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,that seelng locttloh 1nvolyea lnforcncO.' R

ABSTRACT

Thare are twa conflictine soecles of argument cnncern-
inw the bu<1neqs nf ceeing. C(ne, usually presented as the
areument af camman sense, nf the plain men, claims that ard-
irary upagoeo¥1nnnl seeina 1= a 2irect confrantation tetween
oorﬂnlvnr an? perceive? - that {c tn Fay - a onnfrnntatlgh
vhich ﬁnpc not invelve inference.

tn the nther hnnd, arcuments based nn an 1nve<tigatinn
nf the causal prnce%ses invelved 1in seeing suggest that an
ln’Prence 1c require4 if those processes are to ge cnmpleted

Ton prnvldg‘h sharp focus fnr the ‘study of thgjt cpntl-
1ct1nv‘9051t1nns..;h1§ wark'Cnncentratas'oh one speb;flc ‘
;tpe;t of seelne - seeing lncatien, |

"it 1s firet shexn that-?vg;;wan - the representative

of us all when we’ unrerlectlngly sese things around us - sees,

in'unexceptlonal clrcumstances.'ﬁhere thlnts are without

.rﬂoaureg tn lnferenco.

it s nrxf shewn that arruments based on causal happ-~

-_enlncs Qlﬁﬂiﬂ L3 percelvor’s brain dn nnt. withnut begging
'.the qneatxon‘by procuppns;ng tha acceptnbxllty o: . purely

nechaniettc aconunt ot thnae«paogooces. Jucttty’Qho oluin

!tilt tﬂi ahhwn howa conpnriaon botnnen s bllnd'hlnf

'«*who uses L aocctaw 1hatunt rallcr oaacrt to rind out about  '  N
‘ 5ﬁ¢ftho lncnttons of wbﬁect- unﬂ L nor-ll iishtod Dﬂr-on.daqa Z? f}ﬁ B
' ;‘;?ld m eomxumn mt -m !tmsﬁtw “'ﬁ" “”“
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e ’
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8tlon invelves inference. This argument 1s termed the )t

Arsument frem Externalltx

. . \
The remainder of thils work consists of the elaboration

nf a thenry 6f perception - hennstic Idexlism -. which is “
able tn reconcMle the conflict between Everyman's belief

that seeing locrtinn Anes not involve inference& and the. < ?
ronclusion of the Areurent frez Externality whiéh shews & )
there tn be an inference. Thls.thehry is baéeg ;n a mobgl | 'ﬂj
develnpe%\frnm.cnnsiﬁeratinn of the Dhennmenﬁh\?f eldetie {;;
imacery. | ‘
Se#e;al forceful phllnénphicél nhﬁectio?s to fh;a. ; ‘?

LY z,

style nf recnnciliatlon are cdnsidered; Agnostic Idealism ;d.r

survives them 811 and thereby" shews itself to proqlde a very

qA
creditle epistemolnvical model for understnnding tﬂ! busi- :
Con C o
gess’ of seeing. . : o ‘ oy = 4
. : ‘ AN L
- ) . ) - av el
- B 1) . .
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I. INTRODUCTION ~
h'in ﬁylé:tﬁéais. I shall concentrate on a part of the

»\ﬂholéfprblég or,perception. I begin by speclfying what that.

part 13,‘350 mentioning some of the many puzzles about perceé-

tion which I do not consider it my task to atter to in this

work. .I acknowledge that:such deliberate omissions mjight

posslbiy Jeopardxse the whole proJect .but to begin to ocon-

3ider every aspect of the problem of perception would clearly

be a task far larger tpen could pe here undertaken.

The apeciflc subject matter for conslderttlon oan be
delimited by means ot & series of progresoivaly striotor
restrict&ona. A '

i Pirst, conzidoration 1- only glven to 11;3;1 porceptlon.
' The extent to which uonclullon- ronehod nbout vidﬁon llght
applieablo uo the other sensea is not oonlldorod.
| Secondly. tho pbjootu of perooptign are r.utrictod to ‘
crdinnry ovaryday 1ton- cuch as ccblci; oha!r-. booho dnﬂ
ln-p-. rhic rottriction 1s 1ncludod tl a -tfbcunrd ncninlf
: “_f‘u en-s phno-opmn um trldiuqn‘ﬁy uud
e 'Phrsieul ubjcoi' Il thc ulhrnllnftori for 111 ebjootl of
f’ pnrooptioa. wichdht rcsard fbr tho qnotlaul ranso nnd variity
of thiauu uh&ph " lco.. To. nsnad th&t étrttoulty. 1 rt-trtct
: concldot-zloa to shc vttnnl p.rodptxoa of whlt Au-ela tcrna
- '-oa-n ary mow.lr wh.emr n not . darramc

o ‘,..v-




A

: ', phto trutunt of porooptiou, Conoontuuo& on aorontzou

AR co '.“1"" Loty

-uoau At 1s to be undsratood that his B

‘treatment is requirea.for:rainbows. vapours and the like,'1is

‘not here censldered. In what followa; 1t is to be understood

that ‘'objects' . is used in a restricted fashlon to apply only

to moderate-sized dry goods - tables, chalrs, trees. stonee.
«

end the like. Excluded by this restriction is the perception

\ of distant sters and with it the time-lag srgument.

In the letter part 6( the thesis, 1 shall consider the

phenomenon of eidetic imagery, but this will be introduced

as a novel form of perception rather than as perception with
a novel form of obJect. . _ .

Thirdly. ‘primary consideration 1is given to the vieual
perception of the gpatial location of obJects. By’ 'pegcep-'
tion of spatial location' I simply ueen eeeing where things
sre, I see that the book I'm looklng ror 18 on the shelt up

there; or. I see the cat under the table. Consideration is

"1imited to slmple atralghtfttvard aituetloul whore the per-

celver has nornal eyesighb nd the obJecto hnve standard 111-
uminstton. The book 1s. loen eo be on the tlbIe, the dog 18
seen to'be in the 1ard or ‘the tree 1: leen_to Dbe 'over thbre

L Percelvina tho eolour. uhepc or !i:e of an objoot ya not

comld’rdv- Nor do 1 conuau- hou a 18 we rccoaun ob:eau. :

- 511 of t.huu problm would requu‘o cmidpreuon ln e -opm=

L ut f.he nrioue phcu m ﬂu- um wh! ,
" congerns 'seeing’, Tather than the more SpEsific.ibe -‘1‘.‘ oen

s made only in those contexts whers: ma'm sight have
‘besn 1imited to 'ncm oonuaa' m clqﬁxl: tho -m Lo M=

B S .‘
FERBE ,i' ’
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of spatial location excludes from present conslderation the
primary/secondary quality distinction. Als; excluded are the
traditional controversigs about sense-data. ‘
Fourthly, consideration is réstriéted to the question of
whether perception involves an inference. Thus. the subjest

matter for this thesis 1s encompassed by the somewhat cumber- -

some question: eg the vis al perceptl n th at -

cati of moderate-sized g ds .ve an int _
. E Y . —

inference? S _ ‘ o

St;gctu;g

The structure of the response to the nbove-qudction 1-

B ] 'Y N

best revealed by listing the najor‘Poncluqiona defended in
this work. - |
Mqur4Conéluaiona: . N -

- A+ That !vcrynna'c -eelns the locatxon of an: objoot
righz in tront of hia nole doas not involve an inferencs.

_ Bw That .. v:sual percoption or ﬁhe locntion or an objoot."

‘nxe the bling man's ﬂndlna out by mesns of hu mltnnt r.1-

- tef oanort. 1- via an iﬁfernaod.

‘ Thnt th&a conflict is raaolvod oaly by thc po-tula->7.
| tlon ot unlwarotlnroronuc. ; f'._'ﬁ f' ;
. Ds 'rh-t. thc aonon of mmc mt.rmo u only doron- '; '
'a.a -gmm. ‘n pn\imopaxeu ob:oouam w uo -h oretiin

l',uxﬁhln a taonly or anrooptzon - Agnpctgg !40:13-.  §»¢*1’ﬂ

R




Initial As

Is is assumed that the problems are best elucidated in

terms of explicitly draﬁy comparisons and contrasts,
L ol .

°
‘ Qutline ~
—
Chapter 1. Ihtroduction . \_;SN\

Chapter II. Everyman's Beliefs
Bi eontrasting seeing locution with examples in which
Everyman will pdmlt that inference pllys a part, 1t is ahewn

- that Everyman‘l leeing location does not 1nvolvo an inferonoo.

Ghepter JII. Q.euzel.sgmnmum
A Conaideritionvisﬁglven to the aréunenta that may bo der-
ived from th¢ evidence or the causal chain from lllullnatod
obJoct to Vho brain of a perceiver. It is chcwn thnt thil
L2 V\ gyidenco,Anvitea tut does not compel the adeption of the _
percdptténup:operﬂhypothqa13_i eho‘c;aii that't&g o-ﬁb‘l )

Al

dhninfésrgtnltoc ln‘tho‘qiooneojor seeing.

,/bot&tcn a porocivor nnd s haxnn -ln uho 1s uh&q to uoo 11;ht
/ to f1nd out -bout M wtione of ob:.ot, w msans of an




”
thlis conclusion and Everyman's belleré. an 'unaware inference'

[§
is postulated.

Chaggg:'v. A st dealls
A hypothegacal perceptual mode called Eldetiec Image Only
Perception 1s developed by means of a sppcuiative story about
a person who becomes blind, yet retains the capacity to exp-
erience eidetic imagps} {fhis story shews hoéxbredlbliity may
be given to the notion of unaware 1hference. The theory of
Agnostic Idealisd, based on this hypothetical mode is then

T~

developed.. .

- Chepter VI. BReply to ijgéﬂigng.
Six major objections are consid;red theae belngav'
1. Everyman'a ObJectlon |
2, Irrqlevanoy'ObJeotlon
3. Infinite Regress Objestion
b, ‘umﬁnmuw 6bseot1on

b -'5. Incredulity ObJeotion
| Agnoatic I3ealism survives thel all.

I&lllﬂﬂlﬂﬁl | . -
| In th:n wort 1 1ntroduco tgrllnolosy whlch s oritlnll
fand aonotinol unorthodox. ly intcntion 1. to f.oilltntb,

:L-uch as potathlc. .. troah approaoh to thc problcna. 1 hcro

' }1ortcr. tor tho rendcr'- onco or rotcronno. nn alphahoﬁihn;

*:anttng or lnxd ﬁorninolosy; onon uord or phrnoq botnc looelp

i

i_-,ffﬁ’f



panied by a brief explanatary note, with references to the

places in the text wherein each figures sipnificantly.

¢

>

Reference I ist nf Cricinal Terminnlogy

N|

AGLCSTIT IDEALIGM - Avnostic Jdealisn 1s the theory
Introduced p.6§ | of visual perception develosped
Summarized pp.69-71£ from the model supplied by the

Final Summary pp.91-93 E.1.0. perception story.

PO

ARGUMENT FROM EALTERNALITY The Argument from Exterggl;;x

Introduced p.41 - based on consideration otil!l a

Summarized pp.4#9-50 '.“bllnd,man‘might emulate the
vsiphted hy means Af hls~1nst§j¥ _
relief caﬁera, ylelds the con-.
cluslohlthat viaual_perceptlon,
is vi; 1ﬁ{g?ongei '

CAU&AL CHAINS: - ¢ .- : Qhe dlaén:sion of cﬁugal ;halno" |
Introduced pp.31-32" "cmploya four terms: Qtlgln..

Rematens. Ln.amzimz-w

BIDETIC-ONL!i$; f TION °  An gideficionly perceiver 15
Introdueod‘bp.as-aé 1_‘ borp to 11ve en pll-eidttlo |
| o0 pereeptusl-iife. Bldntic-only 4;’ .

.

" perception is the finel develop-



L

£.1.0., FERCEPTICN

Introduced p.59

Y

5.T.5.0. PEROEPTION
Introduced pp.B4-85

EVERYFAN
, Introduced p.10

- Priuary Use pp.10-24

]

HYPOTHESIS
Introduced pp.27-28
Primary Use pp.27-38

|

L - ' [ .
PERCEPTION-PROPER .

.Rercaption-prooper.

L ]

ment of the hypnthetical percep-
tual mode baseé on eldetic inm-

agery.

£idetic Image Cnly Perception -

2.1.0. perception - 18 the pec~

ullar 'tlindness' of a formerly

normal perceiver who now exper-

lences only eidetic imagery.

In the second stage of the dev-
elopment of the eidetid story,

a8 hypothetical subject loses his

ordinary tactile facilitles; but
<

retaine Zidetio Tectlle Sgnsag-

Only Perception. /

/

/.

s
7

Iyeryman is the repra:;ﬁéatlve
of us all when we unr flectingly

see thevlocatiohu'of.éveryday

t . .
~objects around us.

L]

The ception-}

. 18 the claln that the cqulal

chain from obJect to breln torl-

inates in the essence of.-oolng

L3




TECHNICIAN The techniclan is the man who

Introduced p.25 is able to explain and under-

Primary Use pp.25-38 stand all things mechanical and
wishes to apply that same appr-.
oach to.the buslnegf of seeing

location.

-

/

UNAVARE INFéRENCE | Everyman believes his seeing P
troduced p.50 location to be without inferende,
the Argument from Externality

é | ' . suggests that there must be an
inference. This conflict is

resolved by the postulation of
uggwé;e inference.
g ,

‘ ¢

UNCHECKABLE INPERENCE The response to the Upcheckabil™
Introduced p.86 . 1ty Objection reveals that an
|  eidetic-only bercelver indulgés
4

in epistemic movey which are *

‘best labelled With the parsdox-

1cal expression 'uncheckabls

VISUAL PERCEPTION * o After p;uu"1j§g=;~2,;glgglgnv

. o s . | 13 uned agioly l; a ph  ph- -
toally neutral technio expr-
cction'iq éofor:to'ihltltf!ili'hf',.

.
. . L]
4




terms 'seeing'; untainted by
.the connotations of ordinary
language.

‘
\ .



II EVERYMAN'S BELIEPS

The purpose of this chapter is to shew that Everyman's
seeing location does not involve an 1grdrence. I begin by
considering a number of examples - in particular seeing quan-
tified distance - which involve inference. I then shew how
these examples differ from seeing location; and thereby conol-.
ude ﬁhat Evetyman's seeing, in unexceptional circumstances,
the location of moderate-sized er goods does not involve
inference. =~ .

‘Before beginning an investigation of Everyaman's beliefs
about- his seein& location, it is important to clarify two
points. | o |
| First, Everyman is t‘e repreaentative of us all when we N
unrerlectingly see the location of everyday objects around us.
As suchy he reprenenta not only the ordinnry nnn. the man in
the str:;t whose untutored opinlona nxght be questionable,
but also ﬁhe philosopher and the neurophyllologiat when oloh
is simply seeing the rurniture or his envifonnonc. Anyono
- who argues that seeling 1s not as lt aeen‘ lult ‘not forgot
that he hinaelt sees as Bvqrynnn. | ‘ |

Secondiy. Evorynin'a aeolhg lopctton o ”tltutoi‘thc
problem. Any ronooning whioh nnyo thnt'.co:I; 1cn't as 1t
- seenms to Evorylln lult oxpltin~yhy ooo&n; uccll to !vory.nn
as 1t seens. To nntxclpnte nuch tn uv:ntun11t1.~no nnlt -nlc

'ole-r hou loolng locntion seeans to !v.rylna

-

10
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/ ' |
I assums that if Everyman's seeing location involves an

inference it 18 not one of which he is dware at the time of

‘hls seeling; rather it 1s one which must, sonepow. be brought

to hlslattenﬁion. Thus tour concern i1s whether Everyman can

" be persuaded to admit that when, for example, he sees that

the ha£ 18 on the chair, his seeing involves an inference.’
-To discover what arguments might lead Everymsn to make
such an admission, I begin by considering some clear-cut,
unquestionable examples wherein Everyman acknowledges an inf-
erence which he 'had taken for granted, Quinton provides two
examples:
'« . . there are many cases, unqueationnbly of knowledge
by inference, where it is not in the least likely that .
any conscious process of reasoning has taken plsce. A
girl, sitting in the- drawlng-roon. hears the front door
slem and says 'Father's home'. 5 hear a pattering on
the roof and say 'it's raining' - ' '
In each example, Everynnn is unawaro of the 1nforenoo

at the time he moa 1t. Upon hearing a pluoring on the roof,

- he aays. without pause for reflection, 'it'l rntnlng’ | !ot
. We may readlly poiht oux to him the 1nreranco nnd thqrnhr |

bring 1t to his nttontlon.ﬂ Three_roneurpo-oo-ou to thess
examples, may be oxbrnotoh: N ' “fv,‘ o

m-.dm.xmm In each oass, 1t 1- -pproprmo to

ask 'how do you knou?' - Por cxllplo. clrl.light aaI'!: _

'Bo alw-yi oo-oa ha-o at 553“ tllo'

2numm lto-abdu/utodc\ttmm

- "the eridance for. the mmm - tbm buw oh-ny u-
unct. ; Por t.ho oomh-lon mt up :-mn; .
, houu. the wuam u a4 mmxu um o

‘l N ) e
“3- 3
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- there is no 1nrerenoo. no evldenco or lohn' ot vorltidhtlons

house. évldence and conclusion are dlstlnéulahablo.
3. Vgr;f}caﬁzgn. The inferred ooncluslﬁn may be verif-

ied non-inferentially. To verify that it's raining, one can

go outside and check. ' _ ' e
Everyman's 8eelng. tor example, that the hat 1s on the.

chair 1s readily contrasted with Quinten's examplea. I1f ask~

ed 'Hoy do you know?' he haa no reply that in any way resony-

les an explanation of the_gxlggngg on which he bases the

.ggn_lgglgn that the hat is on the tabley He may respond with

I can just see that 1t 1:' 1I've got eyes';'or onethinc
similar, but suth a reaponso is not an explanntlon.' In con-
trast to the Quinton examples in nhich an inroronce is nnld-
ily acknowlodged he 1nsista thut ha slnply sees the looation

of the hat. Furthernore, thera 1s_nq qbyloua way fgr him to

| 132111 his aasertion. | . - i-.,-

But thla dooa not cuttico to lhau oonclunivoly thnt

“for the oontrast is boins drawn botuodn Bvbryn‘n'l .cazng ,
loeation and two clear-out pnrtdxgn- 6t knowiodgo vy 1at¢r— :

ence. IR the rnn m-plo. for 1uum.. the anuaouoa K;

'\bctvcnn the ovidonno - tho -onni anlrd 1nlido the. houno - iaﬂi'” ° ii;
~ the conclusion - that 1t%s raining oudtde - 13 too epatly o ..
. -atnunJ !ho ninplicley q4 thin cnst'lnv hllad nn to »i Lot L
:”'ﬁ»tn the il‘ing_loentloa oal‘ Thc ooutrnlt l¢rvon to. auun i:2§ ;%;
that Byml. ...nu 1oueun u me . Mmycno"nt e
"l':mn.ag. by. m.mm. Bt frow em- o:loa- zt dm €.

toncu th-f. nﬂ.n; mum eou mt mﬁw sese oyt of




‘to the olaim that

o 1°"' Por th’ P“rpoto of dovoloping the .;‘.91., luppupo-a
_..dunlilt conoept or nn;.r Svgry..n ,1.;., thnt h. ‘1ln11 i
- ,. seon lmcr. | He m-uu tm hu :m n“ mz Omm 16 ;;_ : 'j"’"'j;' ,
angry. umnns t!m turyun W mm m,, w m T
SR u 'Y prinu. mb:couw mneml mgm u. W S
:‘-::"(-mvioml Ilulfum&ou sof Ihlnh m CHM m m"
S Leble to his mwxm v -v nmt . soglon from
L f‘“%félffun whioh m- the pittemn, ‘

inference whlch Everyman might yet be persuaded to acknowl-
edge. To investigate mgfe thoroughly, we must search for |
examples which more tloaely resemble seeing location; and

we must conalder more subtle ways in which Everyman may be

persuaded to. acknowledgo lnrerencee. I propose to investi-

. gate the following cases: séeing anger,. seeing quantified

distance - concrete evidence, and seeing quéntified distance
- ph&nomenal dence.

Everyman claims that he s8imply sees Ibcltlon. If we lxo v

to slicit rrom him the acknowledganent of un.lnferenco. ﬁo

must persuade hin to retreat from the clau ‘that he aoal tho
location of the hat. to the olain that ‘he ;..11; sees evid-
ence from which he concludes that the hat is on the chatr,

' ocholntlcally. this would be a retront trqn the clnll thnt

p I see thne x

1 see ovideacu rro- lhloh I oonolnd'
that x

We nn: dot up an ox-apla lhinh rltn thl! pnttorn no ré\

-~

R
»> .




Initially he claims:
I see that John 18 angry
He then retreats to the claim

I see that John 1s behaving angrily and .
conclude that he is angry .

But even if the dualist characterlsation.of angeriis
accepted.‘thls example does not serve to shew that seeing
location involves -an inference. If lt is accepted thlt sse-.

-ing anger 1nvolves an inference, that 1nrerence 13 froa what
the obeerver simply sees - behavlour eharacterietld of cngor-
- to concluslons about the occurrence of a eubjoctive exper- y

'.tence of the agger. But, in the case of aeelng loéatlon.
there 1s no dognterpart of the 'unobaervable' anger. Every-
man simply seeb«t at the hat is on the chair. Just as he

© simply sees that sdameone is behaving angrily. In othor

awuords. by lnsiating on a dualiat notion of anger. RLE ostub-

" 1ish an exanple of the. .pproprinte form. ‘But this ex-lplo

‘servea only to cliul 'ta a way Ln which we night hnvo theu-~
_‘ ght aeeing 1ocatlon te lnvolro intorence. | ,”
f dConsldar seeing | uantiried distance - hw thlu 1 masn
-‘seeing that an obJact 1- nt .. o¢rtaan ltttod dxctlnnl frul
| ' tho-ob¢crverq. lxnnp o would bes -o¢1n¢ that the hou!l ta
_-.’f:tey f«t avay, ses ng thet'the sountain te: ton uuu m
© that tho tnblo 10 [ ) “t ecn pados nlny laa -o ou. anppoco
_'f{lvbrynan lt.!-l ,;‘ ind lﬂndhhp.lt 'It’c thpns eln hunir.l
| yarte snay.? ‘e ok hin Sfow 4o You knowt* He anewers 01 j;;
4'3;ﬁo-a lil@l: oto ii 1-.' 1hc Glalouno taattuntll C'Ti,;.,\ 2o
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"I'm pretty good at judging distance.” ‘ }
"You admit then that you made. a judgement of the dlet-
ance?® |
"Well . . . yes."
"0On what d4id yo@ base that judgement?® .
"The bus 1s about half a block away.éblocka are around
200 'yards long - therefore the bus 1s about 100 yarda awvay.”
Initially. Everyman claims that he simply sees the dlst-
- ance of the bhus. But he does hate an oxplanatory answer to
the questiop: "How do you' knon?' Hlltgnﬁlnﬁﬁign of the:
distance 1s based on his seeing that the bus is halréiqy
down the block‘ffom hih. conjoined with his knowledge ﬁh;t
a block 1s about 200 yards long. Furthermore, there is a
'means of ve*lt;;ng his clain - We may brlng out a tapo-neasa-'
re and chack'the diatanco; ~ Thus the example ozhlbita the v
three rgaturea round ‘in the’ cluar-cut c-sol or 1ntoron¢on
 'f, "1,  There 1s an axplnnutory answar to the quoation J%on
‘.do yé&f;now?' _ v
- 'That answar conlistc bt 31v1n5 the cvidenno upon ??' o

"flfphloh the conclulion vas based.

3. Thers is & means of voritlutlon. BT e
Thc cznapla fite tho pnttcrn. 1nc . rttront trel: IR
3.,‘_A' R & -on thnt thn hun 10 1@0 rtad; -uny ;i "

:-ncutth.maumrqumm
Wnd opnslute thet 1610 100 Ferde seer.
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am termlng 'concrete! evidence.‘ By this I mean examples in
\Qqch the seer 18 able to spell out precisely what 1is tﬁe
ev dence'he used for estlmatiné the disténce. Someond est-
1mates the distance of an aeroplane from the observatlon
that he is Just atle to make out the registratlon letters.
| British lnfantry were trained to hold.thelr‘flre until they
couldAseg the whites nf'thé eypes nf'the ene;y spldiers,:
this being‘the evidence that the énemy was within range o?
effective musket fire. One may judge the distance of a
b‘ulldblng by ceeing how n':izch of it is"obscured by a thumd
at arn's length, fﬁese afe examplés Qhereln the evidence
"1s conéréte. In contraét there are situatiéns where the
distance of an object 18 Judged slmply from how it bcka'
:rld Joe télls us that a spruce tree is seven hundred yarﬂs
away., :»e ask: How do you know? He repliesd‘?“lt Just
"19953 about 700 yards away.* Rere we nay'legltlnntcly lny
that the look of the tree = how. 1t looks ‘to the oburvor P
ls the evidence trom which thc astiaata of ltl distnnea 13
_made. 014 Joe has learnt what A spruce treo lookl like

ﬁnhen leen.frou varxoua distanacs. Thla trec. tq.hia_oxplr-f

umcad eye. looks ubout 700 yardo any, ﬂiﬂ

| p’ﬂ.!’cﬂd‘oaqi
'» ’lmc nor 1 nnibl g ‘

nay bc tctnd 'phenomnnl'
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looks to the obsetier would be the basis for an>est1nate of
how far away it 1is. Someone may conclude that the house is
distant because it looks distant.

We can accept that 'how an object looks' may be the
evidence for an 1Qferential eonclgalpn.about its dlatenco
because it is elweys'possible to verify the distance claim
With tape measure or ruler, Estimating distance by eyes is
successful only when the estimate agrees with the distance
as measured by ruler of tape measure. Thus there are cases
where 'how an object looks to an observer' is the evidenoe
rrom which the observer 1nfers a concluaion about 1ts dist-
ance rron hims old Joe, when he - Judges that tha anruoe pY ]
700 yards eway because 1t lgshg_sg_nln_ig_ha 700 yarde away,
provldes a good example. ‘We may note that the three feat-

ures extracted tron the cleer-cut paredlgne. are lt111 evi-~

N

- N

. dent . : ’ : ' o . . t | S K ~r
1, In ensver to the qﬁoctlona 'Bon do you know?'
- 018 Joe replies 'beceuee it looke ahout 700 yeree auay.®

4k

',2' :he evidence 1s hgu the tree 1ookt to 014 Joe.

> The eanaluaion ’_Fgﬁo-gheoked with a tape Ionlure.
| " Phis exnlple ia cleerly of 1uportlnco. It t;ti the |
e roquzred pnttern. belnc y rotroat froe.~,‘7 _‘”';*“" ﬂe; S.e’;fi“"*’

I loe that the lpruce 1: 700 yurdu eunr f* “ 3,,*ff
5 | ‘” S R

“to '

1 eee eh-t tne epruce loote nbeu
!ﬂrdcaguuyf and cenolndq that 1t

Ferg
s ;; 2 .

meaemu. uu e:npa.. bmm u o:en




ver to obJéct would be a part of a precise specification of

an object's location. It must be emphasized that our con-

- cern 18 with simple, straightforward cases - seeing that

the car is in the driveway, the hat is pon the chair, the
dog 18 over there - not wlth‘examples involvlng‘f précise
speoification of location in terms of distance trom the kb-
‘server e} from other reference points.

I¥ 'some .cases of seeing quantifieg distance, the evid-
ence 4@hslsta of how the 6bJect looks to the obse:ver. Does
the qéme :nrt of evidence - how things look to the observer
- plpf a part in atraightrorward cases of seeing location?

I shall try to shew that it does not. -

Someone sees that the hat 1s on the chalr, The circ-

‘u.’tances sre all normel.- the seer's eyesight 1s good.
’rorﬂinary hat 18 clearly visible on a regular klgohan ohair
‘und gpe 115ht1n3 is norlul. rhe seer sees that the hat is .

on the chair. Hora there 18 no candidate for conorete evi-

‘dence annlogoua to the fir-t cncel of lealns quantirlod dll-

tanoe. Th. seer does not ses spoclrio featurel or napoctl

'or tho hnt lnd ohnir trol whloh ho ooncludoc thnt ‘the rirct

1: locatod on top of tho looond. Bo ailply tees thnc eng

10»

hut 48 on tho chlir.. It llsht. holovnr. bo olnl.oc tq;t

"5aoolng 1ooation fits the phonosanll ovtdtnod nodol. 80'

-¥> llsht tha :6.1n; or Iuch phono-onsl ovld'nno bo utFrOlccdt

‘A rtrit attcnpt lonld be tha rollgwlqgu _f~ 'f ;x. g ~¢ﬂ*1>ﬂ};f~‘ﬁ;

1\. It 1m n mm;n the' nat. 1 on em oa‘r o

‘rpu farle m- . uig.-.houu h mlmu; am
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Setween the seeing of the location ofcthe hat and of the

chair. That the chair is over thers 1s seen plainly enough.
What 1s questioned by the expression 'looks as though' is
whether the hat is really on the chair, rather t:hén/. for

3 ’ .
the chair. As long as the location of something is sim-
[

ply seen, in this case 'ag.fﬁiéfgon.of the chair, we have
- B -"0
arf eddpple of non-jsfferen

The scope of 'looks as though! may be broadened in a

o

:yample. seen in a mirror in such a way.that it seems to be
h

1 seeing location.

second attempt:

2. *It looks as though there 1s a chair n‘u:h a hat on
it over there.”

This suggests that there's something sqspicioﬁg about
both the chair and the hat. It looks as thbugh they are
.over there. but there's reason to suspect that they are
roally sonewhcre olbe and thnt aone Illuslon - nirrorc or
whnt_ever - makes it look as Vthoug.h they are over thore. But
even‘if-this‘nttghpt lo‘takcn tcrlously; even if some A1ff~
erent interpretation ot the 'looks as though' rorlu%ct1¢n
- 18 given, the attcnpt fails. Luu the preoodm; ntupe.
it 1is ihsuftioionﬁly broa 1n scope; tor in saying that it
-looks as bhoush there'o n hlb on & chnir g;gg_;n.:g it is
',prnuppom that the 1e«nqn of the part of the roo- wmu‘_~.~
. tho hlt and uhtlr look to b. 1. loen inia ltrnlghtrbr!ugg

' non-luferentlal rnshion. 41 lons ll 1t is oonoodid thlt
".m lootuon of cmehiug - m thu 3‘” twa nul -q a |
o floor which form the corner or s kitohen - u ,m non-w- G

ti L o . s

. .-‘ ‘v., *', R s . . - ""'_' A
W o - [ L . ! .’». ' BN T e
b - - ' . - N . .
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erentially, this 1s all that we require. To eliminate this,
an even broader formulation would be required:

3. "It looks as though, over there, is a corner of a

"Foom wheré thers 1s a chair with a hat on it.®

The scope of 'it looks as though' 18 now broad enougp
to encompass everything seen when the observer turns his |
head in the direction of that corner of ﬁh; room. Could
éomeone make this rather peéuilar claim? In_a sufrlclentiy
unusual situation it might be appropriate.' Someone who has
been hall$pinat1ng and 18 by no means sure where he is and
what's happening to him might make it. Two minutes ago he

seemed to see a vista ot mountaine and lakes - now it lobke

to him as though there is a hat on a chair in the corner of

a room., But is it appropriate in normal clrcumstanbea?

Zveryman has been sitting in the kitchen drinking coffee *

and gossiping for twenty minutes. . He 4o asked: "Does it
look to you as though thete is, over there, &’ corner of a
room where there 18 a chair with a hat on 1t?" To lnsvir,

*"No, it doesn't® would be absurd becauee he can see that
~

_ there 13 a hat on a chair in the cornor of tho-kitohcn._

xr rorced to answer he would havo to sdmit '!ac, 1t does.”

But frOl thla conoesoion 1t dood not follow that how

’

, thinga look to hln 1- the ovldenoe tron whioh ho 1ntorn how
th;nga are. Bvcryuan will ndlit thlb 1t 1ook. ss thouch

thore 1: e hat on a chcir in thc corncr or th. kltchca.

’» But he oan adn:t thto bconuoo he ulrondy knoﬂi ehat‘ii 10 :
:?6': Ha~hnn hoonmdrlnklng ootfeo ln tho kitchon tor twtnty :

.. .'..’ . . 4
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minutes., He put the hat on the chair when he arrived. He
simply knows that what he sees is. Austin makes the same
point: * . . . I might say . . . 'That pillar looks bulgy'
- on the greund that I've Jjust bullt it, and I built it

bulgy."3

Any assertion can be weakened by prefacing'lt.ylth an
exg;pézlon such as 'it looks as though'. Although Everyman
i1s able to say that 'it looks as though there's a hat on a
chair in the corner of the kitchen', it would be absurd to
suamest that this was his reason for bellevlng that there
is a hat on a chalr in the corner. As Quinton puts it *To
repeat oneself in a more cautinus way 18 not to substantiate
but merely to. attenuate one's original assertion.® ‘

Furthqrmore. there 1s no verification procedure which
will take precedence over Everyman 8 seeing. He doean't
even need to move nearer {or a closer look. He simply sees
that the hat ie on the ¢Rair in the corner of the room.
In the quantified cistance ca;ee. Judglné distence by eye
is an inf‘erentlal short cut for estimating what would be
fcund were one to measure the dictence with a tdpe%ledeure.
Measuring devices provide the standard to nhlchdp-tilatee
by eye approxlnate as closely as pollible. But,. lnlthe- '
kitchen cnee.vaeeing just-is the stands tor finding out.
’that the hat 1s on the chair, ‘? | |

. These ergulente.ell shew. that sceing the looetlon of

~Iodcrlto-llz06 dry goode in nornql oxrcuanteacec doel not

involve an lnter-ediary 1nreronce. Everymsn does not judge,

¢ © - . - L e



estimate, infer or conclude Ehatvthe hat 18 on the chair -
he simply sees that it is. He has no explanatéry answer to
the question "How do you know?" There 15 no evidence and
there is né verification procedure to which appeal can be

made. He Jjust sees and that's that. ,

A further point remains to be madqi In the nex@ chap-
ter, the claim that seeing tekes place in the b;ain and/or
mlﬁd of the perceiver will be discussed, 1In anticipation
of this discussion, it 1s here appropriate to consider
Everymﬁn‘a response to the claim that his seeingzgccura in
hls brain and/qr in his mind. We may begin by asking A’n:

"ilhere does your seeing take_place?',

"Pardon?" _

We've asked ﬁﬂ.iquestion for which we want an answer

and received none, By a sllght a1teratf;n. we can elicit =
three’answérs. |

"where dtdAyou ak; the bcn:f'

. "It was over there by that tree htulp L

"This Annwor better fits the qucptiaﬁs *Uhere was the -
bear thn you saw ip?* |

"whorq 41d you sce tho honr?" |
b § vaa ctandxng hore on thic grnsly knoll L
And um mnr detter: nu the qunnom *Where were

you when you saw tho bDeart* ,”f-‘



*Where d1d you see the bear?* .
"In Big Foot Valley, Just upstream from the lake.” \
*  An answer to the question: "Where d1d the incident in
which you.saw the bear take placeéﬂ

So we can locate - glve the location of - the seen,
the seer and thé incident. Can we, on Everyman's behhlr.
1solate the seeing as something distinct from these and
hence locate the seeing? I .suggest hot. For Zveryman 'the
seeing' 1s not something that can be distilled off. Tpe:.
bear was there, he was here and he saw it. Any itteﬁpt to :
isolate the seeing returns eventually to this simple state-
ﬁant. ) '

An interesting parallel can hero 50 drawn betwéen see-
ing and shooting. The question: Mihere d1d you shoot the
Sear?" élicits one rurther't*'p'pf ansgwer: }'I shot it in
the leg.” But it also may elicit the other three: - "The
" bear was there", "I was here", or' "The incident ocourred in
Big Foot Valley,.* “The parallel is of interenqibocnuao in
the shootlng case, we feel no natqphylicnl urge to isolate
’. and locate a nobuloua ‘extra entity oalled 'thn thooting' A
- When we lmow the location. of\!ho lhoottr -.nd tho ahot. lM
~ also the path of the bullet batween the two, We know au.
»Parhup- u'ro also mt.‘ruhd in tho chootor'c motives lnd .
-mtauuom. hnt. thess ocould hnrdly cmuwto tho -o-roquot-_ -
os 'Ihaotlag' | I

I would luggclt tmt xnryua bonﬂn -hoounc and |
uolnc to. bu pnuu-l goim-ou mn nmob ta m pru& |

. .



concerns. Jqst as he 18 unable to isolate and locate the
shooting' as something distinct from the‘locatioﬁ of the-
shooter-and-the-shot, so he 18 unable to 1solate and locate

'the seeing' as something distinct from the-seér-and-the-

segn.
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III. CAUSAL CCONSIDERATIONS
!
In this chapter 1 shew how consideration of the causal
chain from object to brain invites Eut does not compel the ‘
the adoption of the perception-prover hypathesie - this be-
ing the claim that ﬁhe essence of seeinz, real seeing occurs
in the brain and/or mind of the percélver. |
The causal chain arsuments are preéahtedvae those of -
the techn;c;ag - the man whn‘querstands“gli things mechan-
. 16:1 and wishes to ﬁpply the sort of explanation that he
has used for televisions, telephones and their like to ﬁﬁb‘
business of aoéing, To hli. the eye 18 a machine ;athor
like a camera and he cxpects ;t to have a sinllar runctlon.
The technlclan knowa 8 great deal about the causal -
chain that starté with the 11luminated obJoot and leads via
the eye and optlo nerve to the visual cortex. FPor emch
. stage, there 1s an evor~burgeon1n: weslth of tabti. I use.
‘thelwbrd 'fuct' adviéediys Thare ney bo diaputc over det~
8111 but for the seneral oversll pioturo, the olaiss are -
‘univorsally nceeptod as tolontiftc tlct. Par ozlnplo. lll ?ufl:,}
',accipt that the cornoa nnd lona nnrvo to produco an lnngo :
on tho rogznn. thne the rotinu goncrttou p-ttornl or tlwnx- g ‘ﬂw
ses 1n the optlo norvo. il thnt tho apt:o u.rvo lc-dl v!l .?:}fﬁf
| '1 tho optlc ohiltnl tu thc vitual aortct., !hpt thct. :ia‘?q1~;?:
)ruoen are o, no one woulc dzupntc. SUNR ‘,_”‘f?‘f" J'
A more detatlen lect ot ons pxm ot mm




his disposal. Gregory, in Eye and Brain, offers us the
following: |

Among the most exciting of recent discoveries 1s the
finding of two American physiologists, Hubel and
Wiesel, who recordec activity from single cells of the
visual area of the cat's brain while presenting its
‘eyes with simple visual ghepes. These were generally
bars of light, projected by a slide projector on a
screen in front of the cat. ' Hubel and Wiesel tound
that sore icells were only active when the bar of light
was presented to the cat at a certain snsgle. At that
particular angle the brain cell would fire, with long
.bursts of impulses, while at other angles it was 'sil-
ent', Different cells would respond to ditferent ang-
les. Cells deeper in the brain responded to mnre gen=-
eralized charscteristics, and would respo to thege
characteristios no matter which part of tHe retina was
‘stimulated by the light. - Other cells responded only
to movement, and movement in only & sinzle direction. . -

. These rindinzs are of the greatest idportance, for
they show that there are analyzing neoh-nltlg 1n thc
- brain selecting ccrtaxn tecturol ot objects,

Rather 1npreaaive.» What argument cnn tho teehnloian

build up trnm thla Bort ot evldenoc?

SQaing la a colplox bullnost. L1ght ltrikel on objaat."

and 13 reflocted in uny- wnlch charnotor::o the lolceulnr |
struoturc - glving light 'colour' - .nd in wlyl vhxoh ohﬁr—"
ncterizo ita gron- ohnpo. or 011 tho llsht rqflootoc.v_

*'i narrov con. strikes the. nornoi. 1a r.rgnotod. ‘ﬂﬁ f°°“"‘

o nu cmn or m avm

‘f

uu tho ltna eo‘fbrn ln

. Here, the ummme ‘f;;.f.;.,,
= mms mu when prcamf

ek ’*’r*!,,' A4
%

.Wv - m matrim enodl

‘-""' reversed ma- on tbt xm-» L
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‘represents' the various features of the object belng seen.
But wait - despite all this talk of evidence, there
has been no hention of an argument for which this evidence
~serves as a premise, rrom which conclusions about seeing
are to be derived. The techniclan is glvlng no more than
a catalozue cf facts concerning the causnl chain rrom objoct
"to train. His 'explanation' started out well with it acc-
ount of light, images on retinae and million channel optic
<hefves. Unrortungtély; as presonted 1t peters out at the '
, crucialrktage - thé'bruin.‘ We are left with no more thnn
‘that a nqural pattern 'reprelontc' tne vcrloua ronturca ot “///
the object aeona This tella almost’ nothins about tho rolo
of those’ ncural patterno ln the bunineau of leolng. |
It is fairly easy to shew. I thxnk. that varloun pro- 3
ponenta or tnia atylc of 'explanatlon' havo oouplotod thotr '
N -tary by preunttng e oonploto plulotopluod 'thoory‘ ot |
'parcopum.‘ ?urthomrc. & vitu rmm ot tMt 'thcory‘
S 16 a%L;eceptanca or ﬁhle. for wiut ot ) &ittcr phrnt-. I
..  dub thc g ept ’_' per ”A' ™ L '
R noq nn: or X

‘, céroct rfon.ibﬁtot to 'G e

hf ﬁg;.brlin. oo tho tcruinua hll %o bc sn thg,acpgn !ho
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events which travel from the observed brgin Anto the
brain of tne pnysiologist. (my italics)

The final event is not, as Everyman would éxpect.veip-
Ply an intesral part ot tne relatxonshlb of someone-seeing-
something. Rather, according to Russell, it 1s the real
seelnz. theveseence of Seeing, 5the pvent'yhich constitutes.
seeinc" - it is Derceptlnn-oroper. Thus’

The perception-proper hxgotngsg la the claim that the

caueal chain from object to brain terulnates in the esnenco

of seeing - to e termed gg;_gg_lgn_g;ggg;

This ¢lainm relagates the physical object whtch origin-
ates the causal chain to a minor or periphornl role. The
,real seeing - the percepclon—proper - takes placo ln the |
bratn and/or nlnd of the seer. An 1nrorencc 1s roqulrod
ror there to be knowleage about cne phy-iorl obdect whteh
originated the osusar chain, S LT
| . The aotion or poreeptlon-propar e-n be lp’ll.d out 1n
‘ 'f;varlona ways to ault dlttoront thcorlqt.- BUIIOLL. in tno - )
_4P-astpe quoead spsaka of 'tho avont wnion oon-tltutcl : l
';l!ling' und gooa on tn talk of . Aii. thc phyiialoglce'u "Tlf |
| __f_rporcapt. o o lhxah ocn only be- '1& tn¢4pn;uxolb'llt"  :@-¥;“ﬁiii§%
L heaan, miu dueubn the final stage of n’f’_""jmm o,
um -rot. u » lm&monon at tm .qmw-: b




\

A

Both Russell and Eccles are acbepting that because the
causal chain terminates in the brain, it follg;s that the
flnal event must have a unique status - perceptlonyproper.}

Turning to Locke we find an acceptance of the

perception-proper hypothesis at the very core of his theory.

- At the beginning of Book II of his Essay, he tells us that

the senses *, , . from .external objects convey into the

‘mind what produces there those mm_s_". The clear ®
1mp11catton of this is that~zgg1 seeing occurs in the mind

and consists of experiencing 'perceptions’. the external’
obJects merely servlng to "oonvey into the 2ind* that which

then * produces"™ perc%ption-proper. Indeod. 8o wedded is be_

to the notion that perceptlon-proper ocoura in the nlnd._i
‘that he has to nrgue trom thg to what one wauld hnvc axb- |
écted to have been hia atarting pointc the cmnl goingl-on

botwnn objoct and brcln. chns umnod bhat pcrcopuon

_ 10. in hxa tarnlnolosy. tho nnving or 16.00. ho 1. 106 to
| wonder- . how hgﬁ;gg produc. jgggg ln uls lnd that 10
nitqst1y hz_;|gn1gg th. unly uny which in ocn OdaailVlb T
bodies operate in .. << 4ng sinoe the -xemton. flawrs,
nﬂlbtr -nd notlon,of bodtco ﬂt an ohoir"hll bﬁlﬂﬂﬂl l"»b';'?fkfiiﬁ
poronm nt a auumcn tho um. u ;0 ovumt m o
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all this wealth of evidence about neural impulses and the
like and ylelds, as its conclusion, a.verification of the
perception-proper hypothesls?‘ Instead.of this we are treat-
ed to a preremptory acceptance of the perdeétion-proper.hypb
othesls upon which 1is built a theory which conveniently has
a place for the complex causal goinés-on between eye and
brain, |
However neatly these theories explain the role of those
million-channel optic nerves, they extort a heavy coﬁt - the
;Ecoptqncé.ot thé berception~proper hypd%heais. If we pay
this price we seem to be left with the un“péctod and unsek-
ed for conclusion that we never r¢a11y see things at all,
Perception-proper occurs in the b#ain and/or mind and con- .
sists of havlng 1deaa. experlencing sensations aenalng |
sense-data of what you. will, Perceptlon of external obJoocc
.10 only dignlriod with the tera 'porooptlon' ic a courtoar.a
'Perception proper occurs ln the brein nnd/or nlnd. Sinns o
tho loe-tiona or tabloa and ohalrl. as uo vould ordxnntily
Vdoscribo lt. 1: an indlroct. inrorentlnl ltcp bnlod ‘on tho
o;aurronoo ot porccptlon~propor. o o
: .’ ' To aoe tha -agnitudo of‘tho oo't. un nncd only rotar _'?:_' ’
“to !vormn'l bonotl nbout hia m nuu. 'rho pnn.pt.;gg.”: S

"*_P?opor hnotmu. rnuiug an mtorcn« fm tht Monu  ~'f
o f‘l-_".o!‘ mrooma. ﬁnuuom or- m&wn. '.'6 cmlmm OMW:?  ~-""

. ing the louuon or m mmn ch;.cti mm oruxnmn

P tm snum“‘,uan. m ma .u '?MWP “ "‘" . "" "
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perceptldn-broper hypothesis claims that real seelng occurs
in Everyman's brain and/or mind. Everyman denies this,
insisting that his seeiné 1s the irreducible relatlonshib
of someone-seelng-something. e

Faced with this tonflict, we want to know what philo-
sos>hical éonclusions. if any, can be drawn from the fact
that there 1s a causél chain rrém obJect to brain. .It
‘might seem that since we know already that the causal chain
from object to braln plays a role in seeing then we must
8lso -know what that role 1is. I'ahall.try to shew, however,
that we -are in the péradoxical position of knowing that the
causal ;:hai;: is ‘1nv some way rellted"'to !ael.ng." yet not know-
ing what that relationship is. Furtﬁeanre;-any‘nﬁxonpt to
: introduce thevpereaétion-proper hypothesicxbesg the question
of ‘the nature of this relnttonship.f.

: The accopt¢b111t7~ot thcae clainn w111 nolt enlily bo
‘approointod bv oontractlng how 1t 1. wo know vhnt wo kauu
-‘,about thc cauaal going--on boevcou obJoct and braln nith
the way in which ono would determine the role of au» Y

ohain- 1n. ror oxa-plo. . tolovinton cnnnrl/ptotnriffhwi'
,‘ It w111 oxpoaita thoronlnins dilcunlloa to 01.?1!7
. ‘soIo torllnolnsy tt thil paint. ccnttjtr s p.rudt]l-ot a
. -11910 onulal ohhin. n rov of dullncOI uhaeh tlill IG tait
mh donmo kmn anr the. mmguus pm. PRI e P N
| m m fonxng or m fires, qmio 'Moh mn-




of the final domino, we may term the ‘resultant!?!,
Interruption. A causal chain may be interrupted at any
intermediary stage so that, although the origin occurs, the

resultant does not. In the domino example, immobilising

one of the intermediary doninoes by gluing it down would

constitute 1nterrﬁptlon.

antqgslé. A causal chain may be manipulated at any
intermediary stagé 1n‘such a way that the remainder of the
chain, 1nc1nd1ng the resultant, occursj; bﬁt the preceding
part, including the origin, doep'hot.v Such manipuletion

/vsxntnesiggs the fesultant. Iq the domino case, the result-

ant - the falling of the final domino - would be amthelized |
by knooking over any one of the lnternediary dnninooa.‘
It 1s, 1 think. clear without further 1nvest13atlon
that these exhlbitod features sufrice to loento nna chart
a oausal ohatn. It 1t is round that two cvenen correlate,
%oh for tho 1ntcrnodiary cnunul chnln hv trying

' ot 1ntorrupt1ns or -xnthoolzins tho rcnultnnt.'.

ﬁ——i—-' . - ——

fra are vlripu: oo-plbxitson uhioh t hrlor i
~gloeses over ~ questions wuoh a8 her thers
j1' chains ‘at the sub-stomic leyel,: nhcthq'

Enked ovants rether than severing & ohsin whish . .~
hnd . goes to eagh event from some third eveut, wom
fhat we pick out the origin and. raﬂnnt with m ,

‘when ths origin itself w '3 cuu ‘anld the res=

ness
mhﬂncﬂiﬂﬁ )
c roinpnt eo tm mum amunaa

s .that one has cut the shein between two ﬂr- L

But #inee’ njn )
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‘'screen with the way in which it has been found that there

is a causal chain from odject to brain. Let us begin with

the television example. ‘ ~
Suppose snomeone chances upon a tele#lslon camera linked

by a short cable to a television screen. He 1s ignorant

»
A

but immediately notices the correlation between the events

about such devices, never havinz seen their like before,

in front of the camera and the picture on the screen.
His initial hypothesis is thst there is a causal chain
from illuminated scene to picture’on screen; tﬁe scene being
the origin and the piéture being thé resyltant.®* He then
sets about verifying his hypotheaia. Ha rindi the cable .
linking oamera to screen and readily discovers that cuttlng
it at any point yieldn 1nterruptlon - the pleture disappearl-
although'the 11luminated scene remains as before. Further -
ﬁrobing 31v§a hin'ilternativ; ways of producing lntorrupé-
ion. He may also produce synthesia if he 13 adble to food |
. into the cabla the appropriate electrical pnttorna. Thuq ' _\° .
-ohe verifies the hypothpalo., ) | o
It 1a clear, then, how someone would ‘set about finding
~ the causal chhln from scene to soreen. Hhat 18 of crOltur
: lnportnnoe to 'us 18 that, onco it is alantalnod thntothcro
. 1s a onpcal ohain. tho rolo of thut enuunl chnln 1- not in .

o

Ay

S "Can nn 111ulinatod scene -nd a picturo on a oor.an
.be described as: ';vonvc' ‘Qotiparable with the felling and
felling of dominoes?™ 1 take it that thqy aro 11!!1: cn-

l' .




any énubt. The problem is defined by the COrrelatlon of

two distinct events, the scene in front of the camera and
the picture on the screen. It 1s found that there is a
caueal chain from scene to screen. Thellnvestlgator takes
for granted that the role of this causal chaln is to supply
end maintain thet correlation. He does not try to determine
the role of the cpain. rather he is concerned to find how

it fulfils that rple, Uhether he finds that the cable con-
ducts electrical patterns, sound patterns or even‘patterne
of colou:ed balis 18 of no relevance to the role of the cau-
sal chainﬁg Whatever he finds to be the mechanisms involved,
~the role of the causal chain 18 to provide the observed cor-
‘relation between two distlnct events - this scene in front
of & cemera and that picture on the screen. The role of
the causal chain 1s simply not 1in doubt. | )

Is it the case that anyone who ihvelklgatee the ceusal

chain from o'b.).'ct to bréin is as clear sbout its role? Let

‘us return te the passage quoted earlier. onnoerning the work .

'of Rubel and wieeel. such: wnrk shews that there 18 indeed

a complex and Sophletlceted caueal chlin ‘from eye to brain.

';More detalled werk ngy we11 unoover the precxne neurel olrp-.

‘ ultry by which a dar of light on the retins li'O“?llO to

the firing of s epeolrio brain cell. 'Hera petterns of light
rm B

on the retina nre the ori. n, firin; of oertelﬂ‘breln oella
‘the resulupt. s t.oonng |
toftind ys of produclns luterruptlon end eynthoeie vill
. .__,;;'.u mors p'um.”acn%n_or‘ the memginrv ‘mechanisys.

tho neurnl clrcultry and trylnc :

§
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And we may say of thls causal chaln, as we sald of the cau-
sal chain 1Aathe television example, that it has a clear
and’ simple role - to supply and maintain the correlation

. between origin and resultant,

But notlce carefully what that resultant is: a_bra
lg&g&g. Cur orisinal hrief was to study the business ofr
Sonlfr. not train states. ‘e would all agree that if we
select the retinal imare and brain state as origin and res-
ultant respectively, then the role of the intermediary cau-
" sal chain ls’not in dpudbt, 1Its role is to supply and main-
tain the correlationTKSQst as in thé‘teievislon eiahple.
This does not, however, telllus of the role of this causal
chain in the business of seeing, < '

How s lt,.thgn. that we knoéathat these causal goings:
on have anything at 8ll to do with seéing? we Know theré
to be a felationshlp between causal golngs;on'ahd'aeoing
because we find a 'correlailon' between then. Suppase some-

one sees & .rabbit. He 1s a few feet away from it, his head

and eyes directed toward it; he gestures towards it and

says "There's a rabblti At the same time, the to@hnloihn.%

‘who 1s inveltigatlng the obccrvcr'a rotlna. optxo nerve and
| visual cortex announces ‘Rnbbtt lnngo on retins, impulse
patterns ch-rueterittlc of r.bblt retineal 1.!&!‘!3 optic
nerve and. vilual oorta:' '

In other verﬂa. whonavor solcana IQCC lolcthlns.

C
tcchnic lan ndy mvutlpto the neural Mpmlm wah oolmul o
with chc -oor';_cpqlng lul.th!ng. And Af it is found tht. o

- L . . . . .
: . . PN #
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say, a certailn neural state occurs whenever the seer sees a
rabbit in front of him, yet does not occur naturally at any
other time; one may conclude that this neural state has some
role in the seceing of the tabbit.
But thls dnes not explaln what that rnle is. The prodb-

lem arises because the 'Eorrelatlon' is between a neural

. eveﬁi and seeing - that is to say - what Everymen ordinarily
terms 'seeing'. We have shewn in Chapter II that, when we
speak as Everyman, we have a clear grasp‘of the notion of
'seeing'. 1In ordinsry, uAexceptional clrcumstances we are
not in any doubdbt about whether or not‘§om§one'sees something.
And 1t 1s this seelng, [Everyman's seelng, which is found by |
the technician to octur slhulbaneouely with the elaborate
vorkinrs of a caugal chain from object, via the eye, to the
braln; | |

Simply to say that Everyns 's seeing and the oper-tion'

of a caussl chein from objact t6 brain occur slnultnneoucly
is not to explain the role of that causal chaln in a-qlni'
4"E€eryu;n0s aeeing'ia ﬁhe cnnplux; lfroducible someone-se 1né-
jBomethlng. The pi&pnf fundtlbhlhs of the cnuaal»ohhin plays - .
' some part, -incc 1nterruption of tho chain: ulao 1ntorrnpt.
the sooing. In thc tclcvinion cxanplo. the rol. or tht
cnuaal chnin vas round to be ol-ply that ol lupplyins the
11nk betwaen origin end resultant. But in the seelng eitue -
. ation there 1s no obvious candidate for v'tni'r'éouuixt-wmch-‘ .
.1o-cocin5: uvorynnn'i seeing dqo: not uav. on 1tolntahlo |
'cnd-prodnot. The pore.ptloa-pmm h”othuh urvol Ge

.

/




'supply such a resultant. OSeeing, or rathei real seeing, 1
introduced as the hypothetical last stage of the causal
chain already charted from obJéct to brain. By this device
seeing is brought into the fold and the role of the tausal
chain rendered as simple as that in the television exqﬁple.
Illuminated object is the origin, perception-proper, which
occurs in the brain and/or mind, 1s the resultant and the
.causal chain serves to maintaln the link between thenm,

Having demonstrated the difference betwasen our knowl-

edge of the role of causal chains in the television example'

and in seelng, we may now shew clearly how the perception-
proper hypothesis attempts to impose a mechanistic explan-~

ation upon the éaqsal chain fronAobJaof to brain. Consider

again the television camera/screen situation. The. picture

on the screen is the resultant of the causal chain origin-

Il

ated ﬁy the illuminated scene. This resultant does have a \\\

specinl status. Indeed, we could very pluutibly Ilk. e

televiaion-proper claim concerning this. resultant.~ We could .

: 4.
claig that zggl telcviaion is the flickering picture on the

screen. The oanera. the cabdle, tho circuitry within tho

"itolevilion set a1l play a pnrt - but eash intermediery. l.g-

. ment in the chain 1is dblignod to brihg about ‘the flnll
‘ event - thn pioture on the screen. Alonstt the varloul
segments, thc resultant doca have & apoclni~§ibtul. It 1s

the event . tor whlch tho roct of the tyoto! hal bo'a dolignod
- and bullt. Por. the vxouar. tho p;ctura en the uerdta 1- thc

A

essence ot tolovinlcn. SN E o "»i,rl. ' -'
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Russell - in the passage éuoted earlier - 1s argulng
that because the causal chaie terminat;; in the brain, that
final event must have a special status. But he is assuming
that éhe role of the causal chain from object to brain is
similar to that of the ca§8a1 chain from camera to screen.
For the latter, the resultant does have specisl .status - it
could be described as 'televlsioﬁ:propof' But from thia..
1t does not follow .that the final event 1n the cye—braln
chain has special status, the reason belng that we do not
know the role of this causal chain in the business of
someone-aeelng-somethlng. To assume that 1t has to reaonbii
. @ television system is to beg the question by proluppollng
the acceptabillty of a mechanistic account.

ne cén now appreciate that the perceptlon-proper hypo-
thesls serves as a remarkably neat theorotlcal devico to |
explaln the role ot the cnusal chnin 1n soo1n3. Indood.
'the nicety with which 1t does 80 may be adduood ac . reason
for its: adoptlon. But ¥e may also npproclatn thnt lt in a
hypothes}s We are not foroed to lcoopt by any of the teoh—
niolan 8 findings. wo have roalxnod %hnt tha tonhainlln'c
1nvast\gstionl have been of evcrvdly locins, ot !Vdﬂ!lln'

._acaing bo-cthing. rhnt tho ocu-al prococsca ho diloovtrl R
 _have co-nthing to do with the sucoess or. ocharvl-o of. lvnry- ffﬂ‘:f?f
-"'m'- oulns 1- not in do\nm whtt that rolo h mm u e ;
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IV. ARGUMENT FROM EfTERNALITY

| In this chapter I develop the Argument from Externalliy

which sh?ws that visual perception of location involves inf-

erence. The argument Qill be developed three times, the

last being the complete presentation. This rrﬁgmentéd pre-
sentation 1s adopted to allow two points to be sandwiched -

in gt appropriate élaces. The first pol@t - that thi! atjlo

of argument. does not conceal -an 1n91101t 9déep£aﬁoe_ot the
.percéption-proper Hypotheéié - 1s presented after the irsh‘

ument hés been outlined The second point - that on: pr.g-

matic grounds a termlnologlcal dlchothy is roqulroa - is
_ Riven after a fuller presentation of the argunent. Plnally.

the completed preeentatlon or the Argunant rrom axternallty

15 given. | ‘ '

Consldcr con‘ono who sdbo”a ébn'lh a floid.  ﬁo sees
ithe location of the coW = he aoel thnt tho oov llKin th. ',1.‘ | (A
_rield. ‘What he -eu 18 olurly cxtcrml to hu w m c
| apatial relnclonahlp ot the. cow anﬁ tho flold 1s- oano dilt- N

",nnco auny trol the loor. Thc ar;n:ont to bi ﬂcv‘lopod oon- :

| ‘.oontrntcc on tho .;;.:n.;;ﬁ; of uhtt 1s. parn-and lnﬁ hﬂl
tha pcrcnptlon of mbhm' oxtarul to tho m‘im'l
.body afeht be gohteved. BRierly. the avgusent 1606 1=
m sov’ ang the :zm }rl’flcot ucu "‘“Aarﬂnx mffxm‘




of 1ight. The spatisl relaticnship of a cow in a field is
at snme distance rrob,the seer. The seer recelvéa 6hly
cnnes of llgh; patterned in a way whlch_char-cterlses their
their source. If he 18 to reach conclusions cqncerning the
nature - 1n'particuIar. the locetion - of the reflectlve’ |
source, he can only do this by‘igrerfigg frnn the gvidence
supplled by these patterned cones of light.

'The argument concerns what the seer zggg;ggg - only
pstterned cones of llght - and how he roachel coneluolonn
cnncernlng what 18 not given to him llnediltely - thc lpub—
1al relationah:p which 18 gxternel to him. The oonolulion'v,
to be reached 1p that an lnreranca is requirod to. hridgo .
the gulf from what he recelvol to wh.t Lo cxtornal ‘to him.. "
- Does thls abprnsch 1nyolve an lmpl;eltvpbcaptance_of the |
perceptlon-propor hypotheais? o ol ot

_ Thero is s auporrAeial lilllarxty botvocn tb. connld- S
- erntlona uhich locd to tho per?cptlonppropor hypothouin and u‘

’ the prelont -rgunant. Thc tornor ooncornnd tho caunal chntn

tro- ob;ect to brain. tho prnmt comom thc cawl ohnl.a
_ rro- ob:uet to an. . 'rhcru e movu-. . omul un‘mn.
. o ronmu the ceusel mn 1nto: the_ train of the pmu- ,
g vor. onn u mutangn ;mi-uo »m nf tho rth of 3 '
e tm mm. &n wes nmd xa m -

I S SRR PR DD L UV ST .
ca o seteup - hee 8 speoial

o o eet=up has & Speocial stat
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(‘3; to brain must have a similar role. From this aqumptlon it
| follows that the_finalerentvxn the perceiver's brain must
have a speclél status - that it is or gives rise to
. percebtion-propar.

‘But this unwerranted assunption is avoided by consid-
ering only what reaches the seer, not what subsequontly
Lmlght occur within the seer. The seer -1s treated as a per-
son; and the question of whether a peraon 13. or in any res-
pect runetlons like. a naohlne is slnply nmt relevant. To |
shew. clearly how thia appronoh desls with the soor as c
peraon.,wlthout any 1nplicit -uaunptiaas concorntna 'IQOh;
antstic' 1nterpretationa of whnt sool on 1nstdo tho loer'u
head , the argunent 1s aow pracontod tn ter-a of au oxpltctb
ocmpsrlson between the seer and anpther person - a blind

man, . S A

C armw -':" & ! ““- e
o Socing 18 an achiovolontq Sonnon- who oes a ob:oat o
thcroby learns certa;a thzngc lhcnt 1: - Ln pqrtgo'm1 5;;@9‘;,fﬁf




18 1ight, lowered relief where there 1s not. He directs the
camera toﬂards the far end of the room and tqkes an instant
relief picture. (Palarold gives you instant reliefl!) “He
then runs his fingers over the surface. reels the 1npxaln-
ions caused by the xnagea of the bottle and the table top.
and concludes that there 13 ] bottle on the tablo in the
direction he polnted his 1nstant reliet ceamera.

”he»blihd nan haa raund out 1nferentlally aboﬁt th0 
locatlon ot)the bnttle cn the table. The bottlo ie on the
othar alda of tho roon. All that roachen hln 1. s pnctorn Co

ont rerlected light which carries the. '1lprtnt' of the bot- |
tle from which 1t was ren.aotod. By lunl of nu uuuat
.vrelief camers, ho extruott rron the pnttorn ot light ronch—t
A‘lnn hin intornation abaut lts anureo.* Hhat hc 1: 1n lll.d-hf'ﬁ
.Viate nr ﬂlreet contnct ulth it*tho innﬁ.nt rollaf p&otnro. |

[}

' whtch is tho cvidonoo rro- uhloh ho tafb:o nhont tha bcttlo- f

“.M 1t. lw‘t‘m' L - A' 1 RN ‘." w , t
< .!'Mt Gbﬂ“".! MC th’ ‘lm“ m .I‘
tha b:uw nu ore both ung,g g, M LN
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that the hat ié on therchalr is not a matter ot?inrerence -
/ée simply sees that it 1s, 'Seeing' 1s Everyman's word; it
" 18 the word with which he describes the effortless way in
which he finds out aﬁogt hlatlmigpiate environment. Infer-
ence from evidence éupplled by the reception of“batfornod
icones of light pldya‘no:part in his notion of seeing. No
senge ca be made.of expreubibnalﬁuch as"aﬁolng'vléllntor-
ence' nhtn what 18 aéen is the location ofbioxl-illullnltid -
obJects in the noor's ihlcdxnto envlronnent. Evorynan light
_ even uao ths oonpurison wlth the bllnd lnn«to lh" how hll
ﬂ~;‘ own socing doca not involve inference. Tho Pling Iln 1;‘.21
trom the ploture of the bottle to ‘aonolusions about 1te loo-
| ut!on. Enryun insists thnt. hu ‘own uo:ng is }uuo-uy : _:;\f
differcnt. -For hln. thnrQ 1a no evidqnco or 1nroronon - ho
'-3ult gcoa ‘that tho hottle 15 on ﬁho tlbln. Sqo:ag. tor '
‘,luryu:n n tho m m ot nnuu mb abonz 1mnon ‘o ,
~ .'.m oontmt. so thc buaa un'- znm-onnn nthod. o R j‘- o
Yot the drgument froa Brterbality - although not, ea .
’ ';.nt. mny dsnlepd - nIruay w ﬂut thm mr. h
sose sort; of sum m: mm » mtm prédles.




ey

the location of ah obbect he doesn't really see its locat-
ion'? We could use the device of specifying different 'sen-
ges’ of the word "see'. 'roore.'rnr example.’talks of "sen-
ses of the word 'see" for one of which 1t is euppoeedly
_meaningful in mundcne sLtuatione. to speak of 'seeing _
coloux;Qpatches'.11 éut. Austln. in Chapter IX of ggggg_gng
een<;b;1;a. presents a deVastating attack agalnat any such
_attemots to establiah different 'senses' of the word 'eee'lz‘
| - However scrupulous one might be in. derlning alternete
- ‘ . senses fnr commonplace words like 'see', using ranulnr \
words in unrsmiliar ways 1is’ liable to bring confueion rathor
than enlightennent. To mlninlte poténtial for conruplon.

I propose- the adoptlon of a ;g;.;nglgglggl;ﬂlghgggn;. 'Seh'

ls an ordlnhry everyday uord. me nay’ contlnue to use it in
1

thoao contexts which ‘are acceptahle to Everyman. But. in

“the develoancnt of the Argu-ent fnon Extornn11ty. & luCIQlt
'vthat we use '  (

| f a8 a teohnloal o;preaiion
: to the bulinesa of lietag.~ Th!l
‘ ;device allnwc cleile to bo lndo conﬂirnlne 'vlcual pireep—
uen- wmch -wonld so\md ﬁ-nrd.\ wers tem mo mm '-w-
at oom-n. r.n. mmm of um aa h ’: '

- to rerer 1n 'y neutral~J
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& The blind man believes that whatever is located on ﬁho
other side of the room reflects towards him'a highly complex
array of light which is characteristic of a certaln obiQQt
in a certein location. Fis task is to find out from this
array of 1ight the location of its source. To do 8o.he °
first derives frpm.the optical array, by medns of his inst-
aqt'relief camera, 8 réller picture. He then feels with hls
.flngértips fhe pattern of raised and lowered relief of the
picture and cin now 'reach conélusions c‘oncorriing the nature
and 1ocation of the sourca. ' ]

Ve may say of the blind man thut he 1: not. givon the =
location of t_he bottle, rather he 1s given an optical map
of\its location. It happens ‘nt ;his 'i-r!tefpretlﬁg'tﬁla pap
requlres two stages: 'raklng the rener picture, and thon
_.'reading that picturs wlth his f.mger tlps. The bllnd nan

‘is prountoc with an opttcn -rur mncu hc m« to bo

, 'pittornod;‘n & way vmch is ohnrmtorutu of n- vmc. -
‘ 'rho pntcam A8 olurly duunot trc-. ﬁut uuuny m«&
o upon. tho lmnl locntion of itl couru. “Rts tut is ﬁo .

',,'prootn' thtt l!'!'l! of Il.;ht. to ﬂll mlt nbout the lmt- o

0B bt Ats sourde, He mm thet "roemu" w unu ’

- m- :um rm.r p:ctm mm de-o :o. umtm
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to the conclusion that there is a bottle on the table.*
The blind man is only given an array of light; he wish-
. o5 to find out about its source. At some stage he must

he 18 to make eﬁistenolngicaﬂ progress in the’

\tion, from whaf he 18 given to the source

of tha: Thus inference is an essential part of thé
| heg ou{ abtout 1ocatlon.

me that visuel perception and the blind

'ia 1nstant telief camera are colparable in
both mesns of finding out anut locatlon.,

eh the tarnlnological dlchotoly llldi! for posms-
foncea betneon whnt nay be said about ‘visual pcr-
- 'seeing*, to nuggoat that viaunl pcrccption
 ans of ffndlnt aut ‘about - lncation. when Evcrynnn j
fopte that seeing 18 & Nesns of finding out -bout |
ould seem abeurd. How viewsd perception might

, 4 ‘4_a~-aqnl1ot.rtnﬁxgg out abpnt.logltian.)qould‘
R “% qu.atlonAtl vhothor ;hc vlsunl pircolv'r
umrom. e paéc of uwrmsu out about.



_;,. - nm of ughe cm-ct.n-n \:t' . boeth on l tlhlb -

b7

Visual percelver receives only a patterned array of
light. _

Blind man fequlres inference to reach conclusions
about the location of the reflective source.

The comparicon suggests that visual perception also
requlres some sort of lnrorencg. But'is this conclusion
warrantegq@ . There 1s a counfer argument: In describing ths

blind = flnding out, it has been implied that, although

his czholuaions about the locations of objeots are 1nterred.
his finding out about the relief of the picture is not vie
1nference. His tactile racilltles. whloh are in good work-
' 1ng_prder. enable_hin to find out without inference about
the surface of the relief picture. 1s 1t not reuontbla to
suppose that the sighted person, in a. slmllar fathlon. tinds
out without 1nrcrence about the 1ocation of objaeto?

My responaa to \Qil consists pt u&‘wing thnt tho onus
of axplanatlon rests thh thq ijoctor.. Su;pecn. to glvo N
the raireot troatlent of tha objection, thnt tdotilo pcrcop-
- tion is \dthout mrerczm. ~de must now conbdl that u-m

perception of locutton Jmtm b\ vithout mrmo. )

But no ﬂl.lﬂﬂ so-a 1alioatlon of how \pc vlongl poroctvqr BRI
. npkn cputmlogaeu huouy r;n\n rnt lu cotmlr malv-;j : fjf'f

| "jto ms lu M. oug by um of luq mlhv m: - thnt ‘
"' }:‘,r.nm 18 t‘hoteu on the table - ltthgut m‘urmmu. T

_ :e th w m-t m vinn& pornzm tno:m uny
",.‘patmm cogu of nmt._"-: ;
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cones play some rqle in visual perception. Even after it is
concgded that tactile percéption 1s without inference, we
may 1nsist on being given some indication of how visual per-
ception might occu? wiéhout inference.

gha blind man and the visual perceiver stand side by
sidé_féziné the bottle on the table. The blind man can only
find out about the location of the bottle by inferring rrom
the evidence supplied by the patterned array of reflected
ltght. The sighted man receives nothing more than the blind
mag - he only recelves patterned cones 6r'113ht. How does
he find out about the location of the bottle? He has two
healthy eyes. .But how do his eyes enable hia to do, without
‘an inference, what the blind man can only achieve via én ‘
inference? An opponent of the Argﬁgent‘rrom Extctnnllir; F
cnhnbt abdicate the responsibility of éhuuorlng this qﬁolf-
ion. He oannot nirily delagate rccponllbility to 8. npocxd-
llist. ‘without- slresdy knonins. in general terms, what he R
requires the speclallat to lnvaotigato in lpoclflc tor-a
One’ can hand the specdallat & bleok box tellins hil thlt
‘candy hnra conc out of thln slot vhen coins are put lnto

that slot_and eohg-te the rugomxbnny of ftnding out .

¥;h63 oolna releale eandy bura. Altc:nstlvoly. one onn hlnd ‘
the spnotnlxut a hiack box cnd lﬂk,hll to find out both whnt
*;,¥1t is and whne 1t dooc -qbtrc on‘ Oilccltoq .11 roiponnihllr

.’; ‘J‘ -

 ;;&:.‘ But cuo c-unot nlt lht apoutnllcc tn

. ke % P A -
L S el S



ual perception 1s w!thout inference. One cannot guess at
a solution and then demand that the specialist verify the

solution.
[ 3

The comparison with the 'blind man's finding out seems
to rofce upon us the conclusion that visual perception inv-
oWwes an 1nterm%d1ary lnfqrencé. There 18 no coherent elu-
cidatidn of the :counter-clairm that visual perception 1is
inference-free. In the light of the cmpel&mparlaon

with the blind man, just saying that it might be inference-

free in the way that tactile perception has been gsgumed

to be 1s not good enough. In the absonc§ of any coheront

counter argudent, the only reasonable move is to accept the

force of the cbmbarison and concluué that visual perceptlon

of igcatlon involves an intermedldry inference, It must be
- added here thatAa very credlblé account of how vicﬁal per-
ception involves inference will be devof%pdd ln.tho last

tuo chupcers of this work,

o

1g_gg§gglgg;gggs Vtidal porooptlon nnﬂ the blind l-n'c

find tng out reanmble each other ln that both- 1nvolvo the

; 'recoptldh of pattornad conol of 1ight. . The blind man's )

‘ tlndins uuc about*looation involvot inroronoi hQOod‘on‘ﬁﬁ;ﬁ'
ovxunoe :uppnoa by the puttcm of light. Ve sannot give
n cohoront account ur hew 8 vicunl pcroclvnr at.ht ueillto
thono same ﬁlght pottornt in pcrqiivinc tho loontloa of
"obgnotg thhout an snalogous Anr.routall cta;o. .ghézifhin]i
the visual pcrnguon of looation 1s vu inferanse, thts ©.

v

[
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being the only reasonable cornclusion.

7isuel perception of locatibh involves inference.
Everyman's seeing location does not involve inference.
Faced with this conflict there are three ways to proceed:

1. Reject Everyman's beliefs

2. Reject the Argument trom Externality

3. Accept both and attempt a reconciliation

It 1s clear, I think, that the first two options have
already been eliminated by our previous<enqu1r10a; Evéry-
" man's conviction that seélng reveals fo him the loéqtlon of
objects "1thout intermediary inferenc§ was not found to be
a beller that he could nonchalantly chanqe when conrronted
with new evidence.: And we have no oounter to the Argunnt

from Externality.!/e must at{empt a reconciliation.

The Argument rrbm Eitqrnality,showc that visual percep-

‘tion of location involves intéroncc. Eviiynln 1- unavare
of any 'ihtcriidlnry inference. Qhuo two are redonciled w
_poatuhung an intersediary lnroranoqcot whloh lvorm is
unsware. Suoh an inference we may tm an W
- thu bolng an Lnrorouco of whioh lnz‘mn 1s unaware ‘ﬂ
which he cannot bo p.rtuldcd to Oekndwlodcc.A !hti apprtilh
‘ralses & host of pnxlo-ophxcax objestions whish w1l be

g d.alt with in’ tha o ro-ninlac chapters. - . ‘g‘]gfg

In augguung th-t uml m«puea u m mm
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we are claiming, to put it epigrammatically, that there 1is
more to visual perception than meets the eye. There is a
possidble anélogy to indicate how to proceed. We are concer-
ned to shew the complexity of visual perception whilst expl-
alning why seelng seems as it seems. Anyone who enbarkb
upon a hellocentric story of planetary motions must account
for.the hppearénce to terrestrial observers of geocéntriclty;
He must expla;n why 'sunrise' and 'sunset' are so seemingly
aptiy ﬁ;med. In othar words, a hellocentric account, if 1t
1s to beAsétisraéiory. must explain why it seems to qs.oarté
hbound obsetveré a8 though the world remains still whilst
the §un rises in the east, moves in an arc through the cki'
and sets invthe west, Although it cannot be more than an
indication of hﬁw to-préceed.‘thg analogy suggests the pbas-
1b111ty of explainlng the complexity of vlsual perooptlon
whilst shoulng nhy aocing is as ft Seens to Bvorylnn



V. AGNOSTIC IDTALISM

To suggest, however cautiously and tentatively, that
visual pérception involves an'i;teronCe of which the percei-
ver 1s unaware, 1s to provoke a whole host of criticisms
and obJectlons.

If any crediblllty 1s to be given to the notion of
'unaware lnrerence'. something must be lntroduced as the
evidence for that- 1nrerence. To achieve this, shall argue
tor the adoption ot a version of the perception-propor hypo-
" thesis - experienclng of lggggzx" bolng the peroeption-'L
proper, '1lagery' servlns a- the evidence for unaware fbrqr-
‘ence.. In this chapter I develop e hypothotical pqrceptual
node hased on the phqnomenon of eldetic lmacery. This wlll
grovide a way of civing meaning to the notions,ot 'unaware _
: 1nrerence' and 'perception-propor" A theory of pCtQ.Ptionj,
- bused on the nodol provided by thln hypothotionl pgronp-
;tual -ode - 1: then dov010ptd.

Although uhnt 13 mesnt bv pcreoptinn-propor which cone-
sists of expnricnctng '1::;::7' is yot to bo oxpluluod. it
s horo convonloat to. l.t the licn. tor Qpp r-nsalor of
‘thie Jork W here ;mm the objsctions to en. nonm or
.'unlvirn 1nfdr¢nnn' nuﬂ '11!;;&#!;,;J' | ” i

T U
o

P ,'. ~. o o _ .

' Inagery’ and’ 'mw are lntrocu«d - mu:

m’... to o aomm m




s ]";"f";‘.frolmm cmm the’ very u.mt of :um ah «eu‘

Cblections | p

Cbigction 1: Zverypen's Oblection thet he 1s unaware
of an inference, or of &ng sort of percegt;on-propor.

Qblection 2: Irrelevancy Objection that facts about
reflection. optical paths and so 6n. faséinatlng as they
are in thelr own r;ght.-are not relevant to the phlldsoph;
er's task of elucidating #he logic of the concept of 'see-
ing'. . o : | : R o
Cbiection 3+ Infinite Besresa Oblgction that 'image-
ry', which is the lntermodiary'ﬁetwoen:pgrceiver and object,
woﬁld itselr'have to bo'peicolved by another 1htérupdliry.

A

‘and so on ad infinitum,

Objestion bs hmmmm that the Argu-
menc rrom thernallty is solf—reruting. 1:: prcltno is |
based on the saeinc by, exports of the eﬁulpnant wtth uhloh
A'”thoy find out about pnttorna ot r-ticbtod llght. lca-nl. '
ete. But 1ts aomluuon 1s the mnn of the paununw
-‘or such. laqing : . e

. cmma : — Anx mrm- e
o 1-. in th.ﬁrln chﬂﬂklbls. Thn ;!ugnloﬁ*‘uaﬁung. tﬁf‘ag'..'L. ‘
| vonld be uanhooknhlo. thorcrhro thlrt‘clﬂ i. o lt.h»tn&irv .

ﬂm nry m.r mm. mnhm zo f‘ apport the . .

-cuu som ;o -uu m m» tu m nebions of ‘wmsere .




inference', 'perception-proper' and '}hagery'. Ve simply
. do not have a sufficiently clear idea of an 'uraware infer-
ence' to.defend it against, for example, the Uncheckability
| Objection, Ve have, at the mément.,no notion of how to def-
end 'inageryt against the Infinite Rggréas-nbjebtion;
.Two'things are clear: first, that thgze objections
jeopardize the whole of our painstaking enquiry lnto tho
role of the cauaalrgoinga-nn invelved in perception. and
hence are in need of response. Secdndly. connidordblo
'credlbllity must be glven to the notlons ot 'unlwaro 1nter-'
enco'. 'porpep;lon—proper' nd '1nagery' 284 they are to sur-
vive thedo‘objéotiona. To provide thic oredib&llty. 1 lh!ll
‘develop a hypothottcal percaptunl noda to ﬁc tor-od 314.;;3
; Firct sols realrks Iuct be lade to introduoe cxdattc ‘ '
1uag-ry. Bidctlc Aungoc are oxporinnool hy s vory canll
"mmbor ot mculh-. but hv a lu*tor propcrtion ot chudm.
roecnt rangreh smoanng thqe u uny n om in ttu hnn- |
am chndron -xpmmeo ehu. 'rh.y are u-mt, nv‘xa :
’ In”l thioh tho cnbdcot 'nu' n ' M nf

| uo u Au tront ot Ml. !hay m mamd br ﬂn mﬁt'l
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an afterimage in belng produce& by looking at a physiocal °
objJect. Such experiences may constitute yhat is prdlﬁnrily
referred to as"photographid memory'. There are rare but
recorded cases Qf people who can 'conjure up' ln‘éldofic

' image of a‘page_seeh sone while before and can 'read ‘off"
fromrit what is written.

This discussion of eidetic 1mqgéry will parallel. the
traditional Argument from Illusion; It must be hotod here
"'that eon81deratlon or eldetlc inngery gives throo ldvnntagoa
6-.»over tho Argunent rron Illusion as traditionnlly dovolopod.
'-gFirat. s little novelty and frothnaau 1! Introducod ‘Which. -

‘]rmight dicpel any tedium engendarod by '3 -urtoit of 'pink
rats' and 'lirlges' Secondly. and nou nriously. ror '
‘those who expgrlenco oldetic 1magea. thoau oxp.rionnnn nly
occur at tny tine: thay are a part or a aoraon'l nor-nl e

B ‘unng cxporlwu. 'rm. romnlin thu nrmoutu mue-: -

""ablo to Mlluoimum, tm thoy m mmu anly h :

S :paapic m Iutu vhqrn tm&r nrm utmu m mn-@

o '-fff;.ba.e bconuu mu- Judnunt u .u-xouazy umrd m a"

o éhbonboﬂu, mx«au. -ad -'ua lm

S ar: phnlell uhauanaa. g !m-ﬂa lngu m b. mmm j
vy mmh um. sober Mtum vy n&oa'- o:hn. axmm
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Haber in "Eldetic Inagesi as follows:

The best snlution we have found so far is to use a
gsequence of pictures that together form amother pilct-
ure. The first picture sheown to thqaobild is designed
in such 8 way thdt, although it is -tohesive in its own
right, if it is superlmposed on a second picture, & .
third plcture (a face) i1s formed by the combinstion.
Assuring that the combination plcturs 1s unpredictable
from either picture elnne, the only way the eidetic
child could know what the combination is would be if
he comld superinonse nne picture on the other, visual-
ly. If he vieyed the pictures separrtely, this could
be actomprlishad only by maintaining an.imege of the
first pistung long enoush tn auperllpoao it on the
‘'second , - , ,

The purpnsL 6f thlo test lé to ahei‘thlt thb child‘gon?'
uinely unintnlns an inago of the fir-t pioturq: ho doot not |
. s1aply have a vcry 000 menory. . Haber ,gul on to auornn Ty
one of tha reaultl of this test: . | ' s '
: Thc ronction of ono ohild was qutte 1nprgttivc.to uc. e
_wAfter developing e good image of the firct pieture, he
- .superimposed his eidetic imsge of 1 oh the escond and
. et firet persiected in nportim the various sepsraty
- elements of ‘each picture.  Suddenly, with obiious surs-
" prise, he reporteéc. the oolpolltl face and exolaimed - . - o
_ that the expsriments i pr‘otey Nriekr to Mn foo-g,.,
: ".led his in thlt way, s
' 'pr§or'¢ tlndingl,wonld nca- to lhll oonoluaxvaxy th-t»f;;?;g%;
 that §hess eifetic ehuﬁron aro amo to hold: an zugc of -
the fi?it pieturo lld buportnpolo 1t oa tho roonﬂ.v !h-

e "’""ﬁ“ m”““' ‘M Mimm-‘m :on now “"‘
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to seeing. -

 One might think that the alternative for which we are
searching can be developed without further ado from Eidetic .
~Imagery as discussed so far. We heve epqten of the eldetic
person who scarequotes-seea the 1nnge of a picture. Hight :
'not this _Scarequotes-seeing serve as a suitable alternative?
: Perhaps. but We can coﬁi&de;ebly strengihen our hcnd with

the following speculntlve developnent of the eidetlc 1lngery |
\etory. s | , ”
suppose‘e peraon who regulerly exporleuibl eidetto -

agee undergoee a peculiar rorn of blindneee.‘ He loeea all

.his nornel v1sual perceptunl -bilitiee. but he cdntinuen to
experlence eidetlc images.. It he cloeeo his eyes ror lole | |
eminutes ahd then npene then. he eeec nothlns.v But it he o

| -onent-t.n his’ heaé 1n one ﬂxed d:recuon ror o Ninute, -

4qan eidetle 1nn¢e forms or whltcver objectl Are lh tront ot
| - hia. . It would be clnr thut thu u an eldetm 1-;. L
__.rlther then deleyed buit ‘othervise normal viml wmpuon. ., f i
| beeeuae, tor n long ap At lnudothe u-se wonld renia
“-'ln front of hu. honnr ho mea his. M Be h uw

to en nemx vum pereepttea. ns re.tuu ﬂu aung,

o fv-*-‘?‘“"h'wmm thia persce ] nm h.‘cta- o partarn

‘1 €te fbrl ind experienoe elﬂat&e imegih

nmm nu umjf"
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)

live a fairly tuil_llfe.‘ He could even read books by imag- ’
ing each succeésive page'and;reading from the inage. His |
'perceptlons' would be a minute lete, thlngs might have
changed in that time, And we would rather that he rerra?hed .
from driving a car; but the delay would be 1nf1n1tesimal
‘cnmpared with the delay 1nvolved An oyr seeing distant stara.
Ue can..at lesst, ;ocate eny static object.

qu'lgt gs_add a further Qév?lopnent. éuppoae his ‘f?_
ability to'form eldetic images improves; also the time for
each imagé to fade becomes shorter. He‘:ofma;tﬁa inages |
gooner, the delay is reduced ?tom one iihute'to thirty sec- -
onds, trom thirty seconds to tan aeconda. fron ten ceconds
to one second rron one aecond to & quarter of a ancond.
He - erperiences aidetxc images whlch are delayad by a mere
: quarter of e aecond and which faée 1n a correspondingly
short tinc.; He 18 now ‘able to do allout overyth:ns.he vno
.tnrnerly ablc to do before tho naot of btl peeullnr blind-fi
jno&t.. Re exporlenres only eidptlc 1:‘30:. yot hio obillty ;l
{'éo flnd out about tha looarions of objectc nround hll~10 ,';2 \j ':¥
¢ very nearly ao good al ourt. ";E‘,f o f.f,&'f ,"'*‘J?,Z?gi-fvnh
R aer. then 1. aur cnndidleq tor - b:pemuoa.‘s lltom-if;;’;. SRE
.;'-»':f;;n t‘on or uung upm wmc!;ftb; mu Q tbnt: ot
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te be éuperlmposed they could not occur, But thls ls\suro-
ly a trivial objection. We are all\famillhr wiﬁh the fact
that after-imaghs appgﬁr to the open-eyed subject as colour-
edubluts on the surface of whatever is before him; butlif

he closes his eyes they don't cease to exist, rather.they.
take on an indeterminaie diétancg. He may claim that it
1s.thire1y plausible that eidetic images mlgﬁt likewise'

sﬁrvive the absence of things sesn by the‘suﬁjeot. A nore

foroeful crlticisn erises from this. Ir the.eidatlo inages

of ‘sn otherwise hhslghted person are to have the indetern-

lnato apparent distance or a cloaed~eye after-}n-ge. how
might someong thereby locatq the obJeﬁta of which he now

experiences ésdetic images? To this we may respgnd that

" vivid dreams and closed-éye héllucinatlono have éutticxent

vtvacity and lifeollke qunlity that the iuoged anopts exp-
erienced thoroln have apparont locationb. It 1- not unrola- et

" onable to ‘suppose that etdetic lnagoo of objoctl might. 1130-4
' wxs. have lpparunt locntion. Perhnpa we no‘d to poctul.ta

that ror tho person who cxpnrionona only oldottc tna;tl.
vath opplrtnt loc-txoa. jf" T ,‘~’=‘f L
u. n: cmlndo tmt ‘our. hypothcuetl ntm of m,oth- ;,',i_
orwipe nn:i;htaa pcroon‘uho oxporionoél aldotto 1-:;.: 1: ﬂ"
plaunlhao aﬁd oohoﬂbnt, qhil phrtun thqn. ‘Eidatag -
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tion-proper'? Let us begin with 'perceptlon-properl. It

vill be recalled that 'pergs;tlon—proper' figured in our

earlier investieations as the hypotheticel resultant of the
censal chain frem object to brain. For ordinary seelng
there seemed to be no such isolstable resultant or end-

product which 18 seeinﬂA no second correlate for the illum-

inated object. But with =.I.c. perceptinn we have on obvi-

ous candidate for perception-pfoper - the experiencing of
etdetic imagery. | |

For E.I;ﬂ. perception, we no longer need to specniatc
or hypothesize abqut the flﬁal end-broduct 6f the causal
chain from object, via eye and Pllllbn-channel obtic nerve
tn b*ai»r’r.. It would seem reasonable to clai-m that the exper-
lehcing of an eldetic image 13 the resultant-whiqh-ia—aeclng
of this chaln. -To suggest otherwise would be to auggect
that the exparioneing of an eldetioc: illse is aonohow or-
other outside the caussl nexus of ths ‘world.

Ve notlce innediately that the cxporionclng of an oid-

-_.etic inage 1s " nnat unusual resultant for thc cnnsnl chain Eh

',jnhich 1: tound to lold ever dcapnr lnto 'ain, - One :f.‘:
! ;'vould oxptot tho re:n;tant of 8 ohlan Uhlc cndu 1uto ?ﬁg%»
L hrnlu to. hc wlthin thc bralu.t !ot th. nldtt!e 1-;. 10 Clb‘
‘ orlm«: u hung oxtaml to th‘ pqrcc.tm._ B-b.r'c mb.r-
o ’.ccv were. able tc gnggg;.gggg an eidetic tnpgt ona pioturu
m ;‘ront of tha thmbv produoin; . nmpulto mcturm :
v;;A:ffi“ghag uaggh alﬁ,bi .ap.:;.posgo on. 8 pxotéro -not. at lcaat.

'if}i;?fllil :a h-oxt¢rnn1 to hlixgﬂbﬁfi’s' ——
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sition. ‘here, one may well ask, 15 the eldetic image?
It 1s experlenced as if 1t were external to the percelve‘.
yet 1t stayg with the experiencer. ;
At this point we may recell a remark quoted from Ecc&es
in an earlier context: ", ., . as a consequence of the cere-
bral pattern of activity, we experience sensations . . .
wnich are"proJected' to snmewhere outside the cortex." At
thaf time we were by no meaﬁs clear what these "'projected'
Sensations“ wWere., We may now remark that this passase ser-
ves us well if we replace 'sensations' by eldetlc 1magee'
Paraphrasing sllghtly. we may say that 8s a conaequenoo of
certain neursl activity. the subJect experlences an eidetlo‘

image which is 'proJected' to somewhere outside the cortex

and'seeminxly external to him. Thls would seem to be the

-best that can be: saia about the experiencing or eidetic im-

ages. To suggest that eldetic lnpgps_aro causllly indepen-
dent of néural‘statct, and yet colncidentally correlated

with'thbm is to édvocate A perhicioub'duallan« 'In"aiplllnr

| ing' this coxncldence one woulﬁ need. to invoke aole apooiel
of deity to enaure the colnclding of eldatio tntsol nad tho
'appx\dpriate stntoa of the causal eham from objcct to mln.

But c1-1-1ng tnat thereidatic image 1- ouunally depend-

B ent on a neursl atato 1- ahoct n ny-tori.ouu. To u,y .ny- |
. thmng uoaningtul -boue the. rolltionlhlp boc-oan nxporxonotnc'ﬁ

Z,Avan oidcttc 1-:;., aa coincldont neural ltatbn \p. xuula

‘mut, -boyoua ul. I kau&wt ao lmatxm &o mtm

-‘ﬂl concernlng tlul r&latiomhn- Yl m m Of * t"‘ﬂ m-
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ral state that it 'gives rise to' the 'projection' of an
eidetlc.image which tﬁe subject experiences as seemingly ,
having a spatial location externgi to him." But, in saying
this, we do not know what we have sald. e do not know
wheth?r to say tQat ﬁhere is Just one neurél state which

is coincldent.wlth and related to the_subJect's,expe?‘incing
8 'projected! 1maée, or whather the image and ‘the subject
are related to their own respectlve neural circuitry and

the 'proJection' is related to a third pilece of neural circ-~
uitry which links the first two clrcults.

| The whole relationship between circultry and imagery
1s mysterious; the rgasoﬁ béing that ‘the peural clrduitr}

1s deep within the brain whilst the-cdlncldent happening 1;
a subject’s experiencing an irage which aeems to him to be
.external to his body. How anything deep wlthin the-brain
could ‘'give rise to! aonothing which even gggng to .the por-
ceiver-to be external in the way that an eldetic 1nase seems
to be external, 1is essentlally llﬂilllﬂﬂ! ‘ProJoction' :
serves ae the word to lnbel the relationship botween brnln

- ang emenc luage, wh.eever that rehtiomhlp ught be. We

- have suggested thut‘tho relutionlhlp 1. one of onulnl doponp

-dence. ‘but all th-t this. aorves 1! to .:oludo the pollibtl--f
1ty ord'divtno 1ntervsntion' ll tho bnlls of tho cqzrolntp S
lon. ”Ue have nat the faintest glimmer or # notion what sort

)f argcoucal depondence -&;ht connttxuta tho 'prﬂﬁootlon' hv a -
noural state ot an eid;tle tlncc. u. nrc. lt yon w111 p.g:w

don the pun. conplotqu 1n thc durk All that we know 1-

o
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that eidetic images occur and are experlenced ds being ext-

ernal to the subject, yet are correlate&rwlth neural states.
tur ignorance concerning the relationship between eide
etic image and brain doe; not preclude the furthering of
our enquiries. We have alreaJ} made considerable progress
ln.bringlng to life‘the notion of percaptlohépnoper. e
now have ar examp'lff: the experiencing of elde‘tic imagery.
«hat are we bo say concerning 'unaware 1nrerence'? To
provide some elucldation. we must conoentrata on how the
subject flnds out by’ means of his E. I 0. perceptlon about
the locations of objects. Suppose we introduce the E.I.0.
perceiver into the situation in whleh the blind pan finds
out that the bottle .is on the tabla, we may thus QQternino
~"  to what extent the ., 1.0, perce1V9r*b finding out can be -
qombared wiﬁhathe bligﬂf!iixb. Our E.I1.0, perceiver is now
~in the sahe-roon besidiythe bllnd‘lan..féow doel‘h. find out
that the bottle 18 on the table? . Ho hnppen. to direct his
head and eyes in the directlon of the far end of the room,
"keeping them thus orientated for a quarter of a second until
an eidotle inase forme. That 15:30 is of a table ‘with a -
bottlo on topx bottle and tabdle 'lcoiing' to be located over
there -t the far cnd of the Toom. Pm thu oxporlom. he
_ concludo¢ that thoro 18 » bottle ea a tablt 1n troat af his
at the q%her end- of thc roel. )
'rhﬁrc would ssen t.o be a ctnnu nummty bom L
his pr@coduﬂ Qnd ‘that of tho bl.nﬂ m The mm wes

hu lmtout reltef o-un to pmuo . mut aumo wams ‘

Q .
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1s the evidence from which he infers that the bottle 1s on
the tahie. The ©.I.C., perceiver, it wruld® ceem, does like-
wice, UYis eyes and train 'prncess' the incoming nptical
array, and therebty 'project' an eidetic image. This image
constitutes” the ayicence from which he infers that there

1s a “nttle on the table.

There is. however, an lnportant diffgrence.‘ No matter
how proflélent the blind rmun tecomes at producing ahd 'read-
ihg' his relief pictures, his inference remains as one of
which he 1s potentially awar;. The picture@s 1in his'hands.A
yet the cenclusions he draws concern the locJ'lons of oEJ-
ects et the other end of the roon. Perhaps.HB beconéé 8o
prnflcient that he makes his 1hferepces 'autoxetically’,
parhans e Racames e e%i17e ¢ g ‘r°“41n§' N Diétures bs
ve are 1in lnferrlhp that the eound .~ rain on the roof sir-
nifies rain outside. wh;tover his practical proricfehcy.
he can always-be remlnbbdlor 1t and thul acknnnledge tho
inference from the evidence in his hands to conclualonc
atnut things some way nvay.. o | .

In.coutrast,~the 3,1.0. perceiver has qniy to info:
| rron :What he seems t‘o‘ nQ to be the case, to. i-hq"céneiluioa'
~ that u is the case, m- visual oxpcrhnou au\u it he '
were seeim eme thoro ;a & bottle on the tublc. m- ou-.. -
, ~~ot1c 1-.;. Y ) 'mmtod' ia meh ® ny thn M he m

-.‘to see non to- hnu lmtlon. All ha n&lﬁq;a conoim
‘that whet - onn ‘tq be, 1. wo hl.ht. aﬂcmm boom
: uaeeuctoua tn hn pcoulur 'huaﬂmn' N totuo. to udul tht
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he 1s inferring from what seems to be to what 1s. ng in-
ases forn e mere quarter of a cecond after he ~rientates

h1s hesd in eny ~iven Airection. He may well insist that

he can actually see what is in front nf‘hlm. And {f this

is his convictinn, he will then share ﬁ;fh Everyman‘h{s
belief that seeins 1s without inference. The E.I.0. per-
celver's images may become so vivid and lire~11ke; form so -
quickly after he orientates his-head in a glven 61fe¢t1nn.
and fade so qulckly'after he turns his heed to @ different
dizectloh. that he becomes convinced that he is able'to see
sgain. We ;ow have a clear notion of what might be meant .
by an 'unaware inference' - were an E.I.0. perceiver to be-
come convlnceq'by the vivldneas of his imagery £ﬁat he rea-
11y vas able to see the locetinn of objects, aroun® him, his
infererces from what- seens to be to: what is would te unaware
‘inferencoa.

In our 2. 1.0, perception story we have bcen lblo to
,accomﬁdate !veryman 8 bellefa. percaptlon—proper and unuv-ro
1nrerenons. 0ur aiu 13 to elucidate a thaory and thoreby
defend the tragne notions of 'un-waro lntcronco' md
' pcrcoptlon-proper' nga,lmt th. tk lutd obJoottcm ngm.
. we not ochlova our goal vy uhcvlng th&t I.I.ﬂ. pcrcopt&oa

| i indeed an oltornat!vo torl ot both ...gas .ag '1.u.1 ’.r___*'.
" oeption?. Uere this to be moupn-mo. we could thea eep:-

| -‘ludc thut vu\ul pbrccptxon nn\bhc t.x.n. por“pnoa u
a involvin; an umnrt mformu f'ul lmtmu nna tn Ill o
| ‘eidatlc xnu to concluuoni about th. lmuou of ub:ntl.
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v Visual »perception would then turn ocut to be E.I.('. percept-

P
ion Wwith zern* imase forming time and zero* fading time,

Expressine it in quasi-mathematical parlance, visual percep-
tion would be the 1imit as the two E.1.C. delay _tlmes tend
tﬁ zern, It would provide a neat solution to ghew conclus-
ively that the ahove obtains., Unfortunately, we can offer |
no irrefutatle demonstration.4

It 1s readily shewn that E.I.0. perception 18 a form
of seeing. The E.I.o.~perce1vef can, by negps’of Hls eyes,
perform & latge veriety of tasks which one wouiq think tq
be achievabdble onlj by the sighted.. Hochn‘lbcnte and des-
cribe objects, read books, match coleur semples, apprdciate
visual art and se on. It is more ihan likely that- he would
Insist that he 1is nbie tn see. The dncision whether E.I.0,
peréeotlnn is a farm n* séeina is Pveryman's to nake - "gee~
ing' 1s his word. The E.I 0. perceiver insists that he is
able to see, Bvarynnn would nccapt tht- tt.tinony and agr.o

that E.1 0. percoptlon 1s a fora of seeing. . ‘ ~-:»'
But thia does not ontan thnt . I.o.oporcopuon u s

o forl of vuml percoptxon. Burym qoooptc thnt x.x.o. |

| perccpnon u 8 fora of -ouu bocauu ot :m mpcrﬂchl
:‘n-uanuu. _ p wish to nrguo thne t.hqu uumﬂcnl lu-
'.1lar1t1ul rooult rron a gdnulnt. ciotc roscnhlanéo - l rnl- o
| _.-mm. suoh thet both vxmi mm:eu o I x.u. peragpe

i.;ly‘ro be - nroclab: linli!ﬂthﬂﬂiQiﬁfﬁj_dot§§€04f;ﬁﬁﬁi§§4f f”,fi7“
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tion involve inference. But this argument is a version of
the Mndistinguishadility' argument which occurs in the trad-
itional Argument from Illusion. Austin responds to the
traditionsl argument as follows. Having conceded that in
certein abnormsl sltuétions,.such ag 'seeing' a hallucinest-
ion, 'delusive’ pefceptlons mighpibe indistinguishable from
'veridical' perceotlons, he'asksz"r,

¢« o o f0oes this admigsion require us to dreg in, or

even let in, sense-d¥ta? No. For even if we were to

make the prior adamission (which we have so fer found

no reason to make) that in the 'abnormal' cases we per-

celve sense-data, we should not be obliged to extend

this admission to the 'normal' cases too. For why on

earth should it not be the case that, in some few ins-

‘tances, percelving one sort of thing is cxnctly llko

percelving snother?!

The gist of this crltlci:n as applled to our prolent
enquiries is: although E I.o percoption rosenbloc vilual
perception, "why on carth' ‘8should d{. nct !' tho cady }hnt
the fornor involvnl 1nrcr0neo 'hllct tho lattcr dqos not!
Before nncnarlnz this, 1t llght be- lnntruotlvc to rnllih
“upon two or Austln'a tootnotu 1n vhtch hc opcclnully o=
1ts froam ctma:dorution armmto dunng nuh 'uuu% dop-

f ' o' 16 'rh-t he oh»rmny pnrfont ehh euluua ﬁ

lnd s to nondtr mew hq unn mﬂ‘le!m ﬂlwlht

%o the prohlm vhich have ha uu to muu- l.t.o. mup-
I mz -wat be zno m«n thnt 'mm mmxw u e

5 of such. . m:o-nr dlrtmnt utm m. '*300. .

that 1t 1o without Nﬂ‘mﬂ. Duﬂt- tlw
m. i “ legtoally ’“'*ﬂ' mﬁ m ragomlec
B ‘rﬂ”jia; o LRI .




fwhatever th7t cnoarlty nlzht he, rnr 'prnjeotlng' cldotlc

‘;!1n~gar7' ar»'unﬁnars 1nrcronec' thca‘t ptriin'hni tho Qn-

coincldence and that there is a dir(efence wheredby Z,.1.0,.
perceptlnﬁ invelves unaware inference from imagery but vis-
upl perceptinn.dnes not. Suppnse, for the time being, that
this 1g sn, The unexpected consequence nf this suppesition
1s tn‘increasé nur prodblems, rather than te di@inlsh them.‘
we have found twe 1nrce problenms with' the E.I.C. stnry.
First, hnw is 1t thnt R neural. state 'alves rise ta? the
'projection' of an eidetic lmage which 1is experlenced by

the subject ss if what 1s imaged has a 1oéatlog in front

‘of him?' Secondly, how does the subject infer, from .that
N .

- 1mage, conclusions concerning the lobiiionabof dbjects?

We dn not hGVP any solutionz to these quentinnc o8 yet,
but we do knnw that eidetlo 1na¢.a adbura) Pron thll lt S

follaws that there ir, . wlthin the pereolver. the cnpaclty.

1!0’08 and 1nrorr1nt frn- thea. Thoso prathHQ llrt!dl '
oxlat But the aupposition thae v:cunl pntgiptloa~la ulth-.: S
out elther 1nterenco oF 'iuarery' rnllot twn turthor prnh~ v;‘lilj{
lona.' lhy dnes the percoivcr havo thil rolartabbc capneity e

;r°’ 'p’°3‘°“"3' nd '1“f'rrln!'. solely for the bontttt flﬁ{fj}»
| nt htc enJa!fng otaeetc 1:13002 gig vt:unl p‘ro.ptigg ¢°.. ,:Tu'fﬁ-”
“ not roscnh;n :.1.0. pcrenption. hou thou nro uc o Oco; ulth

st trnt lxtcrn.ltty? A ;; *‘Y‘ P -
Ir nrﬁla-ry vtcuhl porcopttaa dnc' nns rndii:n otﬁunr

-‘mm m mhz m mn mmm- mi‘ # ’Aﬁ?’:"'ﬁ»;_:
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eidetic images, hallucinations and the like. One might .
suppose this to be the cage - my point hore 13 that thla | ;
supposltion lncreases our problems, "e have but a scant
.understanding of '"imagery' and 'unqware inferences! ai a
part of Z.I.0. perception. But an alternative account of
visual perception, wﬁicﬁ does nof incorporate these, must
beAgiven. And this account must provide a satiQf‘gtory
resolutlion of the conflict between Bieryqqn'a beliefs and -
the conclueion or thd'Argunent frbn Extofhillty. '
! In the light of the olutlarttleo betwcen B. I.O. perc-
eption and vlsunl percoptlon, and in thc .blonoc of nny
account of how the letter Qiuld oocur vithout unan-ro infer-
Jenco, otur onlylreasonable option 18 to mccept thet visusl
: perceptlon doces involve unaware 1nference. te nult concludg f,'{frﬁ
“‘ tq;t 2.1 0. pereaptlon 13. 1ndcad a forn of vxcnnl peroop-
: tion,  This ,mac the ronoung thoory of p.ro.puou. |

N .
.

! - N . . " ) E . . ‘::,‘ p

Evorrnn uu, ror oxnplq. a book an r's mxr. au
vi-ual parooptlga 1: ac rbllovlt . s
vmuu »roupuoa u l.!.o.c mmiu ﬂ.u sm




_Proper.

14

L., Perception-proper cnngists of the subject's exper-
lencing a 'projected' 'image' nf a book and a shelf having.
abparent loéation at snme dlstqnce in front of his.
&. Subject 1s unaware of imgge snd inference.

7. In His own words, he 8e¢8 the book on the shelf.-

The agnosticism of the title refers to our ignorance

concernings - . b ‘ S ' -

1. How'néufal.act;vlty.'givocAiiseto‘ perception-
proper. .

2. How an 'luaga' might be 'proJacted' to have an app-

arent lncat4nn.

j,. How subject m!rht ‘mske unawaro inrurence frnn

'lmaze' to locattnn or obﬁeota.

= . . .
!

ALY 'nystcrxoua' rnlouomhipn or mxua are doﬂnod " e
ln terna nr equlvulcnt relatlnnshtpa lad ontxtleu 1n !.I.O.J -
peroopttona ; IO -;“'L ' ;f-'ﬁel ,,; v:, -

1. 4;-,m- u «rmoe u tm n-u u acm zu« ror
raruum lnd mm or mouo




Here, then, 1s the theory. It succéeds in cndowlngl
the notions of 'unaware inference' and 'berceptlon-broper'

with 11fe. In the final chapter it will be tested against
the bbjgction!., |
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VI. REPLY T0 OBJECTIONS
In this chapter I shew how Agndstie Idoailsm provides
i . » ' .
strong counters to the six objections lﬂxted t the beginn-

ing of the previous chapter.

Cbjection 1. gvé;xman'slgbjecglgg

Everyman's Objectlon 18 readily dealt ith.  We have

shewn how an E.I.0. perceiver 18 unaware of the oocurranoe

'ﬁi? of the 'projection’ of his images. We have 8180 shewn how

hl uay. after sufficlent time has a touod hin te B.I.O.
: perceptton. come to deny that he xnfbrs from inage to odj-
’3eo;}- Thus the theory, which Postulates delay-lesa 1naxea
which the sub}gct falls to reqognise as such zives an ade-

) quate account or why 'varyman belteves what he does about

. sooin3.<

Thq Irrqlevancy anee,uon m its ctronent ton. can

f[ﬁ tpoodlly dicatnlqd with.= Ann in 1!91100, by hll qforb-
unuonoa onuucn rru !

[ . ot cnnuacr-

otion ot 'onuul dcmcn«'. thlt cml golngt-en »-

-upl; not m m.a ar mvuticnt:oa. Qunzou. m "l‘hc !’rot-
Im m' Pmptha'. ohnrmny rmrku ltt u -u m ‘

L N
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force of Quinton's remarks would seenm to be that phllosophy .,
1s only, and should only, ba cnncernéd with analyzing the
cnhcept nf 'seeinz’. Men and women were seeing, talking
about seelng, employine the concept nf 'seeing' long before _
the Aiscnvefy nf 1light, retinse, nptic nerves and tbp like.
‘Causal znlngs-nn are scarcely, if at all; relevant tn the |
crncept of 'seeing', and it is the philnsnpher's task to
e}ucidate. anaiyse and chart the lngicq} geography of. that -

Concept. | . |

But, havinz made the distinction betueen 'seelng' cnd

'visuel perception'. and having seen th. phiiosophlcal con-
undrums involved 1n our\atteapts to come to terns with the
latter. we are now in a posltinn to apprectate the poverty
nf the abnve outlined apprnach Por such an apprnach 13
snlely an 1HVestlvatlnn of" Everynan 8 conceq; of '8nolng'

: nezlectinx the Argulont rron 'xtdbnality and ltn ‘seeningly

' 1ncscnpable cnnclualnns cqncorning visual parcaptinn. It
iz ags- 1:. te return to the 'sun' annln?’» lOlanC were to | ’
devote hlmsolt tn a study of thn concoﬁts of 'aun;iue' L V'_':,f
’movenent of sun through the -kloa' nnd 'lgnaot'. -nﬂ rerutc -
to utve notice to tho argunantt whloh lond to . holiucontric
thcor‘y. :
) Uo nay thnn chent tho luggectlon thnt philnaophsrl
1nvcstggat1n¢ pqrception ntod ncvor turn.thqtr attontlen

tn eaulql unlngt-ﬂn.i ?hgrn ron!&nl l potlihlt ijibttﬁn




nstlc Ideallsm as we have presented it is merely an emplrlc-‘
sl, psychnlozical theory and. as such, fails tn have any
impact upon the philoeophlcal problems. In response to this,
I begin with a reminder that the theory was developed as an
attempt to reconcile the conflict between Everyman's beiler
that seeing the lncation of an object right in frent nf his
nrse dne° not invnlve an lnference. and the conclusion of
the Argument from Externality which shews that there_hdb to
be an inference. To resolve this con?lict; ‘unaware infer-
ence' Qa? postulated, As was found at\t e beginning of the
preceding chapter, mentlon.of gng!g;g_l;§§rencefprovokes a
) rsupenqbundénce,or-phlioabphlcal-lnfércst’- 1ittle of gé fay-
Qurable, . | | - _ 4
Tﬁe theory of Arnnstlc Ideallsh‘was'thén develnped in >
order tn provlde answers to the philnsophical obJectlonc to
the postulation ot unauare inferences. It was dqvoloped b ;
comparing vlquol perqoption wlth e hypothetlcal mode of paI '
\celving the locaggnns ‘of obJects - E.I.o. percaption. The
'>thenry prnvldes strnng counters to tho phllosophlc&l obJec-A°
'tlona.o This stronkly auggestc that ‘the theory 1s indeed a
philocop&lcal thobry. Thcro renatnl tho possible’ objoction-l
that 1t 13 mersly an onptrlcnl thoory vhlc‘t.m. oonv- o

,cnxentiy. to hovc 8 plneo for: unawnre 1nf.roncoa.

-

»

, Suppose. for tho lolent thnt tbo obJoctlon 1- 1u:t1r~z'
iod tha' Agnoutia Iduuu 1- nrtly an. npu-xul thoory. ‘ |
. ‘f; fow .xp-ct 1t, 1::; any cgpirlcil ta.ery. to yzolar*

t-atqbao nnp;racul prodlctiona ona honco vllldttion er rcta fﬂ\f
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utation. Does it do so? One might argue the Agnostlc Idea-
lism preHicts‘the pnssible occurrence of eidetic 1megéé and
hallucinetions; f&f if ordinary'perCePtlnn.involves the
experiencing of imagery, then it is possible for the lmagery'
to break free from the normal causal nexus - to be synthes-
1zed - and burst forth as.vfnr example, @ hallucination.
But’ this 1s hardly what one would term an empirical predic-
tion since the occurrence of eldetic imagery was incorpor-
atedzinto the development of the theory. Rather, this rem-
" inds us 6f the ease with which the theory 1nc6fpora£es and
explalns such perceptual occurrences.
It might be thought that the theory 18 empirically tes-
table by the 1nveet1zdtion of neural states. The theory
cleims there to be a functienal equivalence tetw&enkthé n;u-
ral stated of an E.I.C. perceiver and a visual percelver
when each perceives a cat on the nat. anctlpnnl oquival-'
ence gggngg es though lt»shauld be empirically testable.
'To shew how Agnostic Ideslisr does not 1nvo1ve an empirical-
ly testable functional equivalence I shcll shew th-t ov.n
the strongest formulation or that equivalonco ie not tost-
able. The strnngeat claiu would be that the functlonnl
, equivalence arinen because vicual peroeption ana 8 x.o. per-
;‘ | ceotion eaploy not two equivalent’ nour.l oirculta but lh-rc |
) the sane circultry. It -ight be- thOught thnt cuch 3 olaln .
"M_' could roodlly h. tontod by. th. appropriatoAtpoctallit. Lct Qh"él :
. na cea how hc wonld nttalpt tn rcfute thll cllln. Bcror. 'i.?ffgf
“ii;* him aro two snb:cctc wholo hcaxn- havo boen prqhid nad lgt-*r> o

'.'_
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ered 1in such a way that he can monitor all neural states,

chemical changes and so on. Subject Brown sees a cat which

-

1s on the mat in front of him; whilst suﬁject Green exper=-
.. v
viences an eldetic image as of & cat on tHe mat in front of

him. '

Y

The expert's task 1is to find a differgnce between the

' ﬁeural states such that this discovery refutes the clalm.

Clearly, his finding just any 0ld difference between the neu-
‘ral states of the two brains won't do. One of the'subjects
might be suffering a severe headache and it 1s this which
gives rise to the found difference. So the experf concents
rates his attention on what he takes to be the vlsual perc~
eption neural states, the states of the vigual cortex, say.
3ut araln, Jjust findine diff‘erenceq wil,not sufrice to ref-
ute the theory. for we would expect there to be some dlrfer-
ences slmply in virtue of the fact that one subject is exp-
erienclng an eldetic image wh‘ist the other 1s looking at

a cat. In othér words, to refute the theory, the expért
must nn? merely find dirrerences but he must find dlrreren- -
ces which make a differsnce. | h | ‘

How does he know whet wolld ba the relovant difreronc-

~ e8? He wishec to- nhew ‘that uhuiSubJuot dreen is, oxpcr-

1enc1ng en inage, Subject Brown ig not. To shew thil
nmst be a.e to 1dont1(‘: the neural circuitry which u tho
'experiencing of 'proJocted' lnagery neurnl notlo:k' ind

L ]

Subjoct Brown'l 3! in’ thl 'nb illga' atﬁto. 3ut h. c-nnnt

2

TN

: ,‘j”‘ N <..\.

."' La
o

shew thnt Subject Gre.g'l 13 in tho 'cnt-lnago' ctltq whtl.t‘,h?*
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be sure of his 1Hentificat1nn 3( the 'experliencing of 'pro-
Jected! imagery neural netwnrk' unless he already has a full
unterstanding of the relatianship hetween neurael states and
E suhject's exoveriercing an image, He must have sngfinder-
etandine nf the mysterious relationship whigh I term '‘pro-
jectinn'.. For, withnut thls understanding he cannot be sure
that he has frund the 'prajection' circultry, rather than
srme peripheral circuitry w%lch is in one state for the
'projection' of eidetip images sand anotherﬂfor the 'projec-
tion' of images in the seeing case. In short. he mult ylr-‘i
eady have a solution to the. mind/body problen. at lonat forﬁl
eldetic imeges, .
Thus the =tronsest and mnet readily tested versipn of
the 9&utv51qpce is'r»futable Anlv after the ralatinnsh1£
’hntnepn eidetic 1nnrery and neural et;tee has beon fully
elnc;ﬂated. But it te clainod as a part of Agnoatio Ideel-
‘is8nm tnat this relationship is nnt known, it ‘is at present
mysterlnus. Nevertheloss, whatever Illht be the nature of o
that relatlnnshlp. we may bnetulato lts runctiaaal-equlval-
: ent as the bosss ror our qccount or visusl p-rce Eyon. " ..
. What hgs not hccn noiderod. as y-t. is uhothar aur
~tgﬁoronce oconcerning ' g‘b

be Ol:pnllod by -pprnbrlato scicntlrlq advapulsa or -ﬁothcr

ojection!? u Mroly nontlngont to

; the Asnoutictcl in soge tundapcntil -.an 18nnrlno. lhiou : fijfé"%v:?

f v o ot
- ‘. . N .. -

- cannot De. tranac.ndod. e ";‘f{~ “”; '. e |
-,‘ﬁ,f e ean now hc*tnoa th-t Agﬁaﬂtic xdcnlgo- Qaq;d hc Ot!-‘ix
.10906 lnto an anplrleally toatlhan thoara&ii'opnnifiiat |

i o .( . . . . o IS X . . "‘ . . o,
e N . ® a L4 L o X . p LN 03 ‘ Cote L, . Loy )
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that our ignorance 1s merely contingent. With this assump*
tion, sas soén as the relationship between neural states and
lnages 1s understood in the way that we now understand, for
é&xample, the relationship between electrical impulses in a
telephnne cable and sound in the receiver, ordinary seeing
might be tested tn determine whether a functionally equlva-
lent izare projectlnp relationship occurs.

But this assumption is unJustifled for it Presupposes
the possibility of a aclientific .resolution Qf the mind/boay
problem. Cne of the quesdtions we as phi oaophorclwould wish
to answer 1s whether or not the und/body problen is suscap-'
tible to such o sciontlrlc resolution. |

What I have’ attempted to shew in the development of |

Arnnstic Idehlrgm 15 now we may resnlve the conflict between -
Everyman's bellefs and the conclﬁsion‘of the Argument from
) "xtermnty. despite our ignorance _concerning the mysterious
‘ 'projectlon' | \Vhether or not the rolattonsh:p between neu-
ral stataa and ‘the eldetic 1aupe a aubject experlance; nn
a part of hla externAI world is susceptiblo to lclentlfic
explanatinn, . functiomlly equlnlebt r.lacxamhlp is chi-;
‘med, 1in Agnoonc xa«nsn. to be the essence of vieial per-
aqption. In Agnostic xouun. nu mtm e’t Opmm!aa- o
L 'pmpcr' and. *I,mcor:' are Nud au Mtxo.nll tmuvnwu e .
. with an mumany mtormi f.'ff_ ? _ o
B ship botxeen n subjoct l umu&m M-‘otto aa‘.u m < U
v . neural mm. To °1"¥P’ uﬁ.gugmm xu-mg = mm-
=Y .n; t.uubu weuld be, t'3 nf' "that the §




"

< o
- *

_' .:xm. etdetie- Anages 30 ‘ncour., ! fur atory of E.1.0 perdll .
| ,tion. hiud oa thc nouon of c&“‘“‘ M«y. we. rm*to" o

eqﬁlvalent relationships on which it is based are amenable

to scientific explanatinn. This presupposition 18 not made.

Thus 1t may be seen that Asnostic Idealism, since it 1s not
empirlically testable, 1s indeed a philosnphical resolution
of the conflict between Zvervmen's beliefs and the Argument

from Sxternality.

Ctlection 3. 1Infinite Resress Cbjectjon

. Ryle, 1in Concept nf Mind, gives a criticlsm of the

sense-datum theory, which translates into a criticisa of

1€

Aknbstlc Idealisn. Perception-preoper 1s, as it has been

‘outlined so far, the experiencing of an image. This 1..3.
would itself have to be perceivéd by thé perceiver. Either

it wnulﬁ te percéiveﬁ in e way slmliér’ te ‘he'pérceptlon
nf the nririnal nhject which{wnuld 1nvolvo yet another

percoption-propor; nhleh itcelr. would 1nvoly¢ unothcr 5

-imane which cnuld nnly be percaivod via parpeptlon-propqr

ANA ‘me an ad xnfinltuu. or, thq nercoptxnn nf 1:;::?1 wduld
be by some radicnlly difforcnt nnﬂ as yot lnoxpliecblovlalntg j?»
~To this ve mey nply sme mtenr may be the . L

h m“.ﬁto ﬁa. of “‘#m ‘n wn‘ u“““. l.



neural states and the experliencing, by the subject, of eid-
etic &Lages. a functionally equivalent relationship 18 sald
to nbtain between ural states and imagery in vleual perc-
eption, Ryle's objaction would suggest that any experienc-
ina of imagery 1is impossible. Clearly. the regress wherein
| each 1_maa'e Qequires yet another image r'or"its perceptivn lle

!mposslbie. But we have develdped a coherent and eomewhat

compelling story of a person whose e.I.O. perception ennblee'

him te see the lncatisks of objects. His petception 1nve1-'

' Ves unaware inference from 1napery which ie 'proJected' in
'such a way that it 1s experienced as though located before
his very eyes, We do not know what more co say. ebout thin

relationship of 'proJectxon' As was eteted in responle to

the Irrelevdancy ObJectlon. wWe do nnt even know whether this

relﬂtionship is aneneble to sclentltlc enquirys But the
coherenoe or‘_ho E. I.o. etory 1- eurflbieut to oounter the
‘Inrin.tte h!greu ouecuon. rhere is no rmeu. Stperu;h

cing of vleunl 'Xuesery' 1¢ indeed nyeterioue end lnexplio- :
| eble bueiness. put 1t 1- ne lore myiterlouc thna the e:n-r- o
mpers mneze.ue xncu de maw

' 1enein& et eléetln

80
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Cblection 4. Self-Refutation objec ,
Qbjlection 5. Uncheckability Cbige 3. o

"Having thus dispensed with thrae o@;oztions we must

Se .

‘now turn our: attentlon to the more dlffxcult belf-Rerutatlon
Cbjection and Uncheckablllty ObJectiony—N?hese may be dealt
wlth_tngether. slnge they both concern themselves¢w1th how e )
~one nisht péfcei#e the world rrom‘éehind an lapenetrable - T
‘barrier of '1magery' Objectidr U4, the ﬁolt‘-ﬂefut’auon‘om-" ’
ection, 1is that the premlaes of the Argument frcn Externnl-'
1ty require for thgir diac&intg that we _should be able to
.see the equlpnont uithout which they cannot be nnde; 7ot ,
tke coneluslons drawn ausgect that such soning 1: Rot poll-
»1ble. ance. the arguuent rerutes itaelr.' wal. wcrc we ~A';-‘
to have rbached the conclusion that seelng 13 1npoasib10, o J'
»:then we would 1ndaod hnva r:%utiu tha quuncntl wh;cn yxo-. |
‘ldod thooo anndlus!onl.. The quoution nb hnvo to eonltécr fi;_;-
1s whothnr Agnoutin 16.:11:; nllovn tho oooing roqulrta tor |
Krthevdotarmination th‘t thare aro auoh thlnsa o ohugcts,
eyos? f’m\e reys and the mu., nuaeuon S tho !Jnch.ckub-
)ﬁum ohmmu. um umi u- t.a quemm em m,mxm

,'.}or ndu t’lxnﬂ. wmun tm ttm of m ‘m" '”'. :




Hence there can be no such lnt‘eren{:ea.
To answer these objections. we must reéurn to the E.I.0.

perceptlon story. We have accepted that an E. I.‘O peroaivor

1s able to function almosb as well ‘as before tho 1osa of ',

his orginary visual percepblon. and h&es s&’by nuhn of

his ey/es. Ia he debarred from tindlng out »by means o:’ hln .
E.I.0. perceptlon. t‘acts about thd world?.de have conéludod
~that he 18 not. He u aﬁlo to forn hia eldettc 1ugu ond

1nfer t‘rou what luna to hm to ba, to whlt m ui he ll.
occasiamlly. 1n orror. vould not noa ta bo rclonnt. Ho |
| will be 'takon 1n' by an optical uragg Jnat n wo tro.-» '; B /
But ho oan uuort-m tho laonuona of atatiomry. uluy _ o
visi’ble objentl .wlth as nuoh oartamty lnd confldonca n us., )
: After he has nalptainad L) stesdy. unwavurlng imse b{ an . '
urcraﬂ. pttked‘ vim - tumu\y..‘ui.ngly lma&cd Jmt ovor' -
tmrt. he. ul- mmu uu vho m: ‘ R T
_ ﬂll pline, t‘l?ué'img 3

; unsc to. ob.mt j o
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'7fu11 1nveatlgatlon of tnctile perception nnd honoa prooludo ‘,“‘ :.

.tactila ‘peroeption either doo& or doss not roncnhao visual R

"taetsla peaceptzau 1s not vil 1nf0ronaa. RS lsl)iotrte . -f;j;
;_‘optlon nnuld ltcg to b. th. 1... Plﬂuliﬁld, hn: !tl '-;315‘v

"""“"""’ “’”“fﬂ;fif?'nfu h: This 1-p1autsh1-_ﬁ”ﬂ°ﬂ

83

The vicual perceiver checks up on what,he‘sees with his
hands, But this 4s to elevate tactile perception to éplate-
mic superiority gver visual ﬁerceptlon: for tactile percep-

tion now hecomes the fundamental perceptual standard upon

'which all visual perceptiorn 1is ultlnatélyvdependent for its

verification. 'Are we to accept this radical epistemological

dlfference? The llmltationn of our undertnklng preclude s o

’

a complete answer., “', 4..' o _, f,, S

Porhaps the rollowins w:ll surrxca. Ug nny claim thnt

’porocptioh. with raapgot to lntoronco. That 1- ﬁo lnv.

.:factlle perecpt!on is or #s not subaunlblo uné-r nn nxtond.a”f
‘vﬂsnﬂSGIO Idellisn thoorya Suppoao the aeoona ‘1t09nlt1ve,v'ﬁi

atiqg ipiodliy dltpaﬂ:ﬁu u&th thy prohii-.‘ Inrb!cncoa rrsn fﬁ




_  f1nz:r tipl but elso the prcprzoCep:Lon of thc po:itioun
° "f and novonoatl or thQ rinsard. hnnd amﬂ atl. iorhnp- drpn
m't Vholi body. And 1t u nof; m; te comzu’hou oao ,L'-

> . | o

if two modes, vlsdal and.tactile. are subsumable under Agno-
stic Ideallsm, so also are the rémainder;

; %o answe} the nbjections now, we must extend further
the E.I.c. perbgption story. Suppoﬁe the E.I. 0.-percel#er_'
* berins to develop occasional ‘eidetlc tactile sensation' -
these beiny the tactile analonue ot eidetic 1mages. He
touches something, and continues to experlence a senuatlon ‘
as Af he nero st1ll touchxng 1t after he renovea his haaa
Can we dcvelop a story, along the linea of the B .I.o. ntory
:‘Whereln thc subJect loaes his ordinary taatilo poreoption.

[

bolng qut only with eldetic taotile aenaationc? It is- hy L
. nn nennc nl Q!sy aud convlnelnn as tho E.I.o. ntor:.. Tho l'Fx-!ﬂ :
-.vwroblen la that tactile percankion of thn looat!onl or obJ-'“

'tects wnu1d seem to lnvnlve noe nnly the seneatlonq at ont't

)
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ception. We must assume that the story 1s p1aus1b1e and

v

coherent.

The subject now experlences ,.I 0. visual perceptlon

Sand Eldetic Tac gle SgnSgtLgn in! - E.T.5.0. tactila per-»

ception. How does he now fare at checking up on his infer-

gpceé? He can ne longer check any specific inférence, . but

he haé zoodﬂgrounGS'rof'continulng‘tn make 1nferences-ftom‘ -

what seens to be, to what is. He remeubers what 1t is llke‘

to see and to reel. He renombcrs .also that he uaed to’
‘undergo the occaaional eidotic lnago and cldetio tactilb
 sensat1on.even ba{ore thc losa ot hia visual and - tactllo
.Porceptlon. Thia Would aeel to 1iconae hll 1nf¢rencac frol_.i
,3whjk saoui to be to what 1#. If he aoona to ooo a chair. |

7-an4 if, atta: he seoms tn walk toward: :t. he acqnn to teel‘,

o

‘,‘ Jf fthqﬁehair,'ho:may concludo that theru 1! A ahn!r. L
‘ ‘ ‘B‘\at vum;.' p.rounrn. ut’h m A‘mpug Iduuﬁ ﬂ\.@-
o :"f"rg;.-s}nquld hau no. cueh uun-tu '61 whxeh o N wry t;h't;-
1n$arene-t. Wc i&tt
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perceiver - his 'inferences' are indeed uqéheckablq. All
his perceptions are eidetic - there is nbwhere fér him to
break through the barrier of lmages and sensations to check
any of his inferences from what séems to be to what 1is,
And yet we must concede that such a person 13 able, deaplto
‘his teing llmited to an all eidatic perceptual diqt. to loc-
ate objects plmost as well as us.' This leads us to question
whether '1nference' 1s the word we’ should be uslng. The
vsubject is, indeed, unable te check up on any or his peroip-
tual’ claims. for he can never get behind the eldetlc barrler..'
Yet his move fron what ‘seems to bg to nhat is looks like an -
lnferentlal»nove.. ?erhapn we can label this lysterloul epi-
:.stenio happenlng ulth the acenlnsly contradlctory phrnae

L ;;'nnchnﬂkwbl »'e_o ceﬂ . The stony aa ue hava told lt

shews how the - subJec: nay losate by nenns er hxt oyes and

~ the 1nagec thnr ylelg obdsctn around hin. Ho Qoos lo bv
num of ‘nncheuhbh mtcronou' tra what um



could find out about the locations of oﬁjects. Yet the
criticisms, were fhey applibable to visual pgrcgptioh. would
likewise be applicable to this person's eidetic-only percep-
tion, Hepcé‘we may conclude'that‘Agnost1c Idealism-doas'

not preclude seeing. But, we now appreclate that the eplst-
‘emic gulf rrom perception-proper to object is bridged with |
'uncheckab1e~1nrerence' ) ‘

lie ‘nmay gain a little more understandlng or what an-

'unchecktble interencs' might be, 1f we inVaxtlgate the
veldetic-only subJect a8 he reaches a eoncluslon baaed on

what he seems to see. Suppose he 15 1n doubt lbout whothor

4

--therc 1s an oaais at the place where he seema to coe one.' j;.'

He: deeldes to valk tuwnrds it and aeen- to- reel hlllclf

'dolnr ag He saems to reach iho rirct palm tree and atret-: e

ches ont hls arm. acemirg to f&«l tno novenent or his arI
A'and the nonnition 4n hza;tiycprn Ouﬂ‘hlnd uu ir ho wbro -
r;{*.fteuehing,n trtt. Ho cnc-n to cci{u.paol of uator. unlk- _ .;l

P




ive. e mayause this completed story to provlde strong
1 céunters to both objections. The Uncheckabiilty Objection
reminds us that all ordinary 1nfefence§ are checkable. As
. Quinton put‘s it in "The Frotlem of Ferception®, ®. . . a
causal inference is onliy Legltieace 11 1t 18 at least eees-
1ole to oona1ﬁ eviaence for the existence o1 the cause which
‘Rs ingependent ot . tne events it is heLd to explLein.” 19 But
'¢’ "this observatlnn does not undermine our: theory. we mu;t
concede that using the term 'lnference' unadorned 13 inapp-~
roprlate. But the story ‘of eidetlc-only perceptlon givee
- uba cleai understanding of the. expression 'uncheckable o

M . » +

unaware inferences' o '..’ v e

- e

t.

.Q , he have. given a- coherent acoount of how'eoneene night
“' oerdeive our world from behhm an mpemtrable barrler or !
lmages and sensabions. we nay rurthet cletu that all pere- : KRR
.eivera are, hnkrgowzncly. mppod beh;nd an 'idul' berrur; ‘
euxthout trenegreseing eny laws or loslc polnted out te ul _:v
'-'by the Uacheckahauty obJecnom, R U

\-.

(‘u;‘ e&-y eleo minu thl ASelt-Retutat.ien @b}ecu_;"‘:_ -

t gt
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ows. Consider an eldetic-mnly percelver. We have agreed
that, despite his Yeing lmprlsgned within his own 1d§al
world, he 1s able to lacate nbjzéts Ey means of his e}es.

He seems to see that there 1s a bottle con the table and,
Alsn, he seems tn see that»there 1s a tlindman who finds
mut nEJ;t the 1ncatinn nf that bottle usine an instent rel-
ief camera, He 15 unaware, hnwever, thnt,hls‘perCept16ﬁs
are all eldetic, As far as he is concerned, he sMply sees
that the bottle 1= on the table. He ic unéw;re'nr the eld-
etic barrier behind which he is foréver trabpea Zx_hypoth-
esi, he perceivas the bottle. the blindman and the camera
by means of uncheckable unnware inference; yet he is ablo
to develop the Arzument tran‘Externalitg Just as we have.l
'Althnuwh he nnly =eems to eee what he thllks he really sees,
fron these npparent nbservatlnns he may develop the coampar-
'ulsnn betwean his: own. 'soeing' and tha bllnd ‘ln'- ttndln;
nut. And this’ conpariton will 1eqd th; qn tt h.- 10‘ us,

‘;'f.“tn develop thq thenry nf Aznostic Iéoﬁllli. Thub e 51!0 e 5;§5f«3§
‘A strnnw cnunter tn the uelt-nprutatlon ﬂbJeccxon. ouppan 3<5;';¢j5

‘1nr Aannatiu Idealian tn ﬁg an acocptabi. accnunt ot vlauul

i? porooptlon putc uu 611 in- th: oane privnt: unr!d arod;caltht
 f;¢- tho hypothgttqul ctdatlc-onlyzporuotvnr. ,It ho oan cin-

. .
e
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and yet respnne to the suggestion that this 1s the true nat-

ure of visual perception with utter disbelief. *It's absurd.

I don't experience 'lmacery'. I see thlngs. ue.may. of r

course. point “out that our theory anticlpates such disbelief
'Everymnn sees, hbut is unawere that in so doing he expérien-

ces '1mawery'landAmakes An uncheckeble unaware inference X v
.frnm it.  Rut thlsahnrdly sefyes to dlspel the dlsbgllef.

o

"Shrely we are nnt, eaCh of us, locked 1nside our own,wnrld ) »
of 1naker;?' "How cnuld th?-wnrld in_which a person lives
"and breathes be composed & nothing 5u¥ imagery?' v

It 1s, 1 nrpnt hard to believe. But we have Bﬁewn.
at each stage of this enquiry, that deviation from the route | °;
which haa lead to this unexpected theory hae.even lese acc= - , .;
eotahle cnnseeeencee.l “e have chewn how the theory survigpe’.[
all fheiobjections. And still 1t eeeme incredible. To d!av

péll some of .this 1ncredu11ty n: nust be eaphnxud that, .i-,h’.‘_ .

g e

Agnostlc Ideelisn does not claim or predlot eny elteri!lonl
N to ”veryman's seeing, or to hie cnncept ef 'seelng' In’f >
' -.deallng ilth the ;prelevancy Objectlnn we havn shen;’thit :;f
Apnoeeic Ideelien 18- nat eubJect to enpxrioel teat;ng; here ’,4L
‘;geit must be ltreeeeG thez the theory ie not to be telted hy w';;ﬁ
';-'Z"ﬁeneurm; :vmuale medhte -na uhoeneuered reecunn to . 5
!;;tgf 'Geelth.te Every;en o ‘word nnd thet te uhiah he eﬁp— ;.zf?zjoge

hlliee 1t rennine unelteged.’ﬁl; epenn hie eyes lnﬂ leet Qe!t
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tht the nrdinary everycday business of seeing is all about,
“hat we dn claim is that visual perception is more complex
than Zveryman might expect. There's more to visual percep-
tlnan than meets the eye. But no prediction is derivable
from this claimed comrplexity which Everyman might test for
himself, Ueelng 1is still effortdess and easy - open your
eyes ard cee for ynurself. . |

N

»

1

I oonclude this work with an updated summary'or Agnos-

|
tic Idealism - based on elj}tic-only perceptinn father than
7.I1.0, perception and including the points nf clarification

that have ererred in responiing to the'obJectioﬁs.

*

4tnostic Idealisp ~--Final Sumpery

Everynen sees, for example, a bqok on A shelf. His '
visuel perception 1s as follows: |

1. Eidetidgpnly perceptinn is'the‘hypdihetlcal peréqp-
tual mode of a person born ;o live an allfeidgcic perceptual
lifey, . . , -

2. Visual perception ie the equivalent of . eldotio-only
perception ¥{th zero dnlay time for the formation and fading ‘
of '"images', - B

3. There‘lu a cauonl choln from objoct to hrain. whldh ‘
' terminates in' o pattern of neural uctxvlty Lsolozgric thh - _/’ .

the opticai array retlectad from the book on th. lholf o

¥



’

-

1 tlonn:._ Y R o - .
S o T oS

~—y

received by the eye, . _ .

4., This neural activity 'give; rise to' perception-
proper.

%, Ferceptfon-proper consists nf the subject's exper-
fencine a 'projected' 'image' of a took and a shelf having
apparent location at sope distance in front of him.

Co hils "Axnge! 1sjthe evlﬂénce_frnm‘which the suRject
maxes an 'unchpckaﬁle unaware inference' to th¥ conclusion
that there 15 a bnok on the shelf .

7. Subject 1s unaware of 'lmage' and 'inference’.
8. For him, the 'lmage"ls the book itself.
. 9. 1n his own words, he 8ees the book.on the shelf,

’

The agnosticisza nf the title refers tn our irnorance

cancernings

1. How neural activity 'gfves rise to! perception- .

proper.

2, How an 'iprege' m;ght be 'proJectbdﬁjto have an
apgarent’lhbﬁt{gn{., , | _ o 'A,

- 3. How a sﬁb)ectrnlghf naké ah 'uncheckeble unaware

inference' from '1nagq' to location of obJOCtla. ‘ | |

e dhother equivalent relatlonthpo ln cidettO-only

’epefceptxan are apgnablq to_ac}antific explann;lon.__,

. o . .

Al 'nystqrtnu-' r*lationahtpa or entltlea aro dnrincd

l -
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"1n terms or oquivalont telltxonlhipa 1n e:éatlo-only 90:009-'ﬂ"
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1. 'image' 18 defined as the limit as delay times for

formation and fading of eldetic image tend to zero.

ﬁ1 'cives rise to' is defined as the functiofal equive
alent of relationship between neural activity and a subJec;'q

experiencing eldetic imaxery.
\

2. 'orplection' 18 defined as the functional equival-
3 » s
ert n? relationcshin hetween neural ectivity and eldetic '
. . Y
izage which has apparent loecation.

L. ‘'uncheckatle unaware 1hfgrence' 1s defined as equl-

valent of eplistemic move by which eldeticronly perceiver

finds nut about location of objects.,
: /

’ W

1
Thls theory provides a credible and persuasive resolu-

tinn of the conflict tetween Zveryran's teliefs and the con=-

clusinn of the Arsument from Externslity.
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