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I—SOME JUDGMENTS OF PERCEPTION.
By G. E. MOORE.

I WANT to raise some childishly simple questions as to what we
are doing when we make judgments of a certain kind, which
we all do in fact exceedingly commonly make. The kind of
judgments I mean are those which we make when, with regard
to something which we are seeing, we judge such things as
“ That is an inkstand,” «“ That is a tablecloth,” “ That is a door,”
etc., etc.; or when, with regard to something which we are
feeling with our hands, we judge such things as “ This is cloth,”
“This is a finger,” “ This is a coin,” ete., etc.

It is scarcely possible, I think, to exaggerate the frequency
with which we make such judgments as these, nor yet the
certainty with which we are able to make vast numbers of
them. Any man, who is not blind, can, at almost any moment
of his waking life, except when he is in the dark, make a large
number of judgments of the first kind, with the greatest
certainty. He has only to look about him, if he is indoors, to
judge with regard to various things which he is seeing, such
things as “That is a window,” “ That is a chair,” “This is a
book ™ ; or, if he is out-of-doors, such things as “That is a
house,” “That is a motor-car,” “ That is a man,” or “ That is
a stone,” “ That is a tree,” “That is a cloud.” And all of us,
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2 G. E. MOORE.

who are not blind, do in fact constantly make such judgments,
even if, as a rule, we only make them as parts of more com}-1
plicated judgments. What I mean is that, wluj’n wou n:ul.m iuc.
judgments as “ Hullo! that clock has stopped,” or “ This (i 1air
is more comfortable than that one,” or © 'I?hat; fmAQ loo‘ks 11I ko &
foreigner,” judgments of the simpler kind with which I am
concerned are, so far as I can see, actually a part of” what w«;
are judging. In judging “ That clock has stopped‘: part. 0
what T am actually judging is, so far as I can see, “ That 1133 .a
clock 7 ; and similarly if I judge “ ’ljhat tree is ta,llier than' d1s
one,” my judgment actually contains the tv’v,o simpler ju g;
ments “That is a tree,” and “This is.a, tree. Perhap? m?ls.
judgments which we make, of the kmd' I mean, are,lél t 1:
way, only parts of more complicabefl judgments: I do n;
know whether this is so or not. But 1n any case there can be
no doubt that we make them exceedingly commonly. And even
a blind man, or & man in the dark, Cal:l and' does, very fret-:
quently, make judgments of the second kind— _]udgmen.ts :bou
things which he is feeling with his han('is. All of us, for inst at;c:,
at almost any moment of our waking life, whether we are 1n . e
dark or not, have only to feel certain parts of our Gz bodxe}:
or of our clothes, in order to make, Witl.l great cert;aﬂn‘t‘:y, ;.uc.
judgments as “This is a finger,” “This is & nose,” “ This ;s
cloth” And similarly I have only to feel in .my pockets ;
h regard to objects which I meet with there, suc

judge, wit ch b ¢ 8

Jthircl,os as “This is a coin,” “This is a pencil,” “This is a
=]

pipe.”

Judgments of this kind would, I think, corr%mor}ly, {md
rightly, be taken to be judgments, the tr'ut;h of 'Whlch u;v;)_ves
the existence of material things or physn'cal objects. I A za,rin;S
right in judging that this is an inkstand, it fol-lows tha,.t t e1:ek
at least one inkstand in the Universe ; anc.l 1'f t‘here is an ink-
stand in the Universe, it follows that the?e is in it at least ox:)e
material thing or physical object. Tl}ls may, of coursle, 1e
disputed. Berkeley, if I understand him rightly, was clearly
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of opinion that there was no inconsistency in maintaining that
there were in the Universe thousands of inkstands and trees
and stones and stars,and that yet there was in it no such thing
as matter. And perhaps the definition of matter, which he
adopted, was such that there really was no inconsistency in
maintaining this. Perhaps, similarly, other philosophers have
sometimes adopted definitions of the expressions “material
things” and “ physical objects,” which were such that all the
judgments of this kind that we make might quite well be true,
without its being true that there are in the Universe any
material things whatever. Perhaps, even, there may be some
justification for adopting definitions of those terms which
would yield the surprising result that we may, with perfect
consistency, maintain that the world is full of minerals and
vegetables and animals, of all sorts of different kinds, and that
yet there is not to be found in it & single material thing. I do
not know whether there is or is not any utility in using the terms
“material thing” or “ physical object” in such a sense as this.
But, whether there is or not, I cannot help thinking that there is
ample justification for using them in another sense—a sense in
which from the proposition that there are in the Universe such
things as inkstands or fingers or clouds, it strictly follows that
there are in it at least as many material things, and in which,
therefore, we can not consistently maintain the existence of
inkstands, fingers, and clouds, while denying that of material
things. The kinds of judgment which I have mentioned, and
thousands of others which might easily be mentioned, are
obviously all of the same sort in one very important respect—
a respect in which, for instance, such judgments as “ This is
an emotion,” “This is a judgment,” “This is a colour,” are
not of the sawe sort as they are. And it seems to me that we
are certainly using the term “material thing” in @ correct and
useful way, if we express this important common property
which they have, by saying that of each of them the same can
truly be said as was said of the judgment “That is an
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inkstand ” : that, just as from the proposition “ There is gu
inkstand” it follows that there is at least one mat?’m?l
thing, so from the proposition “There is & tableleoth, 1(1;
follows that there is at least one material ‘thmg; al;l
similarly in all the other cases. We can certainly use the
expression “Things such as inkstands, tablt.acloths, f.ingers,
clouds, stars, ete.,” to mean things such as these in a certain very
important respect, which we all understand, thougI} we .ma.),r,
not be able to define it. And the term * ma.tfarla,l th1.ng
certainly is and can be correctly used to n.1ean simply tlsnngs
such as these in that respect—whatever 11:, may be. Some
term is cértainly required to mean merely things such as t'jhese
in that important respect ; and, so far as I can see, there 18 20
term which can be naturally used in this sense except the
term “ material things” and its equivalents. Thus understciod,
the term “material thing” certainly does stand for an im-
ion, which requires a name. o
port.;lellt(;.,ni(;mv(;e agree to quse the term in this sense, then 1t ;s
obvious that no more can be necesssary for tlee truth of tf e
assertion that, there are material things, t’han is necessarj:i olr
the truth of judgments of the kind with which 1 propose to eam;
But no more can be necessary for the truth r:')f these judgmen .
than is actually asserted in or logically implied by them. ;:r; f
if we approach the question what is n_ecessary forl the 'lnlru e
the assertion that there are material things, b‘y a.sk?ng what hl
that we actually assert when we make such :]udgments as t eaeI,
certain reasons for doubting how much is necessary atwl:e;he
think, brought out much more clearly,.t.han if we a,pproalci1 e
question in any other way. Many phllosophers_ ha.\lre t; .nutha
very great deal as to what they suppose to be invo ven 1them
existence of material things; and some, at least, among

i ings ” such things as ink-
/ eant by “ material things™ suc
it foesis y But I can think of only one type of

stands, fingers and clouds. oo

view as to the constitution of material things, which i

i 1d
that it is tolerably clear what answer those who hold it wou
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give to the simple question : What is it that I am judging, when
I judge, as I now do, that that is an ink-stand? The type of
view I mean is that to which the view that Mill suggests, when
he explains what he means by saying that Matter is a
Permanent Possibility of Sensation, and also the view or views
which Mr. Russell seems to suggest in his “ Our Knowledge of
the Ext;erna.l\VVorld,” seem to belong. In the case of views of
this kind, it is, I think, tolerably clear what answer those who
hold them would give to all the questions I want to raise about
Judgments of the kind I have described. But it does not seem
to me at all certain that any view of this type is true; and
certainly many philosophers have held and do hold that all
views of this type are false. But, in the case of those who do
hold them to be false, I do not know, in any single case, what
answer would be given to all the questions which I want to
raise. In the case of philosophers, who do not accept any view
of the Mill-Russell type, none, so far as T know, has made it clear
what answer he would give to il my questions: some have
made it clear what answer they would give to some of them ; but
many, I think, have not even made it clear what answer they
would give to any. Perhaps there is some simple and
satisfactory answer, which has escaped me, that such philo-
sophers could give to all my questions; but I cannot help
thinking that assumptions as to the nature of material things
have too often been made, without its even occurring to those
who made them to ask, what, if they were true, we could
be judging when we make such judgments as these ; and that, if
this question had been asked, it would have become evident
that those assumptions were far less certain than they appeared
to be.
I do not know that there is any excuse whatever for calling
all judgments of the kind I mean * Jjudgments of perception.”

All of them are, of course, judgments about things which we

are at the moment perceiving, since, by definition, they are
judgments about things which we are seeing or feeling with our
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hends ; and all of them are, no doubt, also based upon some-
thing which we perceive aboub the thing in question. But the
mere fact that a judgment is both about a thing which I am
perceiving, and also based upon gomething which I perceive
about that thing, does not seem to be a sufficient reason for
calling it a judgment of perception ; and I do not know that
there is any other reason than this for calling all judgments of
the kind I mean judgments of perception. I do not want
therefore, to assert that all of them are sO. But it seems to me
quite plain that enormous numbers of them are so, in a
perfectly legitimate sense. This judgment, which I now make,
to the effect that that is & door, seems to me quite plainly to be
a judgment of perception, in the simple sense that I make it
because I do, in fact, see that that is a door, and assert in it no
more than what I see; and what I see I, of course, perceive.
In every case in which I judge, with regard to something which
I am seeing or feeling with my hands, that it is a so-and-so,
simply because I do perceive, by sight or touch, that it is in
fact a thing of that kind, we can, I think, fairly say that the
judgment in question- is a judgment of perception. And
enormous numbers of judgments of the kind I mean are, quite
plainly, judgments of perception in this sense. They are not
all, for the simple reason that some of them are mistaken. I
may, for instance, judge, with regard to an animal which I see
at a distance, that it is a sheep, when in fact it is a pig
And here my judgment is certainly not due to the fact that I
gee it to be a sheep ; since I cannot possibly see a thing to be &
sheep, unless it is ome. It, therefore, is mot a judgment of
perception in this sense. And moreover, even where such
a judgment is true, it may not always be a judgment of
perception, for the reason that, whereas I only see the thing in
question, the kind of thing which I judge it to be is of such &
pature, that it 1s impossible for any oD, by sight alone, to
perceive anything to be of that kind. How to draw the line
between judgments of this kind, which are judgments of
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i):;c&}pt(;zn},l a,tn(li{ those which are not, I do not know, That is to
tha,b o ; . nt(;w1 wha,F conditions must be fulfilled in order
et Chime as : t}}f) sal.d to be pe?'ceiving, by sight or touch,
nferiog. thom asom:t ;Z :,Pioor, this is (zix finger, and not merely
G, e may no doubt think that it i
:ﬁ:goznaihllﬁsophmal 1n' me to say that we ever can perceive :mlz
o Zonstan:ise. But it s.eems to me that we do, in ordinary
” ,W onet nei); htalk of seetng such things, and that, when we do
o, e are el t;r 1;51ng la‘nguag'e incorrectly, nor making any
mstake o © t;e acts—supposing something to occur which
e e c o‘c‘:cur. .The’a {;ruth seems to me to be that we
correct :nd ex(:gssege;ci:l’d’ 1’; ?:’hv'vay w}llliCh ety oo
. of thing which constantly doe
;cc;uz,():;lc); tiif;t:’ sonf1e philosophers have not recognised thit thi:
o qormect us zt}a} 0‘ ft;he term. and have not been able to define
e ,d erefore, afraid to say that I do now perceive
e tha:(}r,d and that that is a finger. Only, of course,
D e o,II cio not fnean to assert that part of what
. w,h o e . perceive ” these things, may not be
e g W, ulldan important sense, is known to me only by
o se.n e t(Lu be very. rash to assert that “perception,”
e o7 t:- W?rd, entirely excludes inference. All that
o WO:d ‘m 13‘ tha.t tl,l,ere is an important and useful
ot inferenf:lf:;i):;n, whic}? is such that the amount
; A rence there be, which is inv
li‘luleyolf)riizn: per(?eptipn, that that is a door, is no bar tzht:flg
et of t;henssefrtm})ln tl.lat I d? perceive that it is one. Vast
b S,eem 1-‘,Oom : te lzmd. of Jx?dgments with which T propose
ot (.)_ t'e, in gn important and legitimate sense,
anybfurbher thp , cfptlon ; although I am not prepared to define,
oy thata; have qone, what that sense is. And though
e e fe }?ueSCIOI?S which I shall raise apply just as
e Whi;)h t 0] w_hlch are not judgments of perception
Py are, it 1's, of course, also true that they apply
ch to those which are as to those which are not; so
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that I shall be really dealing with & large and important class

among judgments of perception.
It is true that, if certain views which, if I understand them

rightly, some philosophers have seriously entertained, were true
ones, it would be quite impossible that any of them should be
judgments of perception. For some philosophers seem to me
to have denied that we ever do in fact know such things as
these, and others not only that we ever know them but also
that they are ever true. And, if, in fact, I never do know
such a thing, or if it is never true, it will, of course, follow that
I never perceive such a thing; since I certainly cannot, in thie
sense, perceive anything whatever, unless I both know it and
it is true. But it seems to me a sufficient refutation of such
views as these, simply to point to cases in which we do know
such things. This, after all, you know, really is a finger : there
is no doubt about it : I know it, and you all know it. And I
think we may safely challenge any philosopher to bring forward
any argument in favour either of the proposition that we do
not know it, or of the proposition that it is not true, which
does mnot, at some point, rest upon some premiss which is,
beyond comparison, less certain than is the proposition which it
is designed to attack. The questions whether we do ever
know such things as these, and whether there are any material
things, seem to me, therefore, to be questions which there is
no need to take seriously : they are questions which it is quite
easy to answer, with certainty, in the affirmative. 'What does,
I think, need to be taken seriously, and what i8 really dubious,
is not the question whether this is a finger, or whether I know
that it is, but the question what, in certain respects, I am
knowing, when I know that it is. And this is the question to
which I will now address myself.

To begin with there is one thing which seems to me to be
very certain indeed about such judgments. It is unfortunately
a thing which I do not know how properly to express. There
geem to me to be objections to every way of expressing it which I
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can t;h.ink of. But I hope I may be able to make my meaning
clear, m‘spite of the inadequacy of my expression. The thing:
I mean is a thing which may to some people seem so obvious as
.to .be scarcely worth saying. But I cannot help thinking that
1t is not always clearly recognised, and even that some philo-
sophers, to judge from what they say, might perhaps dispute it. °
It seems to me to be an assumption which is silently made ir;
many treatments of the subject, and, as I say, it seems to me to
be very certain indeed. But I think it is at all events worlth
wh11f3 to try to make the assumption explicit, in case it should
be dlsputed. If it really is not true, then the other questions
to which I shall go on, and which seem to me really dubiou
and difficult, do not, I think, arise at all. y ;
I will try to express this fundamental assumption, which
seems. to me so very certain, by saying it is the assumption
that, in all cases in which I make a Jjudgment of this sort, I
haye no difficulty whatever in picking out a thing, which ’is
quite plainly, in a sense in which nothing else is,ﬂw thin’
ab.out which I am making my judgment ; and that );et thou ;‘1
this f;hing is the thing about which I am judging, I a;n quigte
cef‘tamly, not, in general, judging with regard to it, that ’it isa
thing of .that kind for which the term, which seem,s to express
the predicate of my judgment, is a name. Thus, when I judge
a.a,s n(.Jw,' that That is an inkstand, I have no difficulty whateveI:
in picking out, from what, if you like, you can call my total
field of presentation at the moment, an object, which is
undoubtedly, in a ‘sense in which nothing else is ’the object
about -which I am making this judgment ; and yet ’it seems to
me quite certain that of Ais object I am not judging that it is
& whole inkstand. And similarly when I judge, wit; regard to
something which I am feeling in my pocket, “ This is a coin,”
I. have no dlifﬁculty in picking out, from my field of present;-
t.;lon, an object, which is undoubtedly the object with which m
Ju.dgment. is concerned ; and yet I am certainly not judginy
with regard to this object that it is & whole coin. I say tha%
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always, when T make such a judgment, I can pick out ¢Ze one,
among the objects presented to me at the time, about which I
am making it ; but I have only said that ¢n general I am not
Jjudging with regard to this object that it is a thing of the kind,
for which the term, which seems to express the predicate of my
judgment, is a name. And I have limited my second proposi-
tion in this way, because there are cases, in which it does not,
at first sight, seem quite so certain that I am not doing this, as
in the two instances I have just given. When, for instance, I
Jjudge with regard to something, which I am seeing, “ This is a
soap-bubble,” or “ This is a drop of water,” or even when I
judge “ This is a spot of ink,” it may not seem quite so plain,
that I may not be judging, with regard to the very object
presented to me, that it is, itself, a whole soap-bubble, a whole
drop of water, or a whole spot of ink, as it always is, in. the
case of an inkstand, or a coin, that I never take the presented
object, about which I am judging, to be a whole inkstand, or a
whole coin. The sort of reason why I say this will, of course,
be obvious to any one, and it is obviously of a childish order.
But I cannot say that it seems to me quite obvious that in such
a case I am not judging of the presented object that it is a
whole drop of water, in the way in which it does seem to be
obvious that I am not judging of ¢this presented object that it
is an inkstand. That is why I limit myself to saying that, in
general, when I judge “ That is a so-and-so” 1 am not judging
with regard to the presented object, about which my judgment
is, that ¢ is a thing of the kind in question. As much as this
seems to me to be a thing which any child can see. Nobody
will suppose, for a moment, that when he judges such things as
“ This is a sofa,” or “This is a tree,” he is judging, with regard
to the presented object, about which his judgment plainly is,
that it is a whole sofa or a whole tree: he can, at most,
suppose that he is judging it to be a part of the surface of a
gsofa or a part of the surface of a tree. And certainly in the
case of most judgments of this kind which we make, whether
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%n t.l%e case of all or not, this is plainly the case: we are not
‘!udgmg, with regard to the presented object about which our
Judgment plainly is, that it is g thing of the kind, for which
the terr‘n which appears to express the predicate of our Jjudg-
.ment, 8 & name. And that this should be true of most
Judgments of this kind, whether of all or not, is Quite sufficient
for my purpose.

This much, then, seems to me to be very certain indeed.
But I will try to make clearer exactly what I mean by it, by
mentioning a ground, on which I imagine it might perhaps be
disputed.

The object of which I have spoken as ke object, about
'Which, in each particular case, such a judgment as this always
i3 a judgment, is, of course, always an object of the kind which
some _philosophers would call a sensation, and others would call
& sense-datum. Whether all philosophers, when they talk of
sensations, mean to include among them such objects as these
I do not know. Some, who have given a great deal of attention,
to the. subject, and for whom I have a great respect, talk of
sensations in such a way, that I cannot be sure what they are
talking about at all or whether there are such things. But
many, I think, undoubtedly do mean to include such subjects
s these. No doubt, in general, when they call them sensa~
tions, they mean to attribute to them p1‘ope1‘ties, which it
seems t0 me extremely doubtful whether they possess. And

perhaps even those who call them sense-data, mnay, in part, be
attributing to them properties which it may be doub’bful
whether they possess. If we want to define a sensation or a
sense-datum, in a manner which will leave it not open to doubt
w1.1at; sort of things we are talking of, and that there are such
things, I do not know that we can do it better than by saying
that sense-data are the sort of things, about which such judgb-
me.nt;s as these always seem to be made—the sort of things
Yvhmh seem to be the real or ultimate subjects of all such
Judgments. Such a way of defining how the term “ sense-
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certain relation, and which is an inkstand, and that thing is a
good big one ”—where “ this ” stands for this presented object.
I am referring to or identifying the thing which is this inkstand,
if there be such a thing at all, only as the thing which stands
to this sense-datum in a certain relation; and hence my
judgment, though in one sense it may be said to be a judgment
about the inkstand, is quite certainly also, in another sense, a
judgment about this sense-datum. This seems to me so clear,
that I wonder how anyone can deny it; and perhaps nobody
would. But I cannot help thinking that it is not clear to
everybody, partly because, so far as I can make out, nobody
before Mr. Russell had pointed out the extreme difference there
is between a judgment ubout & thing known only by description
to the individual who makes the judgment, and a judgment
about a thing not known to him only in this way ; and partly
because so many people seem still utterly to have failed to
understand what the distinction is which he expresses in this
way. I will try to make the point clear, in a slightly different
way. Suppose I am seeing two coins, lying side by side, and am
not perceiving them in any other way except by sight. It will
be plain to everybody, I think, that, when I identify the one as
“ This one ” and the other as “That one,” I identify them only
by reference to the two visual presented objects, which
correspond respectively to the one and to the other. But what
may not, I think, be realised, is that the sense in which I
identify them by reference to the corresponding sense-data, i8
one which involves that every judgment which I make about
the one is a judgment about the sense-datum which corresponds
to it, and every judgment I make about the other, a judgment
about the sense-datum which corresponds to i¢: I simply cannot
make a judgment about either, which is not a judgment about
the corresponding sense-datum. But if the two coins were
given to me, in the sense in which the two sense-data are, this
would certainly not be the case. I can identify and distinguish
the two sense-data directly, this us this one, and that as that
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one: I do not need to identify either as ¢ke thing which has this
relation to this other thing. But I certainly cannot thus
directly identify the two coins. I have not four thing;
presented to me (1) this sense-datum, (2) that sense-datum,
(3) this coin, and (4) that coin, but two only—this sense-datum
and that sense-datum. When, therefors, I judge “ This is a
coin,” my judgment is certainly a judgment about the one
sense-datum, and when I judge “And that is also a coin,” it is
certainly a judgment about the other. Only, in spite of what
my language might seem to imply, I am certainly not judging
either of the one sense-datum that it is a whole coin, nor yet of
the other that it is one.

This, then, seems to me fundamentally certain about judg-
ments of this kind. Whenever we make such a judgment we
can easily pick out an object (whether we call it a sensation or
a sense-datum or not), which is, in an easily intelligible sense,
the object which is the real or ultimate subject of our judg-
ment; and yet, in many cases at all events, what we are
Jjudging with regard to this object is certainly not that it is an
object of the kind, for which the term which appears to express
the predicate of our judgment, is a name.

But if this be so, what is it that I am judging, in all such
cases, about the presented ob‘ject, which is the real or ultimate
subject of my judgment? It is at this point that we come to
questions which seem to me to be really uncertain and difficult
to answer.

To begin with, there is one answer which is naturally
suggested by the reason I have given for saying that, in this
case, it is quite obvious that I am not judging, with regard to
this presented object, that ¢ is an inkstand, whereas it is not
in the same way, quite obvious that, in making such a judg-
ment as “ This is a soap-bubble ” or “This is a drop of water,”
I may not be judging, of the object about which my judgment
is, that that very object really is a soap-bubble or a drop of
water. The reason I gave is that it is quite obvious that I do
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not take this presented object to be a whole inkstand : that, at
most, I only take it to be part of the surface of an inkstand.
And this reason naturally suggests that the true answer to our
question may be that what I am judging of the presented
object is just that it is a part of the surface of an inkstand.
This answer seems to me to be obviously on quite a different
level from the suggestion that I am judging it really to be an
inkstand. It is not childishly obvious that I am not judging
it to be part of the surface of an inkstand, as it is that I am
not judging it to be an inkstand-—a whole one.

On this view, when I say such things as “ That is an ink-
stand,” “ That is a door,” *This is a coin,” these expressions
would really only be a loose way of saying “ That is part of the
gurface of an inkstand,” “ That is part of the surface of a door,”
«This is part of the surface of a coin.” And there would, I
think, plainly be nothing surprising in the fact that we should
use language thus loosely. What, at first sight, appears to be a
paradox, namely that, whereas I appear to be asserting of a
given thing that it is of a certain kind, I am not really
asserting of the thing in question that it is of that kind at all,
would be susceptible of an easy explanation. And moreover,
if this view were true, it would offer an excellent illustration
of the difference between a thing known only by description
and a thing not so known, and would show how entirely free
from mystery that distinetion is. On this view, when I judge
« That inkstand is a good big one” I shall in effect be judging:
« There is one and only one inkstand of which this is part of
the surface, and the inkstand of which this is true is a good big
one.” It would be quite clear that the part of the surface of
the inkstand was given to me in a sense in which the whole
was not, just as it is in fact clear that I do now “ses ” this part
of the surface of this inkstand, in a sense in which I do not
«gee” the whole; and that my judgment, while it is, in fact,
about both the whole inkstand, and also about one particular
part of its surface, is about them in two entirely different senses.
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This view is one, which it is, at first sight, I think, very
natural to suppose to be true. But before giving the reasons,
why, nevertheless, it seems to me extremely doubtful, I think
it is desirable to try to explain more precisely what I mean by
it. The word “ part” is one which is often used extremely
vaguely in philosophy; and I can imagine that some people
would be willing to assent to the proposition that this sense-
datum really is, in some sense or other, a “part” of this
inkstand, and that what I am judging with regard to it, when I
judge “This is an inkstand,” is, in effect, “ This is an inkstand,
of which ¢his is a part,” who would be far from allowing that
this can possibly be what I am judging, when once they under-
stand what the sense is in which I am here using the word
“part.” What this sense is, I am quite unable to define; but
I hope I may be able to make my meaning sufficiently clear,
by giving instances of things which are undoubtedly “ parts”
of other things in the sense in question. There is, it seems to
me, a sense of the word “part,” in which we all constantly
use the word with perfect precision, and which, therefore, we
all understand very well, however little we may be able to
define it. It is the sense in which the trunk of any tree is
undoubtedly a part of that tree; in which this finger of mine
is undoubtedly a part of my hand, and my hand a part of my
body. This is a sense in which every part of a material thing
or physical object is itself a material thing or physical object ;
and it is, so far as I can see, the only proper sense in which a
material thing can be said to have parts. The view which I
wish to discuss is the view that I am judging this presented
object to be a part of an inkstand, in this sense. And the
nature of the view can perhaps be brought out more clearly,
by mentioning one important corollary which would follow
from it. I am, of course, at this moment, seeing many parts of
the surface of this inkstand. But all these parts, except one,
are, in fact, themselves parts of that one. That one is the one
of which we should naturally speak as “the part of the surface
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that I am now seeing” or as “this part of the surface of this
inkstand.” There is only one part of the surface of this ink-
stand, which does thus contain, as parts, all the other parts
that I am now seeing. And, if it were true that I am judging
this presented object to be a part of the surface of an inkstand
at all, in the sense I mean, it would follow that this presented
object must, if my judgment “This is an inkstand” be true
(as it certainly is), be identical with this part, which contains
all the other parts which I am seeing: since there is plainly no
other part with which it could possibly be identified. That is
to say, if I am really judging of this presented object that it is
part of the surface of an inkstand, in the sense I mean, it
must be the case that everything which is true of what I
should call “ this part of thesurface of this inkstand ” is, in fact,
true of this presented object.

This view, thervefore, that what we are judging of the
ultimate subject of our judgment, when we judge “This is a
so-and-so,” is, in general, merely that the subject in question is
a part of a thing of the kind in question, can, I think, be most
clearly discussed, by asking whether, in this case, this presented
object can really be identical with this part of the surface of
this inkstand. If it can’t, then most certainly I am not
judging of it that it is a part of the surface of an inkstand at
all. For my judgment, whatever it is,is true. And yet, if this
presented object is not identical with this part of the surface of
this inkstand, it certainly is not a part of an inkstand at all;
since there is no other part, either of this inkstand or of any
other, with which it could possibly be supposed to be identical.

Can we, then, hold that this sense-datum really is identical
with this part of the surface of this inkstand ? That everything
which is true of the one is true of the other ?

An enormous number of very familiar arguments have been
used by various philosophers, which, if they were sound, would
ghow that we can not. Some of these arguments seem to me to
be quite clearly not sound—all, for instance, which rest either
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on ‘bhe assumption that this sense-datum can only exist so long
as it is perceived, or on the assumption that it can only exist so
long as it is perceived by me. Of others I suspect that they
may have some force, though I am quite unable to see that they
have any. Such, for instance, are all those which assume either
that this sense-datum is a sensation or feeling of mine, in a
sense which includes the assertion that it is dependent on my
mind in the very same sense in which my perception of it
?bviously is 80; or that it is causally dependent on my body
in the sense in which my perception of it admittedly is so.
But others do seem to me to have great force. I will, however,
confine myself to trying to state one, which seems to me to
have as much as any. It will be found that this one involves
an assumption, which does seem to me to have great force, but
which yet seems to me to be doubtful. So far as I know, all
good arguments against the view that this sense-datum really

I8 identical with this part of the surface of the inkstand, do

involve this same assumption, and have no more force than it
has. But in this, of course, I may be wrong. Perhaps some
one will be able to point out an argument, which is obviously
quite independent of it, and which yet has force.

The argument I mean involves considerations which are
exceedingly familiar, so familiar that I am afraid every one may
!JE sick of hearing them alluded to. But, in spite of this fact,
it seems to me not quite easy to put it quite precisely, in a way
which will distinguish it clearly from other arguments involving
the same familiar considerations, but which do not seem to me
to be equally cogent. I want, therefore, to try to put it with a
degree of precision, which will prevent irrelevant objections
from being made to it—objections which would, I think, be
relevant against some of these other arguments, but are not, I
think, relevant against it. ,

The fact is that we all, exceedingly commonly, when, at each
of two times, separated by a longer or shorter interval, we see a
part of the surface of a material thing, in the sense in which I
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am now seeing this part of the surface of this inkstand, or
when at one time we see such a surface and at another
‘perceive one by touch, make, on the second occasion, the
judgment “ This part of a surface is the same part of the
surface of the same thing, as that which I was seeing (or
perceiving by touch) just now.” How commonly we all do this
can scarcely be exaggerated. I look at this inkstand, and then
T look again, and on the second occasion I judge “This part of
the surface of this inkstand is the same as, or at least contains
a part which is the same as a part of, the part of its surface
which I was seeing just now.” Or I look at this finger and
then T touch it, and I judge, on the second occasion, “ This part
of the surface of this finger is the same as one of those I was
seeing just now.” We all thus constantly identify a part of a
surface of a material thing which we are perceiving at one time
with a part which we were perceiving at another.

Now, when we do this—when we judge “This is the same
part of the same thing as I was seeing or touching just now,”
we, of course, do not mean to exclude the possibility that the
part in question may have changed during the interval ; that it
is really different, on the second occasion, either in shape or
size or quality, or in all three, from what it was on the first.
That is to say, the sense of sameness which we are here
concerned with is one which clearly does not exclude change.
We may even be prepared to assert, on general grounds, in all
such cases, that the surface in question certainly must have
changed. But nevertheless there is a great difference in one
respect, between two kinds of such cases, both of which oceur
exceedingly commonly. If I watch somebody blowing air into
a child’s balloon, it constantly happens, at certain stages in the
process, that I judge with regard to the part of the surface
which I am seeing at that stage, not only that it s larger than
it was at an earlier stage, but that it is perceptibly larger. Or, if
I pull the face of an india-rubber doll, I may judge at a certain
stage in the process that the patch of red colour on its cheek
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not o.nly is different in shape from what it was at the beginning
but is perceptibly so: it may, for instance, be a percephibl_y:
flatter ellipse than it was to start with. Or, if T watch a person
blushing, I may judge at a certain stage that a certain part of the
surface of his face not only is different in colour from what it
was, when I saw it before he began to blush, but is perceptibly
so—p.erceptibly redder. In enormous numbers of cases we do
thus judge of a surface seen at a given time that it is thus
?Jerceptibly different in size, or in shape, or in colour, from what
1t was when we saw it before. But cases are at least equally
numerous in which, though we might, on general grounds
be prepared to assert that it must have changed in some
respect, we should not be prepared to assert that it had, in any
respect whatever, changed perceptibly. Of this part,of this
surface of this inkstand, for instance, I am certainly not
prepared to assert that it is now perceptibly different in any
vespect from what it was when I saw it just now. And similar
cases are so numerous that I need not give further instances.
We can, therefore, divide cases, in which we judge, of a part of
& surface which we are seeing, “ This is the same part of the
f}urfa,ce of the same material thing as the one I saw just now,”
ufto cases where we should also judge “But it is perceptibl,y
different from what it was then,” and cases in which, even
though we might assert “ It must be different,” we are cell'tainly
not prepared to assert that it is perceptibly so.

But now let us consider the cases in which we are not
prepared to assert that the surface in question has changed
percepf,ibly. The strange fact, from which the argument I
mean is drawn, is that, in a very large number of. such cases
it seems as if it were unmistakably true that the presenbed,
object, about which we are making our judgment when we talk
of “This surface” at the later time, 4s perceptibly different
from that about which we are making it when we talk of thej
surface I saw just now. If at the later time, I am at a
sufficiently greater distance from the surface, the presented
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object which corresponds to it at the time seems t.o. b:: r];:er-
ceptibly smaller, than the one which corres['mnded to it el ore.
If T am looking at it from a sufficiently obhqu_e anglels, the B.t-t'ar
presented object often seems to be percfaptlbly different in
shape—a perceptibly flatter ellipse, for instance. If I Ix:.n;
looking at it, with blue spectacles on, when formerly I he,
none, the later presented object seems to be perc.e;?mbl.y
different in colour from the earlier one. If I an pe.rcmvm.g 1:;
by touch alone, whereas formerly I was perceiving it by 51.%1
alone, the later presented object seems to be perfsa?ta y
different from the earlier, in respect of the fact that it is not
coloured at all, whereas the earlier was, and that, on the other
hand, it has certain tactual qualities, which the earlier had n(ft
got. All this seems to be as plain as it can be, and yet it
makes absolutely no difference to the fact that: o‘f the Eurf;;:e
in question we are not prepared to judge that it 1s perceptlll y
different from what it was. Sometimes, of cm_n-se,l where t -Eie
seems to be no doubt that the later presented object 1_3 plarceptl y
different from the earlier, we may not notif-;e that it is so. Bui\{
even where we do notice the apparent dfﬁ'erence,l we do st.1.
continue to judge of the surface in question: Thml sur_face is
not, so far as I can tell with certainty by pe.rceptlon, 1}111 ;.ni
way different from what it was when I saw 1t‘ or t,oufil e 1d
just now; I am not prepared to assert that it ha? ¢ a.n;g;l
perceptibly. It seems, therefore, to be absolute':ly m.:lpc;sm‘ts
that the surface seen at the later time should be identica wlli
the object presented then, and the surface seen a.t the earlier
identical with the object presented then, for the simple rea.sor;
that, whereas with regard to the later seen aurfa:ce Idszg‘n nob
prepared to judge that it is in any way perceptibly : elrinr
from that seen earlier, it seems that mtlh rega.rd.to t‘a a et
sense-datum I cannot fail to judge that it is perceptibly dlﬁ'er:?;
from the earlier ome: the fact that they EI.I'E: percept:hj;
different simply stares me in the face. It aee?n% in short, aI
when, in such a case, I judge: “This surface is not, so far as

SOME JUDGMENTS OF PERCEPTION. 23

can tell, perceptibly different from the one I saw just mow,” I
cannot possibly be judging of the presented object “ This is
not, 8o far as I can tell, perceptibly different from that object
which was presented to me just now,” for the simple reason
that I can tell, as certainly, almost, as T can tell anything, that
it is perceptibly different.

That is the argument, as well as I can put it, for saying
that this presented object is not identical with this part of the
surface of this inkstand; and that, therefore, when I judge
“This is part of the surface of an inkstand,” I am not judging
of this presented object, which nevertheless is the ultimate
subject of my judgment, that ¢ is part of the surface of an
inkstand, And this argument does seem to me to be a very
powerful one.

But nevertheless it does not seem to me to be quite con-
clusive, because it rests on an assumption, which, though it
seems to me to have great force, does not seem to me quite
certain. The assumption I mean is the assumption that, in
such cases as those I have spoken of, the later presented object
really is perceptibly different from the earlier. This assump-
tion has, if I am not mistaken, seemed to many philosophers
to be quite unquestionable ; they have never even thought of
questioning it ; and I own that it used to be so with me. And
Tam still not sure that I may not be talking sheer nonsense
in suggesting that it can be questioned. But, if I am, I'm no
longer able to see that I am. What now seems to me to be
possible is that the sense-datum which corresponds to a tres,
which T am seeing, when I am a mile off, may not really be
perceived to be smaller than the one, which corresponds to the
same tree, when I see it from a distance of only a hundred
yards, but that it is only perceived to seem smaller; that the -
sense-datum which corresponds to a penny, which I am seeing
obliquely, is not really perceived to be different in shape from
that which corresponded to the penny, when I was straight in

front of it, but is only perceived to seem different—that all
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that is perceived is that the one seems elliptical and theI olfh::
circular; that the sense-datum presented to I.ne whefx la.ur
the blue spectacles on is not perceived to be dlfferenf, in cf oto
from the one presented to me when 1 have not, but onhy ’
seem so0; and finally that the sense-da,tun.l presen.ted when
touch this finger is not perceived to e different in ani'hvs;a,{
from that presented when I see it, but only to seem so—t t : -
do not perceive the one to be coloured and the other n; nOt
go, but only that the one seems coloured and the other tc;
If such a view is to be possible, we sha..ll have, of course, °
maintain that the kind of experience which I“ have eazprelss:”
by saying one seems different from the other— sgem cllrcu aa‘,n
“gseems blue,” “seems coloured,” and so on—mv? ves :
ultimate, not further analysable, kind of p.sychologl(.:a.l bre. a;
tion, not to be identified either with that Tnvolved in be?nb
“perceived ” to be so and so, or with that 1nvol.ved u? h:nixlgl
“judged ” to be so and so ; since a presented object n;lxg ; 2
this sense, seem to be elliptical, 2D to be blue, ete., \g :nt;mre
neither perceived to be so, nor judged to be so. . u o
seems to me to be no reason why th(?re should not fa su o
ultimate relation. The great object.lon to such a \:1ew :eeuv
to me to be the difficulty of believm,r_,‘r that I don thac uta.hz
perceive this sense-datum to e red, for 1r-15tance, and t a:ho : e;t
to be elliptical; that I only perceive, in many ca.;;esl,l t;ai.t y
seems so. 1 cannot, however, now persuade mysel .ft Iad )
quite clear that I do perceive it to. be so. And, ! 5 o11 |
then it seems really possible tha{; this f})rese::ec:hfsbjtiancksxt;:al.l dyi
is 1 ical with this part of the surface ;
ls?n::i?:;(;a;l I judge, ainJn the cases supposet%, bha.t;. f:he s:rfizcz
in question is not, so far as I can tell,. perceptibly differen o
what it was, T might really be judging of the two sense-t o
that they also were not, so far as I can tell, perce.ap lez
different, the only difference between the two 'tha.‘t 18 tf; i
ceptible, being that the one seems to ’t.>e of a certa.l'n gize, stiblie
or colour, and the other to be of a different and incomva
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size, shape or colour. Of course, in thoge cases, as in that of
the balloon being blown up, where I “perceive” that the
surface has changed, eg.in size, it would have to be admitted
that I do perceive of the two sense-data not merely that they
seem different in size, but that they are so. But I think it
would be possible to maintain that the sense in which, in
these cases, I « perceive ” them to e different, is a different one
from that in which, both in these and in the o
them to seem so.

Possibly in making this suggestion that sense-data, in cases
where most philosophers have agsumed unhesitatingly that they
are perceived to be different, are only really perceived to seem,
different, I am, as I said, talking sheer nonsense, though I
cannot, at the moment, see that I am, And possibly, even if
this suggestion itself is not nonsense, even if it is true, there
may be other fatal objections to the view that this presented
object really is identical with this part of the surface of this
inkstand. But what seems to me certain is that, unlegs thig
suggestion js true, then this presented object is certainly not
identical with this part of the surface of thig inkstand. And
since it is doubtful whether it is not nonsense, and still more
doubtful whether it is true, it must, I think, be admitted to be
highly doubtful whether the two are identical. But, if they are
not identical, then what I am judging with regard to this
Presented object, when I Judge “This is an Inkstand,” is
certainly not that it is itself part of the surface of an inkstand :
and hence, it is worth while to inquire further, what, if I am
not judging this, I ean be Judging with regard to it

And here, I think, the first natural suggestion to make is
that just as, when I talk of “ thig inkstand,” what I seem
really to mean is “ ke inkstand of which ths ig part of the
surface,” so that the inkstand is only known to me by
description as the inkstand of which thig material surface is
Part of the surface, so again when I talk of “gthig material
surface,” what I really mean is “z%e material surface to which

thers, I perceive
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this (presented object) has a certain relation,” 8o .t,fmt. this
gurface is, in its turn, only known to me by descnptmn'.as' the
surface which has a certain relation to this presented obJec_t.
If that were so, then what I should be judging of this
presented object, when I judge “ This is part of the surface of
an inkstand,” would be not that it is itself such a part, but that
the thing which stands to it in a certain relation is S}xch-a part:
in short, what I should be judging with regard to ’Li,'Vf‘Ol'lld b'e
“« There’s one thing’ and one only which stands to ¢t In this
relation, and the thing which does so is part of the surface of an
mks]:iltl;di.f we are to adopt the view that something of this s?rt
is what we are judging, there occurs at once 'the pressing
question: What on earth can the relation be with rega.rt.l t‘o
which we are judging, that one and only one t.h.ing standfs in 1t
to this presented object ? And this is a question to which, so
far as 1 know, none of those philosophers, who FJGH‘ h.old (a'.q
many do) that this presented object is nmot identical with this
part of the surface of this inkstand, end also that the?e ‘reall'y
is something of which it could be truly pred-icated that it is t:-hlE
part of the surface of this inkstand (that is to say, “jrho I‘-Q]Gct
all views of the Mill-Russell type), have given anything like a
clear answer. It does not seem to have occurred to‘ them that
it requires an answer, chiefly, I think, betcause it has not
occurred to them to ask what we can be judging when we make
judgments of this sort. There are only.two answers, ‘tl.xat I
can think of, which might be suggested with any plausibility.
Many philosophers, who take the view that the pre.ﬂenterlli
objects about which we make these judgments are sensatl?na 10f
ours, and some even who do not, are in the habit of talking o
« the causes” of these objects as if we knew, in the case of each,
that it had one and only one cause ; and many of them seem to
think that this part of the surface of this inkstand c{.:auld
be correctly described as the cause of this present:.ed c?bJecft.
They suggest, therefore, the view that what I am judging in
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this case might be: “ This presented object has one and only
one cause, and that oause is part of the surface of an inkstand.”
It seems to me quite obvious that this view, at all events, is
utterly untenable. I do not believe for a moment, nor does
any one, and certainly therefore do not judge, that this
presented object has only one cause : I believe that it has a
whole series of different causes. I do, in fact, believe that this
part of the surface of this inkstand is one among the causes of
my perception of this presented object : that seems to me to be
a very well established scientific proposition. And I am
prepared to admit that there may be good reasons for thinking
that it is one among the causes of this presented object itself,
though I cannot myself see that there are any. But that it is
the only cause of this presented object I certainly do not
believe, nor, I think, does anybody, and hence my judgment
certainly cannot be “ The cause of this is part of the surface of
an inkstand.” It might, no doubt, be possible to define some
kind of causal relation, such that it might be plausibly held
that it and it alone causes this presented object in that
particular way. But any such definition would, so far as I can
see, be necessarily very complicated. And, even when we have
got it, it seems to me it would be highly improbable we could
truly say that what we are judging in these cases is: “This
presented object has one and only one cause, of this special
kind” Still, I do not wish to deny that some such view may
possibly be true.

The only other suggestion I can make is that there may be
some ultimate, not further definable relation, which we might,
for instance, call the relation of “being a manifestation of,”
such that we might conceivably be judging : “ There is one and
only one thing of which this presented object is a manifestation,
and that thing is part of the surface of an inkstand.” And
here again, it seems to me just possible that this may be a true
account of what we are judging; only I cannot find the
slightest sign that I am in fact aware of any such relation.
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Possibly other suggestions could be made as to what the
relation is, with regard to which it could be plausibly supposed
that in all cases, where we make these judgments, we are in
fact judging of the presented object “ There is one and only one
thing which stands to this object in ¢hés relation.” But it
seems to me at least verv doubtful whether there is any such
relation at all ; whether, therefore, our judgment really is of
this form, and whether, therefore, this part of the surface of
this inkstand really is known to me by description as the thing
which stands in a certain relation to this presented object.
But if it isn’t, and if, also, we cannot take the view that what I
am judging is that this presented object dtself is a part of the
surface of an inkstand, there would seem to be no possible
alternative but that we must take some view of what I have
called the Mill-Russell type. Views of this type, if I under-
stand them rightly, are distinguished from those which I have
hitherto considered, by the fact that, according to them,
there is nothing whatever in the Universe of which it could
truly be predicated that it is this part of the surface of this
inkstand, or indeed that it is @ part of the surface of an ink-
stand, or an inkstand, at all. They hold, in short, that though

there are plenty of material things in the Universe, there is
nothing in it of which it could truly be asserted that if is a
material thing : that, though, when I assert “This is an ink-
stand,” my assertion is true, and is such that it follows from it
that there is in the Universe at least one inkstand, and,
therefore, at least one material thing, yet it does mot follow
from it that there is anything which is a material thing.
When T judge “ This is an inkstand ” I am judging this pre-
sented object to possess a certain property, which is such that,
if there are things, which possess that property, there are ink-
stands and material things, but which is such that nothing
which possesses it is itself a material thing; so that in judging
that there are material things, we are really always judging of
some other property, which is not that of leing a material
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thl.ng, that there are things which possess ©¢. It seems to m
quite possible, of course, that some view of this type is th:
true one. Indeed, this paper may be regarded, if you like, as
an argument in favour of the proposition that some such vi,ew
must be true. Certainly one of my main objects in writing it
was to put as plainly as I can some grave difficulties w}ich
seem to me to .stand in the way of any other view: in the hope
that some of those, who reject all views of the ,MilI-Russfll
type, may explain clearly which of the alternatives I have
suggested they would adopt, or whether, perhaps, some oth
which has not occurred to me. Tt does not seem ’to me :o ‘:1
always sufficiently realised how difficult it is to find any answez
to my question “What are we judging in these cases?” to
which there are not very grave objections, unless we ;atdo t
’an ans.wer of the Mill-Russell type. That an answer of thr')s
tyPe is the true one, I am not myself, in spite of thesl
objections, by any means convinced. The truth is I :
completely puzzled as to what the true answer can be T:tl;
tllxe present moment, I am rather inclined to favou; the
jrlg\v t}'lat. what I am Judging of this bresented object
1 that it is itself a part of the surface of an inkstand—t;l t
thfare'fore, it really is identical with this part of the surfaceat:
this inkstand, in 8pite of the fact that this involves the vie:v
that,.v‘there, hitherto, I have always supposed myself to be
pfarcelvmg of two presented objects that they really were
d%ﬂ'erent, I was, in fact, only perceiving that they seemed to b
dlﬂ'eren.t. But, as I have said, it seems to me quite possible
that .t,hIS view is, as I have hitherto supposed, sheer nonsense?
and, in any case, there are, no doubt, other serious objections t(;

the view that this presented obj i i
ect 18 thi .
of this inkstand. ! S part of the surface
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datum ” is used, may not seem very satisfactory; but I am
inclined to think it may be as satisfactory as any which can be
found. And it is certainly calculated to obviate some mis-
understandings which may arise; since everybody can see, I
think, what the thing is which I am describing as fke thing
about which he is making his judgment, when he judges “ That
is an inkstand,” and that there is such a thing, even if he does
not agree that this description applies to it.

I can, tn fact, imagine that some of those who would call
this thing a sensation would deny that my judgment is about it
at all. It would sometimes be spoken of as the sensation
which mediates my perception of this inkstand, in this instance.
And I can imagine that some of those who would so speak of
it might be inclined to say that when I judge “This is an ink-
stand,” my judgment is about this inkstand which I perceive,
and not, in any sense at all, about the sensation which mediates
my perception of it. They may perhaps imagine that the
sensation mediates my perception of the inkstand only in the
sense that it brings the inkstand before my mind in such a way
that, once it is before my mind, I can make a judgment about
it, which is not a judgment about the mediating sensation at all ;
and that such a judgment is the one I am actually expressing
when I say “This is an inkstand.” Such a view, if it is held,
geems to me to be quite certainly false, and is what I have
intended to deny. And perhaps I can put most clearly the
reason why it seems to me false, by saying that, if (which may
be doubted) there is anything which is this inkstand, that thing
is certainly not given to me independently of this sense-datum,
in such a sense that I can possibly make a judgment about it
which is not a judgment about this sense-datum. I am not, of
course, denying that I do perceive this inkstand, and that my
judgment is, in a sense, a judgment about it. Both these
things seem to me to be quite obviously true. I am only
maintaining that my judgment is also, in another sense, a
judgment about this sense-datum which mediates my perception
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of the inkstand. Those who say that this sense-datum doos
mediate my porception of the inkstand, would, of course, admit
that my perception of the inkstand is, in a sense, dependent
upon the sense-datum; that it is dependent is implied in ‘the
mere statement that it is mediated by it. But it might be
maintained that it is dependent on it only in the sense in which,
when the idea of one object is called up in my mind, through
association, by the idea of another, the idea which is called up
is dependent on the idea which calls it up. What I wish to
maintain, and what seems to me to be quite certainly true, is

that my perception of this inkstand is dependent on this sense-

datum, in a quite different and far more intimate sense than this.
It is dependent on it in the sense that, if there is anything
which is this inkstand, then, in perceiving that thing, I am
knowing it only as the thing which stands in a certain relation
to this sense-datum. When the idea of one object is called up
in my mind by the idea of another, I do not know the second
object only as the thing which has a certain relation to the first :
on the contrary, I can make a judgment about the second
object, which is not a judgment about the first. And similarly
in the case of two sense-data which are presented to me
simultaneously, I do not know the one only as the thing which
has a certain relation to the other. But in the case of this
sense-datum and this inkstand the case seems to me to be
plainly quite different. If there be a thing which is this
inkstand at all, it is certainly only known to me as the thing
which stands in a certain relation to this sense-datum. It is
not given to me, in the sense in which this sense-datum is
given. If there be such a thing at all, it is quite certainly only
known to me by description, in the sense in which Mr. Russell
uses that phrase; and the description by which it is known is
that of being the thing which stands to this sense-datum in
a certain relation. That is to say, when I make such a
judgment as “This inkstand is a good big one”; what I am
really judging is: “ There is a thing which stands to tAis in a



