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NOTE

Tais book was projected, and its title chosen, dur-
ing the Christmas holidays of 1923-24. After it was
completed and sent to the publisher, in the Spring of
1925, T learned that Mr. C. D. Broad was about to
publish a book with an almost identical title. I at
once wrote to him, pointing out the coincidence—
which he suggested might be due to unconscious
reminiscence in both our minds of the title of a well-
known essay of Huxley’s. Neither he nor I nor any
of those with whom T have raised the question sees
any objection to the appearance of two volumes on
opposite sides of the ocean in the same year bearing
an almost identieal title, and dealing with the same
subject. So I have left the title as I orizinally
phrased it.

Mr. Broad’s book reached me while I was reading
the proofs of this volume, and T have added a few
foot-notes referring to it. It is, in my judgment, the
best product to date of British thought on this prob-
lem. But in spite of its logical acumen and pains-
taking, honest analysis, its conclusions seem to me
lacking in coherence. They cry out for correlation
by the theory which I here propound.






PREFACE

Tais volume contains a theory of the ultimate
nature of mind and matter. The theory is a
thoroughgoing realism, taking the knowledge com-
posing the physical sciences as literally true of an
existing world, and asserting an equally objective
reality for minds. It holds that in so far as per-
ception and conception are correct, the data of our
experience are the very physical things that sur-
round us in space; and, similarly, that iz so far as
introspection is wveridical, its data are the very
events that make up our mental life.

Such a view will at once be contrasted by the
reader with the types of realism now most in vogue;
for example, with the views of Messrs. Bertrand
Russell, Whitehead, Broad, and the American ‘‘neo-
realists.”” These thinkers usually assume that all
sense-data are existents, for which a place must be
found in some space external to the body of the per-
ceiver. They differ widely in their conception of
the nature of mind, and in their conception of the
nature of the relation between sensa and the atoms
and electrons of science. These are usually the
weakest points in their doctrine. But I wish to
meect them on their own chosen ground, and to dis-

pute their theory that sensa are necessarily ex-
vii
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istent because ‘‘given’’ in experience—or, in other
words, because we are aware of them.

I propose, for the sake of making sharp the con-
trast between the sort of realism I am defending
and the realism of these contemporary writers, to
adopt a term already in use and call their view
pan-objectivism. 1t is, at first sight, perhaps the
most plausible doctrine. But if it is true, the world
is a quite extraordinarily chaotic world. The pains-
taking and admirable analysis which has been car-
ried through on the basis of the pan-objectivist as-
sumption, by the thinkers referred to, and others,
has led, with relentless inevitability, to world-views
far removed from that of common-sense and every-
day science. Some of these doctrines conceive the
world to contain innumerable different qualities
superposed at the same point in space and time.
Other forms of the theory suppose the world to
contain innumerable private spatio-temporal realms.
The more completely the facts are taken into ac-
count, the more confused and unintelligible the
world becomes. It seems timely, therefore, to
question again whether the fundamental assump-
tion of this pan-objectivist realism may not be
mistaken,

The view developed in this volume holds that our
sense-data are mnot necessarily existent because
‘‘given’’ in experience, but are existent only in cer-
tain cases, or in certain of their aspects, How this
illusory element in experience arises, and what
exists when illusion takes place, are questions re-
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quiring careful answer. But, as the argument will
show, there are answers which restore to us the
relatively simple world that common-sense and
science naturally believe in.

The initial step is, indeed, hard to take. It is
difficult to persuade most men that qualities which
they seem to see in things may not really be there.
Just so it was difficult, not so long ago, to persuade
men that the earth is revolving and that the sun
does not really cirele round it daily. The Coperni-
can theory makes as sharply against the look of
things as the theory here offered of the status of
sense-data. But the Copernican theory has been
universally accepted, because of the simplification
which it brings into our conception of the solar sys-
tem. It would have been possible to elaborate the
Ptolemaic theory, piling epicycle upon epicycle, and
rendering it consonant with every new observation.
Similarly, it will be possible, perhaps, for the pan-
objectivists to elaborate their confused and multiple
world until there is no known fact that is not some-
how fitted in. But in my opinion this is largely
wasted work, because it proceeds upon a premise
which, though at first sight the most plausible,
renders impossible an understanding of the actual
world-order. It is astonishing how many tangles
are cleared up by the adoption of the contrary hy-
pothesis here developed, how many problems turn
out to be gratuitous. Whether true or not, this is
certainly the simplest hypothesis which covers all
the perplexing facts of physical and mental exist-
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ence. Surely, then, it deserves as careful elabora-
tion as has been given to the pan-objectivist view.
I plead for the attention of realists to this alterna-
tive hypothesis.

A theory is not proved true because it is simple
and in accord with common-sense. But it is surely
a great relief to be able to hold to the single spatio-
temporal order in which we all naturally believe, to
get rid of all ‘“‘interpenetration,’’ to return to the
doctrine that there is one existent only at any one
point of time and space.

Moreover, the theory here offered has a place for
mind in nature, without explaining it away as merely
a form of behavior describable by physical science,
or merely a relation between sensa and an organic
body. It makes minds a really intelligible part of
nature, and explains their origin in a world that is,
for the most part, non-mental. Of course, on any hy-
pothesis, there could be a history of the world, which
would show when, and under what conditions, minds
appear. But this appearance is, for dualistic theo-
ries, a sheer marvel, unpredictable, incomprehen-
sible. Only on some such view as is here presented
can we understand how mind, with its function of
consciousness, naturally and inevitably develops in
an organism with sense-organs and brain in the
midst of a physical world. There is no mysterious
interaction of alien realms, no dualism either of
substance or of causal laws. Mind and matter be-
long to the same realm, and it is possible to see how
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matter affects mind and mind matter without postu-
lating any fundamentally new laws of behavior for
the underlying units.

It is also possible to see in what sense knowledge
is transcendent, and how this sort of transcendence
is compatible with the common-sense idea that every
existent remains in its own place in the spatio-
temporal order. It is not necessary to accept knowl-
edge as an unintelligible and ultimate fact, any more
than it is necessary to accept mind as an ultimate
and inexplicable reality. When Mr, Whitehead, one
of our ablest contemporary realists, says, ‘‘knowl-
edge is ultimate’’ (The Concept of Nature, p. 32),
I reply by quoting another sentence from the same
book (p. 98), ‘‘The systematizing intellect abhors
bare facts.”’

This view, then, I like to call monistic realism, be-
cause it assumes but one universal substance, and a
single spatio-temporal order of relations between
the units of this substance. And yet it has room for
all the facts of physics and psychology; it puts all
existence, physical and mental, into this one homo-
geneous world-order. Thus it seems to me to ex-
plain more simply and comprehensively than any
other theory the observed peculiarities of experi-
ence. And that is surely a good reason for hold-
ing it to be true.

On the epistemological side the view is what some
of us have lately called ‘‘critical realism.’” That
doctrine is restated in the opening chapters of this
volume, with, I hope, some improvements due to
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further thought and the comments of various
critics. The epistemological discussion is made as
brief as possible, however, in order that the bulk
of the volume may be devoted to a study of the
nature of mind. The metaphysical conclusions
reached greatly strengthen, in my opinion, the epis-
temological view defended in the co-operative vol-
ume, Essays in Critical Realism.

A metaphysical view on these lines has been
gradually forming in my mind for twenty-five years.
My first attempt to formulate it in print was a mono-
graph entitled The Problem of Things in Them-
selves, published in 1911. T therein acknowledged
the principal intellectual debts of which I was then
conscious. In subsequent years I printed a number
of articles in the Journal of Philosophy, the Philo-
sophical Review, and Mind, some of the substance of
which is incorporated in this volume.

In 1917 I persuaded six contemporary realists to
join with me in writing a co-operative volume, which
was presently christened Essays in Critical Realism.
My discussions with these collaborators, which con-
tinued for three years before the publication of that
volume, were of great service to me. Discussions
with several of the authors of The New Realism
have likewise been helpful. Mr. George Santayana
has influenced my thought profoundly ever since my
student days; and to Mr. Dickinsop Miller I owe
an equally long-standing debt. To several living
psychologists also I owe much, in particular to Pro-
fessor Margaret Floy Washburn, whose Movement
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and Mental Imagery gives an excellent exposition
of the ‘‘motor’’ theory of consciousness, which has
become fundamental in my thought. Miss Wash-
burn has been kind enough to read this book in
manuscript, and I am grateful to her for various
helpful suggestions.

But the most important help toward the writing
of this book has come from Mr. C. A. Strong, with
whom I have had the privilege of correspondence
and conversations for a dozen years. It was, in-
deed, begun in response to his urging, and has been
discussed with him in detail. Some of the most im-
portant links in my argument were first clearly
formulated by his fertile and acute mind. We have
been feeling our way toward a doctrine somewhat
different from that expressed either in his early
writings, or in my papers above referred to. Al-
though often temporarily disagreeing, we have
emerged into a practically complete agreement.
And although the work here is all my own, Mr.
Strong authorizes me to say that it represents his
present view, to all intents and purposes, as well
as my own. I confidently expect that future papers
from his pen will strengthen the arguments for the
truth of the doctrine. It is not often that two
students of philosophy, nurtured in different en-
vironments, find themselves able so completely to
agree. But indeed, the arguments for the view, as
we now have worked it out, seem to us overwhelm-
ing.

Nevertheless, it is safe to expect that many readers
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will misunderstand my exposition, either because of
the incurable ambiguity of the terms I must use, or
because their own preconceptions color the com-
prehension of my meaning. Nothing is more diffi-
cult than to wrench a reader’s mind away from
habits of thought that have become deep-rooted.
And the point of view here urged really is new to
the world of thought, new, that is, in its wholeness.
Many of the arguments and illustrations used are
familiar, perhaps tediously familiar. But I am per-
suaded that many of these really do prove some-
thing, and that it is worth while to harp upon them
until their significance is grasped. The earlier
thinkers who used them were on the right track,
though they were unable to see their way through to
a convincing conclusion. I pray the reader, there-
fore, not to suppose that I am defending an outworn
theory, but to try to see exactly what the conclusion
is to which by these arguments, old and new, I am
trying to lead him.

I suspect that the earlier chapters, taken by them-
selves, will seem unconvincing to many readers. I
have not been able to devise an order of exposition
which would free me from the necessity of post-
poning to later chapters explanations that would
strengthen the earlier argument. The theory is
organic; the pieces fit together. I hope, therefore,
that the reader who ventures upon .the perusal of
what, even when put in its simplest terms, is subtle
and difficult, will have courage to follow my argu-
ment to the end and endeavor to grasp the view as
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a whole. For a few such readers, at least, the mo-
ment will come when the pieces will fall together
into a pattern, and the fundamental simplicity and
comprehensiveness of the theory will be revealed.
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MIND AND ITS PLACE IN NATURE

CHAPTER I
THE THREE CATEGORIES IN COGNITION

Parmosopuers have been trying very hard lately
to devise a successful formulation of realism, and
of a non-representative realism. Most contem-
porary thinking is proceeding on the assumption
that glﬂi«;gl__igingg _exist, and that we are directly
aware of them, rather than of a screen of ‘‘ideas’’
between us and things. This is a return to the
point of view of the natural man, which had been
rejected by the subjectivisms, representationisms,
and absolutisms of the eighteenth and nineteenth cen-
turies. Human beings, like other animals, are in-
stinctively realists; indeed, in practical life as con-
trasted with sophisticated philosophizing, they are
inevitably realists. This does not prove that real-
ism is true. But if a realistic theory, when worked
out in detail, can be made to fit the facts of ex-
perience, it has a great advantage in plausibility
over a more artificial and unnatural doctrine.!

Never yet, however, has such a theory been made
to fit the facts of experience. That the truth liesin a
combination of ‘‘epistemological monism and real-

‘Ev;n some who cali themselv.;s,— fo: Aii;;l-‘;;m:msts" are
accepting the realistic view, e.g., Professor Norman Kemp Smith, in

his Prolegomena to an Idealist Theory -of Knowledge, London, 1924.
3



4 MIND AND ITS PLACE IN NATURE

ism’’ was the main contention of the co-operative
volume The New Realism; and this view has been
defended by other able writers, American and Euro-
pean. It is held at present, however, by the best of
the British thinkers only in a drastically modified
and distinctly ‘‘Pickwickian’’ sense. What we are
directly aware of is, for them, not physical things,
but merely semsa. The combination of epistemo-
logical monism and realism has proved harder and
harder to defend, as its implications have been more
and more clearly discerned. I believe that this view
can be reasonably maintained only on the basis of
the theory here to be presented.

The belief in realism will be defended in Chapter
III. But before attempting the justification of
realism, it will be well to consider what realism,
when clearly scrutinized, implies. Its fundamental
tenet is that things exist in their own right, prior

— —————

Experience reveals but does not create them. This
need not be taken to imply, however, that experience
is completely veridical. Obviously, our experience
does not reveal to us existing things in their en-
tirety, but only reveals certain features of them—
those features, in general, which it is useful to us
as human beings to know. And, on the other hand,
there are many features of the data of our ex-
perience which reflection makes it very difficult, to
say the least, to regard as features of the existing
things which we are cognizing, or in any sense
features of the real world about us.
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This will be clear if we take the case of halluci-
nation, or the case of imagining or dreaming of a
non-existent object. When suffering from an
hallucination I may see a red dragon in front of
me. Or, more normally, I may vividly imagine it
there. Or I may see it there in a dream. There is
really no dragon there, or, probably, anywhere else
in the existent world. Yet ‘‘a dragon standing
there’”’ is, in each of these supposed cases, my
“‘datum,’’ the object ‘‘given’’ to me at the moment,
what is ‘‘before my mind,’’ the ‘‘content’’ of my
experience, that of which I am conscious, or
aware.!

These cases illustrate the common-sense view,
that even our sense-data (those data which appear
to be physical things) are not always really exist-
ing things._ ‘The point can also be illustrated by
the case of mirror-images, When looking through
a mirror, we have visual data which the plain man
does not believe to exist in that part of the physi-

1 These expressions are used as equivalent. It will be seen that the
term ‘‘datum,’’ as here used, is of wider application than the pan-
objectivists’ term ‘‘sensum.’’ My persistent use of this more inclu-
sive term is based upon my conviction that the problem of conscious-
ness is essentially the same in the cases of perception, memory, con-
ception, ete. Epistemology has suffered from too exclusive attention
to the case of perception. The epistemological status of a sensum
and of a datum of memory or conception is essentially the same. A
sensum does not necessarily ezist anywhere because it is sensed, just
as truly as a datum of conception need not exist because it is con-
ceived. In fact, there is no sharp line between sensa and other data
of consciousness, as will be shown in the text. The problem of the
existential status of sensa suffers from isolation from the larger
problem of the existential status of the data of consciousness in
general. And if I give most of my space to discussing perception, it
is to meet the pan-objectivists on their own ground.
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cal world where we seem to see them, or indeed (so
far, at least, as their reversed shape is concerned)
to exist in any part of the physical world. The
appearance to consciousness of an object, then—in
other words, the fact that we have the object as a
datum of consciousness—does not, to common-

sense, guarantee the existence of the object, any-
where in the real world. If the dragon actually

exists, he really belches flames, he really devours
real people—or does whatever a real dragon would
do. This status, existence, is a status of a very
different order and importance (to the people who
might be devoured, for example) from the status
of being a datum of my experience.

Some pan-objectivists (realists who believe that
all our sense-data have objective existence, out in
the world where they seem to be) will say that my
datum in the supposed cases would not, strictly, be
‘‘a dragon’’, but merely be a patch of extended color
that I call a dragon; and that that patch of color
does have actual outer existence. This, however, is
not the view of common-sense. And I believe it to
be erroneous in both its contentions, as the following
chapters will maintain. The color and shape sensed
are not a bit more actual than the bulk, the aliveness,
the sinister intent—or whatever other characters of
dragonness confront me. And, whether or not all
these characters are in the same boat existentially,
certainly they are all characters of what is before
my mind. What I am conscious of is nof merely a
patch of color, it is a dragon.
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And now, if it is true that even sense-data—data
that have the appearance of physical things seen,
or otherwise cognized—may be hallucinatory or
illusory data, whose supposed existence is, in part
or in toto, a mere false imputation, it is still more
obviously true that when we seem to remember an
experience that we never actually had, or believe
in a supposed historical event that never happened,
or think of such a pure ideal as ‘‘the perfect man,”’
our datum, the object that is before our minds,
does not exist. For that matter, I may definitely
have as my datum ‘‘a non-existent object.”” It
should be perfectly clear, then, that the class of the
data of consciousness is one class of entities, the
class of existents is another. In cases of veridical
cognition these two classes overlap; in such cases
what is before my mind (my ‘‘datum’’) is identical
with what exists—i.e., with the particular existent
to which the organism is reacting at the moment.
But whenever we are not cognizing existents, and
just in so far as our cognition of exisfents is not ac-
curate, what is before our minds does not fall within
the class of existents.!

Thus in all cognitive situations there is an ele-

31 This was the main contention of Essays in Critical Realism. In
Mr. Broad’s The Mind and its Place in Nature he has made what I
take to be exactly our point, by saying that while there is, in all
cognitive states, an Epistemological Object, there is not always a
corresponding Ontological Object. He apparently holds, as I do, that
the epistemological object (the datum, in my terminology) does mot
necessarily exist. But he holds that there is always, in cognitive
states, an ‘‘objective constituent’’ (the sensum) that does exist. It
is here, it seems to me, that his analysis is faulty—as I shall presently
indicate.
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ment of certainty and an element of uncertainty.
It is certain that just such and such an entity is
‘‘given’’—in other words, that someone is conscious
of just such and such an object or event. It is uncer-
tain that such an object really exists, or that such
an event really happened. In Essays in Critical
Realism we distinguished these two aspects of the
situation by saying that the awareness (or intui-
tion) is certain, the affirmation of existence uncer-
tain. That this particular entity is ‘‘given’’ (is
my datum) is indubitable, at the moment. But
faith in its existence is something more. If our
faith, our affirmation, is justified, we are not only
intuiting data, we are cognizing reality. Genuine
perception is veridical cognition. It involves some-
thing more than consciousness. There must be, in
addition, a coincidence, or relation of identity, be-
tween the datum of perception and an independ-
ently existing thing.!

*Mr. Broad criticizes this doctrine, as formulated in Essays in
Critical Realism, as not having room for knowledge of particulars
(Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society, Supplementary volume No.
4 (1923), p. 114). But of course what I am aware of may be a
particular. That particular is, then, my ¢‘datum,’’ the essence
‘‘given’’ to me. The term ‘‘essence’’ should not be contrasted with
the particular, or the concrete, or indeed with anything. The class
of essences is the inclusive class, covering anything that can be men-
tioned. An essence is ‘‘a describable somewhat.’”” In Mr. Broad’s
illustration, the perceiving of two similar red spots in different places
simultaneously, my datum would be ‘‘Two red spots, one here, one
there’’—or something of the sort. If I perceived them successively,
my data would be, perhaps, ‘‘This red spot,’’ and then ‘¢ This other
red spot to the right of the first one.’’

We are, indeed, aware of particulars, and of actually existing

particulars. At least, as realists we believe and affirm that we are.
But by being existents these objects of our experience do not cease
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In short, the point which I am making, and which
it is essential to grasp if the epistemological tangle
is ever to be unravelled, is that the datum of con-
sciousness as such does not exist; the status of
being a datum, of being ‘‘given,’’ is not an ex-
istential status. Consciousness does not confer ex-
istence upon its objects; they are merely essences,
objects of discourse, except as they may happen
to have existence independently of any one’s aware-
ness of them.

Now those forms of realism which we may group
together under the name ‘‘pan-objectivism’’ at-
tempt to give to all the data of our perceptual expe-
rience, even of hallucinations and illusions, an exis-
tential status, to find room for them out there in
space where they seem to exist.! That attempt,
which leads to extremely complicated theorizing,
is abandoned in this volume as a false trail. It is
asserted, on the contrary, that the data of our ex-
perience exist only in so far as we are cognizing
existents and our knowledge is wveridical. The
analysis of cognition, then, requires three cate-
gories: first, the knower, or self (to be studied
later) ; secondly, the object known (the ‘‘objective’’
of the knowledge relation, to use a word of Mr.
Russell’s) ; thirdly, the datum of experience, (the
object-as-known, that of which we are aware, what
to be data, given essences, counters for discourse, logical entities.
That they are anyway.

10r, as in the case of Mr. Broad, they hold that there is an

‘‘objective constituent’’ in the experience which exists out there
where it seems to exist.
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is present to consciousness). Sometimes, in dif-
fering degrees, but not always, the entities coming
under the second and third categories are identical.
But since that is a matter for investigation in each
case, the three categories are always necessary
for clear thinking.!

It may be said that we need also the category of
¢‘consciousness,’’ or ‘‘awareness;’’ that in sense-
experience, for example, we need the category of
‘‘gensing.’”’ But it is one of the contentions of this
volume that consciousness, or awareness, in all its
phases, is not an ultimate, unanalyzable thing, but
is a complex event, which can be analyzed into
simple events occurring in different places in a
single spatio-temporal order, and the relations be-
tween these events. We shall attempt to describe
this complex situation later. But nothing can be
made clear until the distinction is thoroughly
grasped between datum of consciousness and thing
known.

The term ‘‘datum’’ is applicable only in a situa-
tion where there is consciousness. There are doubt-
less (though I do not care to defend the assertion)
moments of blind animal feeling in our lives, when

1Tt may be asked, is such an identity of datum and object-known
an ‘‘existential identity,’’ or merely a ‘‘logical identity?’’ The
question betrays a misapprehension of the situation. Give up the
notion that being-a-datum-of-consciousness is ipso facto being an
existent, and there is no bar to complete identity of what is present
to consciousness and what exists. It is not that there is a relation
of similarity between the two; there are mot two existents to be

similar. Cognition lights, as it were, upon the very thing or property
that exists.
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no objects of any sort are ‘‘before the mind.’’ For
such self-contained, anoetic events, unreferred, un-
noticed, mere throbs of being, the term ‘‘data’’
would be inappropriate.

But however this may be, whenever we are con-
scious of anything, what we are conscious of may
be called our ‘‘datum.’”” In cases where what we
are conscious of is not an existing thing we need
only the two categories, ‘‘knower’’ and ‘‘datum,”’
to describe the situation. Of course, any datum
may itself be made the objective of the knowledge
relation; we may seek to have exact knowledge of
our hallucinations, dreams, or fancies. In such
a case a new datum appears, my idea of my hal-
lucination, dream, or fancy; and we again need all
three categories. But when I simply have an hallu-
cination or dream or play of fancy, only two cate-
gories are necessary, unless it is desirable to call
attention to the non-existence of an object of the
sort present to consciousness, or unless it is desir-
able to contrast what is seen, or otherwise appre-
hended, as at a certain place with the something else
that actually exists in that place.

But whether or not we shall find it convenient
to use three categories in such cases, we clearly
need all three in the ordinary cases of conscious-
ness of the world about us—under which I mean to
include consciousness of our bodies. For error (or
illusion) is not an abnormal occurrence; on the con-
trary, perception usually has its elements of illu-
sion. In other words, most of our ordinary per-



12 MIND AND ITS PLACE IN NATURE

ceptual data have features which are not character-
istics possessed by the things perceived.

That this is so in many cases, common-sense will
admit. In the familiar example of the oar pro-
jecting out of water, the physical oar is straight,
while my visual datum may be ‘‘a bent oar.’’ Even
in this case, my datum may coincide in several
respects with the existent thing; it may be veridical
with respect to the relative size of the oar, its shape
(apart from the bentness), its position among sur-
rounding things, and its distance from my body.
But since the bentness, which is one of the char-
acters of my perceptual datum, cannot be ascribed
to the oar itself, the ‘‘datum’’ and the ‘‘physical
thing’’ remain separate categories.!

! The question as to what is given to a perceiver is not easy for an
onlooker to answer; he has to judge by seeing how the perceiver acts;
and much of the reaction of the perceiver is hidden from the on-
looker. It is not always easy even for the perceiver himself to answer.
A man looking at a penny from the side would, in most cases, merely
be conscious of ‘‘a penny looked at from the side,’’ and not of ‘‘an
elliptical image.’’ But if he lapses from the perceptive attitude,
and recovers the ‘‘innocence of the eye,’’ he may become conscious
of ‘‘an elliptical image.”’ He cannot, I think, be conscious of both
essences at the same time, for the two states of awareness are based
upon conflicting motor responses. But he can alternate rapidly be-
tween the two states of consciousness, having one datum and then the
other in rapid succession.

I believe, then, that Mr. Broad is in error in speaking of the
elliptical patch of color as the ‘‘objective constituent’’ of the per-
ceptual situation. It is, rather, the ‘‘epistemological object’’ of
another situation, the ‘‘inspective’’ situation. What ezists in both
cases is, on the one hand, the penny, and, on the other, sensory states
in the perceiver’s head, initiating first one bodily adjustment and
then another. The assumption (vid. The Mind, eto.,, pp. 297-299)
that the epistemological object is brought before the mind by the
existence of a sensum—the fallacy that, as it seems to me, vitiates
Mr. Broad’s and Mr. Russell’s thinking—is a very natural one. But
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But even in the most ordinary perception, it is a
commonplace that the character of perceptual data
is in large measure a function of the sense-organs
and the brain of the knower, as well as of his posi-
tion in space and the nature of the intervening
media; it is even, in considerable degree, a function
of his past history. Is it possible, in the light of
these facts, to identify perceptual data with existent
things known, not only in the respects in which
we may readily believe them to coincide, but in all
respects? Only, so far as I can see, on one of two
hypotheses. We might hold that the factors above-
mentioned, however they may vary, never cause
any data to appear that were not, all the time,
characteristics of the existent thing perceived. Or
we might hold that the process conditioning percep-
tion is not merely, what it appears to be, a process
of causal influence coming from the physical thing

it is made unnecessary by the theory here to be developed. The
datum-of-inspection, ‘‘an elliptical patch of color,’’ is always poten-
tially present to consciousness when the perceptual datum ‘‘a penny
looked at sidewise’’ is present, because a slightly altered bodily
reaction will cause awareness of it.

Similarly, a man looking at the oar protruding from the water may
be aware merely of ‘‘this oar,’’ or of ‘‘a bent oar,’’ or of ‘‘an oar
that looks bent but is straight.”’ A man noticing the visual image for
the first time would, doubtless, for the moment, have the datum ‘‘a
bent oar’’; then, by a quick correction, his datum would become ‘‘an
oar that looks bent but is straight.”” An experienced persom, in-
terested in using the oar for rowing, would probably not notice the
bent look it presented, and be aware only of ‘‘this oar,’’ without
reference to straightness or bentness.

Certainly, the straightness, hardness, weight, etc.,, of the oar can
be ‘‘given’’ as truly as its color. The physiological process condition-
ing the awareness will be different in the different cases. But that is
another matter.



14 MIND AND ITS PLACE IN NATURE

perceived to the perceiver, but also a return-process,
causing the characteristics of the perceptual datum
which are determined by the nature of the perceiv-
ing organism to get out into the thing perceived
during the moments of perception.

The first hypothesis, when thoughtfully examined,
surely strains credulity too far. It implies that the
things we perceive contain in themselves all the
infinitely varying characteristics of the perceptual
data of all their real or possible knowers. For
example, I, with normal vision, see an apple as red;
my neighbor, who is red-blind, sees it as gray;
another, having taken santonin, sees it yellowish;
a fourth, looking through blue glasses, sees it bluish.
If we had a wide enough pharmacopeia, we could
doubtless, by proper internal dosage, make our-
selves see it of any hue we chose. Or if we had
eyes differently constructed, or if we looked through
glasses of different colors, we could see it of any
color. It is quite likely that the colors of which
some other animals are aware when they look at an
apple are quite different from the colors of which
we are aware. If we are to hold consistently to the
hypothesis under discussion, we must assert that
all the colors that could be seen under any circum-
stances by any living creature in that apple exist
simultaneously in the apple, whether or not any
one ever does perceive them.!

10f course there are many possible variations of the hypothesis.

We may hold that all these colors (semsa) exist where they are, or
might be, seen, and that a physical ‘‘thing’’ is merely the ¢class’’
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In every one of these cases there are physical
differences, in the eyes, or brain, or in the glasses
worn, that account for the differences in the data
that appear to the various perceivers supposed.
The difficulty does not lie in accounting for the dif-
ferences, it lies in supposing that all these different
characteristics exist in or as a property of the
phusical thing looked at, or in the part of external
space toward which the eyes are focused. Each of
the observers is affected by identically the same
events in the apple—wiz., by certain oscillations in
the electronic motions within the atomic structure
of the apple. These oscillations radiate ether-vibra-
tions which strike the eyes of the various observers,
all of these vibrations being of the same rate. The
differences do not appear until these vibrations
reach the eyes, or glasses, or some distorting
medium. It certainly looks to common-sense as
if the different color-qualities were produced at or
near the perceivers’ end of the process, instead of
co-existing all the time in the apple, or in its
neighborhood.

Moreover, the pan-objectivist view compels us to
give up our belief in what Mr. Montague has called
the ‘‘uniplicity’’ of physical things. Common-sense
and natural science regard physical existents as
having a definite and very limited set of properties,
rather than as being a hodge-podge of innumerable

of these and all other (e.g. tactual) sensa that we call its qualities.
This I understand to be Mr. Russell’s view. But all these variations
of the hypothesis under discussion fall within the scope of the
criticisms offered.
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qualities superposed at the same points, or as being
a ‘“‘class’ of innumerable ‘‘sensa’’ existing in in-
numerable separate spaces. These latter views are
not refutable; no metaphysical view is refutable;
we are in a region where not proof and refutation
are possible, but only comparative plausibility. But
we should see clearly that the various brands of
pan-objectivism are obliged to construct worlds
vastly more complex and confused than the world
we naturally believe in. If all sense-data really
exist somewhere ‘‘out there,’’ physical things must
be mere ‘‘constructs’’ or ‘‘limits,’” useful tools of
thought, but not existents; or else every ‘‘physical
thing’’ is a ‘‘class’’ of innumerable ‘‘sensa’’ occu-
pying innumerable positions or spaces. Or some-
thing of the sort. Our supposedly single coherent
spatio-temporal order is replaced by a world of
multitudinous superposed qualities, or of multi-
tudinous space-times. Surely, before accepting such
bewildering and upsetting conclusions, we should
consider carefully the alternative view to be un-
folded in this volume, which retains the coherent
universe of common-sense and science.

The difficulty lies not merely in believing the
world to be so extraordinarily manifold, but partly
in believing that a physical thing has innumerable
qualities so mearly alike and yet different. If a
thousand people look at the apple;, from their dif-
ferent points of view, and note their respective
sense-data in detail, it will be clear that each of the
thousand data varies slightly from all the others. A
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million observers, of various animal species, would
carry the variations so much the farther. Each
of these million data has, apparently, as good a
right as any other to be considered a part or aspect
of the physical apple. But then the physical apple
is a mere blur. This seems, indeed, logically pos-
sible while one is discussing epistemology. But car
any one who has watched an 