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PERCEPTION AND THE EXTERNAL WORLD

A HISTORICAL AND CRITICAL ACCOUNT

1. The views of Locke and Berkeley on sense objects and physical objects.

The distinction between sense-data and material objects is as old as the
major tradition of British Empiricism, since it arises from the notion of the
distinction between «subject» and «object»: that is, the perceived sense-
object is different from the original physical object. This distinction results
from the fact that the subject adapts itself to the object so that it becomes
identical with the sense-organ at each new perception, since the subject itself
has no permanent qualities. Sense-objects do not exist independently of phys-
ical objects, but they come into existence through the act of perception. The
subject becomes identical with the sense-organ, and thus, as a perceived con-
cept belongs to the inner-world of private experience, while the physical ob-
ject as a real object of objective existence belongs to the external world of in-
dependent existence.

This is the distinction between «subject» and «object», which derives
from modern natural science at the time of Galileo and Descartes, and occurs
in such contemporary thinkers as Moore and Russell. The distinction was
never made by pre-Cartesian thinkers, such as Democritus, Aristotle and
Thomas. The pre-Cartesian scientists lacked the benefit of a refined scientif-
ic spirit and Were unable to distinguish between the perceived object and the
real physical object. Therefore, the empiricist distinction between sense-da-
ta and material objects was made by the British empiriCists as a consequence
of the development of the modern scientific spirit?.

For Locke, the full weight of the epistemological explanation of the dis-
tinction between sense-data and material objects must come to rest upon the
notion of an «idea», a term which he uses for sense-data, for concepts, and
even for universal ideas. LocCke interprets all thought as the entertainment of

1. A.P. Fotinis, Cornford on Plato's Theory of Knowledge (M. A. Thesis, New York
University), New York 1967, pp. 9-10.
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ideas by the mind. Since all ideas are ultimately grounded upon either exter-
nal or internal sense, they are derived either from sensation or from reflec-
tion upon sensible objects. For Locke, the observation of both the external
sensible objects and the internal operations of mind, as perceived and reflect-
ed on by ourselves, is that which supplies all understanding with the mate-
rials of thinking®.

The sources from whence our ideas spring are the object of sensation and
the operations of the mind. Firstly, the senses convey into the mind from the
particular sensible objects such distinct perceptions of things as ideas of red,
white, heat, cold, hard, sweet, sour, and the other sensible qualities. Thus
the senses convey into the mind from the external material objects what pro-
duces there those perceptions. Secondly, the perception of the operations
the mind within ourselves, when the soul comes to reflect on and consider,
furnish the understanding with another set of ideas such as perception,
thinking, doubting, believing, reasoning, knowing, willing, and other
similar activities of our minds. The external objects furnish the mind with
the idea of sensible qualities, and the mind furnishes the understanding with
ideas of its own operations?®.

Locke holds that our thoughts derive from sensible objects, since the
qualities of sounds, tastes, smells, visible and tangible qualities, and even
imagination, conceptions, and any other possible quality of sense are found
and extracted from natural bodies. Thus, the ideas in Locke’s epistemology
are deduced from the particular accidents and occurrences in the sensible
objects of the external world. As such they are not real in existence, but they
are only entities of thought, as distinguished so from the material objects?.

Finally, Locke argues that both sensation and reflection make up expe-
rience and experience becomes the general principle of classical British empi-
ricism. All ideas are conceived as being grounded in and dependent upon ex-
perience. There are no innate ideas. Locke subordinates reflection to sensa-
tion to the extent that attention is directed first toward external material ob-
jects. Therefore, Locke sees quite clearly the distinction between ideas or
sense-data and material objects. He recognizes that what is given to us in our
perceptions of the external world are ideas or sense-data and not the things
themselves.

Another viewpoint on the empirist distinction betWeen sense-data and

2. Locke, An Essay Concerning Human Understanding, Ed. R. Kirk, Chicago 1956,
p- 18.

3. Ibid., p. 189.
4. Ibid., pp. 26-27.
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material objects will be sought in Berkeley's Three Dialogues between Hylas
and Philonous®. Berkeley, himself a lover of the mind, wants to present his
argument for immaterialism against Lockian or Cartesian dualism on the
grounds of the rejection of all abstract ideas. Berkeley has a tendency to think
in words instead of thinking about the things the words signify. He claims
that a general name refers not to universals but to several particular ideas.
He concludes, therefore, that all ideas are concrete particulars.

Berkeley’s denial of abstract ideas has a real reference to the external
world since he feels the process of abstraction separates qualities which could
never exist apart in the real world. For instance, if time, place, and eXtension
are intrinsic to all red objects it is impossible for us to frame our idea of
«redness», since the result is not an object that could ever be experienced.
Since «redness» itself cannot be an object of perception apart from some red
thing, it cannot be an idea®. Berkeley in this way seeks to provide a test for
the validation of ideas, namely observability, that 18, the ability to be present
to the mind in sensible form. He accepts as genuine those ideas which he can
observe and discards the objects which are commonly thought to be real
entitites.

Berkeley is forced to reduce sensible things to ideas because he sees
that what we mean bu «ideas» is nothing other than «immediate obiects of
the understanding», which cannot exist outside the mind. These sensible
things, therefore, are ideas. He claims that what makes a difference is not
whether We call them ideas or things, but the name, since whether we accept
or reject the name, the sense, the truth, and reality of the thing continues the
same. Here Berkeley makes the assertion that these objects of our senses,
which we call ideas in common speech, are things. As real things they must
be distinct from sensation. What Berkeley means when he speaks of objects
as existing in the mind ought not to be taken in the gross literal sense of
bodies as existing in a place, but rather in the strict sense that the mind com-
prehends or perceives these sensible things without any outside affectionse,

Thus, Berkeley asserts that everything that is seen, felt, heard or perceiy-
ed by the senses is a real being which is recognized as such in the world of
common sense. In common sense we experience that only those objects exist
which are hard or soft, hot or cold, white or black, round or square and of
the similar qualities. He seems, however, to accept the notion of «matter» or
material substance, as used by common people to signify the immediate ob-

5. Ed. D. Armstrong, New York.
6. Ibid., pp. 212-213.
6a, Ibid., p. 213.
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jects of sense. For, as far as the names of the particular things are concerned,
we must retain such terms as «sensible», «substance», «body», and «stuff».
The word «matter» finds its naive application in the world of common sense.

Consequently, Berkeley is not denying the existence of bodies under-
stood as stable collections of sensory data. What he is denying is «body»
understood as an abstract idea, since abstract ideas are denied any reality.
He wants to explain the «universal notion» in terms of the way in which an
idea 1s used, since he feels that the universality is not any special property.
of the idea, but is rather a relation which it bears to the particulars signified.
He does not reduce everything to states of bodies in motion; he talks rather
about the relation that obtains among various experiences. These experi-
ences, however, are all on the same ontological footing and are organized
on the basis of empirical features of existence and succession and not on a
metaphysical relation of material substance to properties.

In conclusion, therefore, one can see that despite himself, Berkeley is
an Empiricist. He might have argued that the theory of substance cannot be
grasped as a kind of immaterialism, since it can be grasped on the level of
common sense. Berkeley acknowledges that when we say that mind compre-
hends the bodies of external things what we mean is nothing more than per-
ception, that is, sense-data, which account for the material objects. Hence,
Berkeley, in reducing his theory of substance from a kind of immaterialism
to common sense, sees and makes the empiricist distinction between sense-
data and material objects.

2. Contemporary British Views on Sense-Data and Physical Objects.

Thirdly, a definitive statement for the assertion of the empiricist distinc-
tion between sense-data and material objects can be found in the variety of
articles written on the matter by the contemporary British Empiricists. All
of these articles seek to employ theories of sensation appearance, and per-
ception as possible resolutions of the sense-data - material object dualism.
These theories are found in the studies of some of the outstanding empiricists.
On the new interpretation of empiricism they try to improve the theory of
perception, so they exhibit in a more modern way the empiricist distinction
between sense-data and material objects.

The first theorist among them is Broad, whose theory of sensa is a
version of sense-data theory. He observes that the manifestation of sensi-
ble appearance through sense-data, as well as the contrast between it and the
properties of physical reality, indicate its distinction from physical objects.
Sensa or sense-data are parts of the existing universe, since its constit-
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uents, such as colours, temperature, shapes, sizes and the other qualities
of sensation belong to the physical objects which make up the whole uni-
verse. Broad, therefore, concludes that sen sa or sense-data are appear-
ances of physical objects’.

Broad clearly makes the distinction between sense-data and material
objects. He claims that there is a world of physical objects and a world of
sense objects or sense-data. This latter depends on physical objects, reflect-
ing their empirical qualities. This interdependency leads to the conclusion
that both of them are parts of the whole of existent reality. But the epistemo-
logical and ontological problem regarding the status of sensa or sense-
data and their relations to physical objects cannot be explained either by
common sense or by science. Common sense ignores the problem entirely
because it cannot see the distinction between sen s a or sense-data and phys-
ical objects. Science, on the other hand, although it makes an equivalent dis-
tinction in theory, in practice ignores sen sa or sense-data to concentrate
only on physical objects and processes. Since physical processes occur in
external physical objects and our bodies produce the sen s a or sense-data
by which we become aware of these physical objects, it becomes apparent
that sense-data must arise from the interaction of these two distinct proces-
ses. Therefore, Broad in his theory of sensa sees that the sensum
is a third kind of entity, neither mental nor physical, but an event.

Moore, I think, would have gone along with this interpretation since
such sensible species as colour, size, shape, and particular percepts which
the nineteenth century philosophers call «sensations» he called «sense-da-
tan. Moore observes that when We see a particular color or a patch of a col-
or what we perceive are sense-data. For what we mean by «sensations» are
the experiences of apprehending certain sense-data. The sense-datum exists
as an independently experienced event and my seeing of it as a sensation
ceases to exist. The whitish color of the piece of paper, i.e., the sense-datum,
is on the surface of the material paper, whereas my seeing of it Is within my
body. Therefore, sense-data are distinct from the seeing of them, and since
they do not occupy space, it is evident that sense-data are distinct from ma-
terial objects®,

Moore sees that the perceiving of a material object is something differ-
ent from the seeing of sense-data. The seeing of a material object consists
partly in directly apprehending certain sense-data and partly in knowing

7. C, Broad, «On Sensa», Perceiving, Sensing and Knowing, Ed. R.Swartz, Garden
City, New York 1965, pp. 125-126.

8. G. E. Moore, Some Main Problems of Philosophy, New York 1966, pp. 44-46,
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that there exists something beyond sense-data. According to Moore, when
we see a particular material object which occupies space, we directly appre-
hend sense-data; and it is through these sense-data that we indirectly know
there exists something other than sense-data. Hence, Moore, by showing
that we have direct apprehension of sense-data and indirect apprehension of
material objects, makes the empiricist distinction between sense-data and ma-
terial objects?®.

In his article on The Theory of Appearing™ Chisholm holds that a sense-
datum is a thing in perceptual experience which is distinct from the ob-
jects being perceived. He acknowledges that in perceiving a physical thing,
we falsely believe that we also perceive its visual, auditory, and tactual appear-
ances. This is a misconception of the nature of perception, because we only
perceive a material thing when the thing as stimulus object has acted upon
our sense organs, thereby causing us to sense or experience and not to per-
ceive any appearances. We do not see, hear, or feel the appearances of ma-
terial things. From the fact that a physical thing appears «white» one might
infer mistakenly that the thing presents an appearance which is white, and
that both the physical thing and its appearance have the same color. But the
point is that «white», in its sensible use, refers to the way in which the observ-
€r may sense or experience, not a property of things. It refers to a certain
state of being appeared to, or sensing, or experiencing. The term «white» is
used to describe the way in which that process occurs: consequently, it is
a sense-datum. Chisholm, therefore, in showing that sense-data are independ-
ent of the objects of perception reiterates the empiricist distinction between
sense-data and material objects.

In his article On Sensation'! Ryle insists that the act of seeing presents
us with patchworks of colors which momentarily are occupying our field
of view. Hearing presents us with sounds, smelling with odors, and so forth.
These momentary occupations of our field of vision, hearing and smelling
precipitate a search for sensible appearances of physical things, which, as
sensed entities, are sense-data. Ryle holds that sense-data are not fictitious
entities; they constitute recognition of the immediate objects of sense. He
acknowledges that such expressions as «object of sense», «sensible object»,
«sensing», «sense-datum», «sense-content», «sense-field», and «sensibilia
have a transitive reference to the external material objects of which we have
a direct awareness and acquaintance but without utilizing any linguistic or

9. Ibid., p. 66.

10. See Edition by R. J. Swartz: Perceiving, Sensing, and Knowing, New York 1965.
11. Ibid. :
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verbal expression of the reality of that material object. These expressions
treat concepts of sensation as if they were concepts of observation. This
procedure culminates in the postulation of sense-data as counterparts of
the common objects of observation. Ryle, however, sees clearly that there
is a distinction between sense-data and material objects, since he experiences
such data as independent of ordinary things!Z.

G. A. Paul in his question : Is there a problem about sense-data? reaches
the conclusion that the term «sense-datum» has a formal use, but the use of the
term does not treat «sense-datum» as the equivalent of a physical object. The
use of sense-data is connected with the use of certain words which are cur-
rently employed in ordinary language. Words such as «looks», «appears»,
or «appearance», and certain uses of «this», «after-image» and «image» seam
to entail the existence of sense-data. The sense-datum is distinguished from
the surface of the physical object, because in a round surface of a penny we
may see an elliptical sense-datum. For it does not turn out to be true to say
that the sense-datum is physical, that is, that it is a part of the surface of a
physical object in the ordinary sense. Consequently, Paul draws the distinc-
tion between sense-data and physical objects, since he follows the empiricists
in differentiating the sensible appearance from the physical object!?.

Paul’s theory is unique in that it is based upon the possibility of an un-
observed phenomenon. Paul’s notion of a sense-datum’s existing unobserved
finds a good justification in Berlin’s distinction between empirical proposi-
tions and hypothetical statements. Berlin holds that many forms of phenom-
enalism rest on the view that the expression which describes the material
objects must be translated into sets of sentences about the data of actual or
possible direct sensible acquaintance, by real or possible observes. The phe-
nomenalist argues that a material object sentence can be reduced to a sense-
data sentence by substituting words denoting sensible appearances for
words denoting solid and continuous physical properties. The phenomena-
lists argue that material object sentences are reduced to sentences describing
both what the observers do or did or will observe, and what they would, or
would have, and might or might have observed under certain circumstances
and appropriate conditions. The phenomenalists approach the fact of sense-
data in terms of categorical, psychological and hupothetical propositions or
attributes. But phenomenalism itself seams to rest on a mistaken anal-
ysis, since existential material object statements state that things or events

12. Cf. on this point : G. Ryle, The Concept of Mind, New York 1969.
13. Cf. on this point : G. A. Paul, Is There a Problem about Sense-Data? in Perceiving,
Sensing, and Knowing, Ed. R. J. Swartz, New York 1965.
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existed or exist or will exist, or were or are or will be characterized by this or
that characteristic; and not that something might exist or would exist, or
would have existed. Material object statements are descriptions of existing
states of affairs while phenomenal statements, as described here, are perfect-
ly compatible with the non-existence of these states of affairs. Nevertheless,
Berlin seems to approach the empiricist distinction between sense-data and
material objects by translating the material object statements into the sense-
datum language. His motive, however, secems to be psychological rather than
linguistic.

H. P. Grice in his article The Causal Theory of Perception'®, argues
that the translation of the term «sense-data» into a «sense-datum statement»
or a «sense-datum sentence» is in some cases unacceptable. Grice suggests
that the thesis of sense-data relies on «perceiving» since perceiving itself in-
volves the fact that some sense-datum statement or other about the perci-
pient is true. For sense-data depend on the relation between the perceiver
and the perceived material object. Thus, a perceiver perceives a physical ob-
ject only when some present-tense sense-datum statement is true of the per-
ceiver himself. In such cases the perceiver reports a state of affairs for
which the physical object is causally responsible. The fact that the perceiver
perceives the physical object requires the existence of a physical object if
sense-data statements are to have any basis in reality whatsoever. Hence,
Grice bases the distinction between sense-data and material objects on the
ground that the sense-datum stands for the causal connection between per-
ceiver and the physical object.

H. H. Price, in his article The Causal Theory, insists that sensation
entails sense-data. Since sense-data differ from time to time, they are neither
physical nor mental, but only momentary «existents», which are caused by
events in substances or material objects. The cause of a sense-datum cannot
be the perceiver. The cause of the sense-datum must be outside the perceiver
himself, since sense-data are independent of the mind. Sense-data cannot
occur as independent entities since to do so would contradict the very nature
of a sense-datum. But there is no way of ascertaining the character of the
«other» which serves as the cause of the sense-datum. Since sense-data are
given as fragmentary, intermittent, and caused by something other than the
subject himself, they must be derived from either a set of minds or a spatial
entity.

Therefore, the causes of which sense-data are the intermittent and col-

14. In R. J. Swartz, (Ed.), Perceiving, Sensing, and Knowing.
15. Ibid.
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lateral effects are substances, that is, physical events or material objects,
which, since they are extended in space and endure through time, can have
all those causal properties which material science attributes to them. How-
ever, it is also true that sense-data provide us with consciousness of mate-
rial things. Price, therefore, in his analysis of the causal theory, reasserts the
empiricist distinction between sense-data and material objects.

In conclusion, it is apparent that the status of sense-data as distinct from
material objects is approached in slightly different ways by the empiricists
of the British tradition. Thus, Locke holds that sense-data must be con-
ceived as entities of thought, that is, as impressions deduced from particular
accidents and occurrences in sensible objects. Berkeley, in turn, acknowl-
edges that sense-data must be conceived as sensible forms; that 1s, as genuine
ideas or mental experiences, organized on the basis of empirical relations of
existence and succession. Broad, Moore, and Price conceive sense-data as
the experience of events occurring in the universe, since sensation is a pro-
cess which parallels processes occurring in the external world. Chisholm and
Ryle look upon sense-data as the qualities of realities grasped by the observ-
er as a definite state of experience through which the observer perceive
the underlying subject of those qualities. Finally, Paul, Berlin, and Grice
hold that sense-data in its use as connected with the use of certain words is
an unobserved existent, translating material object-statements into sense-
data language. This is a psychological explanation of the causal connection
between perceiver and physical objects. Hence, the above analysts of percep-
tion, in describing sense-data, draw the empiricist’s distinction between sense-
data and material objects.

3. Austin’s Critical Analysis of the Doctrine of Perception.

J.L. Austin in Sense and Sensibilia'®, a critical analysis of the empir-
ical doctrines on sense perception, points out that all British empiricists are
committed to the assumption that we perceive only sense-data and draw the
distinction between sense-data and material objects. This distinction, accord-
ing to Austin, finds no justification in linguistic analysis, since our ordina-
ry words are much more subtle in their use, and take account of the three-
dimensional character of physical things. The facts of perception are much
more diverse and complicated than their linguistic expression, and conse-
quently sense-data cannot be the direct interpretation of the material objects
of the external world.

16, New York, Oxford Univ. Press 1964,
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Austin claims that Ayer’s position in The Foundation of Empirical
Knowledge and as well Price’s in Perception are parallel to those of Locke
and Berkeley. Locke distinguishes between impression and external objects;
Price, between sense-data and physical occupants. Berkeley argues for ideas
only, although through common sense he can speak of bodies, objects, and
material things; Ayer formulates a doctrine of sense-data, and excludes the
experience of bodies, objects and material things because, as he says, physi-
cal objects are not sets of sense-data alone. Ayer is convinced that, in the
common-sense view, physical objects exist!?.

The general doctrine about sense-perception in the British empiricist
tradition is that we directly perceive or sense only sense-data, that is, ideas,
impressions, sen sa, sense-perceptions, sense-contents, percepts, and the
like. We never directly perceive or sense any bodies, objects, or material
things. Thus Ayer insists that sense-data includes both experiences such as
feeling, dreams, hallucinations, and fancies, and all else that is of sense-con-
tent. For Ayer’s Phenomenalism suggests a neutral term which connotes nei-
ther mental nor physical reality. He invents a kind of neutral sense-data
which as the ultimate units of experience are the only things given in expe-
rience.

Ayer claims that mental and physical substances are not found imme-
diately in experience; and neither one of them is an entity lying beyond ex-
perience. Mind and matter are only logical constructs of sense-data. This
position implies that both statements about minds and objects may be trans-
ferred into sets of statements about sense-data. Ayer approaches sense-per-
ception on linguistic grounds, that is, through a study of language, for
sense-data constitute a part of the meaning of our language-statements
about physical objects!®,

Austin, however, sees the British empiricist doctrine about sense per-
ception first as an obsession with a few particular words, the uses of which
are over-simplified without real understanding and sufficient description; and
second, as an obsession with a few half-studied facts which are usually ac-
cepted without distinctions. Austin holds that we perceive or sense as sepa-
rate, things which are different. Whether these things are material ob-
jects, sense-data, or the objects of consciousness makes no difference because
they are not identical with the other. Because statements about physical ob-
jects are about objects of consciousness and not about sense-data, Austin

17. Ibid., p. 21.
18. H. G. Olson, Introduction to Philosophy, New York 1967, pp. 34-35.
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denies categorically the phenomenalists’ position that statements about sense-
data are translatable into statements about physical objects!®.

Austin, maintaining that «sense-data» and «material objects» are two
different terms signifying things, claims that what is spurious is not one term
of the pair, but the antithesis itself, which exists between the particular and
the universal. Since we perceive things of different kinds, philosophers can-
not reduce them to sense-data or material objects by the technique of the phe-
nomenalistic approach. From the fact that things are independent of sense
data, it follows that they are the real objects of our experiences.

Austin claims that Ayer’s difficulty lies in his struggle to find the data,
the foundations of empirical knowledge, which he thinks must be something
like the «incorrigible», an old doctrine in Plato, reanimated by Descartes,
and taken on a long line of successors. Ayer, of course, makes an up-to-date
linguistic exposition of this old notion, but, like Price and his other prede-
cessors, he treats what are really questions of language as questions of fact:
and therefore, he thus repeats all of the mistakes incorporated in the tradi-
tional arguments. Ayer is wrong in holding that evidence-providing types of
sentences are always sense-datum sentences. The idea that there is a certain
kind or form of sentence which is «incorrigible» and evidence-providing
seems to be prevalent enough to deserve more detailed refutation. In princi-
ple, there is nothing that can show that we may make a mistake, or our remarks
may be «incorrigible». There is no general answer to such questions as «what
is evident», «what is certain», «what is doubtful», «<what needs evidence», and
«what cannot be verified». Therefore, there is no theory of knowledge which
consists in finding grounds for such an answer2,

Austin claims that Ayer’s assumption that one’s references to sense-
data are precise, while one’s references to material things are vague in their
application to phenomena is wrong. «Vague» is itself vague, and therefore
there is no unique way of being vague. Austin insists that what we call «vague»
1s the use of words, and not the words themselves. Let us suppose that one
describes a house as having «a chimney on its top». What gives the impres-
sion of a vague description is that one has neglected to describe the chimney,
not the word «chimney» itself. The reason why many words exhibit features
of vagueness, and thus may be called «vague words», is not that they occur
in «material-object» language. It is because in ordinary language the speaker

does not make the distinctions which are needed for expressions of the exact
sciences?®!,

19. Cf. on this point : J. L. Austin, Philosophical Papers, New York 1966,
20. Cf. on this point : J. L. Austin, Sense and Sensibilia,
21. Ibid., pp. 126-127.
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Therefore, Austin claims that Ayer and Price, as well as their predeces-
sors, have begun from the midstaken assumption that, from our resources
of sense-data, we construct the world of material things. They have conse-
quently drawn the false conclusion that we directly perceive or sense only
sense-data and not material objects. This is because they are concerned with
the logical relations between two different languages, the sense-datum lan-
guage and the material object language, and not with the existence of things.
The reason they repeat this mistake is that they reduce material-object lan-
guage to sense-datum language on the supposition that sense-data make up
the whole of our resources.

4. Merleau-Ponty’s Evaluation of the Doctrine of Perception,

Merleau-Ponty’s The Phenomenology of Perception appears to the con-
temporary critic to be one of the most vital criticisms of the doctrine of
sense-perception in modern and contemporary British Empiricism. Concern-
ing the Gestaltists’ view that psychological phenomena are organized and
undivided articulated wholes, Merleau-Ponty claims to show that the only
thing that allows physiology itself to explore the material structures of
psychological functioning is a direct perception of the whole phenomenal
realm. This means that the elementary ingredients of physiological psychology
in fact presuppose a subject-object interpretation and so are already taken
from the phenomenal order which they supposedly constitute. This is the ad-
vantage of the notion of «form», or «Gestalt»; namely, that the organization
of a psychic function goes beyond the atomistic conception of nervous
functioning and rejects psychological empiricism. Thus, in Merleau-Ponty’s
view we directly perceive things and not sense-data.

For Merleau-Ponty, perception is not the result of the functioning of
the perceptive organs, but a vital human act which the individual performs.
According to his analysis, our perceptive organs do not cause our percept-
ions, but we perceive or sense through our organs of perception. For there
are only visible things, not any sense-data referable to material objects as
the British empiricists supposedly held on the matter. We directly perceive
or sense things, and our bodies do not interfere by creating a screen between
them and ourselves. The body is a phenomenon as are other things, but it
presents itself to us an intermediary between the world and ourselves?2,

Merleau-Ponty holds that the subject of sensation is neither a thinker,

22. M. Merleau-Ponty, The Structure of Comportment, Trsl. A. Fisher, Boston 1963,
pp. 234-236.
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nor an inert sensing. Rather, it is a power emerging into a certain existential
environment. He explains the relation of sentient to the sensible in terms of
turning an «ear» or having a «look» with the expectations of sensing some
sound or color. The sensible then takes possession of my ear or my gaze,
and so I surrender a part of my body or my whole body to vibrating and fil-
ling space in that particular manner known as this sound or that color. For
that which is sensed is a certain way of being-in-the-world suggested to us
from some point in space, and seized and acted upon by our body, since sen-
sation is a form of communication.

The sensation of white is not the knowledge of a certain identifiable qual-
ity. Rather, it is something which has a direction in it and has a significance
beyond itself. Sensation is intentional because in the sensible a certain rhythm
of existence, which brings us into relation with external beings, is put forward.
For we enter into a sympathetic relation with them, make them our own, and
find in them our «momentary law». A sensation is the sensation of some-
thing, that is, of a thing. Things stand out from the amorphous mass of im-
pressions. This mass is put into perspective and co-ordinated by space. All
senses, then, are spatial, and give us access to the form of being. Thus, they
bring us into communication with sensory beings. For sensation is one of
our surfaces of contact with being, that is, a structure of consciousness®.

Merleau-Ponty insists that the senses are bodily organs which inter-
communicate by opening on to the structure of the physical thing. The form
of the material object does not consist in its geometrical shape, but stands
in a certain relation to its specific nature, and appears to all of our senses®.
The problem of the unity of the senses is understood in Merleau-Ponty in
terms of their never-ending integration into one knowing organism. The bo-
dy is a «synergic system», in which all the functions are exercised and linked
together in the general action of being-in-the-world. The body is the very
actuality of the phenomenon of expression. Thus, the «body is the fabric in-
to which all objects are woven, and it is, at least in relation to the perceived
world, the general instrument of [man’s] comprehension» 25,

He sees the body as carried «towards tactile experience by all its sur-
faces and all its organs simultaneously», and carrying with it the formal
structure of the «tactile world»®, For Merleau-Ponty, «the body is a uni-

23, Cf. on this point : M. Merleau-Ponty, The Phenomenology of Perception, New York
1962,

24. Ibid., p. 229.
25. Id., pp. 234-235.
26. Ibd., p. 317.
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versal setting, a schema of all types of perceptual unfolding and of all those
intersensory correspondences which lie beyond the segment of the world
which we are actually perceiving»*. Hence, the body perceives things and not
sense-data as the British Empiricists argue. On the contrary these things
are taken internally, reconstituted, and experienced by us insofar as they
are bound up with a world. Therefore, things and the world exist as experi-
enced by man, since they are the concatenation of their perspectives. Yet
lead beyond all perspectives.

The contemporary critic of this theory of sense-perception will find Mer-
leau-Ponty’s viewpoint a great improvement on the British doctrine of sense-
perception. This advance consists in Merleau-Ponty’s view that whatever
«sense-data» there may be are perceived within a perceptual field, the body,
and therefore the fundamental perceptum is lived already in a bodily-
founded context. The perceptual functions of the body are forms imposed
on a received matter. They exist for the sake of knowing things, since the
data and the bodily knowing apparatus stand in a mutual relation to one ano-
ther. There is no way to place the form on one side of the relationship and
the formed object on the other.

In conclusion, therefore, Merleau-Ponty sees that it is body rather than
our sense-perceptions that plays a role in structuring the world of our ex-
perience. This makes it easier to explain the penetration of our projects
through the body’s mediation into the intersubjective world of things. Here
are deposited our words, our gestures, our expressions, our arts, our
sciences, and everything that incarnates our institutions. A perceived thing,
not a sense-datum, is what we directly perceive or sense, since it is spatial,
temporal, or colored. It is a certain «coherent deformation» of the permanent
lines which unite us to sensorial fields and to a world.

ANTIAHYH KAI EEQTEPIKOXZ KOZMOZ
MIA IZTOPIKH KAI KPITIKH ENIZKOITHEH
MMepiinwyn.

‘O ovyypageig Tol dpbpov Emyeipel pia oclvroun ioTopikT Kol KPLTIKT
émoxonnon tdv Bewpldy, tod dutundinkav and petaxaprectavols @Lio-
o6poug xai xupieng and Bpettavolg Eumeipiotas oxetikde pé 11 Sidxpion

27. Ibid., p. 326.
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petagv DAV mpaypdrev (material objects) xai dedopévev tdv aichfceav
(sense-data). Ta guoikd wpaypata Exovy dvrikeipevikn dndotaon otdv En-
TEpIKd KOopo, Evd 1a dvrikeipeve 1@V aicbfceov, dv xal EEaprdvrar ard
Td QUOIKG Tphypata, droxtodv dndctaon pécw tfic avniiiyenc. “H didxpi-
o1 avtn) aroppéet and 1) yevikdrtepn Sidotaon drokeipévon - aviikelpévon
Kai epaviGetar mapaAinia pe v dvanrvén émtompovikod mvedpatoc.
'@ 10v Locke ta dedopéva 1dv aichfoeav, ol «idéec», mod Pacilovrm
oty EEmtepikn kai Eowtepikn aiohnon xai drotelodv v Euneipia, elvar
VONTIKEG OVTOTNTES Kai mapdyovtar amd td cvuPefnkdta 1dv aloOntdv
npaypatev. O Locke, mob dév déxetan a priori idéec, dmootnpiler &t dvri-
rapPavopacte Sy ta mphypata xab’ favtd, aAha tic «idéec», dnladi td
dedopéve 1@V aioBijoewv. ‘O Berkeley Ocmpel 1@ Sedopéve adti 1@V aicdi-
ceaVv 0g aiobntég popeiéc péoa otd vob, dnhadi yvijoreg idéec #j vontikic

epmelpieg, dpyavopévee Pacer tdv Eureipixdv oyéoswv dndpEene xai Sia-
doxfic.

Thv énelepyacia xai ) Behrioon tiig Svictikfic adriic Oéoenc dvéia-
Pav otyypovor Bpettavoi gursipiotai. Of Broad, Moore xai Price 8éyov-
T 1@ dedopéva 1V aichfoewv dg Euneipia t@v ovpPaviov tob copravroc,
&0’ oov 10 alonpa elvar pia diepyacia dvriotoiyn mpdc tic diepyaciec
tob £Eotepikol KOopov. "Arotelolv dnladn ta dedopéva tdv aicHfcewv
EXQaveElg @V PuoIKdY Tpaypdtov Kol péoa and adtés dvnilapPavopacte
ENpeca TA QUOIKG TPpaypatd,

T owakpion perald tdv dedopévov tdv aicbiicewv xal tdv ODMkdv
npaypdtov dmootnpifouv émiong 6 Chisholm xai 6 Ryle, ol émofor yapa-
ktnpilovv ta mpdra dg idrdétteg v mpaypatikdv dvrxepévov, tod &
rapatnpntic cvArapPaver d¢ pia dproTiky xatdotaon Euneipiac. Ta de-
dopeva tdv aicBiocewv drotedolv mavopoldtuma @y KOVBY AVTIKEINEVOVY
¢ mapatnpioews. Téhog ol Paul, Berlin xai Grice eioayovv pia yvyolo-
yikn épunveia tiic aitiakiis oxéosag petald tob avBpdrov mob dvrilappi-
VETUL Kol TV Quotkdv mpaypdrov xai petagpalovv oty yAdoow thv Se-
dopévov iV aicbioeav 1ig Tpotdcelg mob avaeépovral ot DAk Tpayprata.
Ta dedopéva tdv aicbfoenv propodv va Exovv Orapin xai yopic v yi-
vovtal avuinnta (unobserved existents).

‘O Austin doxel xpitiky otig éunsiproxpanikéc Oswpiec Tic AVTIAR-
yews xai idiatépag otic andyeig tob Price xai tob Ayer. ‘H Siaxpion de-
dopévov t@v aichiicewv xai DAikdv tpaypdrov ompiletar xatd tov Austin
otV apyixn Aavlaopévn dnéBeon, St 1@ dedopéva 1dv aichfoewv dnote-
Aolv tig pdveg mnyéc, mod Swabétope, xai Pacer adrdv kataokevalope TOV
Koopo tdv DAikdv wpayudtov. “Etor ¢favouvv o1d cvunépaocpa, dt fpsca
avtilapPavopacte pévo ta dedopéva tdv aichfiocenv xai Eppeca 1é Quoikd
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npaypata. Ki adto yiati dvagépoviar otic Aoyikés oyxéoeig perafd dvo da-
PopeTikdV YAooobv, 11i¢ YAdooas tdv dedopévov tdv alchfceov xai tiig
yAhooac tdv OAkdV npaypdtov, kai Ot oty irapEn 1OV npaypatov. Té-
Aoc 6 Austin aroppinter 1 0éon 1fic parvopevoxpatiag, 61t ol TPOTACELS
yi& 1@ Sedopéva tdv aicOfoewv propolv vi petatparolv ot npotdcels 1OV
aiocbfioemv, abra elval 1@ tpaypatixd dvuxeipeve tijg Eunerpiac.
Enoikodopntikt) téhog elvar 1 xprriki) tod Merleau-Ponty ot feopic
g aloOnmproxiic avoidfyens. ‘O T'ddhdog girdécogog brootnpilet, Ot
avtihapPavopacte an’ edbeiag 1 dvrikeipeve xai 8yt ta dedopéva TGV wi-
oOfoemv, viati 1d avridnruxd dpyava sivar péoa xai Syt aitia tfig avriif-
veac: ol avrilnmrixég Asitovpyieg Omapyovy yid va yvopicope 1a aictnta
avrikeipeva, yati 1a dedopéva v aicfoeov kai 6 YvooTIKOG PNYLEAVICHOS
100 ohpardc pag Ppiokoviar oi apoifaic oyéon. "H davriknyn elvar pia
Lot avophmvn Evépyea. To aloOnpa elvar pia popet) Emxovoviag pe
10 OmapEiaxd nepfairov, pia doun tfic cvverdnromrog kal yupuxtnpile-
w and avagopikdétnta (intentionality), ywati Exope mavra aloOnpa Evog
npayparoc. TO odpa pug O «ouvepyikd» chotnua, oL GAeg Tov of AgtToup-
viec ovvdéovrar ot yevikn mpakn tob «elvair-ctov-kocpon, dadpupatilel
neplocOtepo amd tv alodnmplaxyy aviiknyn &va polo ot odunon 1o

koOopov Tijc Eumelpiac pac.

(ITepianyn Ond Mapivc-'EMoafer Mntoob).



