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PREFACOQCE

It is not the purpose of the present inquiry to trace
the historial genesls and evolution of the metaphysicael theories
of the duallism of soecalled scientific objects and perceptual
objects., That is left to the historien of philosophical 1ideas,
My approach is primarily analistic and eritical, an attempt to
assess the doctrine in the light of loglcal principles and
brute facts, The examination in hand confines 1tself to the
more refined forms which the dualistic doctrine has taken in
contemporary thought, and of those forms the form which holds
that perceptual objects are mental as well as causally subje-
ctive,

The inquiry in hand 1s a metaphysical one, DBut as the
subject-matter of the present work it was arrived at as a resu-~
1t of epistemological reflectlions, in particular as a result of
reflection on perception as cognitive, as a source of knowledge
of the external world. The study of the various theories of
perceptigiiFled me to inquire into the dualistic theory of perce-
ption and reflect on its wvalidity. The question as to whether
knowledge of the external world is mediate or immediate 1s equi-
valent in mnnningl to the question whether what we apprehend
perceptually is the external world - the world as 1t exists

luo'ovor it 1e not exactly equivalent In meaning veceuse 1t

may be held (as s held by Russell) that knowledge of the
"external world" is mediate, though what we perceive is part
of the external world, the medliacy being involved, of course,
in the knowledge of thnt "part" of the external world which
is pmperceptible,
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independently of our perception of 1t = or another world
which is conditioned in some manner by the percipient ore
ganism. Put in another way, this question ralises the basic
issue: what is the nature of the perceived world, which
commonesense realism regards as the external world, The dus
alist's answer to this question brings in his dootrine of
the duslism of scilentific obJects and perceptual objects:
the topic of the inquiry in hand.

It was mentioned above that the form of dualism which
I have chosen for examination is one of the forms which du=
alism has taken in contemporary thought. The reason of this
choice of a contemporary formulation of the doctrine is the
desire to benefit from the history of phllosophy, from the
eriticlsms, modifications and refinements which critics of
dualism and dualists themselves have indulged in since 1its
first formilations in modern times by Descartes and Look?.

I shall speak about this point later in connection with
Love Joy's The Revolt 55‘1n:t Dualism in which, among other

things, the author expounds his dualistiec view. It may be
mentioned here in anticipation that in examining the doctrine
in 1ts present refined forms onm.}l spared the task of repeae
ting over what the history of philosophy has done for himj;
and what is more important, is guarded from losing himself in
the unessentlal inconsistencles and ambigulities of its orie
ginal formulations; thus missing the essential part of the
doc trine which may be valid even if its exponents may not
have presented 1t consistently, clearly, or convinecingly. In
criticizing the really unessential detalls of the doctrine
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one may fall into the error of supposing that he has refuted
the doctrine as a wholes I would like to mention in this
connection by wqy of a digression, that to my mind what one
should direct his energles to particularly in criticizing a
doctrine believed to be untenable, should not be merely the
doctrine as 1t has been or 1s held by certain thinkers, but
the doctrine as a possible interpretation of matters of fact.
Thus the particular formulations of the doctrine actually held
may be untenable, without the doctrine being invalid in a moe
dified forme In this connection one should not only examine
and assess the validity of arguments actually brought forward
in support of the doctrine being examined, but consider ar-
guments which can be brought in its favour. The purpose of
criticizing a doctrine 1s not to refute 1ts exponents but to
find the truth by first eliminating ineligible candidates to
the truth.

To return to one main discussion LoveJoy points out in
discussing the First Phase Of The Revolt against dualism in
contemporary philosophy what he considers polemics against
dualism caused by misconceptions of dualism, partly produced
by the seventeenth century conceptions of "ideas"Z2,

Now dualism as held in contemporary philosophy 1s of two
main forms: the form which considers perceptual objects to be
psychic in the sense of being conditioned existentially by the
mind's awareness, and the one which considers perceptual o~

bjects to be physical. Both forms consider knowledge of the

zz.onjoy, A.O0., The Revolt Against Dualism, ([W.pe], 1930),
PPed8 ff,
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external world, by which is meant here the non-perceptual
world, or of objects which exist independently of the awaree-
ness of sentlent being;, to be mediate. But whereas the for-
mer is metaphysically dualistiec, the latter 1s not, A conte~
mporary exponent of the former form of dualism 1s Lovejoy:
and Russell is an exponent of the latter form, The present
inquiry confines itself to the former form of dualism. The
reason for thus delimiting the area of inquiry is the brevity
of time at my disposale It is prefersble in any serious
inquiry, however mich time one may have at his disposal, to
confine oneself to as small = and as fundamental -- an area
of inguiry as possible in order to be sufficiently exhaustive,
But this is indespensable when the time 1s brief,

Now it 1s possible that the position that perceptual o=
bjeots are physical 1is untenable, and that any dualistic theory
must hold, in order to be valldly dualistic, thet perceptual o
bjects are psychic, In other words, 1t is possible that
eplstemological dualism, as defined by Lovejoy necessarily
entaiil psychophysical dualism in respect to perceptual objectna.
AS a matter of fact Lovejoy maintains that epistemological du-
alism does entall psychophysical dualism, though epistemological
dualism ocan be established without either holding that perce-
ptual objects are mental or that they are physical. Hence if
1t 1s true that the only éenable form in which dualism may be
held 1z the form which holds that perceptual objects are mental
and 1t 18 shown that that form of dualism 1s not tenable, it

31 say "in respect &8 perceptual objJects”™ because one may be
a psychophysiecal dualist independently of his coneeption of
the nature of perceptual objects. -



will mean that the form of dualism which holds that perce-
ptual objeects are physical 1s also untenable, Hence I have
chosen that form of Aualism which holds that perceptual o=
bjects are mental rather than that form which holds that
they are physieal, since my inquiry into dualism consists
in an attempt to refute the doctrine.

Moreover, what I am interested in in the present
inquiry is the metaphyslcal dualism, the bifurcation of
nature which the doctrine concerned holds: hence my choice
of Lovejoy's and not Russell's form of duallsm, since the
former bifurcates nature metaphysically, while the latter
does not‘.

In addition to the fact that I have chosen for my
inguiry that form of duallism which holds that perceptual o=~
bjects are mental, I have chosen as foundational Lovejey's
exposition of this form of dualimm, But in addition to this,
I have used extensively lLovejoy's The Revolt Againat Dualism .

Both as a reference in my text and as a whole in my endeavour
to hage san adequate understanding of dualism, and the are
guments brought in its favour and against 1t, in all their
intricacles, subtlities and detaill. I acknowledge my partie
cular indebtedness to this work for making me awpse of the
various problems involved in the theory of perception, for
stimlating me to study dualism more extensively and for
making me devéte my present inquiry to it., The seeming
econvineingness and finality of the work by way of truth,

'Rus.oll bifurcates nature epistemologically into an oarder
ofti-:odinboly ¥nown and an order of mediately known
entitles.
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particularly in 1ts attempt to show that the contemporary
revolts against dualism have all failed, impressed me strong-
1y, on my first reading of the work, and challenged me to
inquire more earnestly than I had hitherto done whether du~-
alism cannot be shown to be false. W1ith this in mind, 1t was
my policy during the period of my s tudy of the various thee
ories of perception in preparation for the present work to
attempt to explaln in terms of this theory all the facts which
a theory of perception is meant to explain, and to attempt to
overcome any srguments which might be brought against 1t,
until I should find a point in the doctrine at which 1t breaks
down, The results of these attempts — my belief that dualism
does break down somewhere — form the contents of the present
work. My thesis, put swmarily, is this: the dualistic bile
furcation of nature into two orders, one subjective, private,
and the other objective, but unperceived and unperceivable, *
known only mediately, 1s untenable.

But it may still be asked why I shose Lovejoy's, The
Revolt Against Dualiswm Ifi particular a8 foundational for my

present work, The reasons for this cholce are several.

(1} The Revolt Against Dnalism 1s not only an exposition

and a demonstration of the dualistic view and the grounds
from which dualism arises logically, but aslso a comprehensive
exposi tion of the revolt against dualism, particularly in
contemporary philosophy, and an attempt to show that this
revolt has been unsuccessful.

(2) Hence the work concerned is also a historical survey
of contemporary philesophy so far as theories of perception

are concerned., It presents a piotubo of the various none-
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dualistic theories held in contemporary thought, though 1t
seems to me thet 1ts muthor misrepresents, or misunderstands
the positions of such thinkers as Whitehead, Russell, Droad,
and Eddington.

(3) The work isrich in thought exhaustive, and closely
reasoned, and manigests uncommon eritical acumen and insight,
It has elicited the pralse of such men as Brightman, &.S.,
another dualist, who believes that Lovejoy's oriticism of
monism is concluaives.

(4) Finally, and as mentioned before, Lovejoy's above work
refines on and clarifies the positions of the first modern
formulators of dualism -= Descartes and Locke = and thus
guards the interpreter = from misunderstanding the posi tions
of these thinkers, and from wasting one's energies in polemics
over the unessential ambiguities and inconsistencles of these
thinkers and missing the essentials of the doctrine,

As will be seen from my bibliography, my references are
fairly exhaustive of the immedlate fleld of the present work,
In terms of the resources vhich were available to me in Beirut
during the time of preparation of this work the bibliography
almost exhausts the avallable resources. Certaln books, such

as H.H., Price's Perception, would have been pertinent to my

discuseion, but were unobtainable in Belrute

HAIG A. KHATCHADOURIAN
The American University of Beirut
Beirut, June,1950,

5

See Brightman, E.S., A Philosophy Of Religion, (New York,
1947), pe.4l4 %ootno%o . .
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THE EPISTEMOLOGICAL BUALIST'S CONCEPTION OF
THE RELATION OF SCIENTIFIC OBJECTS
TO PERCEPTUAL OBJECTS

The aim of this chapter 1s to present the doectrine
of the dualism of selentific objects and perceptual objecta.
For this purpese I shall start by discovering the empirioel
starting-peint or points from which dualism may be cona truc-
ted as & logical aystem. By the emphrical starting-points
I mean starting-points grounded in immediate sense-experience,
in sense-data,.

Sense data are the ultimate data of all knoiledg.l.
And any empirieal proposition must direectly or indirectly rest
upen sense-data. Whoth;r sense-experience can and does give |
ug a certain and dndubitable ground for the upbuilding of
knowledge, or only a ground where probablility operates, there
18 no escape from sense-experience. Even those thinkers who
may come to reject sense~data as the ultimate logleal starting-
point of their system, and even those who reject all systens
and deny the possibility of any knowledge, canno® reach such
a position except through starting from sense-data themselves.
And 1t will be reflectlion upon sense-experience and sense-data
that will convince them that sense~data are not the unquestion-
ed data to start frem®. I might add that the adequacy of sudsh

1Of. Whitehead, A.M,, The Alms Of Education And Other Essays,
TWew York, 1040), pp.i11, 166.

zIn saying the above I do net exclude Descartes, who, ad 1s
well-known, grounded his philesephy on the fact of his con-
sciousness., Why Descartes may be thought an exception is

that the fact of conscfousness m mafom;f may appear



a repudiation of sense-oxperience and sense-data, and the
aedequacy of the doctrine invelving this repudiation, will have
to be tested in the light of empirical fact and therefore ule
timately in the light of sense-data.

Granting, therefore, that we have to start from sense-
data, we now have %o look for the particular data in their mani-
fold which point beyond themselves to an order of ex!stence not
perceptually given, but which sense-experience necessltates.

In dther words, what experiential grounds can be found for assum-
ing that the perceptual world is not existentially self-sufficient
and cannot supply its own suffiecient reason or explanation.

It 1s true, to begin with, that no existing thing contradicts
or can contradiet other existing things. The perceptual world,
whatever nature, cannot be self-contradistory. Hence according
to Runloll;

"ese If oue wo are to believe in the exis~

tence of things which we nelither perceive
nor recollect, it must be elther on the

not to invelve sense~data, That thies is not the cuse i3 seen
when we consider that consciousness is sensciousness of a cersain
object or "econtent". And sense-data are part of this content,
It 1s true that for Descartes it was not sense-data as such that
were the logical starting-point of his Coglite, ergo sum, and
therefore of his philesephy, but these sense-data as experiended
by a subject. It was sense-data as presentation, as experilenced,
as object of conscliousness, that was for him the ground for his
existence. From sense-data taken by themselves nothing else could
follow: there are colours, shapes, odours, pfins, etec. — erge
what? Colours, shapes, odours, pliﬂl. ete. Exist —nothing more,
vhatever 'exist' may mean here, and assuming that the notion ef
exis tence can be concelved and have meaning to a man at this
stage. But the awareness of sense-~data qua given is not an immed-
iate unreflective datum. Awareness of sense-data presupposes
sense~-data in the first place; and awareness of sense-data qua
given presupposes awareness of sense-data ( and therefore sense-
data), and alse awareness of a subject to which sense-data are
givnn. The awareness of the distinetion between an experieneing
subject” and an experienced "object", or the awareness of a
"subject" as against an "object", and vice versa, results from
reflection on the nature of the sense-data presented, and on the
fact of experiencing.



ground that we have other non-inferen-

tial ways of knowing matters of fact,

or on the basis of an argument which has

not the type efcoogensy that we should

14T S seastuston 15 GAl) Beuntaiac ey’

8ince we do not have "non-inferential ways of knowing

matters of fact", 56 far as the extemmal werld 1s concerned,
other than sense-experience, or what is reducible to sense-
experience, we have to resort to an argument. Put data of
experience simply as existing things are neither true nor
false: they simply are. This really says in another way that
existing things camnet be mutually contradictory. How them mn e
argunent utilisze sense-experience as evidence for 1ts truth or
probablility? How, in the first place, can we infer anything
about sense-experience itself beyond the immediately presented —
about the experienceable but net actually experienced at a
given moment? And more fundamentally for our purposes, how ecan
we infer from anything immediately presented something which
can never be presented? If this last question is answered in
the negative, clearly we oan never know with any degree of
probability whether a non-perceptual world exist or not; and
if a theory does affirm the existence of such asworld, we oan
neither demonstrate nor refute this theory. If we have any
grounds for assuming the possibility of inference from the
directly given %o what is not given but which can be given;
1.0, if any fact can tell us anything about other facts and

not simply about u-'ou. then 1% seems, at least so far as

“Russell, B., The Analysis Of Matter, (London, 197), p.200.



the present dlsocussion goes, that we can also utilize the immed-
iately given to infer something about what 1s not given and can-
not be ever given. That we do have grounds for assuming the
former will be granted unless one 1is ready to maintain that we
have no knowledge at all of anything beyond the sheer enjoyment
of what 1s given at any moment.

How then do facts serve as the ground for a theory? HNHow
shall we go about inferring dualism from sense-experience? The
answer lies in this: we have to use principles of interpretation
of these facts, these sense-experiences. Ve have to show that
certaln facts mean certain things about the nature of reality.
And principles of interpretation are based on assumptions.
Assumptions deal elther with a portion of reality or with reality
as & whole. The latter are the ultimate principles which have to
be taken for granted 1f we are to have a start somewhere and there-
fore have any knowledge at all. The given im experience, coupled
with these assumptions, furnishes us with the material of and
ground for all knowledge. The given in experience s that whiech
is to be grasped intellectually and explained; the primary prine
eiples and assumptions determine the manner (philesophically
speaking) in which the given is grasped and explained.

I have already 1solated and spoken about the material
starting-peint. What then are the assumptions which ¥ dualistie
theory makes (implicify or explicitly, consclously or unconsidbens-
1y) in the arguments used in elaborating and demonstrating ite
thesis, and what are the assumptions it makes taken simply as
a philesephioal doetrine, independently of any particular
supperting evidence? As we now proceed to construct the dualise
tie congeption, we shall touch upon some of these assumptions,



But the full exposition of these assumptions will be given in
my second chapter,

The immediate data involved in the eonstruction of dualism
may be described concretly as follows: at any given moment we
peroceive a sertain presentation-continuum within which are dise-
tinguishable more or less clearly-defined configurations oy
patterns of sense-qualities é-what we call colours, odours, harde
nesses, ete. These sensible patterns appear to be external teo
those sensible patterns which we call collectively the body, and
seenm to be situated at certain perceived distances from 1t. Let
us loesely call these sensible patterns "objects". At the next
moment another complex of sense-data or objJects 1s introduced
into the perceptual field, in such a manner asg to lie between
the objoot_- percelved and the percipient. The objects perceived
first are now no longer perceived, but new objects are perceived
which differ from the former with respect to one or more qualities.
Or ingtead, the position of the observer relatively to the per-
celved objects 1s changed; or again, several persons view the ob~-
Jects from different positions. 1In the case of one percipient,
the perceived shape ( and perhaps other qualities also) of the
objecte change. More exactly, new objects are perceived ecowppy-
ing more or less the same spatial locus as the previously observed
objects, but differing from them in shape (ete.). Similarly, in
the case of several ohservers, different shapes (etc).are perceived
ocoupying the same locus. But these shapes are seen simultaneously
occupying the same place (assuming here of course that the obser-
vers compare thelr perceptions), and not Successively, as in the
case of a single ohserver. As instances of the above may be cited
the cases of introducing a plece of coloured glass, or a lens,



botwoeﬁ perceived objJects and our eyes; the almost worn-out
instance of looking at a coin from different angles; the ins-
tance of looking at & spoon in air and then in water#; the
variation in a perceived colour with the variation in the col-
our of its ground®; the variatien in the Solour of an object
with variations in the light falling upon it when 1t is being
porceiveds. Such instances can be multiplied indefinitely,
though some that may be cited are not found in ordinary exper-
fence and require sultable arrangements and experimentation.
Such are, for instance, some of the examples we shall eite when
we discuss the role of the percipient organism in conditioning
perception,

Let us now see what can be inferred from the above data.
In the case of the interceding of a transparent object between
the percipient and the perceived object, the interceding object
seems not to affect the nature of the perceived object, or even
to be capable of doing so, as 1t lies between the object's per-

ceived place and the percipient's. Moreover, no other object is

4These ins tances, and our discussion of perceptual relativity,
invelve only the visual type of sense~presentation. The rela=-
tivity becomes more complex if the simultaneous presentations
(of the same object) of several senses - particularly sight
and touch = are considered,

S¢ee for instance so-called Meyer's Experiment, in which What
appears greenish on a red ground will appear of an orange tint
on a ground of blue...." ( Ward, J., "Paychology", Encyclopaedia

Brittanica 13th Edition , Vel. XXII, p.558),

6

An interesting instance of the above is the case of a body which
would be normally pereeived under ordinary light as green, when
perceived in red light 1lluminating its surgace. The body will
tthen appear to be not green but black. (See Clarke, E., "Vision",
Encyelopsedia Brittanica 13th Edition , Vel. XXVITI, pe137).




perceived to affect the object while it 1s being perceived.
Therefore, since the object does appear different from what it
was erceived to be when seen before the interceding of the
transparent object, and since the same objeot cannot possess
simultaneously and in the same sense different qualities of the
same type (e.g. colours, shape) it follows that what 1s perceived
in the latter case is not the obJect, but an "appearance" of 1it.
Thus in common language we say that the object appears so and amo,
implying that the appearance is not the same as the object sup-
posed to be perceived, and yet that 1t must be in the same way
related to that objJect: the appearance 18 an appearance of that
object.

Similarly in the case where percelived qualities vary with
variation in the observer's poesition: the object cannot posasess
the discordant perceived qualities simultaneously. A coin cannot
be both reund and elliptical, Mlming. that 1t is round, the
"oolin" perceived to be elliptical must be an "appearance” of the
real coin, and not the coin itself. It must Be a distincteantity.

The above argument assumes that in one instance we can and
do percelive the object ltself, as it 1s in 1tself. And as far as
the argument goes, this may well be true. In the example of the
coin, the coln 1s perceived as it is when it appears to be round.
At this level of the argument as well as for commonsense, the
"true” nature of the object may be taken to be what it is peroceived
to be under what may be called "favourable"” or "normal" conditions.
Such "normal”™ conditions are determined in part by the appeal
to the testimony of the other senses « particularly touch
and 1ts agreement with the visual data.

) In the above example the coin is taken to be round to



s tart with7 because we tactually perceive 1t to be round, not
elliptical. Other "normal™ conditions may take into considera-
tien such factors as the nature of the intervening mnedium, the
observer's relative position, and the state of his sense-organs
and neuro-cerebral structure. From this 1t 1s possible teo
assume that a bloleglcally sound person will perceive an object
a8 1t 1s if he perceives it in sunlight, in air, (which 1s the
medium in which we naturally perceive objects), at a distance
from which 1t can be seen most distinctly, manipulated, inspect-
ed and measured, and from directions in which visual and tactual
perceptions agree. As a matter of faot this 1s what common~
sense does - more or less unconsciously. And it sccounts for
perceptual variations by noting the departupe of the conditions
invelved from the "normal" conditions of perception, taking
"normal" ‘perceptions, if we may use the term, as veridical.
Philesophlically of course so far as our analysis goes
there 1s no reason to suppose that under these particular con-
ditions and not others, the objeoct is perceived as it is in i1t-
self, If it is to be mere than a convention to consider the
above conditions the "normal™ conditions, a ground for this
assumption hae to be found. And here it may be sald, for
ins tance, that perceiving 1s a natural aotivity like breathing,
eating, doing, in the same sense that there is nothéipgg peouliar
in the fact of perceptual cognition. In perception as in other

713 is however apparent that for our purposes any perception of
the object may be taken as the veridical ene. The point te be
68 tablished at this level of the ar nt is that in one case —
whatever that may be in any partioular case, and whether we
know what it 18 or not — 1t is possible that we perceive the
ebject as 1t is 4in itself. A% this point in the analysis it is
poasible that the elliptical "coin™ of a certain paxticlar . -
4, ,00in, and the round"eein” an appearance and
e coln,



bielogical activities, we encounter objects as they afe. If
so, we would perceive objects as they are at least when and if
they are pereéived under conditions which prevail normally in
perceiving — conditions ummedified by man's activities. And
these ere ths "normal” conditions mentioned above. It may be
remarked here that an epistemolegiecal realist or monist may not
consider the above conditions as those under which objests are
perceived as they are; er if he does so, that they are the ohly
eonditions under which perception is veridical, But he would
agree with the common-sense attitude in taking certain percepts
as veridical and Saking seceount of variations in what is per-
ceived as departures from these veridical percepts.
‘Common-sense steps at this level. The apgument for dual-
ism proopodl further. It is unplausible and highly imprebable,
though by no means impossible, that ene particular presentation
should be privileged to disclose the object. It seems rmch more
reasonable to suppose that ne presentation discloses the object,
but that various qualitatively similar presentations are in some
way related to 1%, 1% being #mperceived and unperceivable. The
determination of the relationship ~ existential and qualitative—
between the various presentations and the object® of whieh these
presentations are "appearances”, and the metaphysical status of
both the perseptual eobjects and the solentifie objects, eannot
be undertaken en she level of the immediate experiences we have
used in the foregeing diseussien. That 1s achieved enly on the

SWhich will heneeforth be called the sclentifie object. It is
variously knewn as phe physiecal object, or the seientifie ob-
ect, The term 'physical object' has an intimation of 'phys-
sal' as against 'mental’', which is undesired here., 'Scientifie!
objeet is better for our purposes, It is called 'scientifie’
:.:;‘..it: is censidered by dualism the ebject which sclence
SAls With.



level of the organized knowledge — organized to some extent at
least — of natural happenings conceived as possessing a discover-
able structure; in other words, science. And indeed, dualism
here calls in the generally accepted scientifie principles as
correbeorating the independent results arrived at from a consider-
ation of immediate experience, supplying additional evidence of
the first magnitude of impertance for the dualist's contention.
In centemperary thought the dualist has cslled in the correbera-
tien of relativity physics as well as traditional Newtonian
physics; and he finds in their results, partiocularly in the mere
refined relativity physies, the strongest evidence at his command,
Thus, assuming with physiocs the finite veleocity eof light, and
assuming that perceptien cccurs through the action of light rays
transmitted from the object to the eye, it is seen that a per-
ceptual aet ocours later than the instant the light rays leave
the suppesedly perceived object.

Sinee the object considered as existing in the particular
state at the instant the light rays left 1ts surface ne loenger
exists when the percepient amet ocours, whether the ebject has
changed qualitatively during the interval, or net, the percept
cannot be numerically identical with the objeect, unless we held
either that the past object still exists in some (other) manner,
or that the percept is the percept of the object at the instant
the pereipient act occurs. However, the dualist denies the
tenability of these alternatives.

The temporal discrepancy between object and percept is
not confined te visual perception, It ebtains alse in other
types of perception, such as tactual perception for instance,
For theugh in taectual perseption the object seems to be in
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contact with the body, the nerveus impulee from the terminal
nerve-endings eof the skin %e the brain is net instantaneous, |
but occuples a finite, though a brief, time. The tactual per-
scept alse is therefore numerically distinet from the touched
ob jeet.

Assuming ocausallty as accepted by scienge, and the causal
nature of the precess resulting in porupuoao, as in the ocase
of all precesses in nature, namely the causal nature of the
forces involved in the transmission of light rays frem an objeet
to a percipient's eye and 1ts action upon the retina, ete., and
the causal character of the neure-cerebral processes invelved
in the trsnsmission of the nerveus impulse to the brain and the
resultant visusl perception — if these things are assumed, 1t
is seen that the object is the czuse of the physico-physiele-
gleal changes in the pereipient organism which are invelved in
the production of a percept. The percept is the product of the
interaction of the objeet with the percipient organism. KEven if
we ascume that the percipient organism does not condition the
percept gqualitatively, still the cenclusion is unaveidable that
the percept is numerically distimnt frem the object, unless we
are to think of perception as g process in which the causal
action of an objeect on a percipient enables him te literally

%1% 18 to be neted that for the purposes of the above disoupein
sien ~ the go-called Causal Theory eof Perception - sausal
uﬂon is all that need be assumed, Ther is no need to as-

3%“. ecausality, the recurring association ef events
whteh have associated onoe. The lavw of causality enbers
hewever, when the causal relationship between perceptual
obiooimd scientifie objects 1s made the basis for inferring
the nature of the latter from that of the former. See the
{Miscussion of epistemelegiocal objestivity, ete. pp. 18.19.
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see objects external to him, as commonsensg conceives perocep-
tion to be. The dualist rejects such a conception as contrary
to the selentifiec understanding ef uul"h s'quou. As to the
perciplent organism, the dualist does not see any valid grounds
for exempting 1t from causally cenditisning the percept, es- )
pecially such a comple® structure and ptohnnlu,\"t\f we are to
believe general physielegy and mwl. physiolegical eptics
and neursl physielegy’®. Thus the pekcept is bausally sube
jeotive, in the sense that the ocourrente of a perciplent
onntn 1s a necessary condition for iks ex1is tencel®,

10some of the known cases in physielegy snd psychelegy, whioch
show the cenditioning effect of the pergiplent er m, ma
be cited here: "In passing a colour frem the periphery te
sentre of the yellow spot, remarkable changes in hue may be
ebserved. Orange is Tirst grey, them yellow, and it only
appears as orange when it enters the zone sensitive te red.
Purple and bluish green are blue at the pori,hor{; and ohly
show the true tint in the sentral ::iun. Fouy tints have been
found which deo not thus change: a obtuined by adding te
the red of the speotrum s little blus (a purple), a yellew eof
574.5 , a green of 495 and a blue of 471:". (Clarke, E,
"Visien", Bneyelopssdis Brittenies th Raision , Vel.XhvrIr,
alentine noticed thas, 1f the finger were held against a
blunt-toothed wheel, and the wheel were rotated with a certain
rapidity, be felt a smooth margin,” (W'Kendrick, J.0., "Teuch",
ia Brittantos 13th Editfon , Vel JXVII, p.96.)
us ourieus disco that if the area between
twe peints distinetly felt be tiokled ' or be stiimlnted by a
weak eleatric surrent, the impressions are fused." (¥M'Kendrick,
723., *Touoh®s Dcyelopusdta Dristanica 13h Beitton o
YOI.XXVII. ’06 . / \ 1 ‘
Wundt's Law and Weber's Law are formulations of the prineiple
of the relativisy of sensatien. Weber's Law for insbance,
states that "... we can enly detect a difference S intensity
when this is of finite amount and be & cerbain . tant
retio to the initial intensity with whiseh it 1s compared .e.."
(Ward, J., "Psyche o opeedia Brittanica 13th Rdd&inw
tien , Vel.XXII, p.568). | \ \

n‘rh:.z::uo tperoipient event' dees not commit 1tsal te

me either that 1t 18 only the phﬁin-mhl 1cal hap-

penings in the pereipient's bedy, particularly his or
that 1t 1is these ngs accompanigd — and necyss -
se, and therefore as an essential el t - by a paychie
not of awgreness. 5Se far as causal s &.uvny wonoerned,
this matter is indifferent. (See fee 13, pe Tfox exise
tential subjeotivityl. - '\ A

1210vejoy, A.0., The Revels Against Myg, (Diepe) ,1980‘),,.'95.
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The reader may have neticed that in the ahove discuseien
I have depioted the causal process invelved in peraeption as
& two-term relation between the sclentifiec object and the per-
eipient organism. ¥ spoke of the scientifioc object as the
cause of the changes in the percipient which result in the
percept. This is an oversimplified ploture. It does not take
acoeunt of the share the intervening medium or media have in
the complex of causal forces interplaying in determining the
percept. YE have spoken about the physice-physiolegical make-
up of the pereipient; and 1t may be considered a cemplex med-
fum., But what is usually meant by the intervening medium is
the medium lying between the ebject and the percipient's beady,
especially his sense-ergans. Taking inte consideration the
medium or media invelved, 1t 1s seen that the causal chain is
usually a leng and cemplex one and the determining elements
several or many.

The causal theery of perception not oenly cerreborates the
dualist's argument from qualitative relativity, which we dis-
cussed earlier in this chapter, but alse appears to explain
this relativity. The changes in sense-data breught about with
changes in the intervening medium oy media, and with change of
relative spatial position, are explained by physiocs and physio-
logical eptics by the causal laws of reflection, diffusion and
refrastion of light, celour sbaserption, perspective, and so on.

Te return to the perciplent event: I have noted already
(footnote 11, p.12) that the guestien whether the peroipient
event invelves a psyohic act of awareness as a necessary ele-
ment is irrelevemt so far as causal subjectivity is concerned.
If the percipient event consists merely in physico~physiolo-
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gical changes in the perciplent's body, the percept can exist
without necessarily being perceived, without becoming an ot ject
of awareness, In that sense its esse is not its percipl. If,
on the other hand, the percipient event includes an act of aware-
ness, then clearly the percept's esse is its percipi. The dua-
1ism denies that the percipient event means simply physico-
physiological changes In the body. An act of awareness or
perceiving 1s an essential element in the oeccurence of the
pereipient event. Since awareness is an actlvity of an indl-
vidual percipient, numerically distinet from the awareness of
another perciplent (which here means also that i1t cannot be
shared by another percipient), and s&nce the exlistence of a
perceptual object is conditioned by a particular act of aware-
ness, and it 1s that particular act of awareness whereby the
perceptusl object is both generated and known, a particular
perceptual object exists only for one particular perciplent,
and only so long as the act of awareness continues. Thus the

perceptual object 1s existentially subjootlvols

3 and what 1s
causally subjective 1s also existentially aubjeotivol‘.

It seems to follow from the causal subjectivity of a per-
eept that the percept cannot be 1tself attridbhted as a charac-
ter to the scientific object. The scientifie object exists
independently of perception, while the percept is causally
and existentlally so conditioned. Moweover, the sclentific
object is the ulterior relatum of the causal chain, while the

percept 1s generated at the place where the proximate relatum e

131b14., p.98.

141v1d,, pp. 101-2.
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the percipient organism = 18 located, if not In some sense as

a part of this proximate relatum: unless we are to suppose, as
Russell puts it, that the last effect suddenly jumps back to the
starting-point, like a stretched rope when it unlpuls, And 1if
the percept cannot be attributed numerically to the sclentific
objesct, and if 1t is exlistentially subjective, 1t cammot be
léoated in the space in which the scientifie oblect 18 loecated,.
Thus the percept may be zalid to be attributively subdbjective,
using the term'attributively sublective' as the antithesls of
Lovejoy's term 'atteébutive objectivity'ls. And again, since
the percept ls existentially subjective, the percepts of one
percipient cannot be perceived by other percipients though they
may be located in the same space as the percepts of another
percipient, I shall call the space in which the percepts of a
percipient are sctually located "percept-space", and the space
in which a perciplent percelves percepts to be located "per-
ceptual nﬁnco". Thus each perceptual space is private to one
peroipiontlv, though the percept-spaces of M fferent percip=-

T8 ussell, 5., The Analysis Of Matter, (L¥ndon,1927), p.320.

1624¢ Lovejoy, A.O., The Revolt Against Dualism,([N.p.],1930),

_pe97+ "A character, even thoug s admitted to be causally,
or even exintontiuily, subjective, might nevertheless be sald
to have attributive oblectivity 1f 1t is asceribable to the

oblect of knowledge as an attribute, or to the EIEGQ which
:.i—&]ui oocuggol?' {Ttallcs In original), T

174he ther we azsume the numeriecal f@dentity of the perceptual
spnoe and the poroogt-spnco'or percipient A, or not, A's
ggrceptuul space will be 1nacooll1hli to rciglent B, ir

e percepts are private, the space in which they are located

mist also be private, in the sense that 1t will not be per-
ceived by other peroipients. This seems %o follow whether
we adopt an absolutist or relativist conception of percept-
spaces but 1t 1s less obvious on the former ground. The
game thing may be sald in the following terms: If the per-
cepts are held to be mental, in the sense that they are condi-
tioned hy a psychliec aact of gwareness, the space in which the
percepts are located will alse be mental, snd will be there-
for inaccessible %o percipienta other than the percipient
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ients may be numerically identlcal. Whether the percept-space
of a perciplient 1s numerically identiocal with his pompﬁul space,
or not, does not concern us here; nor the question whether the
percept-spaces of differant percipients are or are not numerical-
ly distinct. Two or more percipients may have qualitatively
very simila r or (theoretically) perhaps even identical percepts;
but these percepts are numerically distinet from one another.
In this sense there gre as many percept-worlds as there are
percipients.

Returning to the csusal theory of perception, 1t is
seen that sinee the perceptual objeet is always the effect of
causal actlion of sclentific objests upon the percipient organism,
any change that appears to tske place in pereeptual objects
is really the (percelived) end-effect of change in the causale-
ly mto““nt scientiflec object or objects. This means that
a perceptual object lacks causal efficacy. It never interacta
causally with other perceptual objects, and least of all with
sclentiflic objects. The latter part of this statement may
not seem entirely true, because 1t may be thought that at
least solentific objects act causally upon perceptéal objects.
But reflection will show that 1t is not the perceptual ob-
jeet upon which the scientifiec object acts, but the perecip-
lent organlem, as a result of which the perceptial object
is nmnhd. And since the effeot of the causal action of
& solentifie object upon a pereipient orgenism at any given
instant 1s the generation of the perceptual object — ab

whose mental space it is huo we cannot percelve the minds
of others. If we assume t the perce spage of a per-
cipient is numeric fidentical uth no pt-space
(which seeums to follow if we adopt a nht vut, but not an
absolutis s, conception of poroopml space or/and of per-
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least thut is what duslism holdsethe selentific object canmnot
2ot upon any percepthal object, whether it be one which the
partioular solentific object conditioned existentially, or
one conditioned by other scientific objeets, The same result
is arrived at by considering the distinetness of physical ob-
Jestive or scientifis space and (any) percept-spacelS,

Summing up the metaphysioal characteristics of the
selentific ebjects and the perceptual objects, we have en-
countered so far, the following may be sald: the solentifie
object exists independently eof pergeptions 1ts esse is not
pereipl; 1t exlsts in a space and time or space-time commen teo
all solentific objut-“, in a common causel framework; it is
related to the perceptual objeet as cause to effect, and por-
haps in other respects alse. The perceptual objeet on the
other hand is causally, existentially and attributively sub-
Jjective, 1.e. 1ts 8sse 1s 1ts pereipi; 1t 1s related to the
soientifiec object as effeoct to cause; and finally, 1t has ne
causal efficaey.

sept-space), then of gourse percept-space alse will be private.
That in & relativist conception of space the above follows may
be shown thus: The perce!ved extension of Percepts or per-
ceptual objeots must have as much nd'm as de termina-
tion or gquality of percepts or percep objects and as much
reality as these percepts, ete. themselves. Hence extension

expe
oxtension or as extensive (relativist coneeption), percept-
Space will be the spage as a character of the perceptual conw
tinuum as possessing (perceived) extension which is per-
ceptual space; 1.e. 'rm)t-un and perceptual space will
E;n:uris.ny 1:; eal, In other vo:. if percelved ;:-

sion ines perceptual space percept-space

the same sense, the two are numerically identioal.,

1Bror o detalled discussion of subdjective srace and objective
Space, and of change in the perceptual world, see Chapters
V and VI respectively,

I am not taking Bare into mosount the ible existence of
moye than m.ti-urlu. e (= -

19



18

The foregoing metaphysiocal considerations entaill im-
portant eplstemological conseqguences. Since the seientifie
object cannot be percelved, any knowledge about 1t will be I=niTvso
indirect and hence mediate. Since perceptual objects are all
the immediate date we have — so far as the external world is
concerned = if we are te have any knowledge of scientifioc
objects 1t must he based on and derived from knowledge of
perceptual objects. The eausal relatedness of percepts to
sclentific objectis presents dualism with the wmeans wheredby te
pass in knowledge from the former to the latter. The percep-~
tusl ebject is held to refer us in knowledge beyond itself
as impediately given, to the sclentific object. Bihow, as
we found out, the forces interplaying in perception are com-
plex and at least several, the eplstemelogical problem becomes
how to know the nature of one of the determining faotors
(primarily the selentifiec object) by examining an entity
which 1s determined by several factors (at least). Stil),
the dualist helds that the selentific object 12 not a
Kantian Dingean-sigh or Spencerlian Unknowable. It is not
simply known to be in some manner the cause of the percep-
tual ebject, but no more. A duslist like Lovejoy holds that
wa cun and do lknow structural and at least some intrinsio
characteristies of the seclentific objest?0, Te put the
matter in Lovejoy's terms, the perceptual object has epis~
temological objeotivity or is epistemeloglcally objective.

Russell does not go as far as Lovejey, at least so far as

201p1d., pp.257-302.



his views at the time of writing The Analysis of Matter go
(1927). And 1% seems to me that if his position has ninu.
changed, 1% will be more in the direction of lesser and not
of greater confidence in knowledge. To Russell, what we can
know sbout solentifioc objects 1s the relations between them,
their strusture, preperties that are expressible mathematlsal-
ly. But complete agnostiolsm is the only legitimate attitude
congerning the nature of scientifie objects in themselves, the
intrinsic charaster of these objects®l,

21
Russell, B. ”mag.!_m, (Ienden, 1927), pp.10,
e T ¥
’ Thé, Problems of Philosephy, (Lendon, 1946),

PRe ”. 3l-8.
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II
THE ASSBUMPTIONS AND PRREUPPOSITIONS OF DUALISM

In the previous chapter I outlined the assumptions and
presuppositions of dualism. In this chapter T propose to
discuss these assumptions and presuppositions.

Let us consider the case of looking at object first
-1ummummmmamm¢gm-. Lat
us call the presentation-complex seen with the naked aye
'a'; and the presentation~oomplex seen through the coloured
glass "', I ghall designate the objective econst!ituent of
the presentation-cemplex &, which we called the "objeet"
loocked at with the naked eye, 'A'. The A is a certain
patch of coleur of a eertain shape. When we look through
the celoured glass at the objeect we see a pateh of colour
of a different colour frem, but of the same shape as, a.
Pinally the coloured glass is removed, keeping the direc-
tlon of the eyes fixed, and a 1s seen again. Thus we have
the following series of presentations in the order of being
Seen, as indicated by the arrows:

(1) g =D =—a

Common-sense identifies g with A; eor rather, the two are
not distinguished at first. Hence, for simplicity, T shall
use 'a' to designate both the presentation-complex and the
objeetive cons tituent, distinguishing between them enly when
Recessary. Duallism also starts from the sbove conception,
and does not distinguish & from A at first, But it finds
ultimetely that A and g are numerically distinet from sach

‘.?'4



other', in the same way that A and b are numerically dis-
tinet, us shown by the dlscussion which follows. Dualism
infers from the above experiment that b, considered as m
set of characters, 1s numerlcally distinet from A. It
ressons as follows: the object observed by the naked eye
is the same us the object looked at through the coloured
glass. And yet 1t appears different when seen through the
coloured glass. Henes the change is not in the object itself,
but is apparent; and therefore what 1s seen when leoking
through the celoured glass is not the object, but an appear-
ance of 1%, an existent mumericslly distinet from the object.
It 4is assumed above that the object 1s the same through=
out the experiment, that we have A == A = A from the moment
we first see a to the moment we see g sgain. Henee we get
(8) (A) = (&) = (A)
Y 11 £

We have s at the begimning and at the end of the experi-
ment; hence the first and third A's. The second A 1s a hype-
thetical intermediary. Let us call it Age .

¥ow Shere is no proef that A existed while b was perceived
(fe0. that A, 18 a real existent) or during the time A was not
perceived; since I said in effect that A and b are numerically
distinet from each other. However, duslism assumes that A
existed during the time 1t was not perceived. The perception
of b (while leoking through the coloured glass) as not chang-
ing its position, and the perception of & at the end of the
experiment, may be taken as common-sense indisations that A
existed during the time 1t was net peroéived.

Tgee Chapter I.




Dualism assumes also that A has not changed during the
experiment, at lemst not appreclably. The follewing seem to
be the reasens on which the presuppesition rests:

(1) No change of colour, size, or shape is perceived either
during the time a 1z first being perceived, or during the time
b 1s boing perceived. Or if a change was perceived, 1t was
sueh that 1t could not account for the whole differsnce in
character between b and a.

(2) The coloured glass is assumed not to have affected A
sinee 1t lay between the object and the percipient.

I sAld above that dunlism assumes that A continued to
exist unperceived. Thus dualism assumes in this experiment
(1) that there are entities which exist unperceived, enti-
ties whose existence 1s not conditioned by perception; (8)
that the world is not a Heraclitean flux, a perpetual change
with no permanence whatsoever; or at least that some portions
of 1t do not change appreclably at least while an observation
for instance 1s being made. If we assume that A may have gone
out of existence when not perceived (as 4), and then came
back into existence when 1t was perceived again, we cannot
infer that b is sn appearance of Aj we cannot say that b 1s
related to A.

But assuming that the object observed through the coloured
glass 1s A at the time we are percelving b, on what grounds
is 1t inferred from this faot that b is numeriocally distinet
from A? It 1s assumed that A camnot be characterized “wbh
singe it 1s characterised at the same time by a. In other
words, (3) Aristotle's law of contradiction along with the
law of ldentity ( and hence alse the law of excluded middle)



are assuned.

The firat prolumiu_.gp, ahove, 18 so-galled metaphysic-
al realism, the belief in the existence of entities which are
not conditioned existentlally by perception. Ir_:r ghin me ta-
physiocal realism dualism agrees with the realism of what Love-
Joy calls epistemological monism or realism, which does not
posit (like dualism) an indirectly-known world of scientific
objects over and above the world of perceptual objecta. But
whereas eplstemological realism holds thet what exists ine
dependently of perception is itself the world we experienoce
in sense-perception, dualism h’-u- that 1t is a world causally
related to the perceptual world, but numerically distinet
from i1t. The perceived world is existentially conditioned
by perception. Thus, so far as ntaphnloul realism is con-
cerned, dualism and epistemologieal i'eulisn differ only in
what they consider to be existentially independent of percep-
tlon. And 1%t is because duallsm as a metaphysie holds that
this world existing 1ndcpenlontly of perception is not pere
celved and therefore is known (uluu‘ins that 1t 18 known) only
medlately, through the poroqmul vaylﬂ, that 1t differs from
realism eplstemologically, and 1ts poouliu- epistemology arises.

It 18 to be noted that thu Mht's manmium that
the world is relatively ltnhh M not r-nu frc- the laws
of contradiction, uentlw, and oxtlndod li,mo. as such,
because these laws are not violnb* by s nwm of Hera-
clitean flux.

This is true whether change ip nhohim w8 discontinuous

or contimous, whether on the one. hmd ohuo cmiih in the

! "
R \"1

{ x|



24
destruction of existents and the creation of other éxistents,
or in the replacement of an eximtent by anether, eor on the
other hand, in the literal transformatien of one exisbtent
inte another. Only it should be assumed that the particular
changes are not instantaneous, but invelve = duration, however
small the duration may ve”. Granting this, no two different
characters of the same Sype will come to exist In the same
spatio-temporsal locus. |

Again, returning to our experiment, 1t is seen that h is
consifdwred an appearance of A beoayse 1t 1s assumed at first
that 1t eccupies the same spatial loous as g, simltaneously
with the latter. Fhésh is perceived teo be located in the same
region as s. If that is not assumed, 1t cannot be inferred,
on the basis of the law of contradietion, that b is apparent,
because .tho law of contradiction would not be violated. The
assumption that b ocouples the same region as & because it u
perceived to be ao located, presupposes the identification of
the apparent location of b with 1ts aetual looation.

The reader has noticed that in discussing the experiment
imagined at the beginning of the chapter, I spoke Iin terms
of an object A, 1ts assumed charqoter-gomplex a, and 1ts ap~
parent character-complex b, The discussion assumed a certain
relatively stable existent located in a cedtain region in
space. For our purposes, the object (A) was equivalent %o

21¢f duration is not assumed, change would become impossible.
Change has to be change in time. But there will be no time
if there is no duration.



the character-complex perceived with the naked eye (1.e.a).
The b was first referred to this object; but analysis showed
that 1t could not be seo referred. However, no assumption

was malle, so far as the argument went, that A is anything
more or other than the perceived character-complex a. No
substratum underlying a was assumed. That much was essen-
tial, however, becsuse without a posited stable character-
complex, I could not proeeed in my argument in distinguish-
ing between it as that which 1s te be perceived (if possible),
and b. It can be said, therefore, that in the above-defined
sense of "objeot" or "thing" the duslistic argument I dis-
cussed, and therefore dualism, presupposes (4) the existence
of objects or things, which (assuming me taphysical realism)
continue teo exist when unperceived. The fact that I waklall
the time inquiring coneerning A and its appearances without
reference to the rest of the presentation-continuum of whieh
s and b were spatial marts agaln presupposes relatively dis-
tinet stable objects. However, us we shall see later on, I
do not mean by an "object"™ an entlity completely self-sufficient
and independent of the rest of roulilys.

' Purthermere, dualism sssumes, like common-sense, (5) that
sensuous cognition 1s cognition of objects, and not cognltien
of distinct, sensible characters varying spatie-temperally:
of shifting coleours and configurations and hardnesses and

odours, ete. etc. Sensible characters whioh are perceived

Sror furthsr dlsoussion of this peint, see PPy diL 2.



at a given moment to occupy a certain spatisl locus, are
assoclated tegether in thought as constituting a self-sub-
sistent objeect, preserving its identity amidst change. The
following discussion will, I hope, make c¢learer what I mean
here:~

Iet us assume that an observer is gazing at what we gall
'a star'., What is actually perceived is a certain luminous
point of a golden line, etc,, among other such luminous points
interrupting a large somewhat concave patch of a dark blue
colour which we call 'the dky'. With the luminous point
concerned we assoclate certain characters -« a certain mass,
volume, shape, motion, ete. ete. « all of which together
constitute a "star" in astronomy. We do not see the "star"
in the state, shape, and size, which 1t is supposed to have.
But we still say that we are observing a star when as I said,
we are observing only a tiny luminous point. And if we ob-
serve the luminous point for a suffiociently long time, we may
see that it is changing 1ts relative position with respect
to some point which we take ms fixed (usually a terrestial .
point). But we still consider the point in the changing
positions the same "star" we were observing at first: which
involves the notion of self-identity amld external change.

S0 far so good, But when we consider the distance of
the "star" from us, and the time light rays take to travel
from 1ts surface to our myes, and when we consider that
these light rays are refracted as they pass through She earth's
atmosphere, we become pusszled as to whether what we ave per-
ceiving is the star, or only an "appearance” of it. We



then say that what we are perceiving at a certain moment 18

the state in which the star was at the time the rays left 1ts
surface, perhaps thousands of years ago. But even here we are
gtill referring the perceived luminous point to the star,
though a« temporal chasm 1s opened between the two. And when
we speak of the luminous point as an "appearance™, we are still
referring it in some manner to the star. And-'o sontinue to
refer the presentations to the star even when the ppatlo-%uy
temporsl and qualitative chasm between the two becomes in-
creasingly wide and deep. And finally, in the qaulal theory
of perception the star (which by now has become & sclentific
object) becomes the cause of the existence of tha lumlnous
point, the common cause of & group of qualitatively and guan-
titatively assoclated presentations. A scientific object 1is
posited to sccount for the similarities of groups of presenta-
tions., And differen® loienéirio objects are poalted to acoount
for pronounced qualitative and other differences hatween A
group of (qualitatively and quantitatively) assooclated presen-
tations and other such groups. Common-sense gcons tructs objects
from presentations, and assoclates the presentations with these
objects. And it assumes that we perceive objects, and that
sensuous (and also non-sensuous) sognition 1s cognition of
objects. Dualism tekes over these common-sense assumptions,
but repudiates the vague common-sense belief that though an
object cannot possess all the discordant characters it appears
to have, yet all these characters are in some way "in" the object.
Common-sense remains a non-bifureationist, while dualism bifur-

cates nature.



Tt was mentioned that one of the reasons why the object
A was assumed not to have changed during the hypothetiocal
experiment discussed was that the coloured glass hy be tween
the object and the pereiplent, and therefore it was assumed
that 1%t could not have affected the object. However, since
s change did take place — a @ifferent sensuous pattern (b)
was perceived =~ and the obly difference in the conditions
invelved in the perception of & and of b was the introduction
of the coloured glass in the manner desoribed before, the
eoloured glass must have affected some object in some mAnNer.
The position, as such, of the coloured glass relative to the
objoct snd the percipient does not tell us whether i1t affecta
the objeet, or the perciplient, or both, It is because it is
assumed that perception 1nvo.1m action of the object on the
peroipient, and not yice versas and because this action 1s
agsumed 50 be modified through the presence of the coloured
glass, that the position of the latter between the object and
the percipient enters in as s determining element in percpp-
tion. In other words, the above assumption concerning the
effest of the coloured glass presupposes (6) the causal theory
of perception. Assuming the traditional scientiflc conception
of ths nature of the pe rception as a physical process and so
far as 1t 15 a physigal process, an obJect acts upon the percip=-
fent organism through light rays which it emits or reflects.
Any effects whish the object, or the medium (or media) may
have on the perciplent organism through action other than that
of, or assoclated with, light rays, are agsumed to be irre-

lovant %o the . .ciplent event and what is perceived as a
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vegult of that event, But 17 the perciplient organism located

in a certain region affectedthe object, presumably this change
affects the 1light rays emltted, resulting in a corresponding
affect on the percipient event, However, 1f the medlum acts
upon the object, the object would be different from what 1t
would be in the absence of the medium. The changes perceived
when the medium 18 present would not then be apparent, If
such effects of the medlum on the object are granted, we cannot
infer validly the numerical distinctness of the object and
the pensuous character-complex perceived when the medium is
present. Thus the inference that the object and the sensuous
character-complex are numerically dlstinet presupposes the
premise that the medium acts causally only upon the light rays
am! tted from the oblect end not an the object itself; or if
it does so met, this action ls such that 1t cannot account for
the perceived differences hetween the presentations (a and b).
T™i4s fact, conpled with the fact that one causal relation
or shain of relations 1s picked out as essential for perception,
from all the causal relations which may obtain between percip-
ient orénnius medium, and objecty all these mean that dualism
sspumes that (7) the ecausal relations between objects vary in
relevance and ilmportance in determining or affecting the objects
sdfiolntqd, that some relations are essential so far as a par-
tigular state or character of an object are concerned, while |
other pelations are not essential; or that relations may be
ab?.na hetween certalin objects in reapect to certaln charaoc-
tefiutiun tﬁey have, and states in which they are involved.
Thue although objects may be relational, stlll, not every

relation whisch an objeet enters into with another or other
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objects is essential for 1t in the sense of being constitutive

of its essence.

In i{solating certsin causal relations or chains of rela-
tlons as essentlal in respect to a ceftain happening, dis-
regarding others as unessential, dualism follows sclentifie
practice in its construction of 1deally isolated systems. Such
{solation of factors sssumes that spatial and temporal remote-
ness means cesusal discommection®, Thus even if it 1s granted
that the medium acta on the object-to-be-percelived-if-possible
when the medium is close to the object, such sction is denled
when the object ig remote from the medium. For example, the
earth's atmosphere is usually considered to have no effect on
a star observed from the earth.

Note t&t in the argument in hand direct causal action at
s distance meems to be avoided by positing light rays passing
from the objesct, thpough the medium, to the perciplent organism.
And in overy case of visual perception, including perception of
heavenly bodies separated from us by almost a  rfect vacuum,
the causal chain seems to involve only contiguous bodles.
Similarly in perception involving the other sonses. However,
remenbering the stomie structure of matter, it is seen that
this causal continuity is apparent only. The vibrating atoms,
ote. are not contiguous except in cases of atomic bombardment,
which is a rare phenomenon. It seems to me therefore that the
causal theory of perception presupposes the possibility of

43540 for instence Whitehead, A.N., The Alms Of Education And
Other Essays, (NewYYork, 1500). PP 1a9=IBI.




action at a distance, though 1% 1s true that the action of
{ndividual atomie particles involves comparatively small dis-
tances only.

In discussing metaphysical realism I said that dualism
assumes that there are objects which exist independently of
perception. But T 416 not explain thefrwhat "independence
from perception" meant in that eonnection. To speak precise-
ly, dualism sssumes that there are objeots existentlially in-
dependent of the awareness of gentient beings. These objects
may be conceived as relational in nature, in the sense that
the relations they enter into determine the characters they
have. Or they may be conceived as non-relational. It 18 %o
be understood, however, that 1f the former view is adopted,
awareness is not one of the relations determining thelr charac-
ters. Bubt on that view the percipient organism will be a con-
ditioning factor as a physical object. Further, the percip-
1ent organism's spatio-temporal g tandpoint may then be one of
the conditioning factorg. The nature of the pdraipi.cnt organ-
1sm (qua phys!cal object) and 1ts relations to an oblect seem
to me to determine the gualitative aspect of the characters
condi tioned by the percipient organisme. The relative spatio-
temporal standpoint seems to me %o determine the guantitative,
measurable aspect of the characters. If a percipient were
&n & different relative standpoint from the one in which he
actually is, the characters would have been different quan-
titatively, but not necessarily qualitatively. Thus for
instance the length ofa moving body decreases in the direc~
tion of 1ts motion relatively to a reference-system which

-
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has a smaller veloclty in the same direction as that of the

body, a8 the veloelty of the body increases ( Lorenz-Fitzgerald
Contractions). Similarly the mass of an electron increases

as i1ts velochty inoreases in respect to a reference-sys tem
which has a smaller veloclty in the same dluetlons. Put in
the first example the body still has soms length, and in the
second case some mMAsSS.

However, when dualism asks the question what things are
in themselves, it assumes that 1% is meaningful to speak of the
characters of things without mentioning the reference-system
in respect to which these characters are posshssed. Now this
ques tion does not refer to any particular object, but to ob-
jects in general, considered as a class. Now if what I sald
coneomink the determining role of the s tandpoint is correct,
_the sbove question does not assume the mpootivuyﬂ.or cha~
racters. However, if the characters as such are assumed to
be conditioned by spatio-temporal standpoints, then the above
question does involve a respective conception of gcharsoters.

We come now to a discussion of the presuppositions of
the doctrine of causal, existential, and attributive subjec~

tivity of perocepts.

Spris TeHe 8 ties of Mat
".'_‘;:;*’“ .’:Eameeew..m

6n, gharacter is said to be "pespective” when the term
designating 1t has no meaning, as a possible predicate of
a subject of discourse, unless, besides that term and the
a:\;}ut, :;?1 .rgt?uu gnmﬂuu ‘1;. mngm or expli-
) spe . Love joy +0., The Revo g&m!
m.ﬁ‘!’ ([I.p-]. 1’”)’ ':”‘- '



The finite velocity of light makes it impossible for a
percept resulting from the aection of light rays on a pereip-
fent organism to exist at the same time light rays leave the
cognosgendum. Hence the percept and the gognoscendum camnot
be numerically identiecal.

This argumsnt assumses not only that percpption is condis
tioned by a chain of causal sction, but that (7) what is per-
ceived is also conditioned in charscter or content by the
nature of the csusal notion". And hence if what is perceived
is to be identified with the cognoscendum, it has to be iden~
tified with the cognoscendum as it existed at the moment the
1light rays left it, since the percept will be qualitatively
similar to the gognoscendum as 1t existed at that partiocular
moment: the moment when it initiated the causal chain result-
ing finally in the percepl, DBut the gognosscendum, so far as
1ts particular state at that moment 1s concerned, no longer
oxists. Henoce the percept must be numerically distinot from
the cognoscendum.

But in saying that the percept's charaster is determined
by the gognoscendum and other objects in the causal chain, is

1t not already assumed that the percept is existentially deter-

mined by causal sction upon the percipient organism, and not
only by the percipient event, the event which culminates in
perceiving? If the causal action determines the percept's

";-“u-:-v- A.0., The Revolt Against Dualism, ([W.p.],19%0),
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character, it determines first of all its existence, and there-
fore causal action generates the percept. Hence 1t is not the
fact that the percept exists after the light rays have left
the gognoscendum that constitutes the real reason for rejeot-
ing the identity of percept and gognoso e The percept can-
not be i1dentified with the gognosgendum even as 1t exists at
the moment the light rays left 1t, because causal actlon is
believed to generate the percept as well as %p produce the
perciplent event, The very fact that the percept is generabted
by the causal action of the cognosgendum, ete. Iinvolves the
numerical distinctness of the percept and the cognosgendum.
And this generative function of causal action 1s presupposed
in the assumption that csusal action determines the character
of the perceptual content, as explained above. When the dual-
18t says that the percept must exist where the proximate
relatum — the perciplent - is located, and not snywhers else
on the causal chdna, he is again attributing a generative
function to csusel mction. He is assuming that the effect of
the causal process resulting in perceiving is more than just

the oocurence of a percipient event®.

"or;’gnmn. B., The Analysis of Matter, (London, 1927),
Pe ®

9Here the perciplent avent includes awareness.
¥.B. One of the arguments which Lovejoy brings against the

view that "... ent content of a visual perception
is m.nucﬁ not -fm the present state of a urzng oh-

ject from ch, in some previous state, the light emanated,
but with some physical object, some real character-
complex, now oococupying the position in aspace which

the tual datum appears to ocoupy” (The Revolt Against
Dnl!u N.pe ,1930), p«67) is the following: "these lum-
inous oﬁjoeh untcna about in space, tho unknown to ase
tronomers, would not be, in any -bioodod sense, physiocal:



In concelving causal action to be generative, and therefore
in loecating the percept where the percipient 1s situated, and
in holding implicitly that awareness calf be only of entities
which are related directly to the process of awareness, dual=-
ism 1s sble to agpid assuming perception at a dlstance. Along
with this the possibility of perceiving objects external to us
as well as percepts, simultaneously with our perception of
these percepts, is ruled out.

Let us return to causal subjectivity. As we saw in chap~
ter one, causal subjectivity may be established irrespective
of whether the conditioning perciplent event 1s considered
purely physico-phyziological or also psychic., ‘And as we saw
in the foregoing discussion, the attribution of a generative
function to causal sction 1s a sufficient ground for inferring
the numerical dis tinctness of the percept and the cognoscendum.

The doc trine of the dualism of perceptual objectz and sclenti-
fic objects does not pn;uppuo psychoBhysical dualism so far
as the doctrine merely holds that the two arders are distinet.
Thas Lovejoy is right in msiSifstege that the two issues, epis-
temological and psychophysical dualism, are diltlnetlo. We

that is to say, they would not conform to any of the physiocal
laws which have been reached through inferences from experience
tested by observation of the congruence of their implications
with further experience; nor would they, in particular, have
any inferrible dynamiec interaction either with one another or
with scientific objects." (Ibids, pe68) This argument seems
to me not only to attribute a generative function to causall’
action, but also to attribute a psychic nature to the percepts
generated as a result of that osusal action (mssuming that
whatever is not physical is psychiec).

100p.cit., pe26.
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shall now see whether any other item of the dualistic

dootrine presupposes psychophysiocal dualism,

It will be remembered that according to dualism a per-
cept exists only so long as the peroiplent event occurs.
This does not imply necessarily that ﬂu. porcept must de
psychic. Hven if the percept is physical and therefore can
exist unperceived, 1t may mv!ir actually exist unperceived,
simply because it may nlwm' be acocompanied, as a matter of
fact, by awareness, Iithout' the two being necessarily related,
however. This may appear unplsusible; but 1t ispossible, and
that iz suffieient for my purpose here, Also, the be}ief
that a percept can be perceived by one percipient only does
not imply that a percept must be psychig., Here again, even
if the percept is physical, 1t will be private so far as
perception is concerned, so long as we hold the dualistie
position. It may be thought that if awareness 1s considered
as mental, the percept, which is the object of awareness, must
be private, since awareness is private (being mental). But
reflection will show that the privacy of the percept in per-
ception follows even when awareness is considered a physico-
physiologlcal act. The privacy of a percept in perception
follows from the assumption that oausal metion 1s generative,
and that the object of awareness cannot be the ulterior re-
latum but an existent located where the proximate relatum is
logated. Perception is awareness of an existent directly
related to_tho percipient event, and each percipient is a
distinet entity. Therefore the percipient event connected
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with a particular percipient cannot be shared literally by
other percipients,

It may be thought also that if percepts are physical,
they will be imperceptible, like all physical (seclentific)
objects, in accordance with the dualistioc doectrine; hence
that not even one percipient will percelve a given percept.
But since a particular percept is supposed by dualism to be
perceived by ono percipient, it follows that the percept !s
~mental and not physical.

Now assuming that 1t is true that if percepts are physiecal
they will be imperceptible, 1t does follow from the above are
gument that percepts are not physical and hence are mental,.
But 1t is well to note that the dualist may question the above

assumption’). Probably the dualist who holds that percepts are

n!muu, for instance, is an -puullologiul dualist who
holds that percepts are gﬁuiod; t he does not seem
to think that that view ses A question as to how per-
cepts are perceptible. Bo far as I know Russell does not
say why percepts are perceptible even though ¢ are
physiocal, when at the same time he holds that scientific
objects, which are also physical, are not pe mm.
In other words, assuming with Runuu the causal theory of
perception n is not explained why no causal action of per-
cepts on zmip&mt organism is involved in thelr appre-
hension. olear that if such cansal action is ass
the mpu themselves will be imperceptible. And if the
effects of these mxh on the percipient are assumed to
be physical, the question again arises whether they will be
rmpubl.u and so onj And we will either regress to
nfinity or will be forced to concede that these effects
that percepts themselves, are mental, and are therefore a!.root-
ly and immediate apprel'nmibh. mt I do nbt want to suggest
that perceptibility of percepts may not sibly be explain-
31- on Mi'. stic grounds without asorid a psychis nature
percepts .
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physical assumes that they are perceptible because they are cau-
sally subjective. But it may be questioned whether perceptibili-
ty follows necessarily from causal sub jectivity.

Whatever the outcome of the above issue, psychophysical dum~
lism seems to be presupposed, however, in the conception that
percepts are located in spaces other than the space in which
sclentific objects are located. It was sald in chapter one that
percepts are not identical numerically with scientific objects.
And from this it was inferred that percepts cannot be located in
physical spsce. This conclusion seems to follow only if percepts
are not physical existents. If percepts are physical then they
will be located in the same space as scientific objectslZ2, though
the space in which a group of percepts appears to be located may
not be numerically identleal with physical space. In holding
that a percept exists in a space other than physical space dua-
1lism presupposes that awareness, Oor some other psychile process
or act 1s ali essential element in the production of a percept)
and therefore it presupposes psychophysical dualisme

S8ince the existenme of a percept and not merely its being
known is conditioned by awareness, a percept must be related to
awareness in nature, assuming that what is an essential condl-
tion for the existence of a thing determines, at least in part,
the nature of that thing!®, Hence a percept is mental, in the

12&- it 18 in Russell's theory of perception. See The Analysis

Of hthl‘, (Londm‘l » 19")' p.ﬂ"-

laio have seen that this is one of the assumptions of dualism.
It may be said in passing that this assumption is fundamental
in the dualist's claim to know scientific objects.
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gsense in which an act of awareness is mental. And since per-
cepts exist in a spatial snd temporal order, the mind may be
sald to consist of percepts characterized by such an order. In
this sense the mind may be sald to be an "entity", and dualism
may be said to presuppose mind as an entity in the partioular
{tem here disoussed. Whether mind spoken of as an "entity" 1z on-
1y a logleal construction of percepts, or an exlstent which "con-
tains" percepts or of which percepts are "modifications”, 1s nbt
{mportant for my immediate discusslon.

It may be well to mention here that no iten of the dualise
tic gbesrine presupposes the existence of more than one percip-
fent, and that the doctrine can be established without positing
the existence of other percipients.

In disoussing the metaphyslcsl realism of dualism I discus~
sed the dualist's conception of scilentific objects. The dualist |
1dentifies the sclentific objects he posits as a duallist with
the objects which physical solence deals with, though he does
not necessarily identify scientific objeots wlith these objects
as currently conceived at a certain period or another. He iden-
tifies scientific objects with the objeots sclence as such deals
with, or more exactly, he identifles the fleld of goclentific ine-
quiry with the order of exiatence constituted by sclentifle ob-
jects. In brief, dualism assumes that the fleld of scientifio
inquiry is the objective world which we have called the world of
sclentific objects. I shall now attempt to discuss the presuppo-
sitions which sn identification of the objects of physical science
with the objeotive world presupposes. And for that purpose I
shall dis singuish (in the following discussion only) between the
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scientific objects and the objects physical science deals with,
I shall eall the latter objects "physical objecta"., The impor-
tance of the above identification of selentifio objects and phy-
siecal objects 1s twofold for duaslism: (a) the disparity in charac-
ter between physical objects and perceptual objects is taken by
the duslist as affording additional evidence for his thesisj
(b) our knowledge of physicsl objects is equivalent for the dua-
1ist to imowledge of sclentific objects, objects as they are in
themselves. The presuppositions of the above conception are the
followingt~
(1) Physical objects - atoms, electrons, electromagnetioc

waves, etc. — snd the spatio-temporal framework in which they
exist, are actual existing things (inferred from the perceptual
world) and neither

(a) logloal constructions in the sense that any fastual
propositions about them are reducible to empiriocal propositions
about sengse-impressions; nor

(b) mental constructions in the sense that they are abs~
tractions from the concrete world experienced in perception, ex-
pressing relations between existents, dut not themselves objects
or things.

To hold that physical objects u'o. logical constructions means
that they are not existing things. The mame follows from the doge
trine that they are mental constructions. On neither interpreta-
tion could physical objects be put over against perceptual objects.

(8) Physical objects
(a) are objective entities; (b) constitute the whole of
the objective world; (o) differ irreconcilably ln nature from
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perceptual objects.

(3) To say that physicel objects are objective entities means
for dualism that they are existentially independent of our aware-
neas, ©Since these objects are found through scientific inquiry
involving observation snd experimentations which in turn involve
perception, the above means that perception does not determine
in sny way the nature of the results obtained through these pro-
cedures .

Ve have seen’® that we cen ssy that solentific objects
exist independently of awareness, and yot validly hold that they
are relational in respect to other physisal objects, including
the percipient organismj and are conditioned by the percipient's
spatio-temporal standpoint. All this holds equally of physical
objects. " All that is assumed is that if physleal objects are
relational, awareness is not one of the conditioning relations.

The present chapter dealt only with the presuppositions
and assumptions of dualism as a me taphysical dootrine. I have
left out the presuppositions and assumptions of dualism as an @
epis temologioal doctrine: the presuppositions and assumptions
underlying 1ts claim that solentiric objects are knowable, and
that we do have some imowledge (at least) sbout them. It is
true that T have discussed the presuppositions and assumptions
underlying the dualistic conception of the objects of sclenece.
But T dlscussed the matter only in so far as dualism has 1ts
peculiar viewpoint concerning these objects, and congerning
solence in general, and not in so far as dualism holds that sol-
ence gives us knowledge of "golentific objects”.

“mm .



42
I1I

THE LOGIC AND METHOD OF DUALISM

In Chapter Two I examined the presupposition and
assumptions of dualism. In this and in the following chae
pters I shall examine the vdldity of the dualistic are
guments and assess the truth of the dualistic metaphysie.

Let us take up first the dualistiec arguments from
qualitative relativity, These arguments involve two types
of situations: (1) qualitative relativity associated with
change in or of the medium intervening between an object and
an observer; (2) (a) qualitative relativity assoclated with
change in the position of one observer from an object; and
(b) qualitative relativity assoclated with the simultaneous
perception of an object by several observers situated in die
£ferent positions from an object,

(1) In Chapter Two I analysed the situation involved in
the perception of an object first with the naked eye and then
through a coloured glass. It will be remembered that in that
situation a was the presentation-complex percelived with the
naked eye, and b the presentation-complex, supposedly of the
same "cbject", perceived through the coloured glass, Such a
situation is an instance of (1) above.

We saw in Chapters One and Twe that the dualist argues
that 1f An the above instance & and b are actually located
simultaneously in the same spatial locus in which they are
perceived in succession to be loecated, the law of contradis
etion is violated. Now in the above instance & and b are not

perceived simultaneously oceupying the seme spatial locus.

.
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when a 1s perceived b 1s not perceived, and vice versa. lHence,

as was mentioned in Chapter Two, if a case of apparent mu-
l1tiple inherence” is to arise} it has to be assumed (1) that
a continues to qxut when b is being perceived; 1l.e. that a
continues to exist while 1t 1s not belng percelved; henc§
thet 1t 13 existentially independent of awareness. (Simllarly
for b, and Iin general, for any presentation-complexes which
are perceived successively in supposedly the same spatial lo-
cus)e (2) that a and b occupy the same spatlal locus.

The dualist argues in effect that 1f the above two assu-
mptions are made, a self-contradictlion arises — the law of
gontracdiction is violated — and he proves by a reductio ad
absurdum argwaent that (1) and (2) cannot both be true. So
far the dualist's argument is loglcally valid. The duallst
himself assumes that (2) 18 true, 1.e. that @ and b are really
located in the same regiocn of apucea, and on the basis of his
argument he concludes, in effect, that (1) 1s false, 1l.c. that
a does not exlst when it is no% being perceived. Similarly for
b. In general, he holds In effect that of a number of presenta-
tion-ocomplexes percelived successively in supposedly the same

1
See Chapter II, pe ' ,
2
See Loveloy, A.0., The Revolt Against ! ([W.pd ,1930),
pe22, Russell, however, appears no to hoid the above assu-
intione Thus he says: "... when the aspect of the table
anges a8 we walk round 1t, and we are told there camnot be
sigp many Aifferent aspects in the same plage, the answer is si-
mple: what does the eritic of the tab mean by "the same
place™? The use of such a phrase presupposes that all our
difficulties have been solved; as yet, wae have no right to
speak of a "place” emcept with reference to one given set
of momentary sense-data. When all are changed by a bodily
movement, no place remains the same as 1t was,." :

ety 3% Mhe. fxternsi Norid, (London, 1015), ppeBs-o7.



raglion of space, all but one are existentially subjective,

Let us now take up the above two assumptions and try te
find out which assumption is untenable, and which 1s true, For
that purpose I shall take first assumption (1) and the contradi-
ctory of assumption (2), 1.ee I shall assume that a continues
to exist while b is being perceived, but that a and b do not
really occupy the same spatial locus, I shall then try te
dis cover whether apparent multiple inherence still arises,. The
sutcome of the analysis will determine for us which of the two
assumptions is false and which is true.

Now the contradictory of assumption (2) is that a and b do
not really oceupy the same spatial locus. This means elther
that (a) & and b are not in the same spacej} or‘(b) a and b are
in the lamo‘spuce, but they are located in different regions
of that space., Let us talk in terms of be The b 1s assumed to
be perceived in the same place az & (the dualist's assumption),
Hence (b) 1s untenable, since then b would be located in two
plages in the same space at the same timej which 1s impossible.
Hence, we have to assume that b is actually in a numeriecally
different space than the space in which a is actually located
(elternative (a)), but that this 1b%®space™® 1s in some manner
superimposed on 'gytpcoe*‘ such that b in 1ts space actually
falls where a is in "a-space”. This situation 1s simllar to

that deseribed by the theory of psychie ndditionas, as

3the space in which b 1s located.
4he space in which & is located,

5Tho theory of psychie additions is & form of dualism which
holds the partial subjectivity of perceived characters:
colour, odour, sound, taste, and in general Locke's so=called
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Whitehead calls 1t. But in that case there 1s no need to assu-
me two spaces. gao b, though not actually in the space in which
a' 1s%30cated (because b 1s psychiec according to the above~
men*loned theorg, while a physical, existing in physlcal space),
1s projected onto a's locus, and thus is perceived to ocoupy
the smme locus. But the similarity does not go further, because
since it has to be assumed that b 1s pnyochic, b will be condl-
tioned by awarenoss, and therefore will not exist while it 1s
not perceived. But this violates the sssumption made in this
connection that both a and b contimue to exist while they are
not perceived.

Let us return to our main discussion. Now whether or not
a2 and b are located in numerically Adistinet spaces, so long as
they are poro.oivod to be located in what is supposed to he exa~
ctly the same 1oqns, the diffioculty of mltiple inlerence is
not overcome. Hence alternative (a) also 1s untenable. There-
fore, since assumptions (a) and (b) are false, 1t follows that 1t
is false that assumption (1) and the contradictory of assumption
(2) are both true, i.e. that assumption (1) i1s true and assu-
mption (2) is fals e. Hence, assumption (1) is false and asou-
mtion (2) is true. This means that & and b actually exist in
the same locus as the one in which they are perceived to be
located, but not simultaneously; 1l.e. & does not exist while
it 1s not being perceived (when b is perceived), and vice versa.

. x!

4deids of secondary qualities are auhgootin; but perceived
extension, size, shape, motion are objective; perceived exte-
nsion, etc. and extension ete. in objeats are nuurioalg ide~
nuui. Howaver, the colour, sound, etc., though subjective,
are projected onto the objects perceived, and we see coO
sounding, odorous extents. See Whitehead, A.N., The Concept Of
Nature, (Cembridge, 1926), pp.42-43. :
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Hemce either b or a is conditloned by awareness, Or in ge-
neral, of two or more presentation-complexes which appear to
be located in the same locus, all but one presentation-complex
are existentlially conditioned by awareness (unless we assume
that it is purely accldental that presentation-complexes cease
to exist whenever they are not perceived). Now since a is
perceived to be located in space, 1f 1t 1s condlitioned by
awareness and therefore 1s subjective, the space in which 1t is
perceived to be located will also be subjective, IHence 1f b 1s
is regarded as objective, 1.e. as not conditioned by awarenees,
1t mus% either (1) be located in a space numerically distinet
from trst in which a is located, and yet the two apaces must be
superimposed in such & manner that @ falls in the same loous in
which b 1s found; or (11) be located in objective space into
which a is projectedso as to be perceived to be located where
b is actually located, though g itself ls not located in obje~
ctive space., If Heither (1) nor (11) is tenable, it follows,
(111) that b is '-ubjoobive and not objective., And we can assu-
me that b 1s in the same (mental) space as g, and (with dualism)
that it 4s loocated in the same reglon of that space.

The first alternative does not suffer here from the di-
fficulty of multiple inherence which persists when (1) and the
contradictory of (2) are assumed to be true, since in thls
case a and b do not exist slmiltaneously. The second alter=
native is similar to the situation delineated by the theory of
psychic additions, as was pointed out earlier. The third alter-
native is the one which dualism adopts. The whole perceptual
world is subjective, and not a world in which psychic entitlies
are found side by slde with physieal, objective entities. But



however unplausible and improbable the first two alternatives
"may be (if they are improbable and unplausible), there is no-
thing, it seens to me, which invalidates them logically. The
dualist's argument from immediate experience seems to me to
leave open the possibllity that elther of these two alter-
natives may be true, The dualistic conclusion does not fo=-
llow necessarily from gqualitative relativity. Lovejoy re-
cognizes this latter fact. For he says that

It i1s of course concelvable so far as the present

consideration goes, {1.e. consideration of quae

litative relativity] that one of the discordant

appearances might be idenTical with the object-

to=ha=known or with some part of 1t .... t he

does not think that 1t 1s a probable hypothesis,

that]while almost all perception is mediate,

[L.e." what 15 perceived is subjeective]a few pri=-

veleged observers ngw and then attain direct a-

ccess to the object’ [L.e, perceive something obje-

ctive)

Let us now take the second type of qualitative relativity
which wee mentiored on pege forty-two, namely (a) qualitative
relativity associmted with change in the position of one
ohserver from an object; and (b) qualitative relativity asso-
ciated with the similtaneous perception of an ohject by se-
veral obaervers situated in different posltions from an o=
bject, (a) involves the same kind of considerations as those
which have heem discussed already in conneetion with (1),
1.e,, qualitative relativity assoclated with change in or of
the medium intervening between an object and an observer,

and henece the game conclusions which we arrived at in the

®Lovejoy, A.0., The Revelt Against Dualism, ( [N.p.], 1930),
PP.22-23,

7!400. cit,.
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case of (1) apply to 1t., We may therefore pass on to (b).
And for purposes of analysis let us take any two matually-
exclusive charscters, x and y, perceived simmltaneously by
two obeservers.

Now if we assume with dualism as in (1) tfnt; several
observers may perceive simultaneously mutually-exclusive se=
nsible characters occupying supposedly the same spatial re-
glon, the following possibilities are open to us which if we
asgure we might be sahle £ avold violating the law of
contradiction:

elther (1) x and y exist simmltaneously, but not in the
same locus, in the sense that they are located in numerically
distinct spaces,

or (2) x and g do not exist while they are not being
percelved,
or (3) x and y are each private to one perciplent,

1.0. they can be perceived by cne percipient only.

Now since x and y are perceived simultaneously ( though
by different observers), (2) does not here solve the die
ffioulty of multiple inherence. Whether x and I exiat or not
while they are not being perceived, so long as they are being
perceived simultancously, they exlat simultaneously. lence
we are loft with posaibilities (1) and (3).

Again, assumption (3) also does not oversome the Al
fficulty of multiple inherence. The law of contradiction 1is
concerned with the simmltanecus occupation of a single locus
by mutually-exclusive characters. Whether all of these

mitually-exclueive characters are percelived simltaneously by



one and the same observer or by geveral observers is Iim-
material here, so long as 1t is assumed (as I have done
from the outset) that these mitually-exclusive characters
are actually located in the same region, Hence we are
left with (1).

Now (3) really means that the space in which x 1is
located is inaccessible in perception to the percipient
who is observing y or any other "aspect” of the object
of which x and y are assumed to be two specific aspects.
on the other hand (1) here means that X and y are a-
otually in two numerically distinct spaces, since x and
y cannct be in different locl of the same space, otherwlse
they will be in two places at the same time., For we are
assuming all the time that X and y are perceived in the
sams locus (the dualist's assumption) and therefore in
go far forth they are really in the same loous, Hence
(3) means that X end y are in numerically distinct perce-
ptual spaces, while (1) means that X and y are in nume=-
rically distinct percept-spaces.

Now let us assume with (1) that X and y are In nume-
rigally distinct percept-spaces; (in this sense x and y
are in different loci)e And in accordance with the du-
alist's above assumption, we have to assume that the
percept-spaces in which x and y are located are superimpo=-
sed in a hypothetical cormon space such that x and y o=
ccupy simultaneously same locus. But if these things are
‘assumed, multiple inherence is not overcome. S0 long as

x and y ocoupy the same locus, whether #a an actual 2‘;:'&

49



hypothetical sp-ce, the difficulty of miltiple inherence
remains. It might be suggested that x and y do not coincide
in position in the hypothetical space. But if this 1s assu-
med, we run counter to the dualict's assumption that x and y
ocoupy the same spatial locus. And 1t is remembored that on
the basis of this assumption the dualist argues that 3 and 3y ,
and in general all perceived character-complexes are subje~
otive. Hence if we hold on to this assumption, the above
acoount will be untenahls, Mameover, 1f the above positlon
13 assumed, it is diiYicult to see what meaning would have
the correlation of private spaces and how correlation would
be affected between the perceptions of different verciplientae
And 1t 1s a matter of fact that there i1s correlation between
the perceptions of different perciplents. furthermore, if
such an account is accepted, we need not assume, in the case
of qualitative relativity assoclated with change in or of
intervening media that & and b do not exist while they are
not perceived: So long as & and b exist in different locl
in the hypothetical space, they could be assumed %o exist
simultaneously without violating the law of contradictlon.
But since a is not being perceived when b is being perceived,
and vige versa, to assume that they exlat siml tansously
means that they continue to exist while they are not belng
perceiveds And such an assumption damajjes that form of du~
alism which holds that perceptual objects are mental, the
form which T am concermed with in the present worke

Hence, to sum up, even 1f we assume (1) the condltiona-

11ty of perceptusl objects; or (2) the existence of perceptual



51

objects in private perceptual spaces; or (3) the numerical
distinctness of the percept-spaces of different perciplents,
the Aifficulty of multiple inherence is not overcome. And
furthermore, the difficulty persists even if the three assu~-
mptions arg smade:! tegether. Hence the dualist's conclusion
(from the consideration of multiple inherence involved in
the case of two or more perciplents) that perceptual objects
are existentially subjective, 1i.e, that they do not exist
when they are not percelved, and that they are priwate (in
the sense that they exist in numerically distinet perceptual
spaces) 1s untenable.

It 1s seen from the above considerations that the only
way of avolding multiple inherence which 1is open to us 1s to
reject t.fxe dualist's initial assumption, which was the cause
of the generation of the above problems: the assumption that
incompatible presentations are perceived simmltaneously 1in
the same regions of space. If this assumption 1s rejected,
the dualist's argument based on 1t vanishes.

Apart from the abewe considerations, 1t may be asked
what evidence we have for the inference that two or more
mitually-exclusive characters are perceived in a single spa~
tial locus; or in terms of a and b, that (&) b is located at
the same distance from the observer as a; and (b) in the same
direstion as a from the observer? And when I say the same, I
mean exsctly the same, elither as a whole or #mcpart, and not
only more or less in the same region. It is true that each
observer perceives & and b at some distance from him: thls 1s
a fact of immediate experience. But the knowledge of the



measure of this percelived distance in each case is a matter
involving past experience and tralining and inferential Ju-
dgments. And the assignment of the same distance and posi-
tion in space from the observer, to two or more presentations
perceived successively and from different positions, or from
the same position (in the case of change in intervening media),
1s again a matter involving inference. And such a complex pro=-
cess of inference, which however, because of 1ts unconsclous
nature resulting from mhud experience appears simple, is
not infallible, That the assumption that a and b are In the
same locus is not as obvious as 1t seems 1s seen by conslidering
how much of our judgment of the distance of an object from the
observer or from other objects 1s based on and acqulred from
tactual perception. A child i1s at first incapable of judging
distances by sight, unlike an adult, although a child sees as
much and in the same manner as an adult. We import tactual
assoglations into our visual ppesentations, assoclations which
are an lmportant element in shaping the notion of a stable "o~
bject” in changing spatial relationships. And if we do not
trust tactual experiences in associating them with visual
experiences ind éxperiecnces dAnvolvingithe other senses, we can
neither form an adequate conception of things, nor estimate
more correctly spatial and other relationships between then®.
Lot uas take the on‘_ lnvolting the observation of what

i1s supposed to be the same reglon by one observer moving about.

e ‘J
For a detalled discussion of these points see Chapter V.

!
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AS the observer moves about, the whole presentatlion=continuum
1s shifted., The configurations of all the spatial parts of the
continuum alter correspondingly. With respect to what (fixed
and unchanging) perceived character-complexes can the moving
person define a place as "here"™, or "there", a reglon of space
in which different character-complexes may be located? Places
should be defined in terms of perceived character-complexes,
and not character-complexes assoclated as constituting an "be
bject"” in terms of abstract space. If perceived character-
complexes differ with changes in the observer's position,m
1t means thet they oeccupy different spatial regions. Positions
in space should be defined in terms of the contents of space,
and not the contents of space in terms of sbstract poaitionlo
But the observer assoclates the various changing parts of the
continuum with certain regions in space in which he assumes
these parts to be located: (and simllarly he assumes that the
whole presentation-continuum is located in such a region). In
other words, he assumes an absolute space, independent of any
content, GSpeaking precisely, the observer assoclates a certain
part of the presentation-continuum with certain visual presenta-
tions obtained at a maximum distance of an arm's Rength = at a
distance from which he can obtain tactual perceptions, Tactual
presentations are in gensral mch less variable than visual
(and other) presentations. And therefore the visual (and other)
characters assoclated with these (invariable) tactual characters
come to he considered as the verifical inalienable or "essential"”
visual characters of the presentation-complex., The presentatione
complex is thereby granted a stability which distingulshes it

from other presentation-complexes; and generates, at least in



part, the notion of an "objJect",.

It 1s seen from the above considerations that even 1if
there are cases in which two or more mtually-execlusive
characters occupy the same region, this state of affairs is
not a fact of immediate experience and therefore does not
have the certainty which immedliate experience enjoys.,

Let us now examine the dualist's arguments for the exl-
stantial subjectivity of perceptual objects based on pheno=
mena involving refraction and reflection of light, Let us
consider the case of observing a apoon partly immersed in a
glass of water, If what is perceived slways lies in the
diréotion from which the light-rays come to the eyog, since
© the light=rays coming from the sum are refracted as they
pass tlhrough the earth's atmosphere, in which the spoon is
partly immersed, what 1g perceived which we ecall t:h'e part of
the spoon in air lies in a different place from the sclentie
fic object which reflected the light to our eyes and produced
the percept of the %poon™ in ailr. The lighterays (already
refracted) are again refracted as they pass through the water;
and as they pass aut again into the air they are further
refracted by the glass of the cup containing the weter and
the spoon., Thus the spoon, the water and the glass perceived
are in different places from their respective sclentifie
causal objectas, Part of the glass 1s seen by light-rays

'In cases of refraction and of ordinary transmission of lighte
rays. If the above is not assumed, why is it that we do not
perceive an object where 1t is actually located in such cases

“4n-which " oction is involved?



reflected directly from 1ts surface to our eyes, while the
other part is seen by rays refracted by 1t (the rays passing
through the water). But we say that the spoon appears bent,
and therefore that the bent spoon 1s an appearance, thus assu-
ming that the causal "spoon" 1s stralght and not bent, other-
wise the bentness would not be only apparent. Thus ve asaume
(1) that the "real" part of the spoon under the water lles in
the direction of the part seen abbve the water's surface, and
1s there although it is nzl poroeived. And it 1s the same
spoon which 1 perceivable outside the water, possess ing the
gensuous characters which we perceive 1t to possess then, that
1s mesnt here. It cannot be sald that we are talking of the
socientific object as 1t exists unperceived, because we know
nothing of the characters which the cansal "spoon" possesses,
the place in which it 1s located, the direction in which 1t
lies, 1ts position from other sclentlific objJects (the causal
"water", "glass", etc.)e Thus we are commltted to a reallstic
aasumption, without which we cannot speak of the spoon nn'appa-
rently and not really bent when in water. (2) Speaking of
galentific objects -~ how do we know that sclentific objects
possess such properties 1n virtue of which they change the
direction of light-rnytIOT (or to reflect light-rays in cases
of reflection). (3) Since the position of every part of the
perceived apparatus used: the spoon above water, the spoon
under water, the water, the glass contalner, differs from the
position of ite oause (sclentific object), how can we relate

104 may be said that these things are known through selenti-
fic inquiry, and that sclence deals with "sclentific objects”.
However, it will be seen in the next chapter that sclence
does not deal with "soientific objects".



66

these distinet percepts to one or more scientific objlects
supposed to exlst in positions corresponding to the positions
of these percepts from each other? How do we know that we
have one sclentific object which is the cause of the straight
part of the spoon and also of the bent part, and thoreford
that the causal spoon 1is straight, and lies in the direction
in which the part of the spoon above the water lies?

Again, conalider the dualist's argument from qualitative
relativity assooclated with change in or of the intervening
medium. In order that the lirshterays may be causally affected
by the intervening medium, the medium as a sclentific object
must lie (a) between the causal object and the pereipient as
a sclentiflic object, and (b) on the straight 1line joining them.
For these things to be the case, either (1) the object, the
medium, snd the percipient as caueal objects must be situated
where the percelved object, the perceived medium (assuming
that £t 1s a percelveble medium such as a lens, a coloured
glass, eta), snd the perceived observer are situated, respe=~
ctively. For the percelved object, medium and percipient lle
in a stralight line, Or (2) the selentific objects involved in
the causal transactlion must 1lle in a straight line, and in
positions corresponding to the positions of the perceived o~
bjeet, medium, and perciplent from each othery 1.e. the causal
medium must be between the causal object and the causal perecie
plent, Or (3) the perceived object, medium and percipient are
themselves the causal objeets. Bow there 1s no evidence whatsoe-
ver that the selentiflic objJects -= the c2iiral objest, the

medium, and the percipleat, are situated elither where the
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perceived oblect, medium, and percipient are located, or that
they occupy corresponding positions from each other in phy=-
sical space, The dualist cannot say that there must be a
spatisl positions of the percepts from each other and the posi-
tions of thelr corresponding csuses., For the valldity of the
generative causal theory of perception 1tself is now being exa=
mined., We do not have as yet the genorifive causal theory of
peraception as an established theory. The grounds of this thee
ory itself are being examined. Hence, elther we make an un-
warranted assumption, or we are obliged to fall back upon (3)
and regard the perceived object, the perceived medium, and the
perceived percipient, as causal entitles, and as the objects
which are involved in the situation involving éualitative
relativify with change in or of intervening medium. And such
a view 13 unfavourable for dualism.

Agein in *the case of mirroreimages the duallist makes the
same assumption that he makes in cases of reflection and of
changes due to intervening media. The causal "mirror"™ and the
causal reflected oblect must 11le either where the perceptual
mirror arnd the verceptuel *pdflbeted”cobjest Ite)larilid correspo-
nding positions in physical space; or elae the perceived object
and the perceived mirror must be causally responsible for the
reflected image. And as in the case of refraction and change
due to intervening media, it is the perceptual objeects which are
(perceived to be ) located in such & manner as to satisfy the
conditions necessary for refraction, change due to media, and
reflection, in accordance with the laws of opties, so that

refraction, rdflection, etc. ensues. Thus 1t reems to me that
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in all dualistic arguments from reflection, refraction, and
change due to intervening media, the dualist's method lies

in utilizing perceptual oblects as though they were the caue-
sal objects, so far as their positions from other perceptual
objects are conocerned, applies to them the laws of optics on
the basis of that provisional numerical identiflcation, and
as a result the perceptual object is seon to be numerically
distinct from the causal object, and therefore not the object
which was a1l the time being,¥sondidered, but merely a subje~
ctive effect of 1t}

This brings us to a fact which deserves attention in a
discussion of the methodology of dualism. It 1s to be noted
that ignoramce of anything other than perceptual object, which
as we saw, works against the duslist In such situatlons as
involve refraction, roflootlon, etc., in his attempt to esta-
blish his position, becomes an asset tc him once his position
is establlshed.



Iv 5

THE PERCEIVED WORLD AND
THE WORLD OF PHYSICAL SCIENCE

o]

We have seen in Chapter Three, in analysing the assump=-
tions and presuppositions of dualism concerning science, that
dualism concelves the subject-matter or‘lcionoo to be the ex-
ternal world existing independently of 1ts héing perceived by
sentient beings, as 1t 1s in itself, And since the world of
"selentific objects" which dualism arrives at through analysis
of immediate experience and through the Causal Theory of Per-
ception is for 1t the world as it exists independently of per-
geption, dualism identifies the subject-matter of sclence with
the world of "sclentific objects". And hence scientific know-
ledge is considered knowledge of "sclentifiec objects™,

In order to make clear at the outset the alm of the dis=-
cusaion in the present chapter, I shall put down what 1t does
not praopose to do. (1) I shall not gttempt to dlscover whether
the fiﬁdingl of physical sclence are independent of the pereip-
ient organism: elther of his spatio-temporal standpoint, or of
the methods of his observation, or of his physico-physioclogical
make-up, or of his n'nronoaulg or whether they are conditioned
by any or several or all of these factors. In other words, I
shall not enter into the controversy between the dAualist and
the Objective nolatlvittg. (2) ¥or will I assume either that

perceptual objects are conditioned by the percipient event or/

‘:L
ihl-uning for the above discudsion that it 1s possible to find
out whether anything exists independently of awareness or not.

2 Lo .
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and by the percipient organism's spatio-temporal standpoint, or
are not so conditioned. (3) Nor shall I attempt to discover
the nature and status of the so-called entities of physical secl-
ence. What I propose to do is to attempt to find out whether
or not physlical science goes beyond the perceptual world in
actual practice, in the sense that it deals with (or more exact-
ly discovers, or necessitates the existence of) entities which
belong to another order of reality than the perceptual worldj
whether physical science 1s concerned with anything non-percep-
tual in the sense of something not continuous in nature with,
anything different in kind from, the perceptual world. The dis-
covery that the results of sclence are conditioned or are not
conditioned by cognition or observation, etec. does not enable
us to identify or to differentiate the order of existence which
sclence deals with with the perceptusl world, unless 1t is first
held that perceptual oblects are or are not oconditioned by cog-
nition or observation, etc. And I do not desire to assume in
the present chapter either position. The discovery that the
results of sclence are conditioned by cognition or observation,
etc. does not prove, however, (assuming to begin with that per-
eeptual objeects are conditioned by cognition, observation, eto.)
that there are no entities existing indepondently of cognition,
obgservation, ete.. Thus 1t does not prove that the "sclen-
tiflc objects™ which dualism posits do not exist. What the
above would prove is that 1f there are such entities, neither
sclence nor anything else can tell us what their nature is.
They must remain forever unknowable.

The banic 1ssue in the present work being what it is,
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and the inquiry in the present chapter being the discovery of
the bearing of an investigation of sclence on this issue, I
would be begging the gquestion if I were to approach the pree
sent inguiry with a preconception one way or another. What
this inquiry aims to discover 1s whether an investigation of
sclende lends support to the dualistic contention, or weakens
it, independently of any metaphysical viewpoint; i.,e. on the
s trength of sclence gua science. It is apprarent that start-
ing from a specific metaphysical standpoint science itself can
be interpreted in aceordance with that metaphysical stamndpoint.
But such a procedure is meseless for my purpose.

The problem of the nature of the "entities" of sclence:
electrons, protons, or electron waves snd proton waves, pho-
tons, etc., is & scentral problem in the philosophy of seience,
and an answer to it is a central task of any interpretation
of solence. A ocomplete account of the ﬂhtlmlﬂ.p. of percep-
objeocts to the "entities™ of sclence should include an snswer
to this problem. But for the purpose of the present work such
an attempt is not necessary; moreover, it wilil carry us beyond
the scope of the present work. I shall not therefore snter
into this question.

It is a commonplace that scileénce starts from sense-data,
that its hypotheses are based on these data, that these hypo-
theses are verified by reference to them by testing the capa-
clty of the hypotheses to predict new sernse-expericnces in
certain specific patterns (experimentation), that 1t discovers
new facts again by the use of experiments and instrumental
alds which terminate in sense-data, and that the results of
sclence, and the principles discovered explain, or attempt

s |



to explain, the world of sense-experience. But all thosp faots
do not as such prove that sclence deals solely and exclusively
with the world of experience. Nor doea the conception that
solence deals with the problematic as against the unproblemath
in experience, or that sclence is predictive of future exper-
ience for the guidance of action prove that above contention.
All these faots can be interpreted dualistically as well as
non-dualistically; moreover, as such they do not touch the
erucial point in the problem.

In order to answer our question we have to discover the
manner in which scientific entities and prénciples are arrived
at: the various stages which are passed through from the con-
orete data of experience to these entitlies and principles. This
will enable us to know the exact type of relationship holding
between these entitles (or the class of such entlities) and
prineciples on the one hand, and the data of experience on the
other.

In seeking fSor the unifying principles of things =cienoce
starts by significant observation, isolating certain charaot-
ers of experilsnced thlnp as relevant to a particular problem
it 13 secking the solve from other characters considered as
irrelevant. 8uch an isolation of characters from the conorete
manifold of experience 1s of two sorts, so far as this activi-
ty of solence 1s concerned: (1) the abstraction of characters
which are relevant for a particular problem in hand from cha-
racters not relevant for that purpdse; and (2) abstraction of
certain types of character as relevant to selence qua scienece,
from other types of character which are completely disregarded

in sclence qua science.
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The meaning of the first sort of abstraction may be fla~-
rified by an illustration. Suppose that we are interes ted in
dis covering the laws governing the periods of pendulums. We
measure the periods of a number of pendulums of different
lengths but with bobs of the same material, and of ones of
the same length but with bobs of different material. Ve find
that the periods of the first groups of pendulums vary from
one to another, while they are the same far all of the second
group. We infer from this that the length of the pendulum
1s an essential, determining, or relewant factor in the con~
sideration of the period; but not the material of the bob.
The material of the bob is therefore disregarded while the
exact relation of the length to the period 1s investigated.
And when the more exact relationship is found, this rela-
tionship comnects length and period, but not period and the
material which the bob is made of. In another instance
length may be irrelevant, and other ocharacters may becoms
relevant. And so on.

The second sort of abstraction,which is what cénosins
us in the present chapter, is the complete disregard of
colours, odours, tastes, sounds: in general the so-called
secondary qualities, as irrelevant to selentific ingquiry.

It is true that optics and acoustics for instance speak
respectively of certain wave-lengths of 1ight rays as the
physical causes of certain colours, and certalin wave-lengths
of sound vibrations as those of certain sounds. But this
way of distinguishing wave-lengths is indulged in for pure~
1y human reasons: because these wave-lengths happen to be

oyt



ones apfreciated by our sense-organs. But so far as optics
and acoustics, and physicah science in general are concerned,
the secondary qualities are disregarded so far as investiga-
tion into the nature of the external world is concerned.

The disregard of secondary qualities by science may be
though of as due to the elimination of these qualities from
the external world, since these gualities were explained «
or believed to be explained — in terms of motion of extend-
ed particles of matter, in general, in'terms of the primary
qualities. But the latter can itself be considered as s con-
sequence of the former, and not the cause of it., The logical
common cause both for the disregard of the secondary qualities
in sclence and for their elimination from the external world,
seems to me to be possibly the common-sense conception that
qualities are attributes inhering in a substratum., Interss-
tion takes place between substrata dnd not between attributes,
The attributes are modified or changed as a result of such
interaction. But substrata interacted by virtue of their ex-
tension and motion and solidity in impinging upon one another.
Objects are coloured extents, and not extended colours. This
attribution of a superior status to the primary qualities,
particularly extension, hardness, motion and size, as against
the secondary qualities, is probably due to the fact that
tactual perceptions give us (for common purposes) the ori-
terion of the substantiality, the conereteness, the reality
of things, snd 1t 1s the primary qualities, as against the
secondary qualities, which are tactusdly perceived. Thus it
seems that thewe was no need for Galileo's and Newton's fo-

duction of the secondary qualities in things to certain mo-
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tions of particles (or for the same thing by Descartes and
Locke in philosophy) for the secondary qualities to be dis-
regarded in sclence.

Now although the notion of the interaction of bodies by
virtue of their primary qualitles puts the emphasis in the
wrong place, namely on the primary qualities, and not on the
interaction, it gives us a clue to the nature of soientific
inquiry. The general problem in sclentifie inquiry is to un-
derstand all the properties of things (i.e. the nature of
things) in terms of the dynamic relationships into which
things enter, and not to account for certain qualities in terms
of other qualities. Thus though the understanding of the pro-
perties of things is the end of sclentific inquiry, this end,is
reached through an unders tanding of the relationships between
things. And for that purpose the secondary qualities as spe-
eific, individual characters, are dis regarded. Sclence there-
foré 1s not interested, in the seme explained, in the charac-
ters of things qua characters. It ls not interested even in
the primary qualities as qualities., It turfis to the behavious
of things. What science seeks primarily is to discover the
cansal relationship between things. And this relationship in-
volves the study of things as interacting, behaving, and not
simply as possessing stable characters. Characters are speci~
f1s, individualy interaction involves relatedness, which is
what is sought in solence. Henoe science comes to explain the
characters of things in terms of thelr behavious. It is not
extension which accounts for colour, but the motion of parti-
oles which have extension. In the present gontury it has
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been found that the primary qualities themselves: motion, ex-
tension, hardness, which still characteriszed the ultimate unite
of things up till the end of the nineteenth and the beginning
of the twentieth genturies -- Dalton's hard t;uliud-bm agl-
tated atom and even the (later) solar-system Bohr atom - are
not as primery as they were supposed to be, and they came to be
consideped as the effects of entities which are not extended
in space., Extension — whatever extension the elsctron waves
have in weve mechanics® — motion, mass, and the other proper-
ties assoclated with matter become manifestations of energy,

to which the so-called ultimate units are reduced. The point
to note here is that this progressive elimination of sensible
quplit!u from the entities of science is the logical conclu~
sion of scientifiec procedure itself. Onee sclence has =tarted
to ascount for the characters of things in terms of relations
between the things possessing these characters, this procedure
will result finally in accounting for all characters -— at
least the sensible ones -~ in terms of relations which, being
relations, do not possess such characters themselves. This

agrees with Dewey's conception that
seeB0ionce by mesns of its operational conceptions

SThe electron waves are not ruuy waves spread in space. In
quan tum ies a wave denotes no more than the probability
that a oe n state exists. Thus an eleoctron wave is tho

mw:nm.homu ; u.nt!.n?'::r;-m ’

i.ﬂ 7., The Wew Naokground 0f Science M!’ouk.'

But o} nm th. olnm as a particle, or as exhibiting
the properties of a particle, has some extension.




was instituting as its objects of thought

X iRy

not a question ng rid of some im-

Indifferent to any and all qualittests o
But the curious thing is that this "treatment indifferent to
any and all qualities” did result in "getting rid of some im-
mediate sense qualities” from the external world. The rele-
gation of some semse qualities to the subjective realm, if
valid, entalls the subjectivity of the other sense gqualities
also. Lockd's type of "half-way house”, as Russell calls
Locke's position, s not tenable. This oritioclsm came from
philosophy, basing itself on the premises of lLocke's view
and the view of the classifial scientists. Berkeley accepted
the relegation of the secondary gqualities to the subjective
realm, but held that the primary qualities also are subjeotive,

On the basis of the causal theory of perception this is
simple. All the qualities whioch we perceive, whether "primary"
or "secondary", are effects in us of external causes numericale
ly distinct from the effects. Berkeley 41d not reach his cone

clusion in this manner, and therefore his relegation of the

primary qualities t the subjective realm 41d not leave the pos~-

sibility open « as did the causal theory of perception, for
the existence of external physlcal causes which may be qualita-
tively similar to those oharacters in the sub jeat, though! they
are numerically distinct from them. Indeed, Locke lends hime

self to being interpreted as expounding precisely this view.
The contemporary dualists retain this general position though

4
Dewey, J+, The Quest For Qertainty, (rondon,1020), Pell¥.

87



they do not necessarily subscribe to Locke's portioning of qua-
lities between "ideas” and their external causes: the "seconda-
ry qualities” to the former and the "primary qualities” to the
latter, respectively. And it 1s on the basis of this type of
interpretation of the relationship between perceptual objeots
and their external causes, (and not on the type of interpreta-
tion embodied in the theory of psychic additions » 88 Whitehead
calls 1it), that dualism maintgins that solence deals with obe
Jeots whioch are numerically distinct from what we experience.

I want to emphasisze the fget that this conception of the objects
of sclence seems %o me to be confusing between the indiffe-
rence of science to senaidble characters by the nature of the
task and by the nature of 1ts understanding of the task 1t sets
fu- 1tself and the elimination of sensible characters from the
things which 1t deals with. The matter may be put as an Either/
Or. Either solence 1s conceived to be concerned in its opera-
tions with relations between things and not with objects as
such, and then its disregard of sensible characters can be ex-
plained without subjectivising these characters; or it is con-
ceived to be congerned in its operations with objeots and the
sensible characters of objects as such, and then 1ts disregard
of sensidble characters camnnot be explained except by subjecti-
vising these characters. The curious thing about the latter
attitude 1s that solence sets out (as 1ts end) to acSount for
the sensible characters of and find out the relationships bet-
ween things; and the consequence of its endeavours is to deny
that the characters exist at all in the reslm in which 1% ope-
rates! Sclence Ltself works in practice as though the secon-
dary qualities are in the objects it investigates.



It was sald before that the causal relationship is the ba-
sic relationship in terms of which sclence attempts to account
for the characters and behaviour of things. Causal action 1t-
gself 18 a non-sensible matter. We do not perceive the actusl
action of one body upon another; but we assoclate causal action
with motion and qualitative and quantitative change which are
perceivable. These happenings come to be considered as manie-
festations of causal action, believed to take place through the
agency of forces. The notion of a force itself first arlises fOeomw
the swareness of muscular tension associated with the pull and
push of things. But the notion of foree is itself a oconocept,
and soon becomes involved in the complexities of physical re-
lations expressed in mathematioal equations. And in the la-
test developements of physlcs even the olassiocal conception
of foroce is abnndomdu. Hence from the start the investiga-
tions of physics lie outside the sensible mspect of exper
ienced things, b;whloh!mthtﬂ:nlu deals with the
aspect of things not comprised simply by the sensible charac-
ters in which Ininclude here the primary qualities. The
realm of solence includes the pesrceived but goes deyond 1%.
Hence 1t is not to be expected that everything which soclence
arrives at throughout its investigation of forces acting ocaue
sally, snd everything related to them as forces, or which
comes up in the process of thelr analysis, must have a sen~
sibly representable counterpart or itself be sensible . This
is particularly true in the case of the mathema tical expres-

m!:;-;%lﬁ B., Ihe ABC Of Relativity, (Wew York, 1925),
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sion of the relationships involved, where purely mathematiocal
(not even physical) processes and relationships of derivation,
transformation, eto. are concerned. But though these factors
themselves are not sensible, and however sbstract® they may be
in their formulation, those of them which comprise physieal
and not purely mathematical relations retain the same rela tion-
ship they had to sensible things from the start. For 1t is in
the order of discovery, loghoal deriwvation and knowledge that
they become increasingly abstract as their ultimate and most
exact formilation is more snd more closely approximated, and
not in their nature itself. Objects are the relata of the in®
teracting forces; and the behaviour and states of objects are
sensible manifestations of these forces. Scientific analysis
of forces gives us the manner of and the factors involved in
their operation, and the nature of the relationships of these
factors to one snother sand to the total forces. The forces are
specific, particular, in the sense of being relations holding
between specific objects. But sclence 1s not interested in
these forces as partioular relations. It is interested in
the class (and the classes of classes) of such relations and
in the classes of objects between which these relations hold,
Hence the behaviour of a particular object,whioch in accordance
with certain (olasses of) forces is said to be sn instance
oxemplifying these (classes of) forces; snd the specific for-
ges involved in the behaviour of the object concerned an ins-
tance of the (olasses of) forces. And in verifying the prin-

'nmmmmammumumuuumuuny
or logically abstract or more abstract than other concepts.
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eiples discovered, science resorts ultimately to the sensible
exemplification of these principles. It observes whether un-
der the conditions specified as necessary for the presence of
these relations, the sensible manifestations arise or not.
Thua the procedure involved in the verification of prineiples
(hypotheses) is the reverse of the procedure involved in dis-
covering the prineiples, where the question, put in its ulsti-
mate form is:~ "Given certain specific data of expenmience un-
der certain conditions,;what are the causal relationships in-
volved?"”

I have mentioned the concepts of length and force in my
foregoing discussions. The other basic concepts of physics
also are based on sense-experience; but as concepts, they
stand for no specific sense~character in partioular. Thelr
universal, abstract and non-quantitative character enables
them %o be related to other concepts, while the specific ins~
tences which these concepts stard for are quantitatively spe-
¢ific. But the connection of these concepts with sense-exper-
ience is never lost, since translation = directly or indirect-
ly &= into a particular instamse is possible.

From what has been said hitherto it is seen that the prin-
ciples of sclence deal throughout with and are intended to ex-
lain the nature of perceptual objects, though for that purpose
solence investigates relationships between objects which are
not sensible. The only perceived relation between objects is
the spatial uhﬂ.on', vhich does not, as spatial, account for

rmm is not rceived character and relation. It is
inferred go- o.'lul' r:r:: of change, external (;:o. ;;-ud)
and internal (flow of feelings -& thoughts ).



the existential relationship between things. But the spa-
tial (and also the temporal) framework becomes in science a
framework within which causal relationships are placed, and
the metrical aspect of space (and also of time) becomes a

factor in determining the quantitative aspect of causal agk’ ™.

tion. Thus spatial (and temporal) closeness and spatial
(and temporal) separation determine the presence or absence
and the intensity of causal sotion®. Note that nowhere in
the analysis of the derivation of scientific prineciples a
Jjump is involved from the perceptual world to ahother world.
The laws of sclerce are all intended to explain the observed
phenomena of perceptual objects, whether these phenomena
are observed under natural conditions or under artificially-
" devised ones. The astronomer 1dentifles his heavenly bodies
with the perceptual objects he observes through his teles-
cope and calls "planets", "stars”, "nebulae”, ete. And to
"explain" the behaviour of perceptual objects does not mean
here the tracing out of the behaviour of ahother order of
objects which are the causes of perceptual objects and of
thelr apparent behaviour. The scientist takes the observed
motion, interaction, ete. of peroeptual objects as real,
and not as apparent. If solientific laws are not the laws
of the perceptual world, i.e. if perceptual objects do not
behave as these laws speoify, which follows if we acoept a
dualistic position, 1t follows elither (1) that perceptual
objocts bLehave in accordance with other laws than the laws
of solence; or (2) that perceptual objects behave in accor-

dance with no laws at all, simply because they do not be-
Bsee Chapter II, seotion on action at a distance.
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have in any way at all, If we assume (1), 1t follows that the
laws of sclence do not edplain the phenomena of the perceptual
world and are useless, therefore, while 1t is the purpose of
solence, even if 1t has other aims also, to explain the pheno=
mena of the experienced world. Moreover, if these laws do not
aseount for the phenomena of the experienced world, scientifiec
objects (which behave in accordance with these laws) camnot
scoount causally for the phenomena of the experienced world,
and the experienced world would remain unexplained. If we
take the other alternative (2), what grounds would we have
for attributing to the world of sclentific objects all the
laws which sclence considers to be the kaws of nature, if
~what ococure in the perceptual world is the generation of per-
ceptual objJects in specific regions of mental space, and the
annihilation of these objects? What in these ocourrences
necessitates the attribution to scieftifiec objects of all

the various and numerous laws of the various physical sei-
ences? If the observed behaviour of experienced things 1s
only apparent, the laws inferred from this behaviour would
also be apparent laws, flectitious laws applying to nothing
existent. It may be sald that this coneclusion does not fol-
low. Hallucinations are explained in terms of certain phy-
siological and psychological principles, but these prineiples
are nét the principles acecording to which the objects in the
hallucination appear to behave, which behaviour is of course
non-existent. The pink rats in an hallucination may be seen
by the aleooholic to orawl towards him, to jump about, perhaps
to fly. In answer to this it may be sald that even if phy-



slological and psychological principles can expiluin why and
how an hallucination should ococur, and why pink rats and not
bats or serpents should be seen, and perhaps even why the rats
should be seen to jump or crawl or fly, still these facts can
be explained because we already have at our disposal the laws
of physiology and psychology, derived not from the analysis
of the content of hallucinations, but from other facte involv-
ing the aloocholis subject himself as an object of selence. ¥o
amount of emalysis of the bahaviour of the rats in the aleoho-
1ie's hallueination without a knowledge of the behaviour and
the laws governing the behaviour of any other existent things,
things in the world of experience in the usual sense of the
_ term "world of experience"”, can reveal anything of the ghnio-
1nglical snd psychological causes of that hallueination, nor
even suggest td us that what is experienced 1s mhallucination.
And the same 1s true in the case of the perceptual world: no
amount of the analysis of the perceptual world can give us
the laws governing solentific objects and thereby governing
perceptual objects if the behaviour of perceptual objects is
apparent and not real., And an analysis of the perceptnal
world 1s the only means of discovering these laws.

The dualist may reply that even if it is granted that
the above would follow 1f change in the perceptual world is
only apparent, this would be the case provided that we are
analysing only the perceptual world itself, But that is
whore the error lies in the above argument. Scilence deals
from the very start with "seclentific objects™ and discovers
the laws which govern their behaviour. It is only because
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"scienfific objecta” are unperceivable that sclience has to re-
sort to perceptual objects and discover these laws through them.
However, this does not seem to me to overcome the diffioculty,
since in order that the laws of the physical world may be dis-
covered through an analysis of the perceptual world, the per-
ceptual world should be really as 1t upp:m to be.

The dualist would answer that since there is a onesune
causal correspondence between experienced things and scienti-
fic objects, tomsume that scientific laws are the laws of the
perceptual world comes to mean actually that these laws hold
between solentific objects. There is no harm in considering
provisionally that perceptual things are causally efficacious
and their behaviour is real and not apparent, since by using
perceptual objects we arrive at the laws governing the world
of scientific objects. The duslist may add that the above
may be objected to. It will be sald that we do not know a
priori whether there 1s ane-one correspondence between causes
and offects. Causality is discovered through an analysis of
the perceptual world, and the nature of the relationship bete
ween cause and effect is discovered in the same way, If we
asgume provisionally that sclentific laws desl with the ex-
perienced world, we have to assume the same concerning cau-
sality. But in sclentific practice there is no such thing
as thils provisional examination of the experienced world, re-
sulting in the recognition that the principles of science
really apply to "sclentifiec objecta". The dualist would anse-
wer that this 1s true, but for a different reason, He will
say that there is no such transfer of the sclentist's ideas
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because the scientist deals from the very start with sclienti-
fic objecta, whether he knows it or not. ii!ut this brings us
back to the same objection against the dualist's contention
which the duslist's above account is meant to overcome. The
objection still remains, since tv‘n if sciehce deals throughe
out with scientific objects, the perceptual world has to bde
what 1t appears to be in order uh‘t hn mdnh if 4t may
yield knowledge of scientific objnh. | ““

It may be noted that the same mthodolm 18 used here
by the dualist as elsewhere. mansm utilizes é!b propérties
of the perceptual world, tramsfars these mmrtid’a to seli-
entific objects, and then denles these properties to percep~
tual things. Yow what 18 the justification for su¢k a proce-
dure? Dualism denies obJootlﬂ.iL:y to perceptual objeets on
the ground that thelr objectivity would involve a violation
of tha law of contradietion. mt' what logical absurdity fole
lows if we assume that poroaptun objects are causally effi-
caciens, even 1f we assume tht tluy are conditioned by aware-

ness? The results of physics arise by direct inference based

on statements involving umc-d?u, and not by inference based

on reductiorad sbsurdum from thou Henece if science (inter-
preted dualistically) makes the d;hm-untiomd characters of

perceptual objects mere appearances, 1% undermines itselr,
and not the reality of these ohusgohu of perceptual things.

Thus Russell says: "

\

An nrammt Mifwd to prove that a

sition not mn.num by lnung
thnt.mo‘ﬁin among 1te premisss.
dates pompuu [+

é&qmo of knowledge about the external
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world, and yet depends upon perception,
that is a valid argument against modern
physics®.

And Whitehead says: "Our problem 1s, in fact, to fit the
world to our perceptions, and not our perceptions to the
world”b. The motion, the change we perceive in the percep-
tual world is an undeniable fact, whether appearance or no
appearance. Any hypothesis concerning these facts is eplste-
mologlcally posterior to these facts, and cannot have an eq-
ual or greater probability of being true than these facts.
Russell, in the passage referred to above, continues:

I do not sqy that physics in fact has this de-

fect, [L.e. "that it invalldates perception as

a sourse of knowledge about the external worldﬂ

but I do say that a considerable labour of in-

terpretation is necessary in order to show that

1t can be absolved in this respect. And 1t 1is

because of the sbstractness of physics, as de~

veloped !I mathematicians, that this labour 1is

required™.
For Russell, percepts are physical entities existing in phy-
sical space: each percept 1s an event or a group of events
whieh belong to one or more groups constituting an olootronle.
These percepts are arranged in a pattern which physics rindaa.
They have an influence on other percepts ("appearances"), ocau- -
ging them to depart from what they would be if they followed

14,

the laws of perspective strictly Thus percepts are part

of the physieal world, and there is no ontological dichotomy
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between percepts and "sclentific objects™ so far as the order
of existence to which they belong is concerned. And since we
do not know the entrinsic nature of sclentific objects, we do
not know whether 1t 1s very different from that of percepts.
Thus to quote Russell again:

The gulf between percepts mdlfhxuu is not a
gulf as regards intrinsic quality, for we know
nothing of the intrinsiec quality of the physi-
cal world, and therefore do not know whe ther

1t 1s, or 1s not, very different from that of
percepts. The gulf 1s as to what we know about
the two realms. We know the quali of perceptas,
but we do not imow their laws 80 well as we
could wish. We know the laws of the physical
world, in so far as these are mathematical, pre-
tty well, but we kmow nothing else about 5. T¢
there is any intellectual di ficulty in au;po--_-
ing that the physical world is intr nsically
quite unlike that of percepts, this is a reason
for supposing that there is not this complete
unlikeness. And there is g certain ground fopr
such a view, in the fact that percepts are part
of the phyuiu]. world, and are the only part
that we Ban know without the help gs rather
elaborate and difficult inferencesld,

Furthermore, Russell believes, with Whitehead, that the warld
of physics 1s a construction from the world of experience,
and not an inferemnce from 116, Thus in Russell we have an
opistemological dualist who does not bifurcate nature into two
orders as Lovejoy, for instance, does. Hence the eriticism
made on page sevent does n

The whole foregoing disoussion has been an attempt to
prove that the laws of solence are the laws of the experienced
world. If this 1s true, i1t 1s more obvious of the laws govern=-
ing comparatively large bodles than of those governing atomic
and sub-atomic bodies., But if the principle 1s true in the

“m.. P.264.
16pussell, B, 1 Of The Exte W "dor
1018), bretaces p%_m____a&_cz&. { London ,
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former case, it 1s also true in the latter case, since the
laws governing the behaviour of comparatively large bodies
are approximmtions to the laws governing atomlec and sube
atomlic bodlesl?,

This brings us to the second part and to the more eru-
clal aspect of the problem in hande If the laws of sclence,
including the laws of the sub-atomic world, are concerned
throughout with the experlenced world, then the atomliec and
sub=atomic "entitles" which physics deals with must have a
place in the experienced world itself. But i1f this 1s the
case, how shall we account for the essential differences bet-
ween these entities and experienced things? In other words,
how is 1%t possible to fit in the electrons, protons and pho-
tons with patches of colour, odours, hardnesses, motlons and
sounds in a consistent scheme? How can we place such dlspa-
rite entities in the same spatio-temporal and causal frame-
work? The dualist answers these questions in the negative:
they camnot be put within the same order of-oxintenoo. The
dunlint-puta the ultimate entities of sclence over againat e
perceived entities as cause to effect, as objective to sube
jective,

¥We have examined Raw scientific principles are reached
starting from sense~-data, I shall now proceed in the same
way to trace out the path by which, starting from sense-data,
the ultimate entities of physics are reached. Actually, the

¥see Bdington, Ae Phil of 1oml Sol
(o m1%' imi,%’:avrw—' FPhyslcal Sclence,

1-Whitehead, A.¥., An Enquiry Conce e Principles Of
Neture) Kapwisdge, ( BTy T- B e
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two hlu; were involved indisoriminae.—,
uienuﬁo principles., I spoke in that connection of the reduc~-
tion of objective reality to particles in motion in terms of
wvhich the so-called secondary qualities were explained, and of
the attenuated forms which these particles have taken in con-
temporary sclentific thought. But the interweaving of the two
1ssues 1n the discussion is no accident. It is a result of the
fact that the two issues are closely connected, as will be shown
presently. If 1t 1s true that the immediate concern of sclen-
tific inquiry is to discover the ground for the behaviour of
things in terms of fmiversal principles, the fact that soclence
posits certain entitles as the ultimate constituents of reall-
ty is seen to be not the result of a belief on the pert of sel-
ence that the things we experience are not real, or are not
ultimately real (whatever that may mean), and therefore the re-
gult of a desire to find something real or ultimately real in
lieu of the things we experience. The positing of these ulti-
mate entities results from the belief of sclence that the ultli-
mate relationships underlying experienced things and their be-
haviour 1s better explainable if experienced things are regard-
ed as composed of these ultimate entities, and that the relation=
ships are determined with greater exactness and precision than
otherwise. This ia again seen by considering that 1t 1s exper-
fenced things themselves that are somposed of these ultinate
entities. The atoms and molecules of a percelved object are
soncelved to be located in the same region of space as the ob-
ject itself. OSclence speaks of tables, ohairs, books, men, air,

eto. as 'oonpmod‘*of" atoms and molecules, and it means llteral-
1y the tables, chairs, books, men, alr, etoc. which we experience.



It does not put as distinct entities the atoms and molecules
"somposing” the table over against the perceptual tablej; the
atoms and molecules as the ocauses of the perceived table. It
18 essential to keep this in mind, since 1t is important for
the disfudsion which follows. The fact that science has al-
tered and may alter again its conceptions of the nature of
these ultimate entities 1s due to its discovery that these en-
tities posited as of a given nature fall (as conceived) to ful-
£11 perfectly the purpose for which they were posited, namely,
to explain all the phenomena in the experienced world.

The desire of soience to find unifying principles in terms
of which all phenomena can be explained manifests itself also
in its desire to find ultimate entities in terms of which the
constitution of all the objects in the universe can be explain-
ed. Again, the investigation of the relationships between ob-
jects involves the investigation of the nature of these objects
as entities possessing a certain nature, since relations constl-
tute a part of the nature of what is related, Thus the two
1ssues: the ultimate nature of things and their ultimate rela-
tions are seen to be interrelated., And these two aspects of
sclentific ingquiry converge and are consummated in the dlsco-
very of ultimate constituents of all existent things between
whicgh the ultimate relations expressed in selentific laws hold.
And this is actually what modern science has been doing, re-
sulting in positing electrons, protons, and photons in terms
of whose activities and interactions all the phenomena in the
universe are believed to be explainable, though our knowledge

of these entities 1s not final (nor can it ever be final) and
therefore our ability to explain all the facts in the universe
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43 far from complete or perfefit.

The breaking-down of things into increasingly smaller
units serves the unifying aim of seience by explaining the qua-
1itative and quantitative heterogeneity and variety in things
in terms of one or a few kinds of qualitatively and quantita-
tively homogenous unlts. The qualitative and quantitative haé
terogeneity of and variety in things and of thelr behaviour
then beasomes an effect of the various ways in which these homo=
genous units interact (the provinee of physics and chemlstry
primarily). Thus me taphys 1cal heterogencity, specifiolity, plu-
rality bocome effects of metaphyslcal homogenelty, universali=-
ty; and hence Aerivative and not ultimate. The gualitative
and quantitative dlversity manifested in a certain finite ( though
vast) member of actual instances which as specific and individual
are brute irreducible facts, ls translated into the behaviour
of a muoh greater number of homogenous units of a few kinds.
Thus sclence finds the universallty and uniformity 1t seeks
both in the -mturo of thinge and in their behaviour. But in
this passage from the sensible things to thelr "sonatltuents”
by continuous sub-division, certaln changes are introduced
unnoticed into the ploture which ralse difriculties when made
explicit, I sald that solence arrives at its ultimate units
by a process of subdivision of perceptual objects. It 1s to be
understood that by this I do not mean actual but conceptual
subdivision. This means literally that the ultimate unlts are
regarded as the constituents of things: These bodies are "com=
posed of" the ultimate units, and in the process of arriving at
these units there 1s no discontinulty in kind between them and



the bodles as a whitle. A8 a matter of fact there is a direct
qualitative similarity between the two: the particles are ex-
tended, impenetrable (or "solid", in Locke's sense of the term
"solidity"). Sub-divide an extended body and you always get
edtended divisionsl®, Now since for sclence an object is the
sum-total of its constituent atoms related in certain ways, the
ques tlon as to what the object 1s in itself, considered as a
unit, and not as a swarm of atoms has no meaning. But such a
question 1s relevant in philosophy, because an object as per-
celved 18 not a swarm of atoms, but a certain coloured extent
of a certaln shape and size, hard or soft, sounding, odopous.
And objects as percelved fall within the domain of metaphysical
inquiry. And this discrepancy between the swarm of atoms and
the perceived object gives rise to the conception that the e r=-
ceived objeot is subjective (dualism). And here the exponents
of such a conception seise upon another factor introduced by
the scientifioc trenslation of an object into a swarm of atoms,
namely, the causal relationship between the sensible object and
"its" constituent atoms. The perceptual object, so long as 1t
was not broken down inte ultimate units, could be considered as
causally efficacious, and interaction regarded as occurring
between perceptual objects, But when perceptual objects are
broken down inte atoms, the causal efficaecy of the perceptual
objeots 1s trgnlrorrod to these atoma, precisely because these
constituted the perceptual object. But this does not raise any
difficulty in sciende itself, any more than does the regarding

18
8ee Locke, J., An Essay Concerning Humen Understanding,
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atoms as constituting perceptual objects. But thls Iintroduces
another complication in the me taphys 1ical problem noted above:
not only is the perceptual object an entity disfinet from the
atoms, but it is not causally efficacious, Dualism, selzing
upon this assumption, declares that the perceptual object is
the effect of the causal action of the atoms; and hence 1t 1s
subjective: it is the effect of the action of these atoms on
us. Thus in a curious manner the causal perceptual object
which science starts with and tries to explain in terms of ul=-
timate units becomes a derivative entity in the process and
1ts own constituents are set over againgt it as the ultimately
real entitles, loses over ;tu ecansal efficacy to them, and 1is
ous ted from the external world by being made a subjective ef-
fect = and all this as a result of the premise that these
units constitute the perceptual object, and therefore it is
they that give us the ultimate nature of the perceptual ob-
ject; l.e. that they are numerically identical with the per-
ceptual object.

The metaphysical cleavage between the sensible objects
comprised by all their sensible characters and the swarm of
constitutive atoms did not happen all at onee, but in s tages,
historically speaking. The breaking-down of objects into
atoms became a source of cleavage 1ln two Ways: the secondary
gqualities were eliminated from the external world by being
accounted for in terms of the primary qualities; and the pri-
mary qualities themselves as perceived became distinguished
numerically from the unperceived primary qualities of the con-
stitutive atoms. The elimination of the secondary qualities



brought about the first stage of cleavage between perceptual
obJects and atoms; and the distinotion between the primary
qualities of perceptual objects and the primary qualities of
atoms the second and final stage of cleavage, 8o far as phi-
losophy is concerned. The theory of psychic additions, which
science has held implicitly since Newton and Galileo, saved
the situation for science (though not for philosophy$ so far
es the first stage of cleavage was concerned. The colour of
& perceptual object 1s not possessed Ly the constitutive atoms,
which is equivalent for sclence to saying that they are not
in the object itself, but we perceive the colour as if it were
in the objects I sald that this saved the situation for science,
but not for philosophy. This is because science could contine
ue to work as though the secondary gualities were in the obe-
Jects 1t deals with, since these qualitles are irrelevant to
it so far as its actual work 1s concerned. But for philoso-
phy a chasm is already established between the secondary and
the primary qualities of objects.

8imilarly, the theory of psychic additions continues to
preserve the continuity between perceptual objects and atoms,
80 far as leicn?o is concerned, even at the second stage of
me taphysical cleavage between perceptual objects and atoms,.
The perceived object, so far as its primary qualitles are con-
cerned, is still considered the object sclence deals with smo
long as the differences between its qualities and the quali-
ties of atoms are not considered (firat stage). But when 1t
is considered that the atoms are discontinuous, though ex-

tended, while perceived objects possess continuous surfaces,



perceptual objects are seen to be numerically distinct from
atoms (second stage). And on the basis of the causal theory,
all perceived characters become the subjective effects of the
(objective) atoms. The reason why the theory of psychic addi-
tions continues to preserve, in sclenge, the continuity bet-
ween perceptual objects and scientiflc entities is due simply
to the fact that science continues in actual practice to as=-
sume that the atoms constitute the perceptual object, without
concerning itself with the philosophical implications of this
assumption. And this continuity 1s not affected by the recent
developements of physical theory (qQuantum physics) in which
atoms become more disparate qualitatively than the atoms of
classiocal physics. But this inoreasing disparity threatens

to sever the causal link between the atoms and the perceptual
objects = at least so far as the theory that "like causes
1ike" 1is concerned - whigh dualism posits. The coloured ex-
tents of various siszes and shapes,hhard or soft, sounding,
warm or cold, odorous, are a far cry from their supposed cau-
ses, the electron and proton waves of wive mechanlcs.

It is said that science starts with the assumption that
atoms are the constituents of experienced thinga; and the con-
sequence of holding this view, when its metaphysical implica-
tions are drawn out, ls the negation of the view itself: the
atoms become numerically distinct entities from perceptual
objecta lnd no longer "constituents" of any such objects.

The obvious inference to draw from this outcome is that the
argument is a reductio ad absurdum argument, and undermines
ig;'pru-iuo from which it started: atoms are not the consti-



tuents of perceptual objects. But this does not demonstrate
that there is s discontinuity in kind between atoms and per-
ceptusl objects. For even 1f atoms are not the constituents
of perceptual objects, still they may exist in the same apace
and time as perceptual objects. The argument shows that the
conception that atoms "sompose” perceptual objects does not
give the true relationship between the two. This seems to me
to spring from a wrong congeption of perceptual things and
the entities of science, namely the common-sense conception
of perceived things as stable objects — a way of looking at
things which is applied %o the entities of sclence also. The
notion of an "object" is at bottom that of an entity enduring
in an sbsolute time., The duration of objects is duration in-
different to duration. It thus amounts to conesiving things
as existing instantaneously. In other worda, andobject is
not a portion or a oross-sectionoof space-time., Even to talk
of existent things as constituted by characters which are
spatio-temporally and qualitatively interrelated is still to
eling to the conception of an existent whose essence is in-
different to duration. A character is a guality whose es-
sence is considered to comsist in 1ts being that specifie
quality and in nothing else; and hence preserving its self-
1dentity from moment to moment. Therefore, whether we hold
substantialism or insubstantislism, the notion of an Bbject®
st111 pox;'lah po long as the duration of an entity is not
considered as constituting a determining factor in its na=-
ture during s given moment.

On the other hand, if things, inoluding the entities of
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of sclence, are concelved as series of interconnectéd events,
1.0. as portions or cross-sections of space-time, then the
events of series, or a series as a whole, will not be put
over against another event or a series of interconnected
events as objective to subjective, or as constitutive of

the other event or series of events, though two or more se-
ries of events may be interconnected. Thus perceptual events
may be considered on this theory as related causally and in
nature to events involving ins trumental aids to perception
and sclentific recording instruments, though having reference
to different matrices of events. This preserves the contine
uity between perceptual events and non-perceptual events as
arising in the same spatio-temporal and causal framework,
and gilves us a basis for acquiring knowledge of perceptual
events from the analysis of these related events,

To conclude, saience investigates the nature of and
relations bYetween perceptual objects, and operates wholly
within the perceptual world. Hence if another order of
existence 1s posited, as by dualiem, this order of existence
will be unknowable, ao far as sclence 1s concerned. And
since causality operates wholly within the perceptual
world, no inference of any kind can be drawn concerning
the nature of entities in the other realm based on causa~
uir“. Hence this order of existence will be unknowable =
if posited — not only so far as science is congerned, bdbut
wholly and completely unknowable.

1’m further Chapter VII on the Causal Theory of l;maption
and on the causel relation between perceptual objects and
sclentific objecta.



v
SUBJRCTIVE AND OBJECTIVE SPACE AND TIME

In acecordanse with the assumptidn that there 18 a causal
relation between perceptual objects and selentific objects,
the dualist assumes that selentific objects are located in an
objective space. But starting with selentific objects the ques=~
tion arlises as to the manner tn which selentific objects lo-
cated in such a Bpace CAuse perceptual objects to be located
in a mental space and %o be perceived to be located in a space,
at various distances from each other. The k ws of perapective
assert that the pe reeived size of an object varies with the
dis tance of the observer from the object, The rays of light
converging from the ends of the object, whose size is rnoal,
make @ certain sngle at the retina, whieh determines the pere
ceived alze of the object. The angle made and therefore the
size perceived varies as the distance of the observer from the
object varies. The distance at which sn objeet is judged to
be logated depends in part on the sisze which 1t 1s percelved
to have, on the nature of 1ts other senaible characters,
which may Ye sssoclated together so as to form an object fa~-
411ar to the observer?, and on the vividness with which

l‘ﬂn laws of perspective assume that the objeoct possesses &
fixed sige and volume; end that only its perceived size va~-
rles with dlstance from the obhserver.

Zyor instance, a house seen at & considerable distance ls per-
ceived to have a small sizej and ye t normally, we do not
judge 1% to be located at the came dlstance as objects per-
geived to have the same slz€ as i1t which are aotually very
elose to us. The reason is that 1ts sensible characters in-
dicate that it is a "houge", and we know from past experience
that & house is of a certain minimum size. The house 1is
seen from small distances, and its large size noted. That
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these sensible gualities and the shape, are seen, If aware-
ness of distance of objects were solely and wholly the re-
sult of unconcious judgmenta based on the perceived sige,
charncters and vividness of what 1s percelved, the appre-
hended- location of perceptual objects in a space and at
certain distances from one another could be accounted for
(and wholly so) in terms of the sizes and relative dis tanc~
es of the causal sclentific objects, sssuming that the per-
celved slzes of perceptual objects are a functlon of the
siges of the causal sclentific objects and thelr distances
from the percipilent organism and from each othora. But
since dlstance, or the externallty of perceptual objects
from us s a directly percelved datum, (though the more ex-
act apprehension of the positiomsof objects is a result of
experience, particularly of tactual oxpcrienoe4). and there-~
fore are nobt inferred from the percelved relative gslze of
objocts, etc., the sizes and the distances of the causal
selentific objects from the perciplent organism do not aceou
eount for the percelved distances of perceptual objects.

Nor do T see any other way of accounting for perceived dis-

size 13 sssociated with the house as the "real" sigze of the
housej; and henceforth all perceived sizes of the houses are
compared with that standard sige; and the dis tances are
Jjudged by comparing the sizes.

31n other words, if we assume that the laws of perspective
apply to scienzific objects,

4in other words, the externality of perceptual obJects from
us, and the spatial distribution of these objects, is a dl-
rect perception. Hut the knowledge of the extent, particu~
larly the more exact extent, of the externality, i.e. the
measure of the dlstance of %hou objects from us, and of
their exact distance from each other, depends on ience,
and is developed by training. Past experience is utilized
for the unalded estimation of distances partly by making
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tances in terms of scientific objeocts.

The same difficulty arises in attempting to account for
the actual distances of perceptual objects from one another,
whether we assume that the perceived distances of perceptual
objects are the same as their actual distances from one ano-
thery or not. For it 1s diffiocult to see how the directions
in and the points at which a sclentific object acts upon ano-
ther sclentifie object (the perciplent organism), and the
particular intensity of the force with which it acts upon the
latter objeet (the intensity of causal action being consi-
dered to vary inversely with the sguare of the dis tance),
can be responsible for the locations of the generated percepd
tual objects in space.

It may be said that at least the extension which charac-
terizes perceptual objects can be explained in terms of the
extension characterizing sclentific objects, and of their
fiFtances rru-thn percipient organism. Assuming that the
ro%ing of the eye as a scientific objJect is extended, aif-
ferent rays of light will stimulate it at different points
in & menner which corresponds to the different spatial mrts
of the scientific object from which the different light-
rays come®. K

Now even if we assume in addition to the above that the
various rods snd cones of the retins which are acted upon
differ in certain respects, and that these Aifferences are

{ficonaglous infprences from the perceived sizes, vividness
and sensible characters of what is perceived, ms duoriboa
in footnote 28, p. , for instance.

®ses Stout, 0.7, , Mo Sreundwork of Fepehelogy, Revievdon

1943) » P80,



preserved in the nowmw"iﬂulea sent to the brain (in other
words 1f we assume the oxtchmo or "local signs"%), still
such differences cannot, aimply bconuao they arise from spa=-
tially separated cones and rodn, be responsible for the ex-
tension of the generated perceptual object., "Local signa"

are "signs®, i.e, they mﬁ;npomn‘)lc for our awareness of
differences in spatial position of the parts of the percelived
object. In the ecase in hend no such thing ccours, because in
this connection if "local signs" are to be of any use, they
should make us aware of differences in spatial poeition of
parts of the scientifiec object stimulating the retina. And
this cannot be the case, singe accoarding to dualism sclentl-
fic objects are not and cannot be percelved. "Local signs"
do not cause the production of entitiea characterized by ex-
tension; they mske us aware of extension which is already ex-
istent. The above conclusiétn 1s also reached if we consider
that the mind, which conditions perceptual objects, is 1itself
unoxundodv. _

Now if the percelived extension and the perceived and the
actual relative spatial location of perceptual objects cannot
be accounted for by scientific objects, it follows that
(a) perceived relative location 18 not the effect of causal
sctivity, but is sn ultimate fact in the same sense in which
the universe as a whole may be sald to be ultimate; (b) As-
suming mo absolutist conception of space, the space in
which perceptual objects are sctuslly located® has no corres-

%bi‘., pe8l.
mm«n considers this fact evidence agalnst the view that

m&a. m”u &Honpnoo. 8ee The Concept Of Nature,
»
85ince as I showed befare the mctual loeality of perceptual
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dence to the space in which sclentific oblects are locatedp
,¢) tat there ls no correspondence between the locations of
sclentific objects in objective space and (1) the perceived,
and (11) the actual, location of perceptual objects.
¢#ince (¢) follows if we adopt a relativist theory of space,
1t agrees with Whitehead's conclusion that on the relativist
theory
ves there ig& no pointwise connection between causal
space and apparent space and it is meaningless to
say that the molecules of the grass are in any place
which has & determinate spatial rehts.ongto the
place ocoupied by the grass which we see .
we sawl® that Whitehead argues that there 's no reason
why causal nature should occupy volumes of space. And from
that consideration, as well as from other conslderations,
Whitehead concludes that scientific objects are unknowab le
(except pernhaps that they ocoupy t&ma)ll. My point, follow-
ing from the above considerations, is thig:- whether scilenti-
fic objects occupy space or not, sclentific objectas cannot
account for the fact that perceptusl objects are perceived
to be located in space. Thus a fact of experience is cut out
from the dualist's account, and violence is done to experience.
On the other hand, starting from the fact that perceptual ob=
jects are percelved to be spatially located, we are not war-

ranted in inferring that sclentific objects also are located

in space., But even if that is warranted, nothiing concerning

objects assuming, as dualism does, that perceptual objects are
actually located in space (since it does not distinguish bet-
ween perceptual space and perocept space) ~ is not a function
of soientific objects and their spatial relations,

Swnitehead, A.N., The Concept Of Nature, (Cambridge,1926),p.42.
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the location of solentific objects from one another can fol-
low from the perceived location of perceptual objects from

one another., Hence no arguments for dualism which assume &
gsorrespondence in spatial position between perceptual objects
and the causal selentiflc objoctlla as a premise can arlse
validly. If such arguments are to have any validity, they hawe
to assume that we are palking throughout about objects that we
can perceive in such cases as those of refrastion, reflsctlon,
change of or in the medium, etc.

The dualist argues that scientific objects occupy space
because perceptual objects ocoupy Spaceé. But the perceptual
object ls conditioned by the percipient's mind as well as by
the causal scientific object or objects. We are faged, there-
fore, with the problem of determining the contribution of the
mind and of the scientific objects respectively in de termin-
ing the characters of perceptual objects. Is the extenslion
of perceptual objects contributed by the mind or by sclenti-
fic objects? What ubout colour, taste, odour, a sound of a
specific pitech and intensity; the intensity of colour? Are
these characters contributed by the mind, or by sclentifle
objects, or by the two jointly? If jointly, what is the
share of each? In gﬁncral, to gquote Whitehead,

vee what do we know about mind which would allow

us to infer any partioular characteristics of a
caus € !hish should influence mind to particular
effeocta?

It is not difficult to see that it cannot be argued va=

12300 Chapter III.
130’- elt., ’.uo
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11dly that colour, taste, odour, sound are subjective because
they vary under various conditions, and that estension, figure,
size, and motion are objective because they are constant. Such
an argument is invalld whether by extension, figure, size (and
also colour, odour, taste, etc.) 1s meant individusl extents,
figures, sizes (and individual colours, odours, tastes, etc.),
or extension, figure, size (and colour, odour, taste, etc.)
in general. For it 1s not true that individual extents, fi=-
gures, sizes do not vary. And as for ertension, flgure, size
in general, the argument from the fact that objects are Always
perceived with some extent, possessing size and ghape, is not
valid, because objects are always perceived coloured as well
as extended, etc.

But suppose we use this argument. If it were true that
the Lockean so-called secondary qualities vary while the so-
called primary qualities do not, would it not follow more na-
turally that the spatial conatancy of e rceptual objects is
gcontributed by the mind, the constant factor in the causal
transaction, while the varisble characters are contributed
by the differences in the causes (scientific objects)? — a
strange reversal of (artesian-Lockean reasoning from the same
or similar premises, and of the conclusion drawn from that re-
asoningl

The above criticisms apply in respect to tactual percepts
also. For though we do not perSelve distances between tactual
objects, still we tactually perceive things to be extended
and to be variously located in space. As a matter of fact
we assoclate tactual characters with visual characters and

-
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locate the former in the sams reglons as thesd which the latter
are perceived to occupy.

Speaking of the assocliation of tactual and visual charac-
ters, we now come to the analysis of what is involved in such
association. I have assumed in the foregoing discuseions of
visual snd tactual characters that our colours and our touches
are extended. And it is true, as Alexander holds, that if this
1s assumed, the problem arises af howthe manner in which visual
and tactual spaces are correlated, sinece in that case, visual
and tactual spaces are distinet apnou“. But whether we hold
that we apprehend an extended colour or a coloured extent,
whether we perceive or we intult oxtantla, 80 long as we seeé
colours and have tactual presentations and we assoclate them
together in the same reglomsof space, notwithstanding the fact
that on dualistioc premises visual and tactual characters are
dis tinet percepts and exlst independently of one another, we
do correlate tactual and visual characters. And my task here
is to discover shat principles this correlation of ohnracteft
involves. Again, we apprehend extent in relation to visual
characters and also in relation to tactual characters. But vis-
ual characters may exist at moments when tactual charactera re-
fersble ho the same spatiasl locus do not exist (assuming dua-

1ism)s and vige versa. Hence the extent apprehended in relation

to colours is numerically distinct from extent apprehended in

relation to touch; and therefore the problem of correlating

“Al;:;:ndor, S., Space, Time, And Deity, (London,1980),Vel.II,,
Pe P

uI'bid. » p.l“-

96



them arises.

In actual practice specifie tactual charscters are as-
socilated with specific visual characters, This associatlion
of characters is arrived at as a result of observing that
when a part of the body (say the hand) or the body as a whole,
is viadnlly contiguous with certain patches of colour, speci-
fie¢ tactual characters are perceived. These tactual characters
become assoclated with the visual characters through the re-
currence of tactual presentations of the same characterswhen-
ever vinual presentations arise whlch are of a similar charac~
ter to those perceived before. Since tactual presentaticns are
more or less constant, while visual presentations vary under
various conditions; all ¥isual presentations associated with
a specific tactual presentation become agsoclated together.
This 1s achieved by two stages of assoclation. First those
visual characters are associated together which are perceived
under varying conditions, but are perceived throughout when
they are at most at an arm's length from the observer, l.e.
when tactual characters are percelved simultaneously. This
assoclation is then extended to include visual characters
geen at distances greater than an arm's lengthe

The perception of tactual characters when a part or the
whole of the body 1s visually contiguous with a coloured
extent may be interpreted in the 1ight of the causal theory
of pérception in either of two ways:- (a) the body or a part
of 1t and the coloured extent are causally efficaclous ex-
istents, and the tactual characters are generated as a re-

sult of the action of the "coloured extent" on the "body™j



or (b) the "body" and the "goloured extent” are only apparently
responsible for the generation of the tactual characters. Sol-
entific objects which generate the perceptual objects "body" and
the ™coloured extent"™ act in such a manner as to produce tactu-
al charactersy the tactual characters are located in the same
region n“ and are assoclated with specifie visual characters
besause the causes (the sclentific oblects) of the visual and
the tactusl percepts are the same. If (a) 1s assumed, while
holding that perceptual objects are subjective, we have the
following:~ the "eoloured extent"” acts upon the "body" and
produces a tactual percept. The tactual percept produced is an
effect of the causal action of the "soloured extent" and, in
accordance with the gensrative theory of perception, is a dis-
tinct entity numerically other than the "coloured extent" and
exists in a subjectlive space numerically distingt from the
subjective space in which the "coloured extent” and the "body"
are located. Duallam rejects the congeption that perceptual

161me taotual chareoters are not percelved to be located in the
ssme region as certain visual characiers. This 18 inferred
from the process amlysed above: the movement of the body,
visusl contiguity, etec. If the above process is not interpre-
ted realistically, i.e. as '(a)' above, the dualist will have
no ground for asserting that the uionf:iric object which cau-
gses specific visual characters 1s the same objeot which sau~-
ces tactual (or other types of ) characters associated with
the visual charactersj and hence thet & selentific object 1s
characterized by qualities which correspond to both visual,
tactual, and other types of sensible qualities. It is possibk
that some sclentifioc objects are characterized only by quall-
ties corresponding to visual characters of perceptual objectss
while others are characterized only by qualities ocorrespond-
ing thetactual characters. Dualism rejects the common=-sense
conception of m object as a gubstratum in which certain gua-
1ities inher, so far as perceptual objects are concernsd.
But it retains the notion that sensible characters located
ether in a reglon of space are essentially connected. From
s, through the ceusal link, 1t locates corresponding ocausal
sharasters in seientifilc objects.
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objects are causally ofﬂouim“, Hence 1t rejects the

position "(a)" above. The process described in Y(a)' above
may be interpreted realisticslly also. The "@oloured extent”
and the "body" are objective exlstent things characterized

vy tactual characters as well as by visual characters, the two
objects allows for the action of the former contigulty object
on the latter object, as a result of which the tactual charac-
ters are perceived in the sense that the percipient becomes
awvare of them.

If the position described in Yb)' above is held, the dua-
1ist assumes & spatial sorrespondence between the relative po=-
sitions occupled by the "body" and the "goloured extent”" when
tastual characters are not perceived and the position of the
gaugal scilentific object or objects; and beliween the relative
positiona occupled by the "hody"™ and the “ooloured extent"
when tactual characters are percelived, and the position of
the selentifie obleot or objects. Such that, when the sclen~-
tific object occuples the former position relatively to the
perciplent organism no causal aetlon takes place, but sueh
action occurs when the sclentiflc object occupies the latter
position relatively %o the percipient organism. But we have
already seen in this chapter that there is no such spatial
ecorrespondence between solentific objects and perceptual ob=-
jects. To sum up the abcve discussion, if the dualist as-
m any correlation between the different types of sensible
characters in our experience, he commits himselfl elther to a

1'{:l'. mean by "duslism" here that form of the doctrine which

holds that perceptual objecte are psychie entitics,.
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‘realistic interpretation of the process, or to an unwarranted

and invaelid assumption of one-one spatial correspondence bet-
ween scientific objeots and perceptual objects.

Iet us now see what 1s invelved in the correlation of the
spaces of two (or mored perciplents such that the percipients
appear to be observing nuserically the'same perceptual object,
and not two (or more) objects shich are qualitatively very si-
milar or identigal. For thils purpose I shall analyse the situ-
ation involved in visusl perception. The correlation of tactual
and other epaces follows on the same lines as the porrelation
of visual spaces.

Let us take two percipients, 'A' and 'B', 'A' iz obmerve
ing an object 'Y', while 'B' 1s not perceiving 'Y' because his
line of vision does not lie in the direction of 'Y' from him.
Now suppose that 'B' wishes to observe 'Y'. He turns his eves,
head, or his whole body so that the line of his vision meets
'A''2 line of vision at a certaln point in spage., 'B' does
this by noting the direction in which 'A''s head and body are
turned and in which his eyes are gasing, or by following the
direction in which 'A' may be positing. It 1s a fact of exper-
ience that by such and other means a man perceives objects
which appear to be perceived by other peroiplents also, It
would be very difficult, if not impossible, to have anything

in common with other men if correlation of apaces does not
take place, Thus, correlation of spaces 1s a fact.

laﬂn process described is correlation of gspaces on dualistic
premises, which are assuwmed here on realistic premises 1t
would be "perception of one and the same object in the same
space" by different observers.



Now in order that by the shove-desoribed process two qualil-
tatively similay or identical objects be percelved by two ob-
servers, the perceptual spaces of the two ebservers have to
overlap in a hypothetical common spage such that the percep-
tual object in the one perceptual space coincides. in poni tion
in the hypothetical space with the position of the other ob-
ject (qualitatively very similar or identiocal) in the same hy-
pothetical space. What happens is that when a perciplent ga-
zes8 in a certain direction in which he expects to percelve a
gertain object, a perceptual object is generated in that re-
gion: in that region in his perceptual space which coincidds
(at least approximately) with the position in thessame space
in which the perceptual object perceived by the other m roip-
tent would be located. The two qualitatively similar or lden=-
tical perceptual oblects in privefe spaces have a cormon
gause: A -oiontifié object located in objective space. Ience
thelr locations in their privete snaces correspond. From this
1t follows also that the positions of all objecta, relatively
to one another, located in a given perceptual spasce, corres-
pond to the positions of all objects, relatively to one ano-
ther, located in another perceptual space.

It is seen that the above account assumes that selentifie
objects are responasible for the perceived location of percep-
tual objects conditioned by them. And we have seen that thls
asdumption is unwarranted. The same ls true mutatis mutandls

of the correlation of the other spaces of two or more perocip-
fents, Moreover, the correlation of the perceptual spaces of
two or more perciplénts presupposes in fact the correlation
of the perceptual spaces of a single pereipient, And we
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have seen in an earlier part of the chapter that this in-
volves elther realistic premises or else dualistic premises
which are unwarranted.

Tt will be remembered that one of the arguments for the
pumerical distinctness of perceptusl objects and sclentifle
objects 1s based on the fact that the perciplent event oeccurs
later than the emisasion of light-rays from the cognosocendum.
This argument assumes that sclentific objects and perceptual
objects exist elther (a) in the same timemseries, or (b) in
time-series which heave a correspondence of "simulatnelty”,
"before", and "after".

The mind 1s commonly assumed to endure in time. But
the time in which perceptual objects endure is not necessa~-
rily the time in which the mind 1lteelfl endures. If we under-
stend by the time in which the mind endures the time in which
we experience our inner states end thoughts as enduring, the
time in which the mind endures can be sald to be the same
time in which psrceptual objects endure only 1f we assume an
absolute theory of timel?, On a relational or relativist
theory of time, in which time 1s an expression of a relation

19
The absolute theory of time be desoribed b{ quoting
from ¥hitehead'd The Concept Of Nature, {Cambrldge, 1926),
331~ Time 1s the ordered succession of duratlonless
tanda; snd these instants are known to us merely as
the relata in the serial relation which 1s the time-
ordaringnﬂhtion, and the time~ordering relation is
mere own to ug as relating the Ingtanta. Namely, the
velation and the inastants are Jointly known to us our
approhension of time, each implying the other".
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between events as ondnringzo, the two time-series will be
numerically distinet. Again, the time in which the mind
endures can be assumed to be the same time in which scienti-
fie objects endure if the absolute theory of time is assumed,
but not if the relational theorg of time is assumed, Thus 1f
the relational theory is assumed, the time in which the mind
endures and the time in whioch perceptual objects endure are
different from one another and from caussl tlme, and nod: >
correspondence can be sald to exlst at least between cananl
time on the one hand and mentel time and percept-tim021 on
the other hand.

Hence on the relational theory of time there will be
no temporal sequence of "hefore™ and "after™ between the
omusal activity of the scientifle object on the percipient
organism and the physilco=physiologlcal changes in the
latter on the one hand, and the productidn of a perceptual
object on the other hand, 80 that it cannot pe maintained th
that perceptual objects exlet after the causal activity of the
the scientific objlects mssumed to be responsible for thelr
production, as is held in the duelist's argument from the

finite veloecity of 1light, for instance.

Essays, (New York, 1949), p.l1569.

£l
The time in whiech perceptual objects endure.

20
See Whitehead, A.N., The Alms Of Edugation And Other



VI

CHANGE IN THE PERCEPTUAL WORID

¥We now come to a discussion of change in the perceptual
world: spatio-temporal change or motion, and qualitative and
quantitative change.

In Chapter One it was mentioned that on dualistic grounds
perceptual objects have no causal efficacy, neither are they
nor can they be acted upon by scientifiec objects. A seclen~
tific objects mects on the percipient organism; the generated
effect of this motion is the perceptual objests A percep=
tua) object is temporally posterlor to the causal interac~
tion of the sclentific objectaor objects (which are its caue-
sal antecedents), and the percipient organism. A perceptual
object comes into existence as a result of this interactlon,

and therefore cnnno§ be itself acted upon s# far as this

specifie interaction is concerned. Now, since only a certaln

specific causal action of seientifiec objects on the percip-
ient organism results in a pereiplent event, if a scientifie
object acts upon the perciplent organism in another way,
the result is purely physico-physiological change in the
body and not perception. If change occurs in the selenti-
fioc object, it produces & new effect on the @ rciplent or-
ganism (as cognitive) and a new perceptual object is gene-
rated. In general, no seilentific object can affect a per-
geptual object hecause there is no direct eausal link bete
ween scientiflec objects and perceptual objlects., It may be
thought that the pereipient organism can affect perceptual
objects which exist in relation to it; and since 1t itself

1s a selentific objeet, at least one solentific object can

st Bponepeveetn sl o) Zagtis. JBariber
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act upon perceptual objects. Furthermore, 1f this 1s the
case, sclentific objects can affect perceptual objects med-
liately through their action on the percipient organism. But
the percipient organism can act upon the perceptual objects
existing in relation to it only through its aetion on the
mind via the physico-physiologlical changes inveolved in the
percipient event, Such actlion will be mediate, and the re-
sultant effect on the mind will not result in changes 1in

the perceptual objects already existing in relation to the
mind's awareness, but in the production of one or more new
perceptusl objects. Horeoven since perceptual objects are
mental existents, no perceptual object can affect other
perceptual objects. And so far es I know dualists who hold
that perceptual objeetas are mental do not attribute causal
efficacy to perceptual objootll. Russell holds that percep=
tusl objects affect one mothergg but for him perceptual ob=-
jects are physical, and not mental.

If what was sald above is ocorrect, 1t follows that
change of any kind in the psrceptual world is apparent. A
perceptual object is always located in the same reglon of
percept-space, and iz always qualitatively and quantitative-
ly oh.nnsclni. The effect of motion of selentific objects
(sssuming that selentific objects move) is not motion (of
perceptual objects), but the production, successively, of

new perceptual objects, each in a slightly differenttposi-
tion, in apace, from the former, so that we seem to see one

1ses Lovepoy, A.0., The Revolt Against Duallism,( {¥.p.) ,1930),

Pe

'sp;o’gg:un, B., The Analysis of Matter, (London,1827),

108§
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and the same object changing 1ts position continuously.
Now, it is difficult to understand how a change in
position, even the slightest, can result in such changes
in the percipient organism that a distinet object 1s gene-
rated, instead of the occurence of changes in the percep-
tual object itself generated when the sclentific object was
in a difficult position., Moreover, it is difficult to un-
derstand that a perceptual objiot generated when the causal
sclentific object is in a certain position should ceasse to
exist when the scientific objest ocoupies another position.
For if this does not happen we would perceive several per=-
ceptual objects, each located in a positlion corresponding
to a particular location of the sclentific object on the
line of its motion (assuming a spatial correspondence bet-
ween the sclentific objects and perceptual objects: an as-
sumption made by dualism). Similarly with tactual presen-
tations. On the dualistic view we should get tactual pre-
sentations along a line corresponding to the line of motion
of the scientiflc objJect, even if we identify aspatially tac-
tual and visual prelentltlon53. But nothing of the sort is
found in experience. Hence if we do not assume that a per-
ceptual object ceases to exlst when a sclentific object chan-

ges 1ts position, we are forced to admit that change In the

?If we do not identify spatially the two types of presenta-

tions, there is no reason to assume that when we perceive
a visual objlect moving in space, tactunl presentations
should be obtained at the various places which the visual
object meems to ocoupy. And this 1s true even if the pere
ceived change in the position of visual perceptual objects
1s real and not apparent. And we have already seen (Ghap-
ter V) what such an identification of ppatidY poittions of
visual and tsctual presentations involves.



perceptual world must be real and not apparent.

Let us look at the problem of motion from another angle.
Slnce sclentific objeots do not ascecount for the specific lo-
¢l which perceptual objects ocoupy in percepte-space and in
perceptual npaodﬁ they cannot account for the apparent change
of the spatial loci of perceptual objects, 1.e. the genera-
tion of perceptual objeots in Aifferent spatial looci.

Fow, it 1s undeniable that we perceive perceptual objlects
moving in space. But from dualistic grounds it follows that
perceptual objects do not reslly change their position. This
means that perceptual objects move in perceptual space, while
they are motloniess In perocept-space. Simllarly in the case
of percelved changes in quality or quantity in perceptual ohe
Jects, as when an explosion ococurs: we perceive such changes
occourring, while perceptusl objects are supposed not to change.
Thus it seems that perceptual objects in perceptual space
differ from perceptual objects in percept-space. Hence per-
ceptual space and percept-space cannot be identified®. Nor
can percepbtual objecta in perceptual space be identified
numerically with perceptual objects in poréopt-splco. Since
we percelve perceptual objeots moving, changing, eta.,
though actually (on dualistic grounds) they do not move,
change, etc., we do not perceive perceptual objects as they
actually are and therefore we do not perceive them at all,
What we perceive are distinet entities which resemble them

4
Ghlpter Ve

8
Which means, among other things, that dualism has to assume
an absolute theory of space.
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in certain respects. Thus if we asswme dualism, we have

oropping before us a third order of existents, an order of
unperceived and unperceivable, but private, cavaslly inert
mental entities]

Even 1f dualism explains why we perceive motion, and
qualitative and quantitative change, while no such thing
really occurs, 1t still remains that the two frameworks: per-
cept-space and perceptual space, are humerically distinct.
Tven 1f change in the perceptual world is "apparent”, it is
a faect that explanation cannot do awey with. Dualism might
say that in the case of apparent change (spatio-temporel,
etc.) Alstinct sense~impressions or sensatisons asre produced
in us, but that these sensations are fused together so as to
result in the production of percepts which appear to move,
or to chenge qualitatively or quantitatively, This is the
way in which phyeslologilecal paychology aceounts for the per-
ception of an extended surface while the individual sensa-
tions obtained in the case of sight (say) through the action
of llght on the rods and cones of the retina, can be consi-
dered as aistinct®,

The physico-phyeiological basis of the perception of a
moving body or of qualitative and quantitative change is
the same as that of the perception of a surfece. The phys=
iologleal proceeses involved explain the fact that percepts
- appear extended, moving, etc, But it seems to me that these

processes do not tell us whether percepts are actually ex~

6

See Clarke, E., "Vision", Encyclopamedia Brittanioca (13th
Edition), Vol., XXVIII, p.13Z,



tended or not. It is not obvious why the stimlation of the
cones end rods of the retina, and the nervous impulses sent
to the brain should result in en entity whiech iz extended and
extended continuously, even though these cones and rods are
assumed to be distributed on a surgace (the retina), consi-
dering these rods and cones and the retina iteelf scientifle
objects. The fact that nervous impulses sent from the var-
ious cones and rods may be different, as impulses, from one
another, i1a not suffieclent to ascount for the extension of
perceptds 8o far as the sbove considerations go, the exten=
sion of perceptual objects may be apparent., Eimilarly for
motion and change.

If percepts as perceived differ in any respect from per-
cepts as they are actually, whfch seems to follow from the
foregoing considerations, the donclusion is forced on us (as
mentioned before) that percepts as percelved (1.e. in percep-
tual space) are ahtities Aistlhet from percepts as they are
actually (i.e. in percept-space). The logic here 1s the same
as that which duslism itself uses when 1t argues for the sub=-
Jeetivity of perceptual objects or the ground (say) that thirgs,
according to physloal 30101’.109 are composed of a very large
number of discrete atoms in continuous motion, with compara-
tively large interstices between them,while we perceive con-
tinuous and steady surfaces. Dualiss considers the fusion
of the sensatlions resulting from the impecits of these parti-
cles on the nervous meghanism of the percipient a sufficient
ground for maintalning that tho percept and the agltated a~
toms are numerically distinct. A thing is either perceived
exactly as 1t 1s Independently of the perciplent, or what
te



is perceived 1s really a distinct entity. If the dualist
rejects my conclusion he undermines the analpgbus arguments
he uses., If he wishes to preserve his arguments, he has %o
accept the conclusion that percepts in percept-space are nu=
merically distinet from percepts in perceptual space. Now
two processes are involved in perception: the production of
the perceptual object, and the awareness of that object. The
awareness of a perceptual object may be stimalated either by
the physico-physioclogical and psychic processes which are in-
volved in the production of the perceptual object, or the
physlco-physiologlical process produooi other physico-physio-
logical changes which are not responsible for the production
of the perceptual object, but for affecting awareness., If
the former i@ what sctually happens, 1t may be supposed that
since both the content of the perceptual object and awareness
are produced by the same causal processecs, the mind becomes
aware of the perceptual object as determined in content by
the causal process. Dut if the latter be what actually hap=
pens, 1t is possible that the mind becomes aware of the per-
ceptual objeoct, not as determined in content by the causal
processes, but in a different manner, since the phyaico-phy-
siologlcal changes conditioning awareness may affect 1t:
although 1t is true thet these changes are themselves condl-
tioned by the physico-physiological changes which determine
the production of the perceptual objeot.

It was sald, in effect, that the apparent motion of one
and the same perceptusl objesct, 1.e. spatlo-temporal shange,
is sotually only a temporal succession of desecrete perceptual
objects with different (fixed) spatial locations. Now af we
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assume, as duallsm does, that sclentific objects are related
causally to perceptual objects as they really are, we cannot
infer that sclentific objects move, since perceptual objects
do not really movev. Hence we cannot account (among other
things) for such perceived changes in the positions of certaln
perceptual objJects, which are assoclated with percelved changes
in the positions of other perceptual objects, as for instance
that a billiard ball is seen to move when another ball "hits"
it. Similarly for gualitative and quantitetive change. On
the other hand, 1f we attribute motlon to scientifie objects
in order to account for the perceived motion of perceptual ob-
Jects, 1t follows thet an effect is not necessarily "like"™ its
cause in the sense that there 1s a one-one correspondence hete
ween a character of the effect and a character of the sause®,
Changes in the positionsof sclentific oblects do not result
in changes in the positions of perceptual objects, but in the
generation of new perceptual objects in new 1nel in percept-
space. ©Slmilarly iIn regard to other characters which belong
to perceptuml objects as percelved, but not as they really are.
On the other hand, if we assume that the motion of sofene

tific objects results in the gonerntion of perceptual objects,

7'rhls argument 1s not a vislous circle, because the fact that
perceptual objects do not move is not based on the AS sump-
tion that seientifiec obJects move. Ve percelve perceptual ob-
Jects moving: thts 1s a fact. At the same tire we assume dua-
1ism: i.e. that perceptual objJects are effects of scientific

" objects. Since seientific objects produce perceptual objects,
they do not aet on perceptual objects, nor do perceptual ob-
&acta act upon one another: they are not causally efficaclous,
ence percelved motlion 1s apparent.

8

An assumptlon made by the dualist im inferring the nature of
sclentlific objscts from the nature of perceptual objects.



we have to explaln how one and the same cause can be respon-
sible, in affecting one and the same object (the perciplent
organism) in a certain specific manner (the physico-physio-
logical and psychlc changes) for effects which are so dlspa-
rate: changeless objects which appear to change, motionless
objects which appear to move.

Dualism is thus caught in a dilemma: if 1t assumes that
soientific objects move in space, and change qualitatively,
etc., 1t 1s caught in the above-mentloned difficulty. If 1t
assumcs that sclentiflc objects do not move, ete., it leaves
unexplained the fact that we perceive perceptual objects

moving, etc., which is a fact,

11§
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

In Chapter Three I have attempted to show that dualism
does not arise necessarily (logically) from the 1mmediate
facts of experience; and that in order to prove that pere
cepts are oxlntentinll} conditioned by perception Qualism
has to assume as true reallstic premiges: not for the sake
of proving its argument by a reductio ad absurdum, but as

necessary premises for 1ts position. These premlses are
(a) that two or more sense-characters of the same type
cannot be spatio-temporally 1dontica1|'(b) that of a group
of quaiit&tivoly continuous presentations one br.lontation
at least 1s numerically ldentical with an object as 1t is,
independently of perception. If the attempt 1s successful,
no sclentific (or other) hypotheses, however wldely acce-
pted or well-established, can compel us to accept dualism,
I have in mind here the causal theory of perception as
interpreted by dualism (l.e. as generative). However, it
1s seen from Chapter Three in the discussion of the ge-
nerative theory of perception that the rejection of du-
alism does not entall the rejection of the causal theory
of perception, and therefore of causality in general, but
only of the generative conception of causality. The ge=-
nerative theory is not part of the seclentific causal theory
and does not form an essentlal part of the causal theory
of perception. It 1s granted that perception arlses as a
result of the causal action of objects on our sense-organs
and neuro-cerebral structure and perhaps the mind also,
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and that the nature of the physico-physlologlcal and pay-

chic changes involved in the percipient event are depewm-
it in part on the mature of the causal action. But
this as such doea not decide for the causal subjectivity
 of the objeect of perception, the perseptual objects theme
selves, and therefore for their existential subjectivity.
Of course a non-dugli,atié theory of perception has to
show how the aoooptu’mo of the causal theory of perce=
ption 1s compatible with the existentlal objectivity of
perceptual objects, thelr independence of the percipient
event as existent things.

I shall not attempt here to formulate a theory which
may realize the end mentioned above. I want to suggest
only that if 1t can be shown that the perception, or more
exactly the perceptibility, of a presentation-continuum
composed of specific character-complexes under specific
conditions affecting the perciplent organism, is causally
determined by these 'oonditionl, but that the character-
complexes thouol\ybs which are perceived are not so deter-
mined, the causal theory 1s preserved without endangering
the objectivity and existentlal independence of what 1s
perceived.

It 1s perhaps apparent from the sanalysis of the
experiential bases of dualism in Chapter Three that du-
alism as an q.ﬁtoupt to explain the facts of immediate
experience is to be distingulshed from the form it takes
when the causal theory of perception 1s applied to it.

So far as thu former 1s concerned, qualitative relativity



in all its forms entalls — 1f 1t entalls anything dualistic
at all — that perceptual objects do not exist when not per-
paiogived. ™his avolds violation of the law of contradlction
in those cases where one perciplent, viewing appmrently the
same object under different conditions, is concerned. Also,
that the perceptual objects perceived by different percl-
plents are private in the sense that the perceptual objects
which are perceived by each perciplent are percelved only
by hime. This avolds vidlating the law of contradiction in
the case of several percipients apparently perceliving the
same object simltaneously from different spatlial stand-
points, or under other conditions. From the conclusion that
perceptual objects 4o not exist when unperceived it can be
inferred that perceptual objects are exlistentially condi-
tioned by awareness, assuming that the existence of perce-~
ptlalk objects and the presence of awareness, and the none-
exlstence of perceptual objects when awareness 1s absent,
1s not acocidental. But nothing in the above requires (a)
that another order of exlstent things be posited, and (b)
that these existent things be considered as conditioning
perceptual objects existentlially. It may be sald that the
variability of sensible characters with variations in
media or in the percipient, or in both, implies that these
characters are existentially conditioned (at least in part)
by the media, and the perciplent. But this can mean that
sensible characters are relational, and that percelved
changes are real changes in objects, and not only apparent
changes. And at any rate, if we introduce osusality in
order to account for the perceived changes in perceptual
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objects, there will be no logical passage from the perceptual

world to anothpr world in which causality really operates,
and to objects which condition perceptual objects existem
ntially, The media and the percipient organism which cau-
sally condition the characters of perseptual objects are
themselves perceptual objJects. It 1s only when the gee
nerative sausal theory 1s introduced that nature is bi-
furcated into an order of causal objects and an order of
effects == an order of effects only.

The generative theory of perception presupposes that
the percipient organism himself is exlstentlally independent
of _-parcaptionl. The percipient as a causal object must
gx;at prior to the generation of perceptual objects, inclu-
aing the perceptual object which we call the "body", in
order that perceptual objects may be generated as a result
of certain changes in it. The psychic act of awareness
which conditions the perceptual object existentlally arises
only as & result of the physico-physiological changes in
the percipient organism as a causal object, and they in
turn ooour‘: only as a result of causal action on the percie
plent organism. Furthermore, the causal objJects condi=-
tioning t:tm| perciplent event cammot be themselves condl-
tioned by awareness, except if we are to suppose that a
perceptual object generated as a result of the causal
action of ﬂu percipient organism upon itself can sct upon

lput not s!l.-*ly as a pure mind. Whatever possibility exlsts
that causal objects may act upon a pure mind, dualism
itself assumes that the perciplent organism 1s an embddied
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the perciplent organism to produce other perceptual objJects;
and 80 One

Thus the gererative theory presupposes the existence
of certain entities (at least one entity) which exist in-
dependently of the perciplent event, existents which are
causally efficacious. The application of caugality to perce-
ption by the generative theory results in the posliting of
exlstents of another order than the order of perceptual oe
bjects; or more exactly, in the exclusion of perceptual
objects from that order of existents. Thus the theory that
perceptual objects are caused by objects existing indepe~
ndently of the percipient event is arrlived at by starting
from an order of independently existing causal objects,
and finding out (from an analysls of immedlate experience)
that what we perceive 1s conditioned by awareness, and
(from the generative theory) that 1t 1s condi tioned by the
percipient event and by other factors. As a matter of fact
dualism starts with the explicit assumption that there are
entities in the universe which exist independently of perce-
ption, as the gere ral realistlc creed holds., It finds out
that perceptusl things uro'oondltionod by perception: hence
dualism.

The above analysis showed that 1f dualism starts from
the perceptual world 1t cnpnot go beyond it to a world of
causal sclentific objJects. ¥Nor can it ever prove that
such objects existe It has to assume from the start that
sclentifiec objects exist. But what assures us that our
realistic assumption 1s not wrong? What 1f nothing in

o L7 ]
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the external world exists unporceivad?a If experienced na-
ture is conditioned by awareness, shall we bldurcate nature
1n order to hold on to our realistic assumption?

But if dualism abandons 1ts bifurcationism but retalins
1ts subjectivism (1.e. the position that perceptual objects
are exlstentially subjective), 1t passes over into subje-
ctive 1dealism, or into phenomenalism. And in doing so 1t
involves 1tgelf in the traditional difficulties which the
gbove positions entall.

Tt is interesting to note how the causal connection
between coilcntirio objects and perceptual objects 1s esta-
blighed. Dualism arlises by excluding perceptual objects
from the realm of entitles existing independéntly of perce-

| ption. Hence the caws al efficacy which 1s attributed to

the latter entitles from the start as the entities Hxiating
objectively, 1s retained In their realm and not Sarried
over to the perceptual world. But our perception that the
objootiv.e world possesses a property called causality 1a
derived from our knowledge of the perceptual world. The
porfcp\;uqlﬁ '-o_‘r].d supplies us with causality, which (among
other: sanertles) we come to consider as the characters
which reality to be real mist possess. Causality ls then
txf'mromé to the world of sclentific objects (as the
ijootiv& world) and denled to the perceptual objects them=

‘olm But wﬁgt warrant 1s there in assuming that obje-
ative reality mist be causal while 1t 1s the perceptual

2
I n;.mludlng the possibility of the exlstence of other
ﬂi!l L}



world which 1s characterized by caudality and the perceptual
world itself 1s denied objective realltyl

In Chapter Four the attempt has been made to show that
solence deals through and through with the perceptual
world and is not concerned with another realm of existents
Jnown by inference from the perceptual world. If this 1is
true, 1t follows that if such an order of objects is po-
glted — as by dualism = these oblects wlll be unknow=-
able. Tt was sald before that according to the discusaion
in Chapter Three dualism cannot arise necessarily from an
examination of immediate experience, and that in its
attempt to establish itself it 1s forced to assume reall-
stic premises. That is to say, it is not possible to go
xaliddy beyond the perceptual world in the manner in which
dualism attempts to go beyond it. Therefore even if an
order of sclentiflc objects 1s posited, nothing which due-
alism attributes to them as necessary in order to account
for the characters possessed by perceptual objects can be
really attributed to them. If sclence deals throughout
with the perceptual world, the causality which sclence
finds and utilizes characterizes the perceptual world,
Hence a causal relationship between sclentific objlects and
perceptual objects camnot be validly posited, at least not
as operating in the manner which we know. And as we have
seen, such a roht.ionlh'ip 18 the eplstemological connecting-
bridge for dualism between perceptual objects and sclenti-
fic objects.

This as much does not disprove dualism as a metaphy-
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sical doctrine, as Love'loy rightly points outs. But the
unknowability of scientiflic objects cen be used against
dualism in another way. We have seen in Chapters Pive

and Six that it 1s problematical whether scientific o=
bjects can be said to be located in space and time, and

if they are located in space and time, whether there is
any correspondence between the space and time in which they
are located and the space and time in which perceptual o=
bjects are (and appear to be) located. We have seen also
that even if scientific objects are assumed to be so loca=-
ted, nothing in the nature of sclentific objects can
account causally for (a) the fact that perceptual objects
are located in space, nor (b) for the localities of perce=
ptual objects in space relatively to one another, nor

(e) for perceived change in the relative spatisl positions
of perceptual objects, nor (d) for qualitative and qua-
ntitative change. Thus, the unknowabllity of sclentific
objects involves the fact that there 1s no evidence for
assuming that selentific objects, if they exist, have the
characters which dualism attributes to them in order to
account for the characters of perceptual objects, Hence
the characters possessed by the perceptual world are left

unexplained. But we have seen that even if the characters

3Lovojoy, AcO., The Revolt Against Dualism, ({Nip.)=,1930),

To use the threat ol agnosticism as such as an argument

against the truthevalue of a doctrine may imply a preeoncei=-
nt that ultimate reality is knowable to us, a

Judgment which, 1t seems to me, has no a priori warrant.

For even if knowabllity involves a priori element itself

is not known a priori, but only through and after an

analysis of the ex world as an objeet of knowledge,

and of ourselves as the knowing subjects or, the above
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which dualism attributes to scientiflc objects are really
possessed by them, the above-mentioned facts of immediate
experience are still left unexplained.

1If the bifurcation of nature into two orders 1s

untenable, three alternative posi tions seem to remain as po=-
ssible metaphysical positions so far as the problems in the
theory of perception in hand are concerned:=

(1) Perceptual objects are conditloned by the perclpiént
ovent4 involved in perocfving them by a sentlent being; and
there are no entities which exist independently of the percil=-
plent events, or

(2) Perceptual objects are not conditioned by the perciplent
event, and perceptual objects are the only existing things
so far as the external world 1s concerned, or

(3) Perceived objects are conditioned causally in one way
or anothoﬂﬁby the percipient, But they are not conditioned
by the perciplent's awareness of them. Perceived objects,
though conditioned by the perciplent in the way specified,
are existentially objectives

It is not the purpose of the present inquiry to expound

a theory of perception. But there are certain general line

attitude may be the result of (2) an emotional and volitional
egocentrism and wishful thinking. However, the foregoing
eriticisms do not exclude the use of agnostic implications

of a doctrine in gays which are rationally leglitimate.(See

47he percipient evens may be considered either as (a) inelud-
ing awareness as a conditioning factor in addition to the
Physieo=-physiological changes 1in the percipient's bodys or
(b)comprising only the physico-physiologieal changes.

BExeluding the possible existence of & plurality of human minds.

6pigher by the perciplent's spatio-temporal standpoint reda
lative to the object, or by his physico-physiological make-
up, or both, or possibly in other wayse



of thought which emerge from the inquiry undertaken 1n the
present worke And 1t 1s important to state them explicitly.
Thus first of all, 1t seems to me from the examination of
dualism in the present work that any satisfactory theory of
perception which 1 sought has to be = nonedueslistic, in
the sense of a non=bifurcationist, theory of perception.
Further, a theory of perception to be adequate has to
take into consideration (among other things) the p-yuﬁhlauin
chological factors involved in perception due to past
experience. The adult's pox-uept:i.on‘7 of things is not prie
mitive, in the sense that 1%t differs from the perceptlon
of & newsborn child. The perception of s human being is
not a changeless affair but a process geveloping from child-
hood on. The adult's perceptlion may not differ greatly
from that of a child. As a matter of fact 1t differs pro=
bebly only in respect to (a) the loealization of presenta-
tions in space relatively to one anotherj (b) the perce-
ption of the extent of the distances between themj and (e)
the perception of the presentation-continuum as a whole.
The continuous Gestalt contlinuum which 1s originally percele
ved is broken up into diserete parts of qualitatively and
spatio=-temporally continuous character=complexes concelved

to be located in a space in which these character-complexes

The term "perception™ 1s used here in a wider sense, with
greater intension, than the term used as meaning "sheer
awareness of a presentation”s ' It includes in it designa-
tion unconseious interpretation of what is presented

sens ibly.
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are externally related sputiallya. T™ie process of obje=-
otivization occurs through the transfer of tactual assocla-
tions into the visual continuume, This transfer takes place
in the active life of man in manipulating and acting on his
environment. This role of man's active attitudes in shaping
his meutal view of his environment, and the role of hils
active responses in general should be teken into considera-~
tion in a theory of perceptions It seems to me that an
undue emphasis has been generally placed on visual perce=-
ption to the neglect of tactual perception, Hence perce=
ption has too often been considered as a passive, receptive
spectatorial affair, and the role of action in shaping what
is perceived has been neglected to a great extent or even
completely. But what is injected Iinto visual presentations
from tactual experience 1s unconsclously retalned in the
interpretation of visual presentations as constltuting
"objects™, and in taking this to be what is actually percel=
ved visually, we get the ground for the dualist's conte-
ntiont apparent multiple inherence of sense-characters of the
the same type. It 1s doubtful whether a duallistic view

of nature would arise in men's minds 1f they were fixed

in their places, like plants, and could not come into

8me perception of a visual continuum as a Gestalt and its
subsequent perception as composed of objects, occurring
in adult 1life, is 1llustrated by a situation obtalning
sometimes when one is viewing images on a cinema-screen,
In that case images are seen simply as a pattern of dark
and light, and the observer wonders what object 1s
represented by it. BSuddenly the images become clear to
him and take for him the shape of familiar objects. The
masses first seen two-dimensionally are now seen three-
dimensionally. The images are seen protruding into the
secreen, so to speake



124
contact with other things.

The transfer of tactual characters to the spatial
locus of visual characters results in yet another a=~
ttitude towards what i1s experienced, with further
reparcussion on our common-sense interpretation of what
is experienced., The trarsfer of the stable tactual cha=-
racters to the locus of the variable visual characters
arrests for us the passage of naturcgg i.e, makes tﬁo
passage of time irrelevant to the characters perceived,
The varying visual perceptions come to be viewed as distle
net, atomic characters succedding one another temporally,
but each qualitatively steb le. Change is concelved as the
succession of unchanging characters, the passage from one
to the other, and not as a qualitative passage of the cha-
recters themselves into others qualitatively continuous
with them, ,This arrest of passage 1s a factor in gemn
nerating the concept of a stable object, which, as I =ald
before, is the experiential ground for the dualist's
contention. Hence a theery of perception has to take
into consideration the passage of nature, nature as 1t is
experienced concretly, snd not nature seen through the
misleading implicit abstractions of our acquired adtitudes.

Finally, a theory of perception should take into con-
sideration the fact of man's paroghial situation in the
universe, his limitation in pergeption to one spatio=-
temporal framework, in determining the extent to which

human perception as such can give us knowledge of the
universe as a whole.

UT borrow the term from Whitehead.
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Font aag®s o

ABSTRACT OF THESISt AN EXAMINATION OF THE DUALISM OF
SCIENTIFIC OBJEOTS AND PERCEPTUAL OBJECTS

The work is divided into seven chapters end a preface. The preface
introduces the subject-matter of the inquiryg as a criticism of that form
of dualism held in contemporary thought which assumes that perceptual ob-
jects are mental as well as causally subjective; and it indicates why Love-

jog's The Revolt Against Duslism is telen as foundationsl in the inquiry.

I In order to understand the tenets of duslism for purposes of analysis
the dualistic position is first stated by developing it logiecally from the
apparent multiple inherence of mitually-exclusive cha-ractera in the same
spatiotemporal locus, arising in the perception of what is supposed to be tre
same object, under different conditions. The dualist argues from this that

(a.t least) all but one of the Rerceived characters attributed to the object
are "appearances" of the object and do not inhere in it. The duslist then
pofnte out-the inplausibility of supposing that one of the perceived char—

q’ acters may be a direct diseclosure of the object, and he maintains that no

L perceived characters inhere in the supposed perceived object. The object it~

self is therefore unperceived and unperceivable. The complex make~up of the
bhuman sensory mechanism and the variability of what is perceived with changes

in the sensory mechaniem is adduced as further ground for the dualist's conten-
tion. The dualist finds Purther support for his thesie in the Causal Theory

of Perception which holde that perception takes place as a result of the ecau- _
sal action of physical objects on our sense organs. In all sensory perception
there is a temporal lapse between the causal activity of the causal objects

and the perfipient event. Hence what is perceived cannot be mmerically iden-
tical with the causal object or objects. Perceptual objects are further con-

‘ sidered to be existentially subjective. Being causally subjective, they are
considered attributively subjective. But since they are related in nature to
scientific objects, they are considered to be epistemologically objeative. B

Since the aim of the inquiry is an internal criticiem of dualim. no a.'l‘r-r* :
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tempt ie made to criticize dualism by criticism of its fundamental meta-
physical assumptions and presuppositions. But for clarifying the position,
and for convenience of reference in the text to its presuppositions and as-
sumptions, whenever necessary, these assumptions and presuppositions are out~
lined. The main ones are found to consist in a metaphysically realistic creed,

in a belief in the relative stability of existent things, in the laws of

contradiction, identity and excluded middle, in causal action at a distance,

in the generative role of causal action on the percipient organism, in

relatively distinct objects, and in the psychic nature of perceptual ob-

jects(Lovejoy's form of dualism).

It was mentioned that the ground for dualism in imncdiate experience is

the perception of mutually-exclusive characters in what is supposed to be the

same spatiotemporal locus. The exact ranner in which duglism arises from this

is by e reductio ad absurdum argument in which the difficulty is overcome by
aupposiné that in the case of such apparent multiple inherence invelving
change in or of intervening medie, the discordant characters do notnmkist
simultaneously in the same spatiel locus, so that only characters which are
perceived at a given moment exist, and not in addition characters which were
perceived in the same locus under different conditions of perception(and in
former moments). In the case of the simultaneous perception by two or more
observers of what is supposed to be the same object, dualism solved the dif-
ficulty by assuming that the objects perceived by the different observers are
munerically distinct from one another and exist in mumerically distinet spa-
ces. Reflection of the validity of the dualist's solution of the difficulty
(ascuming that there is one) shows, however, that in the former type of sit-
ugtion above, the dualist's position does not follow(logically) necessarily
from the premises. In the latter type of situation it is seen that the duam
list's proposed solution does not really overcome the supposed diff'iculty
because so long as it is assumed that the discordant characters are perceived

simultaneously in loei believed to be the same, the mumerical distinctness of

L
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spaces does not change the situation essentially. COonsequently, in order to
avoid multiple inherence the dualist's assumption that mutually-exclusive
characters are perceived simultaneously in the same reglon of space is re-
jected . With this the dualist's argument based on it disappears.

Apart from the above considerations, an analysis of the psychological
and active attitudes involved in judgments concerning the positions of things
in space, shows that such judgmente involve complex inferences, and lack the
cértainty of immediete experience,

Passing to the dualist's argument from cases involving reflection and
refraction of light end change in or of intervening media, it is seen that the
validity of the dualist's arguments presupposes either a realistic conception

of the situstion, or umwarranted assumptions.

The basic conception in the foregoing discussion is the belief that due-
lism does not arise necessarily from a consideration of sense experience.
This is followed by an analysis of the relationship between the perceived
world and the world of physical science, in order to show that if scientific
objects are posited(i.e. dualisnm is assumed),'theea objects will be unknow-
able (at least) so far as physical seience is concerned. In order to demon-
strate thiskhesis the manner is outlined in whieh (a) the laws, and (b) the

so-called ultimate entities, of physical science are arr%ved at from an ana=-
lysis of perceived things. The anelysis attempts to show that physical laws
are solely and wholly the laws of the perceptual world, which includes here
the order of existence contimious and cortelataﬁle with perceived things. The
entities of science alsc are in nature contimious and correlatable with per-
ceivedthings end not existents in 4diatinct spatiotemporal and causal freame-
works

The discussion then passes to an anelysis of the difficulties which dua-

lism raises in respect to space and time and change in the perceptual world.

Here it is shown that it is problematical whether scientific objects can be
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" said to be located in space and time, and if they are located in space and

time, whether there is any correspondence between the space and time in which

they are located and the space and time in which perceptual 6bjects are _(a;:d

eppear to be) located. Furthermore, it is shown that nothing in the nature o

scientific objects can account causally for (a) the fact that perceptual ob-

jects are located in space, nor (b), for the particular positions of perceptual
objects in space, nor (c) for perceived change in the positions of objects, mr
(d) for qualitative end gquantitative change. A detailed analysis of perceived
change shows that if that change is considered to be apparent(as is implied
by dualism) even though it is a fact of experience, a third order.of existents
crops up: an order of existents which are subjective and yet are unperceived
and unperceivable, located in e space mumerically distinct from the space in
which perceptusl objects are perceived to be located.
Finally, the whole work is summarised and it isconcluded that any adequate

theory of perception has to be anon-dualistic theory of perception. The bi-
furcation of nature into two ordersm is untenable. Other requirements of an

r

edequate theory of perception are then indicated: consideration of the psy-

chological factors involved in perception due to past experience, end the ob-
jectivization of the primitive Gestalt presentation-contimum of’tha child;

thg passage of nature which in our active attitudes is arrested though tec-

tual experience; and finally, mean's limitation in perception to one--the
earth's—spatiotemporal framework. 7 : "1

HAIG A. KHATCHADOURIAN

The American University of Beirut
Beirut, June, 1950.
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L P VS

and unperceivable, located in a space numerically distinet from the space in
which perceptual objects are perceived to be located.

Finally, ‘the whole work is summarised and it isconcluded that any adequate
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theory of perception has to be anon-dualistic theory of perception. The bi-

furcation of nature into two orders is untenable. Other requirements of an 7
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adequate theory of perbeption are then indicated: consideration of the psy=-
chological factors involved in perception due to paest experience, and the 6b—
jectivization of the primitive Gestalt presentation-contimmum of)‘t.hs child;
the pessage of mature Which in our active attitudes is arrested though tac-
tual experience; and finally, men's limitation in perception to one——the
earth's—spatiotemporal framework.

HAIG A. KHATOHADOURIAN

The American University of Beirut
Beirut, June, 1950.




