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This paper examines and defends the view that the immedtigtets of visal perception, or what
are oftencalledsense datagre parts ofthe facingsurfacesof physicalobjects. Iwill call this the

naturalizedsensedata (NSD) theory.Occasionallydefended irthe literature on thehilosophy of

perception, most famously by G. Eoore (1918-1919), it hasot proved popular anchdeed
was abandoned bywloore himself. The contemporary situatiom the philosophy of perception
seemgipe for arevaluation of theNSD theory, however. Muchecentdiscussion igpolarized
between unttical direct realismand variousforms of representationalism. Botpositionshave
serious drawbackand the plausibility of each seems to reslargely upon the perceived
inadequacies of the lwtr. But the NSD theory allows us toaccommodate the very real
shortcomings in uncriticadirect realismwithout postulatingthe existence ohon-physicalsense
data in away that hasseemed to manyncompatiblewith any robust formof philosophical

naturalismt

The argument to establish the NSD theory will proceadianstages. In 8ll | argue against the

direct realistthat we perceivethree-dimensionamaterial obgcts in virtueof perceivingparts of

* This paper has been much improved by detailed comments on earlier versions from Peter

Sullivan and Michael Morris.

1] am taking robust naturalism to involve commitment to physicalism in one of its forms.
Examples of the 'new representationalism' include Jackson 1977, Robinson 1982, and various
of the contributors to Robinson 1993 and Wright 1993. Many of the new representationalists
explicitly take themselves to be attacking physicalism, but it has been argued by some

philosophers that physicalism and sense data are in fact compatible (Cornman 1975). Lowe



their surfaces. The amgnentfor this caclusion involvesclearly distinguishing (in8l) between
two notions whichhave tended to beun togeher in discussions ofperception —namely,
immediateperception andicect perception. In8lll 1 argue agairisthe sense-datum theorigat
those parts of the surfaces of thobgects are nathemselvegperceived in virtue ofthe perception

of anything else.

Two qualifications. Firstthe NSD theory is only araccount ofnon-hallucinatoryperception.

Both veridical and non-veridical perceptiomvolve perceptualcontactwith a physical object,
whereas irhallucinatory perceptiothere is no perceptual contacith whateverobject(if any) is
visually presented. leaveopen boththe question of whetér thereis perceptuaktontactwith any
object, andhe question ofwhat, if anything, ismmediatelyperceived insuch casesThe NSD

theory is consistent with, but does not entail, a disjunctive theory of perception as a whole.

Second, the arguments below ertended to apply only teisual perception. Ishalluse'see’
and perceive'interchangeably. lis prima facie plausble that theimmediate object of tactile
perception is part of the surface of a material objrdtless so that arsuchaccount could b&ue
of auditory perception -and still less so thathe argumentswhich would establish anysuch

conclusion for vision could unproblematically be carried over to either touch or hearing.

§1

According to onefamiliar method ofclassifying positions inthe philosophy of perception, any
non-phenomenalistic theory is either a formdwéct realism or #orm of indirect realism? Direct
realist theories are commontdiescribed as those which hdlwt perception of ambjectdoes not
involve perception of an intermediary, wather diectand unmediated perceptuabntactwith the
object itself. According toindirect theories, in contrastall cases ofperception involve the

perception of an intermediary. Distinguishing direct and indirect realism invilyiss intended, of

1996 defends sense data in a way that is intended to be compatible with both a rejection of

physicalism and an acceptance of naturalism.

2 See, for example, Dancy 1985 p. 144.



course, to carvéhe logicalspace of perceptioat an epistemologicgoint. It is often heldthat
indirect realisttheoriesinevitably bring with themscepticalworries whichdo not trable direct

realist theories.

The characterisation afirect realism,however, rundogethertwo different notions which are

actually athogonal toeach dter. | shall call thesedirect perceptionand immediateperception?

Neither entails the other, and when agpreciate their distinctness standard distinctiotetween
direct and indirect realism statts look too crude — or so | shatgue. Thdirst step is to give a

clear content to the two notions.

Let me start vith directperception, whichiracksthe epistemologicalimension ofdiscussions
of direct andindirectrealism.The traditional idea is thadhe directperception ofphysical objects
provides a form of perceptual conttttat allows them to bknown unproblematically(subject, of
course, to qualifications depending upon which perceptible properties of aedtsld to be real
properties othoseobjects). Aparadigm isRussell's notion oknowledge byacquaintance. The
epistemological dimension of knowledge by acquaintance comes outlgarly in the conection
that Russeltdrawsbetweenknowing anobject by acquaintae and beingible demonstratively to
identify that objectPaul Snowdon hacentlyoffered adefinition of drect perceptiorfor, as he
terms it,d-perceptiopthat neatly encapsulates this complex of ideas:

x d-perceives vy iff x stands, in virtue of x's perceptual experience, in Jetdtian
to y that, if x could make demonstratijpelgements, then it woulte possibldor x
to make th@rue demonstrative judgement 'That is y'. (Snowdon 1992 p. 56)

Characterisedhus, to say that amdividual directly perceives arobject is tosay that he is

perceptually acquainted with it in a way that will allow him demonstratively to refer to that object.

There is aroad sense depistemological' orwhich thisnotion of drect perception ifot
epistemological, and marrow sense invhich it is. The distinction emergesom two different

ways of reading 'possible’ inthe definition. The possibility of a perceiver makingthe true

31 am using these as technical terms. My claim is simply that there are two distinguishable
notions usually conflated in discussions of direct and indirect realism. It is irrelevant which, if

either, is given the name 'direct perception'.



demonstrative judgement Hat is y' can be viewed eiher descriptively or normatively.

Descriptively, the statement might be und@od as a form ofceteris paribus universal

generalizationAll subjectswho stand inthe directperception relation to particular object at a
particulartime, andwho possesshe requisite aocepts and abilities, wilisually becapable of
making true demonstrative judgemeatsout hat object. On a normate reading, however, the
definition comes out as a clambout thgudgements that a subjeebuld bewarrantedor entitled
to make — so thabnly when a syect stands inthe directperception relation t@n object is he
justified in referringdemonstratively to thaibject. This ofcourseleavesopenthe possibility that
the direct perception relation isuch thatno subjectsare ever justified intheir purported
demonstrative reference toaterial obgcts (and hencthatthe descriptivauniversalgeneralization
is empty). Itake it thatSnowdon is usingpossible' in alescriptive rather than normatigense,
and hence that his notion of direct perception is epistemological imathew rather than the broad

sense. | shall follow him in this.

4 Snowdon actually maintains that his notion of direct perception is non-epistemological, but he
has a rather different understanding of what 'epistemological’ might mean in this context. His
paradigm case of an epistemological understanding of direct perception is the idea that
something is directly perceived iff it is non-inferentially known and he makes the Sellarsian
point that, if 'direct’ means 'uninferred’ then the objects of direct perception would be
propositions about ordinary material objects rather than the material objects themselves.
Certainly, if an epistemological understanding of direct perception demands that only
proposition-like objects can be directly perceived then Snowdon's own definition of direct
perception fails to count as epistemological. But it is not obvious that there is any such
demand. When | say 'l know that he was there because | saw him' | don't just mean that the
proposition that | saw him lends support to the proposition that he was there. | also mean that
my earlier seeing of him lends support to the proposition that he was there. Direct perceptions
of ordinary material objects can feature in inferential justifications of judgements and beliefs

(Millar 1991). The opposing view is presented in Sellars 1997 §81-7.



There is, in addition, a non-epistemological stranthécharacterisation of direaalism, and
it is for this that Iwill reservethe term immediateperception’. FrankKackson haprovided a
useful theoretical framework for treating this notion (Jackson 1977 pp. 15-20). He dedidiese
perception a®ccurringwhen one perceives a thingn virtue of perceiving another thing. The

definition of immediate perception follows easily. Anmediateobjectof perceptionis one that is

not perceived in virtue of perceiving something else, and an objeghrisdiatelyperceivedby S

at a given time iff x is an immediate object of perception for S at t.

At a very general level the idea is that it is true that one state of affairs holds in virtue of anoth
whenand onlywhen the first is in some waydependenupon the second. Jacksoprovides a
useful schema for making this more precise:

An A isE in virtue of aB beingF if the application of '— is F' to &uis definable
in terms of itsapplication to aB and a relationR, betweenAs and Bs, but not
conversely. This gives us atcountfor the indefinitecase. Weobtain an account
for the definite case as followshis A isE in virtue ofthis B beingE if (i) an A is
E is true in virtue of & beingE (as justdefined),(ii) this A and thisB areF, and
(iii) this A and thisB bearR to each other. (Jackson 1977, p. 18)

But the requirement of definabilitfor its caynate, aalysabilty) seems tosstringent. There are
many cases wheamne wants to satha one state ofaffairs holds in virtueof another, butvhere
there is no hope of defininthe first in terms ofthe second.There can be ndoubt, forexample,
that most of us are where we are today in virtuthefeducation weeceived. Buthere can be no
suggestion that where vage today can be defined in termshofv wewere educatedviaking a
similar point, Thomas Baldwirhas suggested that weplace the conceptf definition with the
(equally asymmetrical) concept ekplanation.Thus, 'P in virtue of Q' isrue when and only
when Qexplains P (Baldwinl990, pp. 240-241)This is certainly closer tothe mark than
Jackson'soriginal formulation. However there aretwo problemswith it. First, there arenon-
explanatory dependence relatiomich seemintuitively to qudify as instance®f the in-virtue-of
relation — Carbridge causatiorand superveniencare examples.Secondly, explanation is an
epistemic nbon andthe in-virtue-of relation is betteviewed ascapturing themetaphysicabasis
for explanationgwhich themselvegnight not inany case bdorthcoming). Thebest way to
accommodate¢hesetwo points is todefine thein-virtue-of relation asholding when there is an

objective dependence of P on Q. Thus:



Definition An A isE in virtue of aB beingEF iff there isan objective dependence
of the application of '— is F' to @&non itsapplication to &8 and that dependence
holds because of thexistence of aelation, R, betweenAs and Bs, but not
conversely. ThusThisA isFE in virtue ofthis B beingF is true iff (i) anA isFE is
true in virtue of 8B beingE (asjust defined), {i) this A and thisB areF, and (iii)
this A and thisB bearR to each other.

The realweight in applying thiglefinition in any given case is taken by particular relation R
which is invoked. Relation R &y take avariety of forms,and will sometimes be explanatory and

sometimes not.

As initially characterisedin object ismmediatelyperceivedwhen itis notperceived in virtue
of the perception of another thing — thst whenits beingperceiveddoesnot asymmetrically
dependupon the perceptiorof anythingelse, with dependence beingnderstood in one of the
severalways identified in theprevious paragraphThus defined,immediate perceptionseems
primafacie distinct from direct perception. Thagecertainly nodirect entailment in eher direction
between thewo notions. It is notmmediatelyobvious whyone could nofperceive an object in
virtue of perceiving somethinglse,and yetstill be perceptually acquaintedth it in a way that
would allow one to identify it demonstratively ror why one could notmmediatelyperceive an
object and yet fail to be in@osition to ieéntify it demonstratively. Irthe remainder ofhis paper |

will argue that the entailment fails in both directions.

Il
The primafacie distinction between itect perception andmmediateperception is reinforced by
arguments thahree-dimensionainaterial obgcts arenever theimmediate olgcts of perception.
Suchargumentsaim to establishtheir conclusion via théemma thatwhenever ongerceives a
three-dimensionainaterialobjectone does so in wtue of perceiving a part of theurface ofthat
object. If the lemma is true thérfollows trivially that there will always be something in virtue of
which a three-dimensional material object is mediately perceived — viz. parsaoffase.But why

might one think that the lemma is true?

Jackson offers a brief argumentsapport of a version dahe lemmawhich henceforth | shall

call Jackson'shesis His argument is simply that "tlag@plication of 'l see—' to an opaquehree-

dimensionalimaterialobject can belefined in terms of it@application to aeasonably substantial

part, for | am properlgaid to see an opaqobject if | see aeasonably substantial part ibf But



the application of 'l see —' to a part of an object cannot be defined in termapydlitation to the
object to which the part belongs" (Jacks®v7, p.19)> Jackson doerot arguefor this directly

but givesthe following two reasons forejecting (what | shallcall) the conversethesisthat the

application of 'l see —' to gart of aparticular three-dimensionamaterial object objectively
depends upon its application to the object of which it is a part:
(A) The part in question might not have been a part of the object in question

(B) I might have seen the object bgeing some other of its parts (and thet part
in question)

Jackson holds th&®) and (B)jointly and severallyentail that it isimpossiblefor seeingpart of a

three-dimensional material object to depend upon seeing the object of which it i% a part.

Why should(A) and (B) bethought tocount againsthe conversdhesis?Jackson's thought
must be that (A) an(B) contravene plaible constraintsiponthe in-virtue-of relation. As far as
(A) is concerned, the constraint must be the following: if a part is seen in virtbe object being
seen (understanding the part to be a patiebbject) then is not possible fothe part to be seen
without the object being seen. Similarly, (B) depends upondhstraint: if apart is seerin virtue
of the object being seen, then it is not possible for the object to be seen without seeing the part. |
clear, however, thahesetwo constraintscannotboth be used toefute the conversthesis if the
overall aim is teestablish Jacksortkesis.SinceJackson'shesis isthe converse of theonverse
thesis,the (A)-corstraint for the converse thesis just the (B)-constraintfor Jackson's thesis.
Similarly, the (B)-constraint for the converse thesis jushés(A)-corstraintfor Jackson's thesis.
So, (A) refutesthe cawverse thesis (bgontraveningthe (A)-constraint) only if it also refutes

Jackson's thesis (by contravening the (B)-constraint). The same point holds for (B).

5 It is no objection to this, of course, that the definability-in-terms-of relation does not track the

in-virtue-of relation, because the former is sufficient although not necessary for the latter.



Giventhe form of the argument, thenthe in-virtue-of relationcan't be governedoth by the
(A)-constraint and bythe (B)-constraint.Nor is it obvious that #ier constraint can be
independently motivated. There itilé intuitive justification for the demandhat, if | perceive an
object in virtue of perceiving one of its partaniist be impossible for e perceivethe object by
perceiving a differenpart (which is the (A)-constraintfor Jackson'sthesis). Still less for the
demand that it bempossible toperceive the pamvithout perceivingthe object(which isthe (B)-
constraintfor Jackson'shesis). Itseemsclear that Iwould still be seeingthe apple ifl turned it
around180° and thatl would still be perceiving the facingurface ofthe apple even if the part |

was perceiving was too minute to qualify as a perception of the apple.

A furthe flaw in Jackson'sargument emergeshen one remembers that his arguing by
disjunctive syllogism. From the falsity of the conveisesis we are suppostrdconcludehe truth
of the thesis that whenevene perceivea three-dimensionainaterialobjectone does so irvirtue
of perceiving gart of thesurface of hatobject. ButJackson'shesis andhe conversehesis are
contraries, not contradictories. There are no grounds at all for asserting the general schema:

(P in virtue of Q) v (Q in virtue of P)
Nor is ittrue in the special cagmderdiscussion.There is a perfectly caistent position which
holds that neither Jackson's thesis nor the contleeses is trueThompson Clarkefor example,
has argued with some power for the thesis that ongpétialcases operception is ipossible to
identify such athing as the perception of part of tearface of thatobject. On his view, we
perceive part of theurface ofan objectonly when weattentivelysingle outpart of thesurface of
that object By such'singling out' weeffectively bring it about that weare perceiving part of the
surface of the object. But, in the absence of such singling out, it doesakesense to talk about

the perception of part of the object — or so Clarke beliéves.

6 Jackson talks about definability. | have reformulated in terms of dependence. Here it does
matter, because showing that P is not definable in terms of Q is not sufficient to show that ~(P

in virtue of Q).

7 It is important to distinguish the position that Clarke is attacking from the position under

discussion. Clarke argues against the claim that we perceives parts of the surfaces of objects on



Clarke's account of perception is wrong, | belidat seeing what isvrong with it will bring
us closer tan understanding ofhe dependence of the perception of objects on the perception of
parts oftheir surfaces thamve could get by speculatingn the modalconstraints whichmight or

might not govern the in-virtue-of relation.

Clarke's central objection to thinking thatiormal cases gierceptionthere issuch athing as
perceiving part of theurface of anaterialobject is thaseeis a unit concept. Unitconcepts are
taken to be those whose application depends upon the contextual identification of the units to whi
they are taken to apply in a given case, subject to the following two conditions:

() a unit concepE applies to an object O only wheni€a unit ancho amount of O
is fixed as a unit

(i) a unit concepk can be applied togiven amount ofin object Gonly whenthat
element is a urfit

From (i) and (i) it follows that, if seeis a unit concept, thereither we see three-dimensional
material objects or weee parts ofhe sufaces of thos@bjects'— but nevdroth. Clarke claims,

moreover, that given part of thesurface of arobject O isonly determined ashe relevant unit
when we selectively attend to that parthe surface. In nanal perceptionthe relevant unit is the

material object in its entirety:

the assumption that this is incompatible with our perceiving the objects themselves. He thinks
that there are only two possible positions here, namely, saying that we perceive three-
dimensional material objects and do not perceive parts of their surfaces, on the one hand, and
saying that we perceive parts of the surfaces of those objeat®alidee the objects

themselves on the other. But Jackson's thesis is not equivalent to either of these. The claim is
that we see both the material object and part of its surface, with the perception of the former
depending on the perception of the latter in a way best captured through the in-virtue-of
relation. It is important to bear this distinction in mind, because Clarke has a tendency to take
arguments against the claim thatdeenotperceive material objects to be arguments against the

claim that wedo perceive parts of the surface of those objects.

8 Clarke is using ‘amount’ in such a way that a part of the surface of an object counts as an

amount of that object.
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When weassert'All | can see othe physical object is the neaportion of its

surface’', wesucceed in meaningur words andeeing what it igor what we are
asserting to be truenly when we mgle outthis portion ofthe surface.But when

we are meaning what weare saying, wefind that for what weareasserting to be
true, it is necessary for our seeing to embrace, as it were, this portiomsofface

and only this portion ofhe surface.When we ceassingling out thisportion, the

physical object coalesces back into a unit and we are seemingly different

perceptual position, for now our seeing seemambrace thg@hysicalobject itself;

the near portion of the physical surfacenv notembracecper se but is included
in an object whiclis embracegerse (Clarke 1965, p. 113)

The basic point is clear enough. If the object igd¢tevant unit for aiven perception then no part

of its surface can be a ufiir thatperception- and vice versa.

There ardwo reasons, however, féaeing scepticalaboutClarke's positionFirst, there is a
very real distinction which cannot be ecommodated if ‘see’ is a unitoncept.There arecases
where it is clear that oneees arobjectwithout seeing any of itparts. Theflock of plover in the
distance appears to be a homogenous gregss. Similarly for the crowds at the race-course
viewed fromthe commentator'selicopter, and (tdake an exampl@ot involing the potentially
problematic relatiorbetween collections and theiegients) thdush atthe end ofthe roadwhen
one is sufficiently far away from it. #lso seems to beue thatthere arecases where ongan see
the flock or the crowd or the bush and where it is notttiae theyappear to be homogenogeey
masses -generally speaking, whenone is muchcloser tothem. How might this genuine
phenomenological difference be captured on the unit coaceptint? Theccount iscommitted to
holding that inall threecases othe second group, if | sethe flock, the crowd orthe bush, |
cannot alsde seeing any amounts thie flock, thecrowd orthe bush —from which it seems to
follow that | cannot be seeinthe individual birds, individual people or individual leaves and
branches. Yet intuitively the difference is precisely that one mow close enough to see the
elements as wellsthe whole. All the unit concept account caay, | think, is that inhe second
group of casesdould shift my attention irsuch a way as to single ahie elements in way that
would not be possible ithe first groupof cases.This doesn’tseem righthowever.One cannot
capture phenomenological differences in my occurrent perceptioappaal to drther perceptions

which | could have.

9 If this doesn'tfollow then it is hard to see how the status of 'see' as a unit concept will stand

in the way of our perceiving both the object and a part of its surface.
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A second point emergeghen this lineis pressed éttle further. Thekey element in Clarke’s
view is that it is only when weelectively attend tgarts of djects that wecan properly be
described as perceiving them. The concept of selective perceptual attention is elusive, but it appe
to have built into it adistinction betweerwhat one isselectively attendingo andwhat one is
occurrentlyperceiving. Ifthe former were not in mostases a proper subset thie latter the
concepts ofelective attentiomnd perceptionvould beindistinguishableLet meusethe familiar
vocabulary of focal vs peripheral awareness, with theeobof perception includindoth what is
in focal awareness an@vhat is in peripheralawareness buthe content of selective attention
restrictedonly to whatis in focal awareness. It isatural to combinehis with the further
suggestion Hat we shouldunderstandselectively attending t@omething agringing it from
peripheral awareness to focal awarenBspresentativexamplesvould beturning one’shead to
focus on something seen out the corner ofone’s eye ornarrowing in on onedetail of the
painting infront of one. Onthis view, though,one cannoselectively attend tsomethingunless
one is already peripherally aware of it — and consequently unless one is already perc&uing it.
| am attending to thevhole of anobjectand thenselectively attend to part of itssurface,this
demands that was already perceiving theelevant partof its surface (if onlyin peripheral
awareness). Similarly, if | amttending tgpart of the surface of arobjectandattend to theobject

then | must have been perceiving the object as a whole (again: if only in peripheral awéteness).

One might respondhere by suggesting that tlventent of perception is being tdwoadly
construed. We should take the content of perceptiamclude only whais beingattendedo. This
seems to be Clarke's view. The conceptpasteption andelective attentiomvould thencollapse

into each other, but the unit concept theansty well bite the bullebhere. Anther consequence is

10 This proposal about the relation between peripheral and focal awareness should not be taken
to imply that the contents of our peripheral awareness include everything that is perceptually
available to us. It seems perfectly possible that, even at the level of peripheral awareness, we
could fail perceptually to register discriminable features of objects, even though those objects
are within our field of vision, adequately lit, and so forth. In fact, both anecdotal and

experimental evidence suggests that this is often the case.
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that there can be no explanation of why a perceiver attends to what he is attending thatteaggests
he was perceiving itbefore attending toit. Again, though, this might be welcomed byhe unit
concept theorist, for that view is naturally allied with the view that what is singled out in perceptiol
(the content of attention/perceptjois contextually determined this is not very fatbelow the
surface in Clarke'paper. Itmight beheld, for exaple, that when point to apainting, for
example and say‘That is burnt sienna’the reference othe demonstrativepronoun (and
correlatively the content afy attention) isfixed by thecontext. If | am inthe middle of a
discussion about paint pigments then ihaural tohold that what lam attending tcand referring
to is a part of the surface of the painting. If,tba other hand, | anm the middle of aliscussion
trying to pin down whether a painting was painted by a particular p&imtevn for his propensity
to use burntsienna then imight well seem that the conteftkes the painting as avhole as the

object of attention and demonstrative reference.

There is, | think, a lot of truth in this context-sensitive approach to attention. Byattiular
development of thenit concepttheory goes wrong inobliterating thedistinction between the
content of attention and the content of perception. This cacressparticularly clearlywhen one
thinks about the role of perception (aafrtiori of perceptual content) the explanatiof action.
We frequently need to say that arganism behaves inaertainway because of whdt perceives
where it just does not make sense to suggest that what the organism perceivethsantanism
is attending to. The fact that a rabbiteisgrossed invhat it is attending todoesn’'tmean that it
cannot perceive the predator that is creeping upamd act accordinghSimilarly, my attention to
the nicely-turned calf ahead of me doesprevent me spping asidéo avoidthe oncominglamp-
post. Although the orgaism’s fear of predators andny dislike of walking into lamp-posts both
have a role to play in the explanation of why we behave the wajoweeither thepredator or the

lamp-post is being attended to.

But once we accephat what is attended tadoes ot exhaustthe content of perception the
earlier analysis ofselective attention as th@inging to focal awareness what was formerly in
peripheral awareness seems compelling — which will lead us to reject the suggestiesirigi a
unit concept. Sincgeeingis not a unit concept it makpsrfectly good sense to halldat when we

perceive ahree-dimensionaaterialobject wealsoperceive parbf its surface. Thdast step in
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edalishing the NSD theory, therefore, is to explainvhy, given that we do simultaneously
perceive objects and thaiurfaces, weerceivethe former in virtueof perceiving the latteWWhat

serves here as the relatiBrerucial to defining the in-virtue-of relation?

Let ussay that when ambject is perceivedhat objectlooks to be acertainway to the
perceiver. | am taking the surface of an object tchae piart of the objedhat reflectdight. It will
be useful alsdo have anamefor those parts ofhe object that arbidden by intervening opaque
parts of the object, and that do not reflect liglet us callthese théhiddenparts(amongst which,
of course will be parts ofthe non-facing surface ahe object). Thesewill obviously varyfrom
occasion to occasion. What distinguishes the perception of an objecthi&gmerception of part of
its facing surface is that wherfacing surface iperceivedthe hiddenpartsare not included in the

content of perception.

The basic reason for the dependenciefperception adn objet upan uponthe perception of
a reasonably substantial part of its facing surface is that the parts of an object which are hidden o
given occasionmake nocontribution tothe look of the object on thabccasiort! As a first step
here we need to spell owhat it means t@ay that arobjectlooks acertainway. Asnoted by
Dretske (1969), the most basicsense of an objés looking acertainway to aperceiver is
correlative to that perceiver’s ability visually discriminate that objedtom its environmentThis
is basic in that it does not involve being able to name or have any beliefs about the object, but it i
precondition of any suamaming omperceptuabeliefs. There are no genereéquirements on what
is to count as theability visually to discriminate theobject. What counts asadequatevisual
discrimination will vary not just from object to object but from occasioadwmasion. Ican visually
discriminate thanoon whenl can seenly a thin sliver ofit, but acomparablesliver would not
usually suffce for the visual discrimination of &ce glimpsedthrough achink in acurtain —

although it might if, for example,Wwas expecting tsee itthere. It seema usefulrule of thumb,

111 don’t want to place too much weight on this substantival sense of ‘look’. My argument
does not require, for example, that there be a single look (or experience) which is common to a
veridical perception of an object and a phenomenologically indistinguishable hallucination of

that object.
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though, that gerceiver can adequateljsually discriminate an objeavhen what hesees would
place him in aposition toidentify that object if hehad therelevantbackground bliefs and

conceptual abilities.

Let ussay thatthe look of anobject iswhat allowsthe perceiverisually to discriminatethat
object from its surroundings. Theeason whythe perception ofan objectdepends upon the
perception of a reasonably sulmgtal part of it facingsurface is simply thahe look of anobject
is not determined by thperceptionof any of itshiddenparts. It is the perception of an appropriate
part of the facingurface of arobject thatallows the perceiver to discriminate the objécm its
surrounds.Since we cannoperceive an objectvithout beingable to discriminate ifrom its
environment, itfollows that we cannotperceive an objectvithout perceiving areasonably
substantial part afs facingsurface.Onepotentialsource of confusiohere is that théook of an
object isdetermined byts hiddenparts. The book stands out againtste background othe table
because it is an indick. But we need todistinguishbetweenthe look of anobjectand what
makes that object look the way it does. The forimet not the latr, isa perceptuaphenomenon.

The hidden parts of an object have a role to play in the latter, but not the former.

| take it, therefore, thatlackson'sthesis istrue and that we do irflact perceive three-
dimensionalmaterial objects inixtue of perceivingparts oftheir surfaces. lwill be remembered
tha Jacksoristhesiswasoriginaly put forward asa lemma in an argumedesigned tashow that
three-dimensionainaterial objects areever theimmediate bjects ofperception. Th conclusion
follows straightforwardly.When three-dimensionainaterial objects are epceived, they are
perceived in virtue of the perception i@asonably substantiphrts oftheir facingsurfaces — and

hence mediately.

This conclusion in turris itself alemma in an argumentesigned teshow thatthe notions of
immediate perception and direct perception nede tkept apart. Thergument takethe form of a
reductio If three-dimensionainaterial objets arenever themmediate olgcts of perception then
denying the distinction betweemmediateperception andicect perception wilhave the counter-
intuitive consequence thate are not in thesort of perceptual contactvith three-dimensional

material objects that would allow us to make direct demonstrative referetegrio Thisis a view
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which has infact beendefended by some pbsophers (see Low&993 and 1996 for arecent
example and Moore 1918-1919 for earlier one), but iseemsprimafacie implausible andikely
to haveundesirablespistemologicatonsequences. Tavoid these consequences we need to deny

that direct perception requires immediate perception.

The preceding section made the case for denying a basigpl@inonnecting direct perception and
immedate perception—the principle that all cases of dect perceptionmust be cases @afhmediate
perception. This principle idefeated by the fact thate mediately perceive three-dimensional
material objects in virtue of perceiving parts of tiseirfaces while still beingh a position tomake
direct demonstrative reference to them. Timmediatelyraises two gestions. Firstwhat exactly

is the relation between direct perception and immegerteeption? Now that thdistinctness of the
two notions is clear it has become pressingdet@rmine how they are relatethe second question
is: Do we perceive the daces ofmaterial ofects immediately, or else in virtue of tlemediate
perception of durtheritem? Inthis section Ishall bring outhow answeringhesetwo questions

leads to the NSD theory.

The two notions of immediate perception and direct perception are clearly dioked. Direct
perception is being umedstood interms of the possibility of making true demonstrative
identifications, and consequently it is a plausible constraint bipanwe understandhe notion of
immediate perception that it should explamw we agperceiverasnakedemonstrative reference to
what wetakeourselves to benaking demonstrative referent@e most ofthe time, namely three-
dimensionalmaterialobjects.So, althoughthere is nowvarrant atall for the general principleéhat
demonstrative ideffication canonly be made of smething that isimmediately grceived, the
following rather more restricted constraint does seem to be true:

The Reference Constraintlf it is indeed the case thate make demorigtive
reference to three-dimensiomahterialobjects, henour account of thammediate
object of perception must explain how this is possible.

The NSD theory seems straightforwardiy satisfy the Reference&Constraint. Ifparts of the

surfaces of material objects are the immediate obgggterception, thn it isunsurprising that we
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are able to make demonstrative reference to the relevant material objects. In this sectiothhiargue
the NSD theory is the only theory that caisfy the Reference Constraint. Buining thisinto an
argument requires, first, amore precise formulation of theSD thesisand, second, anore

detailed account of how the NSD theory explains the satisfaction of the Reference Constraint.

In all cases where we perceive three-dimensional material objects the NSD theory holds that
perceive the object in virtue of perceiviagart of itssurface. Thidreaksdown into threeclaims.
The first is thatvhenever we sea three-dimensionaiaterialobject wesee a part of itsurface.
We cannot see a material object without sepamtjof its surfacelt is true that there are derivative
uses of the verb 'to see' on which iagpropriate tsay, for example, thainesaw amanwhen
all one saw was his shadamwthat onesees asub-atomicparticlewhenone seesthe trail it leaves
in a cloud-chamber, but | shall put these to one side as they seem parasitic on the sort of cases |
describingt?2 A more seriousobjectionwould comefrom the points raisedby Thompson Clarke,
but these have beatealtwith in the previous sectionGranted that wheneverraaterialobject is
perceived a part of the surface of that object is also perceéheskecondclaim in the NSD theory
is that thematerialobject is perceived in &ue of the perception of part of isurface. Thethird
claim is that parts of the surfaces of three-dimensional matgrigs are noperceived in virtue of
the perception of anything else. The NSD theory can thus be spelled out as follows:

NSD Whenever we perceive a three-dimensional material object O it is the case that

(i) we perceive a part of the surface of O
(i) O is perceived in virtue of that perception of that part of its surface

12 This is not to say, though, that it is easy to explain the precise nature of the relation between
these cases and what one might term canonical seeings. It is worth noting, for example, that
such examples do not fit easily into any of the standard pigeon-holes in the philosophy of
perception. They need to be distinguished, for example, from Dretske’s categecpodary

epistemic seeinge.g. cases in which one sees from the gauge that the gas tank is full). It

seems that one might see a given sub-atomic particle in virtue of seeing the cloud trail it leaves,
even though one has no idea of the connection between that cloud trail and the particle in
guestion, and consequently no proposition featuring that particle such that one sees-that that

proposition holds. Dretske discusses secondary epistemic seeing in his 1969 pp.153-162.



17
(iii) the partof its surface which features i) and (ii) is not perceived in
virtue of the perception of anything else.
Of the three clauses in the definitiip and (ii) havebeen defendeth the previous section. The

new and important claim is (iii). | will offer an argument for (iii) in this section.

Before undertakinghis, however, a tlle more needs tobe said abouthe NSD theory. As
formulated it applies only to dimited class of visual perceptions namely, those in which the
(mediate) objes of perception are three-dimensionaterial objects. It would baeasonable to
ask how (if it all) it might be éended to othenstancef non-hallucinatoryperception After all,
it seems true that we perceive mamygs thatare not three-dimensionaiaterialobjects.There is
asense in whichve see shadowsoles,points ofspace, rainbows, pperty-instances, sources
of light etc. Some philosophers have even asserted thpgemveive absencéSartre, 1958). How
can the NSD theory accommodate these cagasroéption? Are thesthings’ that weperceive in

virtue of perceiving their surfaces? Do they have surfaces at all?

Some of thesepparentlynon-standard cases perceptioncan in fact be accommodated
directly by theNSD theory.The perception of aainbow, for example, ishe perception of
moisture in the atmosphere. Here we are dealing with three-dimensional material (objacisrt)
and there seems no reason gy NSD theoryshouldn’t beapplicable Similarly for many cases
of theperception of property-instances. Tperceive goroperty-instance is often jui perceive a
property to be instantiated ina particular three-dimensionaimaterial object. It seems clear,
moreover, thathere is no need to nominalize shadows. To perceive a shadow is to perceive
surface, part of which is in shadow. Sometimes this sukféltédself be perceived to be part of a
three-dimensional objecds when ashalow is perceived against a discriminatidackground. On
other occasions will not be so perceived, but neitheeems to preseatcounter-example to the
NSD theory. Holes are antriguing case(Lewis and Lewisl970, Casati andvarzi 1995). There
is an obvious sense in which holeannot be perceivedf, as is overwelmingly plausible,
perception involves a causalationbetween perceiveand theobject(s) ofperception, then holes
cannot count as objects of perceptfon the simplereason thathey have no causgowers.
Apparentcases ofperception otholeswill have tobe parsedn such a way tht holes nolonger

count as the objects of perception. One might wapatse ‘x sees a hola's‘x becomes aware of
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the presence of a hole mirtue of perceivingparts ofthe surface(s) of somenaterial object or
combination ofmaterial objectghole-surrounds)’. Naloubt considerable fine-tuningvould be
required here, but enough has been saghtw hat thecasesnentionedare at least nabbvious

counter-examples to the NSD theory.

To return, then, tdhe positive argumentor the NSD theory,the keyargumentativestep is

showing how the NSD theory explains the satisfaction of the following constraint:

The Reference Constraintlf it is indeed the case thate make demorigstive

reference to three-dimensiomahterialobjects, henour account of thammediate

object of perception should explain how this is possible.
There seem to be three possible accountsowfthe Referenc€onstraint issatisfied.Thefirst is
the NSD theory, which holds that weare able to makelemonstrative referenct® three-
dimensionalmaterial objets because w@nmediately perceive parts of the surfaces of those
objects. The second is thaive rebst theory,which wouldmaintain thademonstrativeeference
to material objects is madpossible bythe immediateperception ofthose objects. The third
possible position here has not yet been discussed. BditShaheory and the naivealist theory
would befalsified if it turned outthat parts ofthe surfaces ofmaterial obgcts were themselves
mediately perceived in virtue of the perception ansghing else. It hasbeen argued by some
philosophers (mosicutely inJackson 1977) that waerceive thesurfaces ofmaterial obgcts in
virtue of perceiving mental sendata.Defenders of thiwiew agreewith the NSD theory that we
perceivematerial objects inixtue of perceiving colouredxpanse$3 The question iswhat these
coloura expansesre. Thenaturalanswer,which | endorse, is thahese coloureagxpanses are
parts of the surfaces of material objects. Defenolettse sense datutheory holdjn contrastthat

demonstrative reference to three-dimensianaterial objects is tte explained interms of the

immediate perception of non-physical sense data.

13 Both positions depend, therefore, upon rejection of the adverbial approach to perception, as
canvassed for example in Tye 1984. A cogent set of objections to adverbialism will be found in
Jackson 1977 (pp. 63-72). In my view these objections have not yet been satisfactorily

answered.
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Since the naive realist account of the immediate perception of three-dimensional material obje

is no longer in play, the real issue is between the NSD theory and the sens¢haaiydt Which
of these better explainsow we are able tarefer demonstratively to three-dimensiomaaterial
objects? Both theories will offer explanations that take the following form:

A given individual isable torefer demonstratively to anbject Obecause he
immediately perceives something which stands in relation R to O .

In the case of the NSD theory, of course, the immediate object of perception is atpadunface
of O. In the case of theensedatumtheorythe immediateobject ofperception isa non-physical
sense datum. Each theory vaflcourse involve differentrelation Rlinking theimmediate object
of perceptionwith the mediatelyperceivedmaterial object to which demonstrative reference is
beingmade. Note thatelation R is not the familian-virtue-of relation,which is an explanatory
relation (subject to earlier qualification) linkirtige differentperceptions of differerthings, but an
ontological relatiorholding betweerifferentthings thatmight be perceived — three-dimensional

material objects, on the one hand, and parts of their surfaces or sense data on the other.

In the case of thé&SD theory relation R is astraightforwardmereological relation — the
relation of part to whole. The NSD account of how the Reference Constraint is satisfied is:

A given individual isable torefer demonstratively to anbject Obecause he
immediately perceives something which is a part of O.

In the case of theensedatumtheory, in contrastthe relation isrepresentational/causal, and the

sense datum account will look like this:

141 prescind here from arguments about whether the surfaces of material objects are really
coloured. This is not an issue that falls clearly within the domain of the philosophy of
perception. The crucial argumentative step depends upon theses in metaphysics and the
philosophy of explanation. It might the case that the NSD theory falls foul of a compelling
metaphysical thesis, but in this paper | shall set this possibility to one side. My concern will be
with establishing the NSD theory as the most plausible theory within the philosophy of

perception, recognising that it might be defeated by metaphysical considerations.
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A given individual isable torefer demonstratively to anbject Obecause he
immediately perceives something which represents O (and is causedsby O).
To compare théwo accounts, therefore, weeed to compare thpower of the representation

relation and the part-whole relation in explaining the possibility of demonstrative reference.

Let mestart withthe NSD theory. Supposdadt | amcurrently perceiving a green apple and
make thedemonstrative judgemenfThat is green’, accompanied by arostensive gesture.
According to the NSD theory, | am perceiving #mple mediately, in virtue gierceiving a part of
its surface. How does the demonstrative pronoun seef@ence to the appleere? Whydoes the
pronoun not merely pick odbe part of thesurface ofthe applewhich | immediatelyperceive, so
that the judgementeeds tdbe recast as eeiled definitedescription: ‘Theapple ofwhich that is
part of the surface is gen’? We mighbe led tothis by the thought that wecanonly ostend what
we immediately perceive. Giveéhat wecan referdemonstrativelyg.g. non-descriptively, only to
what we ostnd, itseems to followhat we caronly refer demonstratively to three-dimensional
material objects (as opposed to those partisedf surfaces which we immediately perceivid)ere
is an important distinction, though, between the uncontroversially true descriptive proposition

(1) When we ostend what weperceive weostend what weimmediately
perceive.

and the very controversial modal proposition

(2) When we ostend what weperceive we canostend only what we
immediately perceive (and hence not to any three-dimensional material object)

Clearly, (1) does nagntail (2). Theimplausibility of thesecondclaim is shown bycomparison
with the phenmenon of deferredstension(Quine 1968 pp. 40-4). It ioften the case that we
point to one thing and in so doingtend somethg else in avay that allows it to béaken as the
subject of a judgement. "He's not the brightestiight say, pointing ta book for whoseuthor |
do not have muchiespect. Or "They'réelicious”, nodding to a postedvertising National No-
SmokingDay with a photograplof a full ashtray. By extensiorit, seemsperfectly possiblethat

ostension carries beyond the object of immediate perception.

15 The causal condition is placed in parentheses because it would be rejected by some
philosophers attracted to a sense datum theory. It is, however, endorsed by Jackson, who has

provided the most developed recent defence of the sense datum theory.
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Nonethelessalthough(2) is notgenerallytrue, itmight beentailed byparticular accounts of
immediateperception —-which would show hat such anaccount cannosatisfy the Reference
Constraint. Everything dependsupon the nature ofthe relationbetweenwhat is immediately
perceived and the three-dimensional material olojextiatelyperceived in virtue of thammediate
perception. Irthe case of th&lSD theory thisrelation is the mereologicalart-whole relation. |
perceive the objediecause perceive smethingwhich is apart ofit. Now, it is certainly not a
general rule that whenever | point towards a pgs$dfacto point towards the whole of which it is
a part. If | stand oa bridge inLondon andpoint towardsthe watersaying That lookscold’ it is
pretty clear that the subject of my judgement is not the Tibi@ames. Orhe otherhand, however,
it seems equallglear that there are maiases invhich demonstrative referenaoes cay over
the part-whole relation. One such case isdayonstrativeeference to thgreen apple iriront of
me. Hereit is true both hat | point towards apart of thesurface ofthe appleand that | point
towards the apple. Proposition (1) is true, but not proposition (2). Nor, moreover, should this be
surprise. Itseems to bstraightforwardly Icensed bythe following three interrelatedacts. First,
the part of the surface of the apple that | see is a reasonably large part of the apple (in a way that
stretch of water that | can see under HammerdBrittge obviouslyis not). Secondly, it is gery
representative part of the apple tisat one woulaxpect goerceiverfamiliar with apples and with
the concept of an apple to be able to judbetis an apple' orthe basis of hiscurrentperception.
Thirdly (and perhaps most importantly) perceiving pathe surfacef the appleallows the apple
to be perceptibly distinguishém its environmen{again,the disanalogwvith the riverexample

is clear).

Can acomparable accoutlite givenfor the sensedatum theory? Doeestension andvith it
demonstrative reference carry over the relatmhepresentation and causationa lepresentd,
is it generally the case that in ostendingostendb, in the way that holds &is a part ob (and the
three conditions justidentified are satisfied)? Let us start with straightforward examples of
representation and causation. Wean and daefer to individuals by pointing tphotographs and
other suchrepresentationalehicles. Butsuch caseseem more likelliptical definite descriptions
than demonstrationdUtterancesike "Thatis my unck” madewhile pointing to aphotograph of

my uncle should be parsed along the lineSThe man inthat photograph is myincle'. Asimilar



22

point holds for causation. If | point to a footprint left by a passing elephant andilsg "a rogue
male elephant”, my utterance should be parsed as "The elephant which passed this wathaind left
footprint is a rogue male”, or some sudéfinite description. There is acleardifference between
this case and one which | saythe same thingvith anelephant cargingtowards meand clearly

discriminable within my field of vision.

These examples involve deferred reference, underwritten by deferred ostension. It is because
pointing to the photograph | succeed in ostending my uncle that the utterance comes out as true.
us look a little more oisely atdeferredostension/referenc®eferredostensionvorks whenthere
is someclearly identifiable relatiorbetween theammediateobject of ostension andhe deferred
object of ostension. e relation will bepartly identifiable from the sentencéself. In asimple
subject-predicate sentence like "That's my uncle" it willobgious thatsome sortof deferred
ostension isn play, because nghotograph ighe brother ofsomebody'sparent.But this is a
rather specialcase.The pictorial nature of the representati@lows a swift nove from the
realisation thathere issomesort of deferredostension in play tthe realisation it the intended
referent is theman in thephotograph.Considerthe utterance "That's myncle”, said while
pointing to abook. Here too it isobvious that bookaren'tthe siblings ofparentsbut a modest
amount of theory is required realise that the inteied referent is thauthor ofthe book. More
theory is needed ithe case o€lephantootprint — and s@n. The general point is that deferred
ostensionworks when it doebecause bothtterer and hearemderstandhe relationlinking the

physically present ostended object and the intended referent.

There is an obvious paralleétween these examplasd thesensedatumtheory. The relations
of representatiorand/or causationver which referencewould need to be carried on ttsense
datumtheory alsohold betweertwo distinct items —a non-physicalsensedatum anda three-
dimensionalimaterialobject. Buthow far doesthe parallelextend? In thgohotographexample it
seems plasible thatthe defaultostension is tdhe photograph,and somesort of deferred or
transferredreference isrequiredfor it to refer to theperson photographed. &hguestion is
whether, on the sense datum theding, demonstrativeronoun‘“latchesonto” the sensedatum in
theway that itlatchesonto the photograph otthe footprints. There isa dilemmaherefor sense

datum theorists. They can hadher thatthe demonstrativeronounlatchesonto the sense datum
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or that it somehow bypassé®e sensedatum andatches directlyonto the mediatelyperceived

material object. Either way there are problems.

Supposehe sensedatumtheorist takeshe first horn, maintaining that theensedatum is the
immediate object obstension. Thelemonstrativgpronounlatchesonto the materiabbjectonly in
virtue of deferred ostension. This creates an obligation to eXpteirdeferred ostension/reference
would work in such a situatiorExplaining the operationf deferredostension is amxtremely
difficult task, but Inguistsand philosphers oflanguage are agreedatideferredostension can
only work in a communicative contextvhen speaker andhearer share knowledge of an
individuating principlelinking the physically presenbstendedobject with the intended object of
reference.There may ofcourse be aange ofsuch principlesand in anygiven situation the
hearer's identification aivhich particular principt is involved will dependipon variousfactors
including therelative easewith which the respectiveprinciples permit the identification of a
referent. Any comprehensive accowfitdeferredostensionwill be formidably complex(Nunberg
1978). For present purposes, thoutfie important point is that (if the demonstratpm@noun
latchesonto the sense datunyather than thenaterial object) ostensioncould only be deferred
acrossthe representation/caugalation if thespeaker intended artie hearer igsped a suitable
principle governingthe deferral ofbstension from sens#atum to the objeatwhich causes it and
which it represents. Iseemsobvious, however, that no suphincipleis implicated ineveryday

demonstrative reference to material objects.

Alternaively, a sensedatumtheoristmay hold thatthe ostension (and with the reference of
the demonstrativeronoun) somehow bypasst® sensedatum andnstead latchedirectly onto
the object represented by teense datunilhis meansthough, that thewill have failed tomeet
the Reference Constraint because their account of the immediate object of pelzeptapart to
play in their explanation diow demonstrative reference to three-dimensionaterial obgcts is

achieved. The sense datum is otiose in the explanation of direct perception.

To conclude, according to the Reference Constraint an adequate theory of the immediate obje
of perception will explairhow wemanage to makdemonstrative reference to three-dimensional

materialobjects. Inthis section Ihave arguedhiatthis constraintan be meby the NSD theory,
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but cannot banet by thesensedatumtheory which is at this stage its only competitdmat
completes the argument support ofthe NSD thesis thatwhen weperceive three-dimensional

material objects, the immediate objects of perception are parts of the surfaces of those objects.

v

Let meconclude on a more programmatiote. Although this essay haseen concerned almost
exclusively withtopics inthe philosophy of perceptiorthere arewider metaphysical issues at
stake. The virtue of the NSD theontligt it accommodates tipgincipal worrywith naiverealism,
namely that there is an important sense in which we davmmoédiatelyperceive three-dimensional
material objects, while allowing the immediate object of perception to be something that is
unproblematically physical, viz. a part of ttaeing surfaceof suchobjects.This might be viewed
as at least a preliminary move ir@bustnaturalistic accommodation gkrception — and a highly
significant onegiven thegrowing number ofcontemporarnphilosophersvho see perception as a
crucial stumbling block for physicalistic naturalism. Nonethelessjustsa first moveand there is
much terrain left to be covered. Further progfesthe modality ofvision depends uposhowing
that the facing surfaces of objects caroperly be describeds coloured in a perception-
independentway, so hat colour perceptioncan be anaked as sensitivity to nerelational
properties of the immediate object of percept@nly thus will thecase againston-physicalsense
data be completely closed. More generally, the NSD theeeds to be extended fratre modality
of vision to the other sense modalities in a way that both allows the'spleeral sensibledieside
colour to betreated as norelational properties ofthe immediateobject of perception, andhat
allows there to be a single immediate obgqierception incross-modal perception. | hopdndve

done enough in this paper to establish that this is a programme worth pursuing.
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