does not mean ''is p:cerceived."1 Ultimately, Moore said,
"'the question whether anything exists, when it is not perceived, and, if
so, what things, seems to me to be one which can only be settled by ob-
servation; and thus, | conceive, observation might justify us in con-
cluding that certain kinds of things--pains, for example, do not exist,
when they are not perceived and that other kinds of things--colors, for
example, do exist, when they are not perceived."z

It is difficult to see what Moore could have meant by ''observation'

here since if he meant by this ''direct perception'’ he would have been

Yibid., p. 91. 2ibid., pp. 91-2.
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involved in the contradiction of asserting that we can discover whether
sense-data exist when they are not directly perceived by directly per-
ceiving them at the same time. But of course the time when they are
directly perceived could not be the same as the time when they are not
directly perceived, by the same person at least. It is also possible
that he meant by this word, ''indirect perception.' Yet the only way
for Moore that sense-data could be indirectly perceived was if they were
being remembered. The problem then was to observe at the time when
they are thought to exist, whether they do exist or not, and this could
not be the same time as the time when they were remembered to have
existed.

Traditionally, there had been an objection made to believing in
the 'real'’ existence of sense-data. This objection had been used to
deny the ''objective'' existence of sense-data independent of our sensa-
tion. It was an objection that went back at least to Berkeley's PRIN-
CIPLES, as Moore pointed out.’ According to this argument, it is im-
possible that a body of water, for example, should be either hot or cold
since the same body of water may appear to be both hot and cold at the
same time. From this it was concluded that since it is impossible that
the body of water could really be both hot and cold at the same time,
these qualities must be ''subjective,' or 'in the mind," rather than
‘'objective'' or 'in the water.'

Moore claimed that this argument did not prove that no sense-datum
exists at the place where it is perceived to exist; it just showed that
the water could not be both hot and cold. Thus it did not follow that

the water was neither hot nor cold, or that neither of these sensory

l1bid., p. 92.
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qualities really existed "in the water!' Moore believed that examples
like this showed that some sensory qualities which are perceived as
existing in certain places do not in fact exist there, but this did not
mean that no sensory qualities exist in those places.!

Moore was thus strongly optimistic about his belief in the 'real"
existence of such things as colors and sounds. He thought that the
difficulties that were raised by examples like mirror images were not
insuperable.2 Our own ability to directly perceive or observe sense-
qualities or sense-data as existing in certain places, gave no reason
to doubt that those particular qualities actually existed there. As
Moore said, '"The more | look at objects round me, the more | am unable
to resist the conviction that what | see does exist, as truly and as
really as my perception of it. The conviction is overwhelming."3
Moore was affirming his belief in the existence of sense-data here,
since he had all along been calling colors, sounds, and smells '"objects,"
not material objects.

Once we accept the proposition that sense-data do exist in this
"'ordinary'' sense, Moore thought that the following question arose, Does
the perception of sense-data furnish any reason to believe in the exis-
tence of anything else apart from the data themselves, such as other per-
sons with thoughts and perceptions like our own? Moore believed that

unless these ''observed data which | have called 'sense-contents' ' ex-

A
isted, it would be impossible that my own perceptions could provide any

reason for believing that other person's thoughts and perceptions exist.

‘Moore said that he would say the same about mirror images and about
cases of perceiving objects at great distances, such as the moon.

zMoore, 'Objects of Perception,' p. 95.

3ibid., p. 96. “ibid., p. 88.
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Our knowledge of the existence of the contents of other minds and of the
existence of other minds and bodies, depends upon the existence of our
own sense~data. And our knowledge of these things is just a special
case of our knowledge of anything external to our own minds. So that
unless the ''things which | directly perceive--colors, sounds, smells,
etc.--do really exist,' there is no reason to believe in the existence
either of '‘any perception in any other person or of any material object.“]
Whether sense-data do in fact provide evidence for such beliefs was not
decided by Moore in 'The Nature and Reality of Objects of Perception."
He did not, for example, discuss the relationship of what we ''actually
see'' in the case of the two books to what we would, in a different sense
of ''see,' say that we see if we said that we saw two books rather than
two colored patches. The connection between what we ''directly perceive"
and what we "'indirectly perceive' in perceptual situations was taken up
for the first time in SOME MAIN PROBLEMS OF PHILOSOPHY in 1910-11, and
was not discussed here. This corollary distinction between the two senses
of ''see'' was present in 1905, but no account was taken of it.

One needs to be cautious about interpreting what Moore was claiming
in ''"The Nature and Reality of Objects of Perception.'" It is clear that
he made the fundamental distinction of the ontological version of the
sense-datum theory, although he had not distingufshed between a sensory
quality and a sense-datum as he later did. It is clear, too, that he
had also made a distinction between direct and indirect perception.

But the second corollary distinction between the object of direct per-
ception, i.e., the sense-datum, and the object of perception, namely,

the material object, was not quite as definite or distinct as these

Yibid., p. 90.
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other two distinctions. The distinction between what we 'actually see'
(or whai we "indirectly perceive') and what we would ordinarily say that
we perceive did lead more clearly to this second distinction. In this
early work, Moore avoided talking about 'material things,'' about the re-
lation of sense-data to material things, and about the question of whether
material things exist. Of course, he took up these matters later.I

The next significant work on perception which Moore produced was
'The Subject Matter of Psychology' in 1909. In this essay, Moore for-
mally introduced the term ''sense-data'’ by giving a definition of it, al-
though it is clear that he was referring to sense-data as early as 1905,
The major purpose of this paper was to consider what kinds of entities
are 'mental' and to show how these entities could be distinguished from
those which are not mental.2 It is evident that Moore had gotten beyond
the stage of wondering whether sense-data existed or not, and that he
was now concerned about their nature. |In the most 'fundamental' sense
of the word, it is acts of consciousness that are undoubtably mental,
Moore decided. But the question is, Are sense-data also mental enti-
ties? And if they are, In what sense are they mental? With the ex-
treme caution that Moore exhibited on so many occasions when he attempted
to answer a philosophical question, he concluded that he was not defin-
itely certain whether sense-data are mental or not.

By way of deciding this question, Moore defined for the first

‘ln Some Main Problems of Philosophy he discussed the question of
whether sense-data are parts of the surfaces of physical objects, and
in '"A Defence of Common Sense'' he stated that it is reasonable to be-
lieve in the existence of physical objects. In '"Proof of an External
World'" he tried to give an argument to show that things external to
the mind, such as books on shelves, do really exist.

2

Moore, '‘The Subject Matter of Psychology,' p. 37.
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time in his published work what he meant by ''sense-data.' He said,

By sense-data | understand a class of entities of which we
are very often directly conscious, and with many of which

we are extremely familiar. They include the colors, of all
sorts of different shades, which | actually see when | look
about me; the sounds which | actually hear; the peculiar sort
of entity of which | am directly conscious when | feel the
pain of a toothache, and which | call 'the pain', and many
others which | need not enumerate. But | wish also to in-
clude among them those entities called 'images,' of which

| am directly conscious when | dream and often also when
awake; which resemble the former in respect of the fact that
they are colors, sounds, etc.; but which seem, as a rule,

like rather faint copies of the colors, sounds, etc., actually
seen or heard, and which, whether fainter or not, differ from
them in respect of the fact that we should not say we actually
saw or heard them, and the fact that they are not, in the
strictest sense of the words, 'given by the senses'. !

In this passage, we can see that Moore was analyzing what he meant by
‘'sense-data'’ in two interrelated ways. First, he was defining the term
''sense-datum'’ intentionally:

df.
(1) " sense-datum"——f—{)“an entity of which we are often
directly conscious.'

We need to keep in mind, of course, that the definiens of (A) was only a
sufficient condition for something's being a sense-datum. This is clear
if we recall what Moore said in 'The Nature and Reality of Objects of
Perception'' and if we note that in the above passage he said that sense-
data are entities of which we are often directly conscious. It is an

open question whether the definiens of (A) was also a necessary condition
for an object's being a sense-datum. To maintain that it was an open
question was Moore's way of throwing into doubt the ldealistic thesis that

s = 2
to say that an object exists is the same as to say that it is perceived.

Yibid., p. 57.
Moore later said, ''l think | have always both used, and intended

to use, ‘'sense-datum' in such a way that the mere fact that an object
is directly apprehended is a sufficient condition for saying that it is
a sense-datum.'’ See ''Reply to My Critics," p. 639.
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Second, Moore extensionally defined what a ''sense-datum'’ is by pointing
to the different entities of which we are directly conscious. Or, if it
is too strong to say that he was ''extensionally defining' the term
‘'sense-datum,'' he was at any rate listing the kinds of things which are
entities of the required sort. |t was quite obvious to Moore that we
all do have dream images and pains, obvious to him that we are conscious
of sense-data. And thus to deny the existence of sense-data was to

deny the existence of things which are ordinary and commonplace.

After defining the term ''sense-data'’, Moore went on to consider
whether sense-data are mental or not. He said there are at least four
ways in which sense-data could be mental, or four views about what it
means for sense-data to be mental. First, some philosophers, like
Hume, have taken sense-data to be mental because they mistook them for
acts of consciousness, Moore believed. But of course sense data are
not acts of consciousness and thus could not be mental in this sense.
Second, some philosophers say that sense-data are mental because they
are ''qualities" or "internal differentia'' of acts of consciousness,
and internal differentia of conscious acts are themselves mental. Yet
this too is a sense of the term 'mental'’ which Moore thought inapplicable
to sense-data. In a third sense, sense-data are thought to be mental
because they are "in my mind'' and related to my mind in the same way
that an act of consciousness is related to my mind. An act of conscious-
ness is related to my mind in the sense that | can immediately determine
whether any mental act is mine or someone else's through the privi-
leged access that | have to my own conscious acts. However, Moore said,
while a sense-datum may be mental in this third sense, he could not per-

suade himself that it was; the patch of blue which | directly perceive
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does not appear to be ''mine'' in the same way that my act of perceiving
it does.

The fourth and last sense of 'mental' that Moore took up was that
in which it is true to say of anything that it exists only when and only
so long as one is conscious of it. Do 'my' sense-data exist if and only
if | am conscious of them? Moore did think that images are mental in
this fourth sense, and he probably should have added that pains are men-
tal in this sense too, since he had already suggested that they might
be in '"The Nature and Reality of Objects of Perception."l Once again
however, Moore thought it difficult to decide whether other kinds of
sense-data were mental in this sense because the arguments on both sides
were inconclusive. Even if we could say of these other kinds of sense-
data that they existed only when and so long as they were directly per-
ceived, Moore believed that we still could not say without risk of con-
fusion that they were "in the mind'' or mental in the third sense.

At this stage of his thinking, then, Moore did not want to say whether
all sense-data were mental in any legitimate sense; he wanted to leave
this question open for further consideration. His answer to this ques-
tion was: sense-data may be mental in some sense, but the sense in which

they are mental is not clear.2 It is safe to say that Moore never did

]Moore, ''Objects of Perception,'' p. 91.

ZG. Dawes Hicks, in a lengthy reply to ''The Subject Matter of
Psychology,' suggested that there is a view about the nature of sense-
data which is different from the four views that Moore mentioned and
from the one view that Moore implied (that sense-data are physical in
some sense). This is the view that sense-data are neither mental nor
physical. Hicks argued that Moore set up a choice between the belief
that sense-data are mental and the belief that they are physical when
in fact there was ''no ground whatever for the assumption that the uni-
verse of what Mr. Moore calls entities can be exhaustively divided into
mental and physical entities.'" Hicks thought that we shouldn't “shrink
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finally decide whether sense-data are either mental, physical, or neutral,
although he certainly struggled with the ''ontological' status of sense-
data on several later occasions., What bothered him in later discussions
of this issue was the problem of whether sense-data are parts of the surfaces
of physical objects or not, for if they were identical with parts of the
surfaces of physical objects, then they could hardly be mental entities.
At one time he argued that sense-data may possibly be parts of the surfaces
of physical objects;‘but in his last work on perception, he argued that that
view was mis:aken.2 Moore was always inclined to believe that sense-data
were not identical with parts of the surfaces of physical objects, but his
doubts about this issue effectively prevented him from deciding whether
sense-data were mental in any sense with which he was familiar.

Thus far we have seen that in his early work on perception Moore
did all of the following things: (1) he introduced the notion of sense-
data, (2) he claimed that their existence could not be doubted, (3) he
argued that they were what was immediately perceived when we perceived
anything at all in normal perceptual situations, (4) he gave reasons for
doubting that some kinds of sense-data were mental and reasons for be-

lieving that other kinds of sense-data were mental, and (5) he

from admitting'' that we have in sense-data 'a class of entities that
belongs neither to the one nor the other of these heads.'' See '"Mr. G. E.
Moore on 'The Subject Matter of Psychology'," PAS, n.s., X (1909-10).
Hicks also made this view out in 'Appearance and Real Existence,' PAS,
n.s., XIV (1913-14) .

! G. E. Moore, ''Some Judgments of Perception,' in Philosophical
Studies, (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, Ltd., 1922), p. 251; first
pubTished in PAS, n.s., XIX (1918-19).

G. E. Moore, 'Wisual Sense-data,' in British Philosophy in the

Mid-Century, ed. by C. A. Mace (2nd ed.; London: George Allen & Unwin,
Ctd., 19333, p. 210.
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suggested that it is conceivable that sense-data continued to exist when
they were not being directly perceived. These points of doctrine were
underlined by the first three fundamental distinctions of the ontologi-
cal version of the sense-datum theory: the distinction between the
act of sensation and the object of sensation; the distinction between
direct and indirect perception, the two levels of perceptual awareness
and the distinction between the two objects of perception, the sense-
datum and the physical object. There were other points of doctrine
still to be discussed, however, not to mention the fact that the primary
three distinctions had not been developed with much precision or com-
pleteness. Thus Moore had not carefully discussed the relation between
direct perception and indirect perception, and he had not spelled out
the relation between sense-data and physical objects. Moreover, he
had not as yet considered the nature of physical objects, nor had he
decided what ontological status and ontological character sense-data
were to have. These were problems that he left for his later works.

After having presented ''The Subject Matter of Psychology' in the
winter of 1909, we can suppose that Moore spent a good deal of time in
the subsequent year thinking about perceptual issues. For in the winter
of 1910-11 he gave a series of twenty lectures in London of which a
good part was devoted to perceptual theory. These lectures were not
published until 1953, and thus we can surmise that their more general
influence was probably not very substantial. Nevertheless, beside
their obvious value in the development of Moore's thinking on perception,
it is clear that they had an important effect on Bertrand Russell's

A . 1
early views about perception as we will come to see later.

lRussell acknowledged this in his Preface to The Problems of Philoso-
phy (London: Williams & Norgate, 1912).
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In these lectures, later called SOME MAIN PROBLEMS OF PH|LOSOPHY,
Moore discussed all of the issues about sense-data that he had already
discussed, only he did so more thoroughly, Moreover, he began to de-
velop his views about the last two of the five basic doctrines of the
ontological version of the sense-datum theory, namely, the doctrine that
there is a relation between sensing and perceiving, and the doctrine that
there is some relation between sense-data and material objects. Perhaps
the most important value these lectures had lay in the fact that Moore
arrived at the outlines of a perceptual theory. The theory presented in
these lectures was a variant of the Representative theory of perception;
it was an amended version of the perceptual theory found in Locke's AN
ESSAY CONCERNING HUMAN UNDERSTANDING. The main differences between Locke's
theory and Moore's amended version of Locke's theory concerned the nature
of the sensory given. Moore's version of the Representative theory was
based on a sense-datum theory which was different from Locke's theory
about sensory ideas.

Moore's interest in perceptual issues in SOME MAIN PROBLEMS OF
PHILOSOPHY was ultimately tied to his interest in knowledge, for he
believed that some of our knowledge arises through the medium of ''sense-
perception.'' An account of sense-perception was a necessary preliminary,
he thought, to an account of perceptual knowledge. In giving the former
account, Moore purposely limited his discussion to the sense of sight,
for he believed tr;at “'all the general principles which | point out with

regard to the sense of seeing will, | think, be easily transferable,

mutatis mutandis, to all the other senses by which we can be said

to perceive objects.“‘ This limitation was unfortunate, however,

1
Moore, Some Main Problems of Philosophy, p. 29.
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because Moore never went on to state clearly what the ''general prin-
ciples' are which apply to vision. Even if we can assume that these
Yprinciples'' could be transferred, mutatis mutandis, it would be dif-
ficult to begin to do so unless we knew which are the parts of Moore's
theory of sense-data which he counted as “principles.“‘ Moreocever,
the expression ''mutatismutandis'' means that certain changes in the
account would need to have been made when transferring principles to
the other senses, yet this was an important problem which Moore left
undiscussed. We would need to know what changes would be required in
our principles if we were to understand what Moore's account of hearing
or touch was. Moore was not, | think, guilty of the criticism that is
sometimes made, that 'it is very rash to assume that what holds for see-
ing can be transferred without supplement, omission, or modification to
hearing or to t:ouc:h.”2 But Moore was guilty of the sin of omission--of
omitting a full discussion of what can be transferred, what cannot be
transferred, and what can only be transferred in a transformed state.

in unfolding his views about visual perception, Moore took an example
of a normal case of seeing something and developed his theoretical points
in terms of it. He asked us to imagine that he was in a classroom talk-
ing to some students, and that he was holding up an envelope in his hand

while asking his students to look at the envelope. The question Moore

‘Mcore might have had in mind something like the following: It is
a principle that sense-data are not parts of material objects, but this
is not clear.

ZThls is a statement that C. D. Broad made in ''Some Elementary Re-
flections on Sense-Perception,'' Philosophy, XXVI| (January, 1952), 3.
Broad was not directly accusing Moore of this '"mistake," but he talked
about ''many philosophers,' all unnamed, who committed it. P. Marhenke
argues that Moore was not guilty of this mistake in 'Moore's Analysis of
Sense-Perception,' in The Philosophy of G. E. Moore, ed. by Paul Arthur
Schilpp, p. 257.

Moore, Some Main Problems of Philosophy, p. 30.
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asked about this normal situation was, Exactly what is it that happens
when the students see the envelope in my hand? What is this "occurrence
which we call the seeing of it’I“‘

Now, this is not, Moore said, a question about the bodily processes
that occur in the eye, the optic nerves, and the brain; it is not a physio-
logical question that he is asking. Rather, it is a question about the
nature of the 'mental occurrence' called ''seeing.' Moore was asking for
what is sometimes called a ''phenomenological analysis of seeing.' That
is, he was asking us to ''directly observe' what is happening in our own
minds when we see the envelope; he was asking us to introspect directly
our own mental processes, to ''see' what is going on. The question he
wanted to answer was a question about the ''operation'' of our mind; some-
thing is '"going on' in there, he implied, and the problem is to determine
what it is. Consistent with what he said in his earlier work, Moore de-
cided that ''part'' of what happens is that we see "a patch of a particular
whitish color, having a certain size, and a certain shape, a shape with
rather sharp angles or corners and bounded by fairly straight Iines.“2
And it is these things, of course, the colored patches of certain sizes
and shapes, that Moore called ''sense-data,' ''things given or presented by
the senses.“3

In analyzing what goes on, Moore began by making the basic distinc-
tion of the ontological version of the sense-datum theory, the distinc-
tion between sensing colored patches and the colored patches themselves.
But he now made it clear that there were two good reasons why he wanted
to make this basic distinction. The first reason was already familiar:
we need to make this distinction because it is conceivable that the patch

of color we see continues to exist after we cease seeing it, while it is
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impossible that our seeing of the colored patch could do so. Moore was
not dogmatically asserting that sense-data do continue to exist when
they are not being sensed. This is a problem that he took up later when
considering the ''accepted view' about sense-data. But he believed that
it was possible that they may. The second reason why this basic distinc-
tion must be made was novel for Moore. He said it is conceivable that
the patch of whitish color may be a part of the surface of the material
object (i.e., the envelope), while it is impossible that my seeing of a
patch of whitish color could be a part of that sul'f'ace.1 Both of these
reasons show that the status of the nature of sense-data was uncertain
to Moore since he believed that they may be a part of the surface of a
material object. But the uncertain nature of sense-data did not rule out
the basic distinction, Moore thought, since there are some things we know
for certain about the act of seeing. Nevertheless, it would be more dif-
ficult to make this basic distinction if it turned out that sense-data
did not continue to exist when not being seen and were not parts of the
surfaces of physical objects. So the uncertainty about the nature of
sense-data extended to the basic distinction.

After making this distinction, Moore went on to make the first
corollary distinction of the sense-datum theory. In one sense of the
word ‘'see,'’ Moore said, we all see the same envelope. But in another
sense of the word ''see,' what each of us really sees is a different set
of sense-data, all more or less similar to each other. And if this is
true, then there are grounds for making the corollary distinction be-

tween what we are seeing in the one sense and what we are seeing in

Vibid., p. 31.
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the other sense. It is a fact that the colors, shapes, and sizes of the
patches which each of us sees are very similar, yet they are not exactly
the same. We all are standing in different positions when we look at the
envelope. And if so, then Moore believed that the envelope that we all
see is ''not identical with the sense-data which we saw."l All of the
sets of sense-data which are sensed by the students watching Moore, are
slightly different qualitatively, and thus not all of them can be identi-
cal with the set which is ''really' present since it is impossible that two
slightly different colors, or two slightly different shapes or sizes should
occupy the same place at the same time. Furthermore, when we say that we
see the envelope, we do not obviously mean that we see all of the envelope,
but we mean that we really see only a part of it. For no one of us really
sees the inside of the envelope, supposing it is opaque.

Thus there were at least two different ''meanings' of the term ''see"
at work for Moore. In the first meaning, we see material objects like
envelopes and tomatoes. In the second meaning, we see sense-data like
patches of whitish color having certain sizes and shapes. We indirectly
apprehend material objects, but directly apprehend sense-data, Moore would
have said.2 As he explicitly put it,

The seeing of a material object--or the perceiving one by

any other sense--would therefore...be something quite dif-

ferent from the seeing of sense-data. The seeing of sense-

data consists in directly apprehending them. But the seeing
of a material object does not consist in directly apprehending

Ybid., p. 33.

2Later on Moore made a distinction between three different senses
of ''seeing'' something. He added that seeing only part of a physical
object was also a proper sense of seeing that object. See 'The Status
of Sense-data,'' p. 188.
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it. |t consists, partly, in directly apprehending cer-
tain sense-data, but partly also in knowing, besides and

at the time, that there exists something other than those
Sense-data. |

Moore's analysis of what it means to say that a person is seeing the en-
velope in his hand then led to the first three distinctions of the onto-
logical version of the sense-datum theory. Let me explain the first
corollary distinction between direct and indirect apprehension.

Direct apprehension, Moore thought, is the immediate confrontation
of sensing subject and sense-datum, whether that sensing be visual,
auditory, tactual, kinaesthetic, or some combination of these. It is
the unmediated relation between the mental act of sensing and the sense-
data, in which the sense-data are given or are present to the senses.
Furthermore, Moore thought that all of these different forms of direct
apprehension--seeing, hearing, touching, smelling, etc.--were 'ways of
knowing things."2 In all cases of sensing a sense-datum, the act of
consciousness is ''exactly the same in quality.“3 Seeing a color differs
from hearing a sound only by the fact that different kinds of sense-data
are apprehended in each case and the fact that different sense-organs
are used to sense these objects. These two kinds of acts do not differ
insofar as they consist of acts of direct apprehension. ''Direct appre-
hension' was then a general term which referred to a cognitive relation
in which we know the ''things" which we sense. In fact, activities
like seeing, hearing, and smelling were thought to be absolutely similar
to activities like remembering, dreaming, imagining, thinking, and

observing in that they all signified cognitive relations of different

lMoore, Some Main Problems of Philosophy, p. 51.
2lbid., p. 77. lbid., p. 47.
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sorts between a knower or cognizer and something which is known.l The
differences between different kinds of sensing-acts were played down by
Moore, and he implied that these differences were obvious.

What is puzzling about Moore's claim that in directly apprehending
sense-data we are knowing something, is that he denied that direct
apprehension is a form of what he called "immediate knowledge.' In
view of what Moore said about "immediate knowledge,'' this may not seem
surprising since, among other things, he said that immediate knowledge
is a relation that one can only have to prcpositionsg And when we
directly apprehend sense-data we are not of course apprehending prop-
ositions. Yet this forced Moore to say things like the following:

“'At this moment, | directly apprehend the whitish color of this paper,
but | do not immediately know this whitish c<>h:>r.“3 Even though in
some sense of ''know'' it is true to say that | know this whitish color.
One is inclined to wonder in what way it was illuminating to say that
we know this whitish color, that we directly apprehend it, yet do not
immediately know it. The idea of direct apprehension as a way of know-
ing sense-data seems, in other words, hard to square with the impossi-
bility of immediately knowing sense-data. The fact that in directly
apprehending sense-data we are knowing something was later rejected by
Moore. He later decided that merely directly apprehending a sense-
datum was not in any ''common'' sense of the word ''know,'" to know that

sense-datum.

'ibid., pp. 77-8.  2ibid., p. 123. >ibid.

“For example, in a 1953 footnote to Some Main Problems of Philoso-
phy, p. 77. It could have been Bertrand Russell who influenced Moore
to change his mind about sensing as a form of knowing, for Russell
changed his own mind in The Analysis of Mind (London: George Allen &
Unwin Ltd., 1921). And Tater, Prichard argued that sensing was not a
form of knowing. 'The Sense-datum Fallacy,' in Knowledge and Perception
(0xford: The Clarendon Press, 1950), p. 202.
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There is also a second sense of ''see' in which we say that we see
“material objects' like envelopes and tomatoes rather than colored
patches. This second sense of ''see' also presents some difficulties
for one who would clearly understand all of what Moore meant by it,
for, in the first place, it is not exactly clear that seeing a materia
object in this sense is always the same as "indirectly apprehending'
it, and, second, if seeing a material object is not always indirectly
apprehending it, then what Moore meant by seeing in this sense is not
theoretically fixed.

Moore believed that indirect apprehension is the sort of relation
that | have ''both to propositions and to anything else whatever."‘
| indirectly apprehend a thing when the relation | have to it is one
in which | directly apprehend a proposition about it, but do not dir-
ectly apprehend it itself.2 To indirectly apprehend a thing, then, did
not involve an act of directly apprehending it; it always involved dir-
ectly apprehending some proposition about it. Thus we can indirectly
apprehend sense-data, but only in the sense that we directly apprehend
some proposition about them. | might, for example, remember seeing a
red patch two minutes ago. | could then be said to be indirectly appre-
hending that red patch, for | am directly apprehending scme proposition
about what | once directly saw.3 The question is, Did Moore also believe
that material objects like envelopes are indirectly apprehended? And are
material objects ever directly apprehended? The answer to the first

question is 'yes'' and to the second ''no.'

]Moore, Some Main Problems of Philosophy, p. 74.
2
Ibid., pp. 69 and 7h.  Slibid., p. 7h.
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Moore limited direct apprehension to sense-data and to propos!tions4l
Thus, if there is any kind of relation that a person had to material ob-
jects, it could not be the relation of direct apprehension. Yet Moore
toyed with the possibility that there is a sense of ''seeing' an envelope
which did not mean indirectly apprehending that enve]ope.2 To understand
what this sense is and to see that Moore did believe that we indirectly
apprehend material objects, | will mention briefly Moore's classification
of the four kinds of cognitive relation that he thought one could have
to something.

First, he said there is the 'relation which holds between a person
and an object, even at moments when the person is not apprehending the
object either directly or indirectly." An example of this would be
knowing the multiplication tables when one is not thinking about them.
Second, there is the relation of direct apprehension itself. Third,
there is the relation of indirect apprehension itself. And last,
there is the relation of direct apprehension between a person and a
proposition called by Moore ''knowledge proper." 3 Now, Moore said that
the relation we have to material objects is certainly not direct appre-
hension, nor does it refer to either the first relation nor to the Iast,"
although he certainly did not want to rule out our having ''knowledge
proper'' about material objects. Hence this leaves only the third rela-
tion, the relation of indirect apprehension, to be the one in question.
The question is, Did Moore only mean this relation?

This question would not be problematical if it weren't for the
fact that Moore entertained the possibility that when a person X sees

an envelope and says of himself that he saw the envelope, what he means

‘See, e.g., Ibid. 2lbid., p. 83. 3Ibid., p. 81. hlbid., p. 83.
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is that at the time that he saw the envelope he was only directly appre-
hending certain sense-data.] Moore thought that this is a legitimate
sense of ''seeing an envelope.'" Yet he did not think that it is the only
sense, nor even the most important sense. If it had been, then we could
never have had any knowledge of the existence of a material object in
the sense of knowledge proper, Moore said.2 To have knowledge proper,
we must at least be indirectly apprehending the envelope. But if we
were ''seeing'' the envelope in the present sense, then all we would ever
see would be certain sense-data and we would never know that a material
object, the envelope, also existed.

Thus while it is clear that Moore entertained the possibility that
seeing a material object is not always indirectly apprehending it, in
fact thought that there is a legitimate sense in which this is possible,
the dominant and most important meaning of ''seeing an envelope'' for Moore
was "indirectly apprehending it."

Perceiving material objects, then, involved two things. If the sense
in which we see a material object is that we indirectly apprehend that
that object exists, then in perceiving a material object we are directly
apprehending a proposition about the object itself. Therefore, the first
thing involved in perceiving an envelope is that we ''see'' certain sense-
data--a whitish, rectangular shape against a certain background of other
sense-data having other colors and shapes. But, second, we also have
‘'an obscure belief in the existence of something else, beside these sense-
data.“3 And having this obscure belief is to indirectly apprehend that
that material object exists. 'Seeing, therefore, and feeling, and ob-

serving, as applied to material objects, would never mean merely the

Yibid.  %ibid., p. 100. 3

Ibid., p. 84.
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direct apprehension of sense-data, which were in fact connected with
those objects; it would always also include the indirect apprehension
of those objects with which the sense-data are connected.“l 0f course
it is possible that in some cases when we sense sense-data, we are not
also aware of their connection to a material object. But in most cases,
this ''obscure belief" is present, too.

The reason why Moore said that this is an ''obscure belief' and
does not constitute knowledge that a material object exists is that
Y'even if, when we directly apprehend a sense-datum, we do also indirectly
apprehend something else; it by no means follows that we do ever know
of the existence of material objects by means of our senses."2 Even
though indirect apprehension is a '‘cognitive' relation, its cognitive
strength is less than ''knowlege proper,'' because indirectly apprehending
an object doesn't enable us to say that we know that it does in fact
exist. Indirect apprehension cannot guarantee that the object indirectly
apprehended does exist. For one thing, Moore said, indirect apprehension
is only a way of thinking that something exists, and thinking that some-
thing exists does not of course mean that the thing does exist. Indirect
apprehension is a kind of vague state of belief, and does not amount to
knowledge. This does not mean, however, that we do not know that mater-
ial objects exist. In fact, as we shall see later, Moore believed that
we have immediate knowledge of their existence.

By making this distinction between directly apprehending sense-
data and indirectly apprehending material objects, Moore arrived at a
position about perception which we might call 'perceptual dualism.'

Even though Moore professed to be adhering as closely as possible to

1H)id., p. 85. ZIl:vid.
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the ''common-sense'' view of our perception of the external world, and
indeed often appealed to the self-evidence of common-sense in order to
evaluate philosophical positions, his analysis of a normal perceptual
situation resulted in a position which was extremely unlike what many
philosophers have called the ''maive'' or ''ordinary position'' to take about
perception. Whatever that naive position may be in detail, it can at
least be admitted that ordinarily we would not claim to directly appre-
hend sense-data at all. Moreover,we would probably not distinguish be-
tween these two senses of ''see.' Moore's belief that in seeing a
material object part of what is ''going on' is that we are having an
"'obscure belief' in its existence indicates the extent to which he
deviated from common sense. Of course people do not go around saying

' when they sense wifely

to themselves, ''| believe that my wife exists,
sense-data. Moore was not implying that they did. Nevertheless, he

was saying that in seeing my wife, | am not immediately aware of my wife,
but only of certain wifely sense-data. And if pushed, | could not claim
that | 'knew'' that she existed, in her presence, but could only say that
| believe that she existed. But it is easy to see that we would not or-
dinarily agree to this. We would probably say that we are immediately
aware of our wife, not of wifely sense-data, and to suggest that we only
believe she existed would be a mistaken representation of what we would
ordinarily think.

It is, | think also clear, that if this kind of perceptual dualism
is allowed to stand, certain other problems arise which Moore never satis-
factorily resolved, and, given the nature of Moore's thinking about per-
ception, | think one can easily agree that Moore had to resolve these

problems. First, there is the problem of giving an analysis of the
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relation between direct apprehension as a mental activity, as something
going on in the mind, and indirect apprehension as a mental activity.
And, second, there is the correlative problem of giving an analysis of
the relation between sense-data and material objec!:s.l Moore obviously
believed that there is a relation between direct and indirect apprehen-
sion, and that there is a relation between sense-data and material ob-
jects; these two beliefs constitute the fourth and fifth basic doctrines
of the ontological version of the sense-datum theory. And Moore did
wrestle with these two doctrines to some extent. But it was other
sense-datum theorists, especially Price, who discussed these two prob-
lems most thoroughly.

We could perhaps say that Moore did attack the second of these
problems in SOME MAIN PROBLEMS; he did so in an indirect way by consid-
ering certain views which had been taken, historically, about the relation
of sense-data to material objects. But Moore's discussion of the rela-
tion between direct and indirect apprehension was never carried any fur-
ther in SOME MAIN PROBLEMS than what | have already indicated. Indeed
at one point Moore even said that he had said enough about these two
mental ar.ts.2 And aside from implying that when we see an object, direct
apprehension of sense-data accompanies indirect apprehension of the
material object, nothing more was said about this relation.

If we grant that it is legitimate to ask questions about the opera-

tions of our minds, as Moore did, then we might expect Moore to have

1
Suggested by R. J. Hirst in his introduction of Perception and the
External World, ed. by R. J. Hirst (New York: The Macmillan Company,

1965), p. 14,

2
Moore, Some Main Problems of Philosophy, p. 78.
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said a great deal more than he did. One could reasonably have expected
an analysis of the mental act of direct apprehension and an analysis of
the mental act of indirect apprehension, which would have revealed both
how they were related to each other as mental acts and how they differed
from each other. Neither Moore nor Russell gave what would amount to
such a ''phenomenological’ analysis of seeing. Price did produce such an
analysis, but his analysis was not published until 1932. It was not a
common feature of the ontological version of the sense-datum theory to
contain such an analysis, even though Moore implied that such an analysis
could be given by asking what | have called ''the phenomenological ques-
tion'' about seeing, namely, What is going on when we see something?

While Moore did not say much about the relation of sensing to per-
ceiving, he did make some remarks about the relation of sense-data to
material objects. His remarks were mainly negative ones in the sense
that he took up three different views about this relation (a solipsistic
version of the ''accepted view,'' the phenomenalistic view, and the causal
view) and showed what was wrong with all three. But it is apparent that
he also wanted to advocate a certain view about this relation, a view
which we shall later call an 'amended version of Locke's view." In
order to see what the outlines of that view were, we will need eventually
to look at some of Moore's later work on perception. In order to see
what he said about it in SOME MAIN PROBLEMS, we need to return to
Moore's discussion of what we really see when we say that we see the
envelope in his hand. And we need to remember that he decided that we
only really see a part of the surface of what we say we see.

The question then arises whether any of those sets of sense-data

which all of us see are parts of the envelope in the sense that they
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occupy ''a part of the volume in space occupied by the whole ob_lect.“l
Moore's answer was that it is difficult to see how all of the different
sets of colored patches that all of us see could occupy the same part
of the surface or volume of the envelope at the same time. And the
same applies to the sizes and shapes of these patches, he thought.
To make this clear, Moore introduced a distinction between ''qualitative’
and ''numerical' identity. He said that two of us may indeed see simi-
lar colors, and similar shapes, when we look at the envelope; these

color and shape sense-data may be qualitatively the same in the sense

that we are both perceiving much the same color, namely, white, and

much the same shape, namely, rectangular. But we cannot say that we

are seeing numerically the same color and shape, Moore thought. And
what Moore meant by this was that each of the sets of sense-data sensed
are in some sense private to the percipient who is sensing that set,
private in the sense that no other person can directly apprehend exactly
the color and shape that | do. In some sense, the sense-data that |
apprehend are ''mine,'" for only | have direct access to them.

This view of Moore's needs to be contrasted with other things he
said about the nature of sense-data. For example, Moore believed, as
we have seen, that sense-data may, for all we know, continue to exist when
we ceased to directly apprehend them. What this contrast leads to is the
conclusion that Moore had a very curious position about the nature of
sense-data: we know that sense-data are not mental in the sense that
they are in the mind, like acts of consciousness, and we know that they
are distinct from acts of consciousness. Moreover, sense-data may con-

tinue to exist when we are not sensing them. And this implies that

T
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sense-data are independent of our mental acts. Yet, on the other hand,
Moore also believed that no one else can sense numerically the same
sense-data that | do, and that no sense-data are parts of the surfaces
of material objects. Further, sense-data are presentations to a partic-
ular mind; they are given or presented by the senses to some individual
mind. Hence, sense-data are, in another way, not as entirely independent
of our minds as would at first appear to be the case. But the sense in
which sense-data are, then, private to a mind is extremely curious, and,
as Moore and Broad might have said, 'Pickwickian.'" If | may use a meta-
phor, they seem suspended in the air between mind and world.

Moore believed that there was another view about the nature of sense-
data which also held that sense-data are private, but made of them mental
entities. This view Moore called ''the accepted view.'"" To decide finally
what Moore believed about the privacy of sense-data, it is necessary to
look at this view, for eventually Moore adopted an amended version of
this accepted view. The fact that Moore should have called a view about
sense-data ''the accepted view'' shows that he did not take the sense-datum
theory to be especially novel. He obviously thought that his own views
had a certain historical continuity with traditional views like that of
Bishop Berkeley. But the fact that he should '"amend" this "accepted
view,'" shows that he did want to develop a sense-datum theory free of
traditional problems.

On what Moore called the 'accepted view,' three things were held
to be true about sense-data. First, ""absolutely no part of the sense-
data which | ever apprehend, exists at all except at the moment when |
am apprehending it.“l Second, ''no two of us ever apprehend exactly the

same sense-data n? or ""any part of the same sense-data, even at the same
s Y P TR g LD
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1
time.'" Someone else may apprehend a sense-datum which is in a qualita-

tive sense exactly the same as mine, yet no one can in a numerical sense
apprehend exactly the same sense-datum or part of the same sense-datum as
mine. And, third, on the accepted view, ''none of the sense-data appre-
hended by any one person can ever be situated either in the same place
with, or at any distance in any direction from, those apprehended by any
other person.' 2 Thus the sense-data | apprehend are not at any measurable
distance from the sense-data you apprehend, in fact, have no spatial re-
lations to your sense-data. The ''sense given field of vision of each of
us, at any moment, constitutes a private space of that person's own,"3
Moore said, and there is no way in which anything in one private space
may be related to anything in any other private space.

What these three views about sense-data amount to, thought Moore,
is a position to the effect that sense-data exist only in the mind of
the person who apprehends them, that sense-data are all private to a mind,
or dependent on the mind in this '"intimate sense.'" Now Moore himself,
while allowing that it was possible that there may be absolutely con-
clusive arguments for the accepted view, nevertheless, thought that
none of the arguments that had been given thus far were conclusive. In
fact, the question whether the accepted view about sense-data is true
or not was ''one of the main problems of philesophy."“ And since the
accepted view maintained that sense-data are in the mind, Moore's con-
clusion about it was consistent with what he said in "The Subject Matter
of Psychology."

In respect to the first point, Moore noted that it had sometimes

been suggested by philosophers that it is self-evident that sense-data

5
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only exist as long as a person is perceiving |:hem.l But Moore thought
that this was simply false; it is simply false that it is self-evident
that sense-data only exist when they are directly apprehended. Moreover,
this view leads to certain absurdities; it would have to be held, for
example, that there are no bones inside my hand because they are not
directly apprehended, or that when a person sits in a railroad car, the
car is not supported by wheels since these are not directly apprehended
by him. In other words, a person would either need to believe a great
many propositions which ''contradict what he himself constantly believes
and cannot help believing in ordinary life," if this view were true.2
Or else he would need to take the position that someone, such as God, is,
in fact, directly apprehending all of these things when we are not.
However, Moore thought that we needed to hold to our common sense
beliefs here and reject the so-called ''self-evidence' of this view
and the position that God apprehends sense-data which no human beings do.

Moore claimed that other philosophers argued that we must accept
the view that sense-data exist only when directly apprehended because of
the fact that the sets of sense-data which we all have are both quali-
tatively and numerically different from each other and hence because
each one of these sets '"only seems to occupy this sense-given space,
and does not really occupy it.“3 But again, while this argument carries
some weight, since Moore himself had already admitted that each one of
us does apprehend a different set of sense-data in a numerical sense
when looking at the same object, it was still not conclusive, he thought.

In fact, we all have a very strong tendency to believe that the colors

1
Moore said that Berkeley held this view. See lbid., pp. 105 and 109,

Ibid., pp. 149-50. 3lbid., p. 45.
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we see continue to exist when we stop sensing them, and Moore thought
that this belief must be taken into account. At any rate, without know-
ing more about the accepted view, Moore thought that we could not decide
whether it was true or not.

If we add a fourth thesis to the accepted view, a thesis which some
philosophers accept who also accept the other three theses, then the
accepted view must be rejected, Moore suggested. Suppose we add the
thesis that "all knowlege consists merely in the direct apprehension of
sense-data and images.“] If we do this, then sense-data are certainly
completely private to a mind, but it follows that there is no way of
knowing that anything else exists except one's own private sense-data
and images, Moore argued. We could never know of the existence of any-
thing else, such as tomatoes and envelopes, and other people's sense-
data, if we accepted this amended version of the accepted view. We
would end in complete solipsism.

Moore did believe, however, that there are variants of the accepted
view which need not accept this fourth thesis. In order to determine
whether these other variants are true or not, said Moore, we need to see
what they have to say about the relation of sense-data to material ob-
jects and about the existence of material objects. Moore then proposed
a new accepted view.z This view adopted the three theses of the original
accepted view, but added the thesis that the relation between our con-
sciousness and material objects is one of indirect apprehension. When
we directly apprehend certain sense-data, then we often also indirectly
apprehend something else besides which we believe, or take to be a mater-

ial object, although the sense-data in question are not parts of that

'ibid., p. 48. Zibid., p. 82.
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material object. Thus this version of the accepted view maintained that
''!no part of the sense-data or images which you ever directly apprehend
is a part of a material object; and no part of the space which you ever
directly apprehend is a part of the space occupied by any material ob-
jet:t,“1 Moore said.

| think that this version of the accepted view is one which Moore

was inclined to adopt, but it was never unequivocally adopted by Moore
in SOME MAIN PROBLEMS OF PHILOSOPHY, and the reason is that he didn't
know whether to accept the first thesis of the accepted view or not.
Let me delay discussing Moore's positive position on the accepted view
until | discuss two variants of this amended accepted view which Moore
rejected, for this discussion will throw some light on Moore's positive
view.

The two variants of this amended version of the accepted view which
Moore rejected can be called the ''phenomenalistic variant'' and the
''causal variant.' On the phenomenalistic variant, it was maintained
that indirect apprehension of material objects did not amount to knowl-
edge that such objects exist. This variant made it doubtful whether 1|
ever knew,in the sense of knowledge proper, that anything existed ex-
cept directly apprehended sense-data, even if | indirectly apprehended
something else which | believed to be a material object. On the causal
variant, it was asserted that even if we do have knowledge of the exis-
tence of something else by indirect apprehension, it doesn't follow that
we also know or could know that this something else is a material ob'ect.2
Thus both variants denied that we could ever know of the existence of any

material object, even if we had an obscure belief that such an object

1 2
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exist:ed.l They both maintained that every man ''can know of the existence
of things which he himself is directly apprehending at the moment, or
has directly apprehended in the past and now remembers. But they hold
that the only existing things which any man ever does directly apprehend
are (1) his own acts of consciousness and (2) his own private sense-data
and Images.“2 Thus, the phenomenalistic variant maintained that we can
accept the existence of the past and future contents of our minds and
the contents of other people's minds (i.e., acts of consciousness and
sense-data).3 For example, when | see the envelope in Moore's hand, what
| see consists solely of certain visual sense-data which | am now directly
apprehending, and these sense-data are signs of the existence of other
sense-data which | would see if certain other conditions were realized.
But there is nothing else called ''the envelope'' which | can know to exist
in addition to the visual sense-data which | am now directly apprehend-
ing. The envelope simply is that collection of sense-data which | am
seeing.

The causal variant maintained that aside from the past, present, and
future contents of minds, we could also know of the existence of some-
thing else which was the cause of the existence of the sense-data which
| and other people directly apprehend." | could not, strictly speaking,
know of the present existence of this something else, Moore said, but
at least | could know that this cause existed a moment ago and was not
directly apprehended by me.s But ''I cannot possibly know whether this
something else, which is the cause of a sense-data, is or is not in
any respect like anything which anybody has ever directly apprehended."6

i
3ibid.  ibid., p. 112.

1

2
Ibid., p. 112, Ibid., p. 110.

6
lbid., p. 113.
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For example, | could not know whether it had a shape, whether it existed
in space, or whether it was similar in any respect to anything which |
had ever directly apprehended, namely, my own sense-data and my own acts
of consciousness. | could not know, in particular, whether it was a
"material object' or not.

Moore argued that both of these variants of the amended version of
the accepted view were false and must be rejected, since he could deduce
an absurdity from both of them. Since it follows from the acceptance of
each of them that | can never know that any material object such as this
envelope in Moore's hand exists, these two variants must be false. For
| do know that this envelope exists, Moore said. Hence | must reject any
view which says that | do not.

Moore was arguing that these two variants of the amended accepted
view go against what we commonly believe or know about the existence of
material objects, like envelopes. What we commonly believe, Moore argued,

...is that these sense-data which we now directly apprehend

are signs of the existence of something which exists now,

or at least did exist a moment ago...And we believe--we

all cannot help believing, even though we may hold philo-

sophical views to the contrary--that this something which

exists now or existed a moment ago, is not merely a some-

thing which may or may not have shape or be situated in space

--something with regard to which we cannot possibly tell

whether it has a shape or not. We believe quite definitely

that the sense-data which we now see are signs of the pres-

ent or immediately past existence of something which has a

...shape...and which certainly has an inside.
We do not commonly believe that a material object consists solely of
certain sense-data which we directly apprehend, says Moore. We believe,
rather, that ''even if sense-data of all these kinds really are now in the

same place where the (envelope) is--and | think there are good reasons

for doubting whether they are--| certainly believe that there is in that

Mbid., pp. 115-16.
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place something else besides. This something else, even if it be not
the whole material object, is certainly a part of it."I And we can have
what Moore called "immediate knowledge'' not only of the fact that we
know that this something else exists, but also immediate knowledge of
the fact that this something else, this envelope in Moore's hand,
exists.2

Here again, we run into the difficulty referred to before about
"'immediate knowledge,'' only now the problem is not about direct appre-
hension as a form of knowledge but about indirect apprehension as a form
of knowledge. It has been clear that Moore believed that indirect appre-
hension is not a way of knowing for certain that a material object exists,
since it only amounts to an obscure belief that such an object exists.
Yet here Moore was asserting that we do ''immediately know' that a
material object exists. Of course, we should have expected him to say
this since he was defending a ''common sense'' theory about seeing, and
normally we would say that in seeing an envelope we are certain that
it exists. Yet in view of what Moore said about indirect apprehension
and the fact that it can only give us an obscure belief in the exis-
tence of a material object, what he meant by 'immediate knowledge'' of
the existence of a material object was not clear. But further, Moore
compounded the problem by qualifying his claim that we do know of the
existence of material objects. He said that ''even if you really do not
know of the existence of material objects, at least, you do not know
that you do not know it.“3 His position seemed to be: we have no knowl-
edge of our immediate knowledge of whether a material object exists or

not, though we have immediate knowledge of whether it exists or not!

 J 2.0 Sii
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But this qualification is belied by certain claims he made about
the truth of our common sense beliefs. It is clear that he rejected
the phenomenalistic and the causal variants of the amended, accepted
view because they denied the existence of material objects and because
we commonly believe and know that such objects exist. But there is more
to his rejection than this; Moore also said that there is a common sense
theory about what a material object is which shows that these objects do
exist. On this common sense theory, material objects have three proper-
ties. First, a material object is 'situated" in space, and this entails
that material objects have shapes, namely, the shapes of the parts of
space which they occupy.‘ Material objects also have two ''negative prop-
erties,' Moore said. First, ''no sense-datum, or part of a sense-datum,
or collection of sense-data, can possibly be a material objec:t,“2 or
be on the surface of any material object.3 Second, ''no mind, and no
act of consciousness can be a material object.'

Now Moore did not mean to deny that there are other properties which
material objects have in common with each other. |In fact, as we have
already emphasized, 'all material objects have the important property
that none of them are ever directly apprehended by us.'®  And "this is
a property which can be expressed...by saying that we can never know
what a material object is in itself, but can only know what properties
it has, or how it is related to other things."6 Moreover, Moore said,

"material objects all, | think, have also the important property, that

they are a sort of thing which might exist even at times at which nobody

1 D, 3 LI
lbid., p. 130. “lbid. Ibid., pp. 326-27. Ibid., p. 131.
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was conscious of them."l Yet the one positive property and two negative
properties mentioned, Moore believed, are all that is needed in order to
determine whether objects exist which have these properties. And Moore
concluded that we do know of the existence of objects with these three
properties; in fact, this is the view of 'common sense.“2

The common sense theory is relatively certain about a number of
points, Moore thought. Commonly, when someone holds up an envelope in
his hand and we look at it, we believe (1) that this envelope exists;

(2) that it exists in public rather than private space; (3) that it is

not what we immediately apprehend although we do indirectly apprehend
it; (4) that it consists of more than just what we immediately appre-
hend, (although Moore never said much about what this 'more" is); (5) that
what we directly apprehend (a sense-datum) is not part of the surface of
it; (6) that it is a different sort of thing than an act of our mind or
than a mind; and (7) that it probably exists when no one is looking at it
or touching it. This means that the phenomenalistic and the causal var-
iants of the amended accepted view must be mistaken, for they both deny
that we can know that this material object is a material object.
According to what is called the ''naive'' position about perception,
however, this common sense theory is mistaken on almost all of these
points. If we are trying to represent what the typical person would
believe if he saw Moore hold this envelope up, | think we could say that
(a) it would not even occur to him to believe that the envelope exists,
though if questioned he would certainly state that he did believe this,
(b) it would not occur to him to believe that the envelope exists in pub-

lic space as opposed to private space, though again he might state that

“bid.  Zibid., p. 139.
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he would believe this if Moore's distinction were made known to him,

and (c) he would probably reject beliefs (3), (4), and (5). So we
would do well to distinguish between what Moore called the ''common
sense theory' and what would ordinarily be called the ''naive'' view

about perception, for they do not correspond at all.

If we are looking for further discussion about the relation of sense-
data to material objects in SOME MAIN PROBLEMS OF PHILOSOPHY, we shall be
disappointed, for Moore never did go on to discuss those properties of
material objects which could aid us in understanding this relation. It

is clear from his remarks about the ''common sense'' theory that we can dis-

tinguish between the properties that sense-data have and the properties
1

that material objects have. It is also clear from what Moore said else-
where that in some way material objects ''resemble'' sense-data insofar as
they have shapes and are situated in space.z However, what started out
to be a promising discussion about the properties of material objects and
their relation to sense-data turned into a discussion of other subjects
not directly related by Moore to this earlier discussion of perception.
Hence we are left with only a few hints about what his view was. | would
argue then that the theory of perception that is found in SOME MAIN PROB-
LEMS OF PHILOSOPHY was never sufficiently articulated to the point where
we would fully understand Moore's views on such problems as the relation
of sense-data to material objects, or the problem of what a material ob-
ject is. We have seen that there are certain views which Moore specifi-
cally discarded as false, such as solipsism, a variant of phenomenalism,
and a variant of the causal view. Moreover, he did discuss a ''common sense''

view about what a material object is and implied that we would need to

"ibid., p. 327. e.g.  Zlbid., p. 105.
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accept a perceptual theory which incorporated this common sense view.
Yet, for all that, there were only the outlines of a perceptual theory
present here, and we will need to look at some of Moore's later writings
to understand more completely what his common sense theory amounted to.
Another disappointment in SOME MAIN PROBLEMS OF PHILOSOPHY is Moore's
failure to decide whether sense-data continue to exist when not directly
apprehended. He did tend to accept the same amended version of the ac-
cepted view which the phenomenalistic and causal variants did. Yet he did
not embrace this view completely since it made sense-data mental in the
sense that they are 'in the mind'; and this was a position that he never
unequivocally accepted as true. Early in SOME MAIN PROBLEMS OF PHILOSOPHY
Moore thought that there were two possible views about sense-data that
were consistent with '‘common sense'': (1) the view that some sense-data
are parts of the surfaces of material object, are situated in space and
continue to exist when not apprehended; and (2) the view that no sense-
data are in space and that all sense-data exist only as long as they
appear or are given to someone.] He later went on to say that sense-data
are not parts of the surfaces of ol>je<:ts,2 and from this we would ex-
pect him to have concluded that they were not in public space and that
they existed only so long as they were directly apprehended. Moore did
claim that sense-data existed in private space, but he never said that
they only existed when they were directly apprehended. Thus Moore left
us in doubt about the nature of sense-data in SOME MAIN PROBLEMS OF
PHILOSOPHY: we knew that they existed in private space, that they were
not parts of the surfaces of material objects, that they were not in the

mind like acts of consciousness were, but we did not know whether they

Uibid., p. 20. Zibid., pp. 33-8 ¢ 85, e.g.
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existed only when they were directly apprehended. O0f course Moore did
not want to maintain that sense-data existed only when directly appre-
hended, because this would have made his theory similar to Berkeleian
Idealism. However, Moore was not clear about this point, very probably
because he did not know what to think. If Moore's theory about the nature
of sense-data was not clear, then his corollary remarks about direct and
indirect apprehension, and his remarks about the relation of sense-data
to physical objects rested on rather weak foundations.

For this reason, it seems perfectly appropriate that a symposium was
given in July, 1914, whose subject was the status of sense-data, for this
is just what Moore needed to straighten out.I Moore's discussion of the
problem of the status of sense-data in this symposium was divided into
two parts: a consideration of how sense-data are related to our minds
and a consideration of how sense-data are related to physical objects.
His discussion contained some new thinking on both relations.

As far as his discussion of the first relation goes, it can be said
that Moore raised certain crucial doubts about the concept of direct
apprehension even while persisting in the belief that this concept was
viable. Thus he confessed that what he meant by ''direct apprehension'
was dependent upon an understanding of the more general relation which
holds between or unites all of one's acts of direct apprehension. Until
we could understand what this "I'" or "me' is which distinguishes my acts
of direct apprehension from yours, Moore doubted that we could understand

what direct apprehension is.2 Ultimately our view of what the relation

1 fe s f

Russell too was accused of being unclear about this in his The
Problems of Philosophy. See G. Dawes Hicks, "The Nature of Sense-data,"
Mind, n.s., XXU (July, 1912).

2
Moore, 'The Status of Sense-data,' pp. 174-75.
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of sense-data to our minds is depended upon our theory of the nature of
the self, Moore was suggesting. Thus it would seem that our certainty
that we understand and can utilize the concept of direct apprehension
would be less than ideal. Moore did not think that we needed to discon-

! But certainly we

tinue using terminology like, 'l directly apprehend A."
can see that the usefulness of such expressions is lessened by our lack
of a general theory which would enable us to comprehend the concepts be-
hind them. Furthermore, Moore confessed that our understanding of the
concept of direct apprehension was hindered by the problem of knowing
whether direct apprehension is the same thing as attention. Moore be-
lieved that directly apprehending something may be a species of attend-
ing to that thing, but he admitted that he was not clear about this
eSther.Z In fact, the only fact which Moore professed to be certain of
was the fact that,when | directly apprehend a sense-datum, | was not
thereby implying that the sense-datum was in my mind or was mine in the
sense, say, that some mental act is mine.

Moore also expressed puzzlement and uncertainty about the relation
of sense-data to material objects in 'The Status of Sense-data.'' Al-
though the view that Moore did take about this relation was in most res-
pects exactly the same as the amended version of the accepted view that
he was working toward in SOME MAIN PROBLEMS OF PHILOSOPHY, Moore's full
position on this relation was again not clear. What was novel in "The
Status of Sense-data'' was his insistence that we must adopt a Lockeian
view about this relatic\n.3 But Moore did not say a great deal in explana-
tion of what this view is, so again our expectations are shattered.

Another novel view which Moore adopted in this symposium was the

Vibid., p. 175.  Zibid., p. 176. >lbid., p. 195.
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view that our knowledge of material objects is based on the direct appre-
hension of sense-data and ''the perception of relations between directly
apprehended sensibles.“l The novelty of this view consisted in saying that
we perceive relations between sense-data. Unfortunately, Moore did not
make anything of this view. He never spelled out in detail what kinds of
relation there were between directly apprehended sense-data. |f one
considers H. H. Price's discussion of the relations sense-data have to
one another as a model of such a discussion, then it is easy to see how
little Moore really did say about this matter, not only here, but in all
of his published writings on perception.

To determine what position we should take on the relation of sense-
data to material objects, Moore considered four different views about
this relation in 'The Status of Sense-data.'' One view is already familiar
to us as the phenomenalistic variant of the accepted view in SOME MAIN
PROBLEMS OF PHILOSOPHY. G. F. Stout, in his contribution to the symposium,
took Moore to be discussing Mill's theory of matter as the permanent pos-
sibility of sensation.3 From the description of this view which Moore
gave, it is plain that this was a position that Berkeley also advocated at
several places in his PRINCIPLES OF HUMAN KNOWLEDGE. Moore again found
serious objections to this view, objections serious enough to warrant

its rejection.

The other kind of theory that can be taken is what Moore called the

1
lbid., p. 188.

2!n Chapter Vil| of Perception, Price invented the notion of a
family of sense-data, and talked about family relations between sense-

data.

3
G. F. Stout, 'The Status of Sense-data,'' PAS, n. s., XIV (1913-14),
p. 382.
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Ysource theory.' On the source theory, our knowledge of material objects
amounts to descriptive knowledge of its properties. Moreover, we know
by description that the physical object has 'some particular kind of
causal relation' to the sense-data which | am directly apprehending, and
this kind of relation in which the physical object is the 'source' of my
sense-data, rather than the ''cause.'' Moore did not call this the ''cause'
of my sense-data, because he thought this too simple-minded. He believed
that there were many events which took place 'between'' the material object
and my sense-data which were also causes of my experience, such as cer-
tain brain events. Thus Moore wanted to use the term ''source' instead
of ''cause,' although it is clear that the ''source theory' is a '‘causal
theory." Of course, different views can be and have been taken about the
nature of this source, Moore said, and he believed that one of these
views must be chosen as the correct one. Sometimes the source has been
taken to be spiritual in nature, as Berkeley thought. Sometimes the
source has been taken to be something whose nature is unknown to us, as
Locke thought. Both of these views are unnatural, Moore thought, since
this source should exist and have properties 'in a simple and natural
sense_."l Moreoever, neither Berkeley's view nor Locke's view about the
nature of this source is common-sensical, Moore believed. A third view
could be taken, which would make of this source a collection of sense-
data. But this version of phenomenalism was Pickwickian also, Moore
said.

As far as Moore was concerned, the only viable view that remained
was what he called 'Locke's view.'!'! Not surprisingly, Locke's view turned

out to be very similar, if not identical, to the view that Moore was

]Moore, ‘"The Status of Sense-data,'' p. 193.
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tending toward in SOME MAIN PROBLEMS OF PHILOSOPHY. On Moore's analysis
of Locke's view, the following things were true about perception and
perceptual objects: (1) physical objects exist independently of my
perception of them; (2) physical objects have properties in a '"natural
sense'' (whatever that may mean); (3) physical objects are not composed
of sense-data which would be apprehended under certain conditions that
do not hold now; (4) sense-data are not situated in the same place as
physical objects nor are they parts of those objects; they do not exist
in physical space at all; (5) physical objects ''resemble' sense-data so
far as their primary qualities go; (6) but 'there is no reason to suppose
that any parts of the (physical objects) have any of the 'secondary
qualities'--color, etc.--which any of these sensibles have'; ' (7) un-
sensed sense-data exist; (8) sense-data do not exist in the mind 'except
in the sense that some are directly apprehended by some minds."2

With the exception of points (5), (6), and (7), these are all points
Moore clearly made and adopted in SOME MAIN PROBLEMS OF PHILOSOPHY. More-
over, while points (5) and (6) were not made in that form, Moore did claim
that physical objects resembled sense-data. The result is that these two
points may be considered to be further elaborations of what he meant be-
fore. Point (7) is also one that Moore hinted at in SOME MAIN PROBLEMS OF
PHILOSOPHY and in his earlier work, for he always left it an open question
whether sense-data could exist when unperceived. It is true that he never
did say that unsensed sensibilia existed, but he was open to this all
along and had never asserted that they did not exist.

What is novel then in the second half of Moore's discussion in this

Sympos jum, is nothing more than an identification of his view with Locke's

Uibid., p. 195. Zibid., p. 196.
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and the admission that sensibilia exist. But Moore did not wholeheart-
edly agree with all of these points, even if he did tentatively accept
them as true. There were certain problems with Locke's view which, he
was aware, needed to be resolved. These problems were ones which have
been trivialized in the history of philosophy, such as the problem of how
we can know that sense-data have a source at all and the problem of how
we can know that, if this source exists, it is circular, solid, etc.‘
Moore was aware of these problems, and he believed that they could be
answered. Thus, he said that we could ''immediately' know that sense-data
have a source and we could ''immediately'' know that this source had certain

properties. However, Moore did not go on to show how he knew these things

to be true.

In 1925 Moore gave further indications that he held a Lockeian view
about the relation of sense-data to material objects. In '"A Defence of
Common Sense'' Moore let it be known that his view could be called a
'"theory of representative perception.'' Moore said,

| hold it to be quite certain that | do not directly per-

ceive my hand; and that when | am said (as | may be correctly

said) to Tperceive' it, that | 'perceive' it means that |

perceive (in a different and more fundamental sense) something

which is (in a suitable sense) _representative of it, name ly
a certain part of its surface.

Nothing more was said about this representative theory, however, so

that the meaning of the word ''representative'’ which is suitable here
remains a mystery. We do know that if he were a true Lockeian, then
sense-data could represent physical objects only so far as their pri-

mary qualities go. Thus, if we directly perceived a sense-datum to be

tbid.

2“A Defence of Common Sense,' p. 55.
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circular, then this quality would be representative of the circular
shape of the material object, presuming that shape is a primary quality.
But if we directly perceived a red sense-datum, then there would be no
grounds to say that this sense-datum represented the color of the mater-
ial object, if Moore meant that it did have a color.

The uncertain state of Moore's affinity with Locke does not enable
one to determine what Moore's theory of perception involved in detail,
however, as much as that would be desirable. And the reason quite simply
is that Moore did not elaborate on Locke's view and never discussed what
similarities there were between his own view and Locke's. None of Moore's
other writings on perception after 1914 contain any substantial clues as
to what he would accept and what he would reject in Locke's theory of
perception either. Thus the most that we can maintain is that Moore's
final position on the relation of sense-data to material objects was a
version of Locke's causal, representative theory, without Locke's 'un-
natural" views about the substratum. Moore's uncertainty about the nature
of sense-data, whether they are parts of the surfaces of physical objects
or not, whether they exist when no one is directly perceiving them, per-
haps prevented him from developing his views about the relation of sense-
data to physical objects in any detail. At any rate, though Moore con-
tinued to discuss sense-datum issues long after 1914, as we have seen,
most of the uncertainties that | have pointed to in this chapter con-
tinued to plague Moore until the time of his "Reply to My Critics" in
1942. Even in this latter work, though Moore changed some of his funda-
mental views slightly, he remained puzzled about certain of these views,

and the novelty of his views until that time was not readily apparent.
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The fact, however, that Moore was unable to resolve a number of
basic problems about sense-data does not detract from the historical
significance and value of his work. Moore obviously regenerated the
sense-datum theory in the eyes of many British realists and empiricists.
By carefully attacking the Idealistic thesis in its guise as a Berkeleian
doctrine, Moore was able to strike a number of blows against contemporary
Idealism and the ''accepted view.' As a result, the fundamental doctrines
of the sense-datum theory worked their way into the thinking of other
important British philosophers. Moore had a special influence on the
perceptual thinking of Bertrand Russell and H. H. Price. It is to these
philosophers that | shall now turn, since they both developed the doc-
trines of the sense-datum theory in more detail than Moore was ever able

to do.







CHAPTER THREE

BERTRAND RUSSELL: SENSE-DATA AND LOGICAL CONSTRUCTIONS

The early position of Bertrand Russell on the nature of sense-data
and on the relation of sense-data to consciousness and to physical ob-
Jjects was in a number of important respects very similar to the position
of Moore as | have presented it. Indeed, this similarity should not be
surprising since in the Preface to his book THE PROBLEMS OF PHILOSOPHY
(1912) Russell acknowledged his debt to some '‘unpublished writings" of
Moore's which we know to be the first ten chapters of SOME MAIN PROBLEMS
OF PHILOSOPHY.‘ This early position of Russell's is found largely in two
pieces published before 1914, ''Knowledge by Acquaintance and Knowledge
by Description' and THE PROBLEMS OF PHILOSOPHY. The early position that
Russell took on perceptual matters is a very sketchy one, however, and
certainly does not approach in thoroughness or detail the position that
he later took in his Lowell Lectures (OUR KNOWLEDGE OF THE EXTERNAL
WORLD) and in other articles of 1914 and 1915, such as "The Relation
of Sense-data to Physics,' '"The Ultimate Constituents of Matter," and

2 5 2
his three articles in THE MONIST on the nature of 'acquaintance.'

Tsee Russell, The Problems of Philosophy, Preface. Moore claimed
that the first ten chapters of Some Main Problems of Philosophy were
the unpublished writings that Russell referred to. See Moore, Some
Main Problems of Philosophy, Preface.

Z“The Relation of Sense-data to Physics," in Mysticism and Logic,
(London: Longmans, Green & Company, 1918), first published in Scientia

(No. &, 1914); "The Ultimate Constituents of Matter," in Mysticism and
Logic (Ibid.), first published in The Monist, XXV (July, 1915); "On the
Nature of Acquaintance,' The Monist, XXIV (January, 191k4; April, 191k;
July, 1914), ki

7
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Moreover, in these later works, Russell changed his mind about his earlier
views, and thus the character of his perceptual theory changed too. Al-
though he still agreed with Moore that the purer, Berkelejan phenomenal-
ism was not tenable, he did abandon the theory of matter which he had
previously advocated and invented a new version of phenomenalism which
he integrated with a causal theory of perception. The early Russell
had wanted to make the sense-datum theory compatible with a causal, scien-
tific view of matter, too, but the result was only another fairly ortho-
dox version of Lockeian Realism. By 1914, however, Russell's views
changed on a number of important issues such as the nature of matter and
the nature of physical objects. Russell moved toward a ''constructive phen-
omenalism'* which was not present in his earlier works. This change in view
was indicated by Russell in MY PHILOSOPHICAL DEVELOPMENT, where he said,

In THE PROBLEMS OF PHILOSOPHY and in all my previous thinking,

| had accepted matter as it appears in physics. But this left

an uncomfortable gulf between physics and perception, or, in

other language, between mind and matter. Inmy first enthusiasm

on abandoning the 'matter' of the physicist, | hoped to be able

to exhibit the hypothetical entities that a given percipient

does not perceive as structures composed entirely of elements

that he does not perceive. This was suggested as a possibility

inmy first exposition of the theory that | advanced in the

Lowell Lectures. This first exposition was in a paper called

'The Relation of Sense-data to Physics', published in SCIENTIA

in 19141
G. E. Moore recognized this change in Russell's views, for he puzzled
about whether to accept the 'Mill-Russell"” view on matter as presented

in Russell's Lowell Le(:tures.2 This makes it prima facie evident that

in 1914 Russell took up a version of what | shall call "Constructive

1Bertrand Russell, My Philosophical Development (London: George
Allen & Unwin, Ltd., 1959), pp. 104-05.

2"loore, "'Some Judgements of Perception,' pp. 224 and 250.
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Phenomenal ism.'

In 1919 Russell's perceptual views changed again, This third change
is represented by the article 'On Propositions: What They Are and How
They Mean,'' and by THE ANALYSIS OF THE MIND. The constructivist part
of his perceptual theory remained intact in these works and, later, in
THE ANALYSIS OF MATTER,] yet Russell's views about sense-data changed
radically. For Russell gave up the primary doctrines of the ontological
version of the sense-datum theory. He argued that the basic distinction
of the sense-datum theory was false and hence that the fundamental notion
of the sense-datum was useless.2

| should like to give an account of these changes in Russell's
perceptual views. This will involve, first, a discussion of Russell's
early (pre-1914) views where | will compare Russell's thinking with that
of Moore. Then | will turn to Russell's more mature and detailed posi-
tion as he presented it in the Lowell Lectures and in the two articles
republished in MYSTICISM AND LOGIC, 'The Relation of Sense-data to Physics"
and "The Ultimate Constituents of Matter.'" The third state in the develop-
ment of Russell's perceptual views, the stage of neutral monism, shall only
be briefly dealt with since Russell abandoned the ontological version of
the sense-datum theory in 1919. | will show why he did so, and what this
implied for his perceptual theory.

In the early stages of Russell's thinking about perception, around
1910-1912, Russell tended toward a traditional, Lockeian version of realism,

modified to take account of changes in scientific thinking about the

‘The Analysis of Matter (New York: Dover Publications, Inc., 1954) ;
first published in 1927.

2Russell points out the change in his views in My Philosophical Devel-
opment, pp. 134-35,
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nature of matter. This view, while not developed in any detail, was in
outline very similar to the view which Moore was working toward in SOME
MAIN PROBLEMS OF PHILOSOPHY, and Russell was strongly influenced by Moore's
thinking about perception. This similarity in view was characteristic of
Moore and Russell in respect to other philosophical issues, too, al-
though it often worked itself out in different ways. | shall argue that
Moore and the early Russell agreed on all of the following points.

First, Russell agreed that it was necessary to make a distinction
between the sensation and the sense-datum, and Russell made this basic
distinction in exactly the same way that Moore did. He argued in THE
PROBLEMS OF PHILOSOPHY, for example, that when we have a sensation of a
color, the color is the sense-datum and the immediate awareness of the
color is the sensation.‘ Russell analyzed sensation as a ''relational
occurrence in whic