Chkay, bt's move onto corederthe Basue of ppreption in a littk mo e detail. I've suggested that
realism can be deferded - it can be defended as bng as we're pepard to relax the
requirame nt of intelligibility. But that's mot the only way in which realism can b attacked. So
Locks famouwsly is an indirect realist. Whean | parcaive a tree, there's an dea in my mind that's
what's directly peceived. In the 2anze that I'm dirctly aware of the dea of the trea in my mird.
Ard | azsume that there iz a matedal object which i the cause of this idea. This raturally brings
the socalled "vail of parcaption problem” - how do we know that the e really B a materia lobject,
as it wam, beyvond the vailof my ideasz? Does this tra p me within my deas? Well, tcanzeamto
do zo, particulady if vou'm tempted by what | shall call the ureccapta ble interprtation.

Mow, it B possible to pamdy ind irect realizm like this: Okay them's a tree out them, I'm boking
at the trea, how do wa explain it? Well, wa explain it by postulsting an idea in my mind, an idea
of a tree which & in my mind. Okay, 20 | e the tree by soaing the dea inmy mind. Mow, what
does seaing the idea in my mind amount to? Wall, maybe there's a little homunculus, a litle
"ma" inthem looking at a scmen, ard onthe scmen e animage of a tee, ard that's the idea of
the tree. So, | 2ea the tme by the homunculus in e seaing the image of the tree. Mow, that
clearly B motexplaratory because it's explaining percaption of the tme interme of parcaption of
the idea of a tme, and that's ot got B anywhara. It's replbced ore mystary by anothar mystary.
=0, that interpretation, | take it, iz clearly wrong. Ard cartainly, that can raturally ead to the
follwing sort of puzzle: you know, if you thinka bout it, what leppens whan you sea a trea? The
image on your retina is upside down, right, becausa of tha way the eye wo ks as a cameara. And
it could ssam really puzzling that we don't 2ee the tee as upside down. Why? If you think about
it, shouldn't it b2 so0 puzzling at a lI? Why should you expect it to appear upside down, unless you
are trapped by the unacceptable interpretatio n, unkss you're thinking that somehow that image
has to be zean. The projection of that image onto the retina just i part of the process of seaing,
ard by =ome intricate mecha niem that we vaguely understard but not vary well, hopafully inthe
rext fifty, hundred years wa'l get to urderstard it a bt better, we are aware of the tree thmug h
by mears of this physical poocess. But it is not because thare iz some little man inthare bo king
at a screan.

Mow, twentieth-cantury philosophers lave tended to prefer to talk about seree data mtharthan
deas. But bewar whanyou read stuff a bout =anea data, there's always this te mptatio n to think
of it interme of the ureccaptabl interpretation. It much better to =ay that awarenass of a
sarse datum counts as perception of an extemal object. 5o it's not that vou parceive a sense
datum and thus parcaive an axtarral o bipct, mthar, you amre awanm of the seres datum. Think of
the sanze datum simply as the way in which the oblect appears to you. But how can we kKnow
that thare mally iz an object out thare, as it womr, bevord what we are immediate iy aware of?
How canwe prove that ca usal link?

Wall her & David Hume presenting the problam in his charactenstically pithy way: "It & a
question of fact whathar the porcoptions of the sorses be produced by extarral o bpects
rezambling them. How shall this question be detarmined? By exparience. Suraly” Hume says,
"exparonce B the only way by which wa can estableh any causal conmection.” But hara,
expariance iz, and must B, entimly siknt. The mind kas nevar anything presant to it but the
parca ptiore, and canrot possibly reach any exparience of their connection with objects. Thus,
oppositionof such a connection is, therefore, without any foundation in reasoning.



S0 hem's the challkrge: orce you accapt that there i a differe nce batwean the object out thare
ard your parcaption of the obpect, howewer you interpret that, a skeptical question can ba
raied. How do we know that there are any objects there? And what Hume is saying i we only
dimctly paceiva, or wa're only dirctly awam of, those perceptions of things as thay appear.
How canwe everastableha reliablk causal conmection beteeen the supposed objectz out thame
ard our parcaptions, fwe're only ever acquairted with our own pameptions? We navarget tha
God's aye view to zoe this comelation tweanobjects and peroceptions. So, how canwea Know
that tham am any objects?

Well, ore atte mpt that was made, particularly in the 20th century, to get arourd this, though vou
can zea very much themes of this in Berkeky's work, iz the so-calkd phrenomaralism.
Prermomaralem i the view that physical objects are bgical co retructions out of senze data. So,
statermants about physical objects are to be interpeted in terme of statemants about serss
data. 5o, saying that anobject & ina particular placa iz like making a statement about what vou
would percaive in cartain circumstances. S0, saying that there B a kectern hem & making a
astatoermant about the percaptions that | or vouwoukd Fave if we made cartain move mants. Thosa
parca ptiores woukd comespond with the apparent experience of a lectem. And maybe the
physical axistence of the lectarn just is to ba aralyzed intems of those perceptions. Wall, that's
tryirg to get arourd the sort of Barkelkeyan argumeant. Barkaley wants to say that you can't maka
sarea of physical objpcts in abstraction from perca pliore. Hemr B anaccount that actually aims
o aralyze physical objpcts as percaptiors. [talzo is trying to get around the wil of parception
problem. If | am acquaintad with my own percaptiors and § physical obects just are to ba
aralyzed in termes of my perceptions, then it looks as tho wgh we can get arourd that skeptical
wiorry, or at least, it might look like that.

Hara again, just as wa've seen before, the poblem of horzontal skepticiem can B2 raked just
as affectively. Prenomanaliam & trying to get around a kind of verical skepticem by saying,
wall, if wie can't powe the existenca of this differe nt kind of thing, the physica lobjects, lbt's just
aralyze those in terme of what we do know about, ramely our own parcaptions. But again, we
can ra ke the proble mof induction. Suppoze yvoudo aralyze the existernce of a physical object in
terme of perceptiors that you would perceive in cerdain circumetancas. You'we still got the
proble mof justifyving the clim that thoze predictions a e actualby trua.

Well, preromeralism was very popular in the mid-teentieth ca ntury, it hasn't beenso popular
since. Much more popular since J L. Austin ard PF. Strawson bas been to irsist that we
parcaive objects dirctly. So, the chim iz that irstead of being idirect malists in the way of
Locks, iretead of zaying that we pereive objects, as it were, by Faving ideas of tham, each, we
should zay irstead that we perceive them dimctly. What does that mean? What does it mean to
zsay that we pareive objects directly? Well, in ore =ares, it seame definitaly rght, ireofar as it
countars the uracoce ptable interpretation. If somabody thinks that we see objpcts by mears of a
litte man inthe head seaing a scmen, that's dead wmong. We do not parceive our ideas. We
parcaive objects. So when | bok at a trea, it's the tree that | see, it's not an image ofa trea.
Howevar, ard this is the poblemwith it, them & o question that my seaing the tree is mediated
by a physical procass, which imolves things like light rays ard 20 on, impacting on my etira,
involves sigrak going up the optic mense, inobes the brain doimg all sofs of clvar
jiggerne-pokary, which somehow makes me aware of the tee. Simply irsisting that the only thing
| 2ea iz the tree, while in thatserse, that's true, | do =ee the tee, | don't see an idea of the tree
inarything like the same sansa, that doean't actually, unforturataly, help the skeptical poblam.
Bacausa the skeptic can still parfectly wall zay, "Look, the expernence that you're maving, | grant



yvou, if it is causad by the exitence of a tree in the appropriate way, then | grant that you're
seeing the tree. I'll even grant that you'm seaing it dimctly, if that's the language you want to
uze, fine. But how do yvou krow that it i in fact caused by the existence ofa tme? How do you
krow you're not a brain in a vat, ete.? So, the irsistence on direct percaption, though it does
Frave zome point, | think, particularly in countering the unacceptable interpretation, doasn't really
Falp agairet the skeptic. It maraly gives a verbal solution, as it wara, rathar thana ganuire ona.

Well, can we move back to a sortof Lockean position, a Lockean positionwhich accepts that
there kB a difference between the objiect itwalf and how the object appears to e? We haw to
draw that distinction. We hawve o b aware that there are potential skeptical worries hare, that it
B possible bgically to distinguish the ore fom the other, ard therefore that it's not a logical
impossibility for me to ba inthe situation of sesing a tree without there actually beirng a tee
thare. | could be Rallusirating, | could B2 a brain ina vat, and 2o on.

Wall, to get rid of the urecceptabl interpretation, instead of thinking of an dea az a littk image
of a tree, irstead think of the idea as capturing just that, not anobject but what it's like to =oe a
trea. Okay, & thatstill a represantative theory of percaption? Weall, who cams what we call it. A
ot of Locka's lamguage can phusibly B urderstood in that way, not in terme of ideas as littke
things pmjected on mental screars, but rathar in temes of the way in which we ancountar
objectz. To read mom on thie fagain, wa'm getting here into some quite deep issues, wa're
trying to covar tham in the compass of @ kctur & quite tricky), | think John Mackie's ook
"Problams from Locke" gives a pmtty good discussion of this sont of approach (pages 40-47 o
51, as |'va ind icated thare).

Wiall, inthat casa, what we end updoing iz going ack to a Lockean indiect realism. Ina sersa,
it's inrdimct. Ina sense, not alright. We'n rot saying that there am these little doas that are
somehow inMtemeadiaries. We are mather reflecting the fact that when we percaive objppcts, them
B an exparionca that it is like perceiving those obpcts. And ore can draw thie oo moaptual
distinction batwean our awaraness of themanrd the exiterce of them. So, how do we justify the
exietence of those objects? How do we get amund Hume's poblem whare b s=ays you revar
exparignce the link bBatween the objects ard the pereaptio re? So how can you justify the claim
that ther ar any objects thara?

Wall, we justify the existence of the extarral objects in terms of their scientific expl ratory
powers. How things appear to B B explicable intemme of mechanisme that attibute cauwsal
powers to these oblpcts. Thatexplain them interms of physical intermedia ries like light rays, like
sound waves, and 20 on. Ard these explarations do actuwally erablke we to predict the way that
things belave. 30, as | mentioned eadier, we can think of physical proparties, things like size
ard shape, and 20 on, as cormspording structum iy to our deas of them. Ard we do find, in
fact, that if we make predictions based on that, the predictiors terd to be mliable. By attributing
a bal or a block or whatever with a partculer size arnd shape ard physical proparties
comasponding boadly to our concaption of them, we can end up with predictions about what we
will pe ceive that end up broadly right.

20, isnt the simplest explaration them, rather than going to Berkeley's God, which is
supposadly orchestrating the whole show, to suppose that there really are things out there,
something like at kast structurally something like our conceptiore of them? Mow, thess



expbratiors, the causal explaratiors of how things ehlawe, of how things bring about our
parcaptiore, those explrations are going to Fave to b in terms of the objects’ mal qualities.
But we can drop the mquirement, as we've said, that those real qualities that we attribute must
resamble our deas. We am free to give expbrations interme of things like chame ard spinard

stangeress and whatever We should not feel trapped by the paradigm of the 17th and 158th
canturies, whan so many paople ware bo king for a scientific explbration that would irevitably

appaal to real qualities that Fad uttimataly to esemble our deas. We Fave to b prepard to
accapt that the word as it & out there i actually mora madically diferent from our ideas than
avan tha sciantiets of that time thouwght it to ba.



