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ABSTRACT

1I
" ' . ' v X -
In the Philosophical Investigations, Wittgenstein

gfferé a number of e*amples to explain one method by which

certain philosophicallproblems might cease to be problems for

us. The aim of this Fssay is to follow that lead by examining
a problem which some @dealist figures have insisted ought to
be a problem for everﬁ thinking person--How can we be certain.
that there are materiai things?

In Chapter I, we examine the efforts of Kant, first
to refute what he believes to be the typical support for'
denials of external existence, then to establish his own -
preoof. We find that we are unable to fit kant's instructions
with his gonélusions, and thus our reading does not give us
compleie clarity.

In Chapter II, we éxamiﬁe‘thé efforts of G. E. Moore,
first tb refute Idealism, then to defend whgt.he feels is the
commeon sense posiﬁion with respect to the reality of the
external. In Moore's refutation his instructions, like
Kant's, resist our attempt at understanding them, though his
defence of the common sense view makes some valuable points.

In the third chapter, we consider Idealism as a
problem; ‘Does it present a coherent thesis? We find inade-

v

guacies in a number of Idealist reasonings. In our survey

iv
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we find no obvious 1ogiéal‘grounds forlthe thesis that the
external is mind-depgndent. Upon examining our attitude to
material things, we find that our language-practice reflects
no rigorous distinction between ‘the 'external and the internal,
wﬁereas the Idealist thesis seemé to indidate a strict divi-
sion; Nor do we in our ‘ordinary reasonings conclide that
material thihgs exist, nor make 6£her conclusions that depend
upon thié knowing. Our normal attitude to material things is
best characteri;ed as an absence of éoubx, or as a knowing
that goes without saying. For the Idealistfs'demand that wé
justify our confidence in the external seems to indicate

that it is a coherent éossibility that there is no external
reality.‘ We can find no coherency to this propqsition.' 
Thus, I conclﬁde.thét the absence of any wholesale. doubts
about the reality of(material existenée is a reasonable

1
position.
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INTRODUCTION

Idealism is a philosophical thesis that haé inspired
as much debate in its refutation as in its defence. This in
itself is‘not odd and has been true of manf philosophical
theses. Each refutation in its own way has offered to ‘solve,
once and for all, the Idealist problems. These problems vary
in their expression but generally coﬂcern the ekistencg of the
external world--how to prove it, put it in queétion, or under-
stand it. Yet, Idealism has remained an issue surrounded by
debate.  For all participants clarity was the deésideratum,
and generally tﬁis was sought by means of a definitive analy-
sis. A definitive analysis usually involveé a proof for the
existence or non-existence of external objects or an under-
standing of the nature of the external. In a similar way-
mathematical problems become clear when each step in a proof
is both logically supported‘and understood. In the first
part of this essay (Chapters I and Ii) we will explore two
traditional refutations of Idealism, thoée of Immanuel Kant
and G. E. Moore.

In the later work of Ludwig Wittgenstein, there is
the suggestion that ciarity can be achieved in a less con-
ventional way. If a problem were to disappear (or at least
cease to be a problem for me) , then I would have gained the

1
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same peace that conventional solutions provide. “The real
discovery is one that makes me oapable of stopping doing
-philosophy when I want to."l It would certainly be a shallow
peace that simply ignores a real problem! Accordingly, the
discovery Wittgenstein has in mind hes\to do with the problem
itself. Is this my problem? Is this-a question for which by
need an answer? Is this a problem at all? We all have a
number of real problems in our lives. Sometimes what we

think of as a problem evaporates after a time as we discover

more about it. In his Phllosophlcal Investlgatlons, Wittgen-

stein offers a series of examples by whlch he hopes to ex-
plain one method by which this clarity mlght be achleved.
The aim of thls.essay.w111.be-to see if some of the problems
'associated with Idealism'(concerning.theAstatus‘of_the ex-
.fernal world) are the soff that will yield_to Wittgenstein's
approaoh l -_ -
Before we attempt to expand this 1dea, we should -
_sharpen our focus on the problems w1th whlch thlS essay is -
concerned. The controversy surrounding Ideallsm is generally.
considered a modern phenomenon. .With Desoartes there beéao :
a debate that was to give rise to modern Idealism. ' Although
we can find.earlier ideas that have a distinct resemblance
to Idealism--especially the work of the Skeptics--it is only
since Descag;es‘that we can speak of schools of Idealism.

Modern philosophy has seen many distinct schools of Idealism

lLudw1g Wittgenstein, Phllosophlcal Investigations
(Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1972), I, #133.
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which we are concerned with only a small number. The Idealist
questions that are examined in the first two chapters are '
those considered important by Kant and Moore: XKant in The

Critique of Pure Reason,2 and Moore in two of his published

articles. They are both concerned with how we can know that
material objects exist‘independent of our consciocusness.

It is not our tésk to complete a historical treatment
of these questions. A brief history does indicate the
tenacity of this problem for some thinkers. The existence

of the extefnal world first Became a problem for the early

Skeptics. It is reported that the ancient philosopher

Cratylus became ednvinced_fhat Qe could have no knowledge of
the external werld sinceuit was always changing. There was
no guaranteelthat anything true at one moment would be true
the next.' Coﬁmunication.was aleo imposéible as nothing one

said could be counted on tc remain flxed. Cratylus,.upon

Vreallzlng thlS, ceased all communlcatlon. If someone spoke

to- hlm, he would w1ggle his - flnger to reaffirm his p051t10n

that all replles are p01nt1ess. Skept1c1sm, in one form or

-anoher, has been w1th phllosophy ever since.

Q- The consequences of a strlct Skeptical phllosophy
are lllustrated by Cratylus. Most Skeptlcs "dlst;ngulshed

between believing various matters and having sufficient

-

Tra}s Norman Kemp Smith (New York: St. Martin's
Press, 1965), B274 £f.
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reasons for believing them.“3 Thus they did not feel they
had to suspend any of their everfday actions as they sus-
pended their philosophic beliefs. They saw their philo-
sophical role as an examination of thé evidence for beliefs,
many of which they continued to exercise in everyday life
notwithstanding the philosophical discovery that they were
insupportable.

one of the key assumptions for Descartes was that
man can directly experience only his own ideas, while all
experiénce of the external is indirect. This idea can be
traced to earlier Skeptical works, but only beeame widespread
in the 17£h Century, and it played an important role in
Idealist thought. The only importént Idealist figure we will
want to examine is George Berkeley. He saw the existence of
éxternal objects as dependént upon their being perce}ved.
We can know nothing about material existence other than what'
is given ih our perception of objects. This central thesis
Berkeley called "immaterialism" sinée he saw it as essen-—.
tially in opposition to materialism; We only know directl}
'the "gensations" our senses provide. Berkeley thought of
objects as collections of these sensations or ideas, yet
this did not lead him to Skepticism. If an ;sgect is no
more than a collection of sensations, then if it ceaSes to

be perceived, it ceases to exist. But all external objects .

-

3Encylopedia of Philosophy, S.V. "Skepticism," by
Richard H. Popkin. '
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are continually in the perceétion of God, and steadily being
perceived, thus steaaily in exggtence.
In speaking‘df Idealists we are primarily concerned

LIS . .
" with philosophers who suspend belief in the external world.

| Historically we can‘find mgny examples of tﬁfs and several
different. results. Many of these thinkerslsimply fail to

find conclusive evidence forlit} Soﬁe, like Descartes, felq

" they had pfoofs to offer. Others, like Berkeley, found a &
way o} understanding the éxternal that denies the independent *
existence of material objects. We will have reason to mention
some historical figures, but we are interested in éhenclaim—-
coming from thdse who.suspené belief in.the external--that

we must, or that we cannot, prove the existence of the .

material world. This is the problem that refuses to give us

the peace we desire.

b

In the third chapter we will exp%ore an -approach
suggested by Wittgenstein by which some philosophers believé
the Idealist problem ceases to be a problem. Ouf first two -
chapters are designed to help in this project by contributing
to our understanding of the problem itself and of how it
arises. ﬁany of our everyday problems are brought to us by -
life éituations. If we want to travel Ontario’'s roéds, we
need to learn -how to use a rogdm;p—-at least for.any exten-
sive journey. Oﬁr desire to travel brings us face to face
with this problem. The questions we have posed above.have

not bothered many people outside of philosophic circles.

Berkeley noticed this and attributed it to a lack of
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reflectiveness. He noted that .

the illiterate bulk of mankind, that walk the. highroad

of plain common sense, and are governed by the dictates

.of nature, [are] for the most part easy and undisturbed.

To them nothing that is familiar appears unaccountable
. or dlfflcult to comprehend.

Berkeley thought the ev1dence which- would 1ea&“ﬂ&§‘a from
one's normal acceptance of materlal thlngs was ob

anyone who thought carefully about it. Yet it is an impor-.
tant point'ihat few people outside of philosophy have been
bothered by these debates, and we?nill return to this point

-
+ L4 . -
in our final chapter.

The principal task of thl wessay is to 1lgok closely

at the charge that we ought to, on that we cannot, \prove the

& :
existence of the external.. Cah th;s'problem cease to be a

problem for me? . I cannot promlse that anyone who reads this

.

essay will find complete peace.. I can only hope to prov1de

an example of a Wittgensteinian approach that a, féader may -

find helpful.

4George Berkeley, Pri cxples of Human Knowledge,.ln

" Berkeley Selections, ed. Mary Calkins (New York: Charles
Scrlbner s Sons, 1920), p. 103.

[
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CHAPTER I
. KANT'S REFUTATION OF IDEALISM
o . .

‘We. should preface our discussion of Kant's refutation

+

WLthqifword about some‘concepts‘gffIdealism that he differen-

~

tiates. Kant himself was the founder of'Transcendental
Ideallsm, Wthh insists on the emplrlcal reality of appear-

ances oxr thlngs as they appear to us and the absolute reality

of thlngs—ln—themselves.‘ This must be dlstlngulshed from the
>

. Ideallsm he: seeks to J’efut’g,_gnd whléh he briefly outllnes.,
: Kant treats separatel wo schoois\*ﬁ Idealism. He sees
Berkeley as the.cent el-figuregbehind Dogmatic_Idealism,

which affirms”thatAt e ;n%ernai alone is real. The external

realm is dependent for® Lts{ex1stence on the 1nternal The

-s cond Ideallst school Kant addresses-jﬁhggiﬁgﬁilsm of

Descartes e calls Problematlc Idealism. Problematic Ideal-

ism assumes a posture of doubt concernlng the physical world

untll its ex1stence can be deductlvely establlshed This
(
1later posture Kant con51ders a sound phllosoPhlcgbeginning,

@nd he has such a deduotive proof to offer. For the Dogmatic

T Ideallsts, Kant then offers a refutation. For the Problema-
- “Q .

tic Ideal;sts, he offers 2 proof. or

4

/



Dogmatic Idealism

Kant's treatment of Dogmatic Idealism centres on one
*? " essential claim. It may be argued that Kant has not fully
_ understood Berkeley's position, but for now we will look at
Kant's version of it. The claim he takes issue with {(that
he attributés to Berkeley) is that space and all things that
are found in space (things external to us) are "imaginary
entities," entities that really belong to the imagination or
the internal. The basis of this Idealist conclusion is that
space is "something which is in itself impossible™ (Kant,
B274). The strategy of Kant's refutation is to undermine the
premise upon which this claim of Dqgmatic Idealism dépends.
. “\_ Only if we accept space as a property that "must helong to
Hj/ﬁj \kthiﬁég in themselves" can Qe regard space as a "non~entity"
(;\ . and thus external things as "imaginary entities"™ (Rant, B274).
O0f course, Idealists did not think of themselves as regarding
space as impossible or as a non-entity. Kant is willing to
prove that the Idealist claims lead to this because they
view space as, belonging simply to things-in-themselves. (We
will explain this further in a moment.) But it is not the
m\%;ﬂ case that space belongs to things-in-~themselves, and Kant is
prepared to. defend this by showing the true nature of space.
'In this way he seeks to refute the essential claim of
Dogmatic Idealism.
Earlier, in the Transcéndental Adesthetic, Xant ex-

plained the true nature of space. We cannot describe space
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as a property of things—in—themselves, because this does not

account for its compound character. Y“We assert, then, the

empirical reality of space as regards all possible oﬁéer

experience; and yet at the same time we assert its transcen-

dental ideality" (Kant:\?44). Space belongs in the realm of
both the empirical and the transcendentally ideal. ‘
Kant offers us some insight into the term "transcen-
dental jdeality" by explaining transéeﬂdental knowleége. "f
entigie transcendental all knowledge which is occupied not
with objects but with the mode of our knowledge of objects
in general in so far as this mode of our knowledge is to be
possible é priori" (Kant, B25). Thus space is internal,
because it is an "é priori intuition" (a knowing that comes
before any fact or experience). Space is?the "form," or the
necessary condition, for our perception of external objects.
It is the necessary condition for our determining any rela-
tions among external objects. Since the intuition of space
has its seat in the subject alone, space cannot be considered
part of the external list of characteristics of an object;
although by being a conditioﬁ for the - possibility of outer
appearance, it is associated with the external. We can never
imaginé the absence of space; whereas we can easily imagine
the absence of any or all objects. We cannot look to outer
appearances to find any clues about the nature of space.'
". . . In order that I may be able to represént outer appear-

ances as outside and alongside one another, . . . the repre-

sentation of space must be presupposed" (Kant, B38).
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The mistake made by the Dogmatie Idéalists was to
view space as belonging simply to what they thought of as the
external (i.e., to things-in-themselves). Space has a dual
nature for Kant. It is external in that it is a condition
for.the possibility of objects as appeérance, and it ;g in-
ternal in that it is an intuition that is inspired by no ex-
ternal experience. Any premise based on an analysis of épace
that does not acknowledge this dual nature is necessarily
false.

Kant claims that the'I&ealist movqmis to deny the
existence of the external. Included in;ﬁp;é_denial is the
reality of space, inasmugh'as space is considefea by Ideal-
ists to belong to the external. What Kant seeks to show is
that this Idealist position leads to a view that space is
both real and non-existent. Space is non-existent in conse-
quence of the denial of the external--since space is external.
Séaée,is real in conéequence of the Idealist affirmation of
the reality of the internal--since space is also internai.
Thus the Idealist position that space, as part of the exter-
nal, is non-existent leads to this incoherency. Further, if
it.can be proven that space is both internal and external;
then any denial of the external--while maintaining the real-
ity of the internal--would lead to this incoherency. Thﬁs
even an Idealist who maintains that space is simply internal
{e.g.,as part of our conceptual framework) would be subject
to the same difficulty. The important question, then, is

this: Has Kant established the dual character of Space?
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The bulk of Kant's attempt to establish the dual char-
acter of space involves his proof that space as a pure intui-
tion is internal. This is apparently the proposition he views
as most controversial. The empirical reai}gé of space is a
consedzence of its being the founaation of appearances. Even
Kant's sympathetic reader Gottfried Maf@in concedes that

". . . a complete clarification of the;qature of the reality
| 5
n

AY

of appearances was not achieved by Kanﬁhf « e . We cannot
accept the empirical reality of space as the foundation of
appearances i1f we do not have a clear explication of the
reality of appearances. If the Idealist Kant pictures
'rega;ds~appearences as external, then he seeks to deny their
reality with all things external. If he regards aépearances
as internal, then space, as a foundation of appearances, is

" also internal.' Thus we do need fromrKant an explicit account
of the reality of appearances.

We can avoid the ﬁetaphysical difficulties involved
in establishing either the empirical reality of space or its
transcendental ideality by turning eur attention directly to
the dual nature of space. As this is the key premise in
Kant's argument, if we cannot find coherency here,welneed go
no further. Is Kant's claim that space is both empirically

real and transcendentally ideal a consistent proposition or

Gottfried Martin, Kant's Metaphysics and Theoxry of
Science, trans. P. G. Lucas (Manchester: Manchester University
Press, 1955), p. 158.
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simply two statements tha£ resiS£ all efforts.to consider

them as a deécription ofifone concept. \\’ﬁ—\‘,///——mﬂﬁfﬁ\h“
Kant asserts the stfong position that if we remove

ourselves as subjects, ". . . space and time themselves,

would vanish; tﬁey cannot exist in themselves but only in us"‘

(Kant, B59). With admittedly less fullness, Kant asserts

the "empirical reality" of space. rGenerally, when we say of

something that it has empirical reality, we assert that it

has an existence independent of ourselves; it would certainly

not véqish if we were to leave the.scene. But this is in

direct contradiction with the ideal nature of space. What

then could Kant have meant by qupe's empirical reality?

Martin, in recoénizing this as a trouble spot for Kant, intex-

prets Kant as-saying that "space and time have eméirical

reality but do not have ‘absolute or transcendental realityf

(Martin, p. 156). Absolute reality pertains to things which

are external (things-in-themseives) and has the character- jm

istic of being indepeﬁdent of our consciousness. What is

absolutely real cannot also be transcendentally ideal. This

is consistent with our notién of the external, but we find

that space is not to be found in the realm of the absolutely

real. '"Space does not represent things in themselves, nor

does it represent them in their relation to one another"

(Kant, B42). Objects tﬁat have empirical reality are repre-

sentations. "But this space and this time, and with them all

appearances, are not in themselves things; they are nothing

but representations, and cannot exist outside our mind"
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(Kant, B520). It -is clear that space cannot be confused with
the absolutely real anﬁ thus with objects that exist indepen-
dent of our minds.

What are we to make, then, of Kant's asserﬁion that
space is dependegt oﬂ our mind, while at the samé time he
insists on its empirical reality? "For, since space is a
form of that intuition which we entitle outer, and since
without objects in space there would be no empirical repre-
~ sentation whatsoever; we can and m?st regard beings in it as
real . . ." (Kant, B520). We have learned that the objects
in space are appearances. Kant seems to suggest é%at because
objects appear to us as what we éall "outer" we must regard
them as real. -But this is a reality which has no existence -
independent of our minds. An Idealist might well ask why we
continue to call these appearances outer when in Kant's .
account their existence is depeﬁdent on our minds. Even if
empirical representations are éependent on objects in space,
still, if these objects aré only appearances--dependent on
our consciousness—--we have not'yet shown independent exis-
tence in any strong sense.

This seems to indicate a fundamental incoherency in
Kant's wéy of conceptﬁélizing space. If there is to be any
sense to the conceptsf“empirical reality" and "external”
‘that differentiates them from "ideal," they must include a
~notion of independence from our éonsciousness. The véry
fact of dependency on our consciousness gives an "object" an

impermanency that I cannot reconcile with my notion of
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. external. But the transcendental ideality of space demands
its dependence on our conscious. state. Thus T find myself
unable to come to te;ms wiﬁh Kant's dual concept oﬁ space.

In sum, Kant has explained the concept of space in
terms of two parallel attributes. Yet I cannot fit ﬁhese two
toggthig in terms of anything like'the conventional notions
of internal and externai. Without this dual character of
space, Kant's attack upon Dogmdtic Idealism falters. Aé
nearly as I can make out, Kant's réfutation has failed to

make a solid case against this kind of Idealism, and I find

myself without the clarity I desire.

Problematic Idealism

' Kant understands Proﬁlematic Idealism to be a sound
starting point for -philosophy. Until one can establish a
proof, the exispénce of external things must remain in doubt.
The reality of:the internal is a given, but the physical
realm stands removed from us and in need of support. Kant is
thus prepared to offer a proof. Simply to show that the
Idealist thesis is based on a false premise is not enough--
even if he had done this successfully. What is needsd is a
countef—thesis. Thus, Kant offers the following proof.

If we display Kant's proof (B275-276) in a more struc-
tured form, the major premises are easily identified.
Pl: I am conscious of my own existence as determined in time.
P2: The determination of my existence in time is possible only
through the existence of actual things I perceive outside

of me.
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P2a: All determination of time presupposes something
permanent in pefception.
P2b: Perception of this permanent is possible only through
a thing outside me (not a mere representation).
P2bI: The permanenf cannot be in me.

P2bIi: Only through this permanent can my

Ris

existence in time be determined.

‘\ C: Consciousness of my existence, as determined in time, is
just .as much an'immeaiate consciousness of the existence
of other things outside me. .

Descartes' suggestion that we have thoughts implies
that we have at least the_imagination of external things.
What Kant is seeking to prove is that we also experience
'extern@l things--thus having direct knowledge of the external.
What makes this true for Kant is that even inner intuition of
ourselves (which is indubitable) is possible only on the
assumption that we can have outer experience——the experience
of time, for example, which is both internal and external.

As Kant saw it,the Idealist certainty "I am,"
immediately includes the existence of a subject, but not

knowledge, of that subject--not experience of that subject.

With the same ceftainty we can say more than the simple

"I am." To have experienceﬂof something, "we require, in
addition to the thought of something existing, also intuition,
and in this case inner intuition, in respect of which, that
is, of time, the subject must be determineéf (Kant, B277).

Thus, the intuition "I am existing right now" is just as
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indubitable as the simple ";'aﬁ.“ This intuition includes
more than the existence of ourselves; it also includes the
inner intuition of time. Tiﬁe is a concept--like space in
the previous section--which is both internal and external.
The inner intuition of time is necessarily the intuition of
something external. . ‘

' Inner experience--such as the experience of oné's
existence--has this necessary tie (time) to the outer, thus
it is pessible only in relation to the outer. Everything
internal that we can know has at least a aetermination in
time and is thus dependent, as knowledge dr as experience,
on the éxternal. It may be that an object.can exist outside
of time, but'we cannot know such an objeét. We can never
know anything without this framework:of time.

* RKant sees support for his thesis in our ordinary
experience of time. Determinations of tiﬁe are dependent on
the motion of some object relative to another (e.g., the
movement of the sun relativé to the earth). Motion ié under-
stood in relation to ﬁhe static. We can speak independently
about motion an# stabilitj, but whenever we have somefgxperi—
ence of motion, it is understood in relat%pg_to soﬁéﬁﬁing
static. We judge the speed of a car with respect to the earth,
which, in this case, is considered to be static. Without this
static point Bf reference, we could have no judgment of motion.
Kant sees a similarity between this and our experience of

things. Our experiences are related to time in a manner .

analogous to the relation of motion to the stéticwggyithout
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reference to time, we could have no experience in the sense
of sequences of sensations that hang together intelligibly.

This does not lead Kant to assert that simple percep-
tion of an external thing is the sole and sufficient guarantor
of the existence of that thing. It is still possible that the
object perceived is an imaginary object (e.g., an hallucina-
tion). Imaginings, dreams, and delusions are the reproduction
of previous outer pérceptions which in turn are possible only
throﬁgh the reality of outer things. What Kant has tried to
prove, then, is that inner experiegce is possible only through
outer experience--though the outer experience may be second-
hand. Kant has not tried to establish a rule for the deter-
mination of the existence of any particular object by which
we could decide if a given perception was an illusion or real.
His proof seeks to show that no inner experience is possible
without reference to the external--even if it is only the
simple external reference tb a time. Thus, our ébility to
imagine a unicorn is not a counter—examﬁle to Kant's thesis.
That we can imagine a unicorn is possible only through our
real experience with four-legged creatures and horns. Even
if we could imagine something that had no resemblance to,anf—
thing externél, we would still have to imagine it at some

time. !

Before we take,a critical look at this proof, an
important distinction should be made--the difference between
appearance and thing-in-itself. It is the thing-in-itself

L

which is the foundation of the real. Although this realm
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affects us through the senses (the ﬁhing-in—itself is the
‘cause of the appearance), we can never know anything-inf
itself. This realm is entirely independent of our tho&ght
and in no way needs to be thought in order to exist. If the
action of appearing is to be compléte--that is, have a cause--
then the thing-in-itself must exist. "For otherwise the ab- ™
surd proposition would follow, that therg would be an'éppear-
ance without anything that appeared" (Kant,'Bxxvi), But this
is all we can know about the realm of things-in-themselves.
They are the causé of appearances and thus necessarily real.
The world we encounter when we b;ush‘our teeth or chop our
firewood is fhe world of appearances. |

The opening premise of this argument contains the
phrase that is the key to Kant's position: "I am conscious
of my own existence as determined in time." Given this, Kant
moves easily té the proof we outlined abové. This is not the
sort of sentence for which we can_eésily imagine a context
outside of philosophy.‘ We can thus be forgiven if the mean-
ing is not immeéiately'clear. Do we have common knowings™
that could be said to agéért this Kantian knowing? I certainly
knéw my birthdate and‘I fﬁow my present address. I know how
- long I haﬁeﬁPeenarouﬁé and ‘could even figure it out in
minutes. T have a rough idea of where I have beem, the places
I have~lived, and the periods of £ime I have lived in each.
One might say that'these examples describé a consciousness of

my existence in time, and we have no trouble recognizing any
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of these mundane knowings. So if these knowings are what Kant
meant, we. can assent to the first premise with little
hesitation.

These common knowings find voice in common expressions
for which we camrasily imégine contexts (e.g., job applica-
tions). Meaning cannot be simply divorced from conféxt.

\JG;I;QE\KaQE'S first premise is understood as we have outlined
it, the m anln? is at best vague. I can think of no ?oment
when I gﬂ/ﬂgturably "conscious of my own existence as deter-
mined in time" unless the above examples gualify. Kantians
might argue that this is a philosophic enterprise, and the.
_consciousness associated with filling in job application' ié
not of high enough.standards; we are to notice our conscious-
ness of our existence and then notice whether or not it is a
consciousness of our existence in time. However, the only
occasion-?hat I might call noticing my consciousness of
existence is when I am doing such’.hings as filling out job
applications. In what sort of moment am I aware of a pure .

consciougness of my existence in time? When I amitold to
think about my existence, my mind as often as not goes blank,
or else knowings like those listed.above occur to me., It is
only these and similar knowings that are connected with EX
experiences,

Given our understanding of the first.premise, we can
move on to the second. Knowing my birthday and my present

address is "possible only through the existence of actual

things I perceive outside of me." Heré again we have an

S,
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abstract statement that we dén filf out with our common know-

4

'inds. :If it were ?Qt for galendérs, clocks, and our practice

!

of keeping'record%ﬂ\ijdul@'not know my birthdate. If it were
h'pét for post offices and government records and the practice
.0of numbering buildings, I would not have a street address.

" Calendars, clocké,énd'reco;ds are things outside me, and they

&

'; ’

do hﬁ@% possible my knowing*such things as my‘birthdate and
add?gés. Q:}

‘There may be some tribes of primitives that have no
gloqks, calendars or fecords. For this society the regular

cycles Qf-the seasons, the sun, and the moon would be the

main determinants of passiﬂg time. Expressions that refer to
; ¢ T oa

cloc%s and célendars would not likely be heard--except from
missionaries. - There may be expressions in their language
which are comparable to the few we listed above iﬁ English.
"I have lived in this shelter for two moons now." "My son
was born two winters agoﬁ“ Time may not be measured in as
péecise units as we know; but then fhey seldom have to worry
about job applications or marriage certificates. We might
want to concluae in a more general way that we ar?\the sort
that‘;an'notice th; passing of time in referegce/éo various

things, such as the seasons, the months, or microseconds.

“Again, this is not news.

When we consider the simple premises, "I know when

‘I was born," and "I can only know this if there was a record

kepﬁ of my birth," ;hen we can conclude that there was a

record kept of my birth; and we do think of birth retords as

5
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outside of us--they are kept at county registration offices.
r

In Kant's syllogism we find a supporting premise that there

is something permanent outside of us which makes possible

.

the determination of our existence in time. He insists that

the permanent be "a thing outside me and not. . . a mere
representation of a thing. . ." (Kant, B275). In Kant's

ontology, however, only things-in-themselves can be called -
things in the ungualified sense of having an existence inde-
pendent of our thoughts. 1In our syllogism we used the example
of the record of my birth which is not like a thing-in-itself.
We can know this birth record. We can find it at the county
registration office, pull it from the file and do many such
tasks éhat Kant tglls us we cannot perform{with things-in-

themselves. Thus far, we have arrived at ani~ nderstanding of

Kant's premise that our existence in time is _determined by

something cutside of us. Kantréallsmt s something outside

us a "permanent" and'identifies it with things-in-themselves;

but we have found‘only such things as clocks, calendar%—ana

birth records which are clearly no?‘things-in-thémselves.
Though Kant's.proof, as we read’?‘, involﬁes a

reference to things-in-themselves, ifi is the reality of every-

day objects that he wishes ultimately fé’establish. Our inter-

pretation of his conclusion le%ye us wi;h little more than

an assertion that we are the sort of bei*gs that use calendars

‘and clocks and kee? records. This iﬁﬂfar from startling news.

-

The "th%?gs outside me" that normally go with consciousness
Of’é§§§§§§tence are quite ordinary things. The knowledge that
@ LY -

™~
-
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'Mié?ﬁrbgve been camping for a full monfh is not depeﬁdent on having

waéghed~the moon-in-itself. I simply watch the moon or a
calendar. I am perfectly content to depend on either. it
is merely a fact of our natural history that we depend on
;;ch things as the moon and calendars. Such a fact is not
what we would normally call a conclusion--we do not iﬁEEE it.
The mere parading of facts like this does not amount to a
proof of external reality, for the common objects they refer
us to are precisely the‘ones Idealism puts in question.

We have found, then, two difficulties with under-
standing Kant's proof. Our explanation_of Kant's premises
brings in nothing that we would call a thing-in-itself--
clocks and calendars are readily apparent. Nor do the facts
we have offered as an interpretation of Kant's premises
yield us a proof of external things. Much of ourlconfusion
can be traced to Kant's explanation of the empirical reality
of appearances. Appearances, like spéce, are empirically real,
Thus they share the dual status that we found so confusing
in the previous section. Thef are external, yet they have no
existence independent of our minds. The only entities that,
are clearly external are things—-in-themselves, and our under-
standing of Kant's proof involves nothing that fits their
description. Thus, when Kant offers a proof of the empirical
reality of things outside me, it is a'prqof of a state of
affairs about which I am still cohfused. It is a proof of an

external realm that is,at the same time, dependent upon my

consciousness. We are left, then, with this ambiguity. If
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the prémises of his argument are understood as we have suggested,
we have no proof of the existence of external things, only
a statement about our nattral behaviour. If they are not to
be understood this way, they remain incoherent.

Kant's point that the division between the external
and internal realm is not as distinct as the Idealists suppose
is one we will want to examine at greater length. His examples
of time and space did not prove helpful, but the point is not
yet lost. Another sqggéstion we will want to ré—examine is
Kant's point that we cannot consider existence apart from ouﬁ
experience of existence. When we consider ouf experiences of
existence (e.g., filling out job applications), we -can find
specimens of knowings that no one has any trouble with. We
have mentioned a few in this section: We are the sort that
depend on calendars, we have birth records, we know our age,
et cetera. Our project is still to find some clafity with
respect to the Idealist problem: Can we prove the existence
of external things?

Kant's attempt to solve the problem of Idealism has
not brought the lucidity we desire. There are many aspects
of his proof that do not seem to fit with his instructions.

|
When I do look to my experiences of existing (I have only the
everyday sort), I notice many durable entitieéi but I do ﬁot
find the "permanent" that Kant's conclusion seems to call for.
Kant's counter—thesis against Problematic Idealism was not
designed to make the problem disappear, but to offer a solu-

tion to the problem. Good points have been made and, in
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some ways, I feel less troubled by the Idealist problem. But

the weakness of Kant's proof leaves us short of a definitive

analysis.



CHAPTER 11

G. E. MOORE'S REFUTATION OF IDEALISM

Moore's Thesis

G. E. Moore is often associated with the texrm, "common-
sense philosopher."” It was his contention that Idealism
breached some of these comm®n sense knowings, and so he
offered his refutation of Idealism. The two articles that
most clearly exhibit his attack on Idealism are: "The Refuta-
tion of Idealism" (1903),6 and "A Defence of Common Sense"
(1925).7 The arguments of these two essays, although directed
toward the same end, are ra@}cally different. We will look
at each in turn.‘

Moore sees his principal task in this discussion as
the examination of the arguments of Idealism. Following this
overall plan, he tries to cover all the bases in attacking
Idealist arguments. Moore is fully éware that to undercut.an
argument is not to refute the conclusion, but he feels that Q

if there is no good reason to believe the Idealists' premises,

6G. E. Moore, Philosophical Studies (Paterson, N.J.:
Littlefield, Adams and Co., 1959), pp. 1-30.

G. E. Moore} Philosophical Papexs (New York: The
Macmillan Co., 1959), pp. 32-59.

25
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his readers will follow their good common sense and see things
as he does ("Defence of Common Sense," p- 35}).

The claim of Idealism Moore 'finds most difficult to

juxtapose with his common sense is that the universe, or the

(AN

external, is spiritual. To his mind this amounts to a dehial
of the physical/mental distinction. The mechanics of £his
“denial varylwith different Idealists. Sceptics view physical
objects as illusions, while for some Idealists the existence
of the external is dependent on a perceiving mind. Each of
these concepts amounts to a belief that goes against Moore's
common sense notion that the external is an independently
existing realm. The central tenet offered in support of the

claim that the universe is spiritual is "esse is percipi."
percipt

Since Moore sees this proposition as ambiguous, he has to
consider all possible interpretations and show that each is
false, in order to complete his discussion of Idealist
arguments ("Refutation of Idealism," p. 6).

The interpretation thét Moore turns his attention to .
first is the Idealist claim that something can be real only
if it is part of a sentient experience. "I shall‘undertake
to show that what makes a thing reél cannot possibly be its
presence as an inseparable aspect of a sentient experience"
("Refutation," p. 8). For Idealists of this camp the internal/
external dualism is done away with. Whatever is real is
internal. Ié is not that the external is dependent on the

internal; there simply is no external.
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Moofe does not stop yvet o turn his analyt%cal powers
to this interpretation; he firs£ sets out another Idealist
possibility, namely that ". . . what is meant by esse, though
not absolutely identical with what is meant by percipi, . . .
includes the latter as a part of its meaning” ("Refutation,”
p. 9). For‘something to be real it must be experienced and
something else besideg. Here the external is analytically
dependent on the internal. We cannot give anything the stamp
of "reality" unleés it is experienced. This still leaves open
the possibility. that something can be experienced yet not be
real, a possibility the first interpretation excludés.
' 1If an Idéalist were t6 stop at this point and assert
the above interpretations as self-evident, Moore would have
nothing further to say. Moore has set himselgﬂshe task of
_rdealing with Idealist arguments,‘and if an Ideéléht simply
aéserts his claims as true, with no argument, Moore is content
to counter with his own claims. His satisfaction with such a
respoﬁse is rooted ‘in his belief that, left to our common
sense, we will side with him. But, as Moore sees it, all
Idealists have offered statements in defence of their view
that are demonstrably false. At this point we have the two
statements of Idealism that Moore extracts from the "ambigu-
ous" Idealist literature: first, the external is no more than
an aspect of the internal; second, the external cannot "occur"
without percipi or the internal. The fact that our common

sense contradicts both of these is a strong indictment in

itself, but as all Idealists hold to a further proposition,
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in defence of one or the other of these two possible inter-
pretations, Moore turns his attention to that.

"Idealists, we havé seen, must assert that whatever

is experienced is necessarily [experienced]. BAnd this doctrine

they commonly.express by saying "the object of experience is
inconceivable apart from the subject" ("Refutation," p. 12).
Moore now approaches this as having a meaning which is demon-
strably false. Since this meaning is the one he supposes all
Idealists to hold, he sees himself as attacking all of them.
' What is wrong with this Idealistlposition is that it
fails to notice that object and subject are necessarily
distinct ("Refutation," p. 13). To illustrate this failure,
Moore introduces two terms, "yellow," and "th; sensation of
yellow," which he feels are distinéuishable. There is some-
thing in the latter which is not in the ﬁormer. The Idealist,
as Moore sees it, denies this distinction.  Moore claims that
everyone agrees that (1) "experience is something unique and
different from anything else," while Idealists also hold that
(2) "experience of green is entirely indistinguishable from

green"” (“Refutation," p. 1l4). This he declares a
contradietion.

Moore's strategy is not to directly refute the claim
that "being" and "being experienced," or “féllow" and the
“sensation of yellow" are necessarily connected (indistin-
‘guishable); rather he feels that an analysis of the concept
"sensation" or of "idea" will show people the obvious falsity

of this position. It is also Moore's opinion that all who
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hold.thaé "whatever is experienced also must be éxperienced,“
("Refutation," p. 16) do go on the basis of proposition (2),
while at the same time hofﬁing (1), thus contradigting them-
selves. In this way Moore seeks to lead the reader away from
the lure of the Idealist's temptations.

To determine what a sensation is, Moore seeks what is
common in both the sensation of blue and the sensation of
green. The feature he finds tﬁat all sensations shar;\is

"consciousness."” The element by virtue of which semsations ™.

differ is the "object" of the sensation. To say that "blue.

e Py

exists" is to refer to the object of consciousﬁg;s, not to, -,
consciousness alone, as Idealists claim. Moore admits that

to talk of the,“sensation of blue" is to recognize that con-
sciousness (which is part of the sensation) exists. This
leaves one with only two alternatives: (i) both blue and
consciougneSs exist, or (ii) only consciousness exists.

Faced with this alternative Moore asserts, "We can and must
conceive that blue might exist and yet the sensation of blue
not exist" ("Refutation,"'p. 19).

The first step for Moore in showing the plausibility
of his own belief is to offer &n explanation for the Idealist's
variance with common sense. There are two facts that help

S
explain the Idealist mistake:
The first is that languagé offers us no means of referring
to such objects as "blue" and "green" and "sweet" except
by calling them sensations: it is an obvious violation
of language to call them "things" or "objects" or "terms."
And similarly we have no natural means of referring to

such objects as "causality" or "likeness" or "identity"

except by calling them "ideas" or "notions" or "conceptions"
{"Refutation," p., 19).
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Language-practice gives the same name to two different things;
both the "experience of green” and "green" are called sensa-
tions, and this may have led people to see them as identical.
The second fact Moore suggests is that introspection is a
difficult process, and it is only by means of introspection.
that we discover the nature of the "sensation of blue."
"Consciousness" is an especially difficult element to examine
in the introspective process. Thus, when many thinkers ‘examine
their own "sensation of blue," the consciousness element
eludes them and they see only the object blue. Thus they con-
clude that "blue" and the "sensation of blue" are identical.
These facts suggest a way of understanding how some
people have gone wrong in thinking about the relationship of
things outside us and things inside, but this is not Moore's
central concern. It is the relationship of "blue" to "the
consciousness of blue" which Mooré wishes to explain. But
this relationship is just what we mean when we speak of know-
ledge that something is blue. We often speak of being aware
of, knowing of, or imagining. These are ordinary states and
the relationship in each case is just as'ordinary, Moore
claims. Pﬂilosophers have gone wrong on this point because
they have never been clear about "consciousness." They have
never been able tolhold "consciousness" and "blue" béfo;e
their minds for a comparison. The process of introspection
- needed here is one that requires a long and careful lock.

With such a careful lock, we see that our awareness is of

blue and that there is a distinct and unique relation of
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blue to the awareness of blue--blue is,tﬁé "object of the
awareness." o

Given this analysis, to have a sensation (at least a
sensation of a colour) is to move out from the circle of the
inner to the external. It amounts, for Moore, to knowing
something which cannot be reduced to experience. If oﬁe
deduces "a reason for doubting the existence of matter, that
it is an inseparable aspect of our experience, the same
reasoning will prove conclusively that our expé}ience does
not exist either, since that must also be an inseparable
aspect of our experience of it" ("Refutation," p. 30). Thus
Moore's argument in the "Refutation of Idealism" is closely
allied with his analysis of sensation. This analysis is at
least rooted in the process of.introspection. For Moore,
introspectioﬁ seems to mean a careful examination of our
experience which will reveal the true nature of sensations.

This is Moore's most'famoﬁs attack on Idéalism,'but
it is not his only one. 1In "A Defence of Common Sense"

Moore employs a quite simple argument which is both typical
of his style and important. This article begins with a list
of truisms each of which, Moore ésserts, "I know, with ‘
certainty to be true" ("Defence,b" p.i32). This list consists
of such propositions as: "The earth had existed also for

many years before my body was born,” and."That mantelpiece

is at present nearer to my body tﬁan)that bookcase" ("Defence,"

p. 33). His propositions.share one theme in that they are

typical instances of "common knowledge" of the external world.

b S C U5 S AR i ity -
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Moore distinguishes two4£ypes of philosophic stance-- -
in oéposition.to his own--which he wifl address. Philosopher
A holds that at least some df-zge propositions Moore listed
are s;mply not true. 'Philosopher B holds that for at least
some of these propositions no one can ever know tﬁem. Mcore
again has Idealism in mind here when he points out that many
of his propositions imply the "reality of material things”
("Defence," p. 38).

With respect'to philosopher A, Moore points out @hét
to deny, for instance, that the;f)are other human bodies
that have lived on the earth is incénsistent with the agt of
denial (“Defensg," p. 41). To whom is one denying this? 'The
act of denial includes in it a listener. It is inconsistent
to engage a listener in order %o deny his existence. It is
not clear whether Moore thinks that such an incopsistency can
be found for each of his propostions, but he is willing to
assert: "I'havq, I think, no better argument than simply
this—-namely,_tha; all the prépositions in (1) [his list]
are, in fact, true" ("Defence," p. 42).

Moore's reply to pﬁilosopher B points out that B holds
a poéition which is "self-contradictory, i.e., entails both
of two mutually inéompatible propositioﬁs" ("Defence," p. 42).
A philosopher of this camp denies that we evér know for
certain thé propositions in Moore's lista.

Now the remarkable thiﬂg which those Qho take this

view have not, I think, in general duly appreciated, is
that, in each case, the philosopher who takes it is
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making an assertion about 'us'--that is to say, not
merely about himself, but about many other human beings
as well ("Defence," p. 42).

Such a philosopher is making a statemeﬁt'about "hdman know-
ledge in general" ("Defence," p. 43). When a philosopher
asserts that "we cannot know,the'exisfence of other human
beings," he is saying there are other human beings and none
of them can know the_existence of any others. Thus two incom-
patible proposjitions arise from the assertion that we cannot
know thé\existence of others--there are others, and no one.
can know there are others.

Moore's position is that of defending common sense.

He has encountered charges against his position, that other

humans exist, from other humans. "Since, if I know that they

‘have held such views, I am, ipso facto, knowing that they
were mistaken . . ." ("Defence,“.p. 40). If a philosopher
were to think that séme other people hold the mistaken view
that we can know.%he existence of other people, and thus
sought to & },théﬁ straight, then the very fact that he
believes %ﬁ%}e are other people in need of his instructions
proves Moore's charge of inconsistency. Similarly, as soon
as we know that this Bﬁ%;psopher is making this charge, we
know there are other humans.(at least this one). The point
Moorerwants to emphasize is £hat there is no reasoh fdr'a
philosophe; to write at all when there is no audience for
'Qgis york.

Moore recognizes that this does not prove his know-

ledge of these propositions.
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If, for instance, I do know that the earth had existed
for many years before I was born, I certainly only know
this because I have known other things in the past which
were evidence for it. 2And I certainly do not know
exactly what the evidence was ("Defence," p. 44).
Moore distinguishes his adherence to the "Common Sense view
of the world" from that of simple faith (since there is some
. evidence), yet he agrées that his knowledge is predicated
more on the inconsistency.of any doubt or denial than on a
slate of evidence. -

Moore's defence of common sense view against Philoso-
phers of type A and B is quite different from his earlier
refutation of Idealism. It still constitutes an attack on
Idealism and is in many ways'the more profound work. In the

next section we can take a critical look at the damage suf-

fered by Idealism from Moore's arguments. | =,

A Look at Moore's Thesis

. In Moore's earlie; "Refutation of Idealism," he out;
lines where Idealis%s have gone wrong‘in their thinking.
Moore claims that by performing the exerdi§es he suggests, we
can pﬁt the problem of Idealism into its proper perspective,
In this section I wish to look closely at the key exercise in
Moore's program——e;;mination of the "sensation of yellow" by
introspection.  In the later "Defence of Common Sense," Moore
suggests that.a logical!inconsistency is the outcome of thé
Idealist denial of common sense knowings. The question to be

put to this later claim is whether inconsistency is an un-

avoidable consequence of denying one of Moore's propositions.
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First, we will consider the charge that the failure

to distinguish between "yellow" and the ?sénsation of yelloﬁ“

is the central weakness of the Idealist arguments. This is
a diétinction that everyone makes in some cbnnections, he
claims, but Idealists generally deny it in theix philésophy.
The blame for this miétake is leveled in part against ordi-
nary languége. To recall briefly Moore's argument, yellow
as it is encountered in the external world is called a
"sensation.” Thus both the experience and the colour are
referred to as sensations. But has Moore paid close enough
attention to ordinary language? It seems correct to observe
that péople do not refer to yéllow as a "tping" or a "term"
or an "object" ("Refutation," p. 19), but when do they refer
to it as a sensation? Does a sentence li?e "I‘am having a
sensation of yellow"'bripg to mind any familiar contexts--
outside of philosophy? If someone were to say. this while
pointing at a yellow balloon,‘we would not mind so long as
the balloon was yellow, but we might wonder about his
peculiar speech. "The sensation of vellow" is not a phrase
we normally use. If we refer catejqrically to yellow, we
generally do s¢o as a "colour."’ When we are, pointing out the
colour of a yellow object,- it suffices to cdll it yellow.

We must thenlbe on our guard when Moore asks us to
distinguigh between "yellow" and the "sensation of yellow."'
We have known for many years which colours are called
yellow and which are not. There are a few border-line cases

that give us trouble, buE\these do not éeem to be what Moore

-~
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is talking about. As a rule we can pick out yellow things:
nor are we confused about which of Moore's two expressions
to use, for we only use the oﬁe.

Fortunately Moore suggestg a proéram by means of
which we can examine "the sensation of yéllow“ and see that
it is cléarly different from "yéllow."‘ This program is
"introspection" and it promises us a way ofjéolving éur
difficu%ty. What is introspection? Websﬁer’s tells us that
introspection is "self-examination." This term-is broad and
needs to be narrowed down. C. S. Peirce suggests thét‘in£ro—
spection is limited to "knowledge of the internal world not
derived from extermnal observation."8 Ig‘we allow inference
from the external then iﬁtrospection is indistinguishable
from our normal activity of seeking knowledge--for scientist

4

or school—child: If Moore means something distinct from .
normal observation, Peirce has uggested an appropriate re- )
striction. The "sensation ofsy%llow," Moore £eils us, is
distinct from "yellow" inasmuch as yellow is external. fhe
sensation of yellow is internal. Thus it seems faig to
suppose that what Moore had in mind when he spoke of intro-
spection was a seif-examination which is limited to the
internal realm. No evidence from external observation is

allowed. Introspection is then a special kind of looking

which I have yet to see if I can perform.

“Questlons Concerning Certain Faculties Claimed For
Man," Collected Papers of Charles Sanders Peirce, Vol. 5
(London: Oxford University Press, 1934), p. 144,
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Moore assists us again when he tells us what the
final result will be. When we look long and closely enough,
we will see that the sensation of yellow is consciousness
which has as its objec£ "yellow." It is not immediately
clear what sort of consciousness has yellow as its object.
Since speaking of yellow as an object of consciousness does
not remind me of a familiar context in everyday language-
practice, we must be careful in considering its meaning. If
‘I were to look at a yellow object, one might say I was con-
scious of yellow. This could be offered as a substitution >
for the normal description of the colour of the object. 1In
this case we might say that "I am conscious of yellow" meéns
"X (the object) is yellow." Given this use, our proposition
can hardly be considered without considering the external
object X. When are we ever conscious of yellow when we are

not conscious of a yellow objedt?9

I can see no way in which
either phrase--"the sensation of yellow" or "consciousness
of yellow"--can be used except in reference to being aware

of a yellow object. Thus, the experience we must subject to

-

9Modern day science provides one possible exception

to this--brain stimulation. By means of electronic
wizardry we can be stimulated to see yellow without a
yellow object. This brings up the ambiguity of the word
"see." As it is used in English, it not only relates to
the act of visual perception, but also to the "grasping" of
concepts--understanding. Though it seems proper to speak
of brain stimulation as an example of "seeingi" it is not
clear which sense of the word is.best. As Moore had
nothing in mind as technical as brain stimulation, we can
aveid this exception by saying that in our everyday lives
we are never conscious of yellow without being conscious
of a yellow object. -
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the rigors of introspection is the awareness of é yvellow
objebt. If this is true, we have arrived at something I can
do. I need only find a yellow object and look at it.
Luckily; I have a yellow pen close at hand.

As I gaze at this yellow pen, I reach for the second
step. How can I concjg%rate on myself looking at this
yellow pen? A snapshot will not JE% sincé I would clearly
be working with something external. When our goal is to‘
examine consciousness, external objects can only mislead us.
I have to look at my own internal condition in order to find
- this sensation. As soon as I even begin to fhink_about how
I am going to look inside, I forget about the pen.' This
will not do! Yet I cannbt do both. I cannot concentrate
on the pen and_concentrate anywhere else at the same time.

Can I take a long look at my yellow pen and then,
while that is still fresh in my memory, look at my memory
and discover this sensation? Here my attention is not
called upon to do any simultaneous split, so I can move one
step closer. But when I look at my memory of looking at the
yellow pen, what I recall islwhat the pen looked like., If
somecne asks, "Did you have a sensation of yellow?" I mighé
reply’; "The pen was yellow." Again I can anderstand "sensa-
tion of yellow" as a phrase one could substitute for a normal
description. _I was aware that the'pen was yellow, but my
memory was of the pen, not of me. It is the simultaneous
-split that still plagues me--even lboking at my memory of é

situation. The only way I can understand the term "sensation
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of yellow"” is as an awareness of a yellow object. As long as
my attention is on a yellow object, I notice nothing I would
caldi "consciousness." If experiencing the "sensation of
yellow" involves something other than looking at a yellow
object, this experience eludes me.

My first inclination when confronted with a new term
is to examine its use in language-practice. "Sensation of
yellow" is not ordinarily used in.language—practic?Q If
someone wished to use this ﬁhrase as a substitute for a
normal description of a yellow object, this would be
acceptable——though odd. But then, what is-the distinction
between "yellow" and the "sensation of yellow"? Evidently
Moore does not understand the "sensation of yellow" in this
way. His suggestion is that "introspection" will offer us
insight into this experience, but the only experience that
I can relate to a "sensation of yellow" is an awareness of
a yellow object. Moore did warn us this would be difficult,
and it may well be that he is one step ahead ef me. I do
not wish to suggest that this is an infallible criticism of
Moore. What remains unclear i;'what I am to examine when
I turn my powers of introspeqtion to the "sensation of
yellow."

Moore's accusation that Ideelists regard the
"sensation of yeliow" and "yellow" as terms for the same
experience is thus not clear. If Idealists use the term

"sensation of yellow," we can look to them for an explanation.
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But Moore's charge that their error lies in failing to dis-
tinguish these two terms is of little help in light of my
inébility to understand "the sensation of yellow."

As we recall, Moore aims his refutation at the
arguments of Idealism; As he sees it, the failure on the
part of Idealists to make the appropriate distinction between
"yellow" and the "sensation of yellow" is a mistake made in
the course of supporting their arguments. In his "Defence
of Common Sense," Moore changes his tactics somewhat. He
begins this essay by asserting several propositions which he
says he knows to be true. Some of these propositions are in
direct opposition to the tenets of Idealism——at‘least as
Moore characterizes it. If Moore's tactic were to do no more
“than affirm his list of propositions as true and to deny any
Idealist counter moves, his essay would be of little interest.
However, Moore's aim is to show that anyone who aenies these
propositions is inconsistent. Not only does Moore believe

“that anyone with common sense would recognize his list of
propositions as true, but that everyone does, in some sense,
hold them to be true. Moore certainly recognizes that some
philosophers deny some of his propositions. However, he
believes that in their actions, and even in their phi}o-
sophical reasoning, they act upon them as if they were true.
In this way a philosopher who insists that some of the |
pPropositions of Moore's list are false, by this very act,

establishes his own inconsistency.
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Moore's argument centres on this inconsistency.
Suppose someone were to announce a large philosophical con-
vention, to which all are invited, with himself as the key-
note speaker. When the people have assembled, this thinker
walks to the poéium and proclaims his new discovery. His
research has led him to the inevitable conclusion that he
alone exists; there is no existence outside of his internal
state. This would constitute the inconsistency Moore de-
scribes. The act of calling other philosophers together to
hear of this discovery is inconsistent with his conclusion.

Moore suggests that in our everyday activities and
everyday reasonings, we act in a manner consistent with the
propositions of his list. To completely retire from all the
activities that involve the common knowings that ﬁoore de-
fends would be nothing short-of psychosis. . Moore speaks,
then, of the philosopher who denies one of the propositions
.of his list and also participates in an activity--a perfectly
natural aétivity, such as speaking to somebne~—which is in-
consistent with his denial. For Moore's charge of inconsis-
tency to be effective, he must é;tablish a necessary connec-
tion between the denial of a "common sense proposition® and
the subsequent performance of an act that contradicts this
denial. Yet it is conceivable that someone might decide that
he is the only human in existence and cease all conversations
and all interactions with other people. This maf sound like
a difficult tﬁing to imagine, but is it any more difficult

than to imagine someone who denies the existence of other humans?

| Sy g
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Moore has failed to show the necessary connection be-
tween denying a "common sense proposition" and acting incon-
sistently. Yet his point is ﬁot completely lost. If some-
one were to deny one of Moore's proﬁbsitions outright, we
might easily find a contradiction in his lifestyle. This is
not a logical trap that one springs on someone who denies

a common sense knowing, but rather one realistic way in which

r

to discover what is involved in denying a proposition on
Moore's llst. What normal activities would we have to.sup-
press if we denied the existence of things outside of us and
wished to act consistently with our thoughts? What alterna-
tive lifestyle would be the consequence of an outright denial
of other humans? I am not sure how these guestions are to

be answered, but they would be gooé*questions to ask an out-
right sceptic. Unfortunately, such outright scepticism is
hardly to be fbund in modern philosophy, so it is not clear
why Moore saw a need for this rebuttal.

In his case against Philosopher B, Moore again
charges inconsistency and again suggests we look at the 1ife-
style of such a thinker. For Philosopher B the propositions
on Moore's list may be. highly probable, but we can never be
certain of them. If the philosopher we described above
announced in his keynote address that his research had
failéﬁ to produce a definitive proof for the existence of
other humans, Moore would again f£ind this inconsistent with
his action of speaking to his felléw philosophers. Since

Moore admits that the evidence for many of his common sense

e
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knowings is not entirely clear, he could hardly object if
someone did begin the task of proving the existence of. things
outside of us.

But ilosopher B inconsistent in addressing his

convention? The gonclusion of his speech might read like

this: "Fellow human ‘sgings, that is, if it is the case that
there are people out there and‘thef can recognize.me, I have
discovered that it is impossible for humans liké myself, if
there are any other than myself, to ever be certain that you,
if you are out thefe at all, really exist." He might even
develop a short form for this cautionary phrase and learn
to speak with his former articulateness and speed. Thus
Moore's charge of inconsistency could be circumvented by
Philosopher B, simply by the .addition of a qualifying phrase
whenever he made a reference to something outside of himself.
Yet a point can still be made concerning the life-
style of Philosopher B. What effect does his philqsophic
conviction have on his normal activities? 1In the course.of
our everzeéy lives, we are often in contact with other
people. Our language-practice makes constant ungualified
reference to other péople. Are we wrong in using language
as we do? Is a reform of lahguage needed? To hold that our
languaée—practice is in error is to suggest that people are
caught in an all-encompassing illusion--the illusion that
they know other people exist. Philosopher B is likely to

argue not that we &re to cut off all relations with things

outside of us, but rather that we need to be carefdl in our
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speech. The benefits of including a qualifying phrase with

W

eﬁerx#%eference to the external may be difficult to imagine,
but fhilosopher B might insist that accuracy is the heart of
this issue.

| Whether or not it is accurate to say that people B
think they know that objects exist outside of them is some-
thing I wish to pursue in’ detail in Chapter III. More than
a straightforward examination of the evidence is required for
thishaiscussion. It is'clear,.though, that people are not
uncertain about the existence of éxternal things. The
normal attitude to things outside us is characterized by an
absence of doubt. (In Chapter III we look more closely at
the attitude people generally have towards the external.)

The problem here is this: should we feel uncertain
about the existence of material things. Are we missing
something important? It may be helpful to consider a common
example of uncertainty. It is reasonable to be uncertain as
to whether a given train will arrive on time. We may have
experienced late arrivals and have surely heard complaints
of suéh from other travelers. Most stations provide a
‘schedule and usually have a clock. We can easily determine
whether the train is late or on time, and both these situa-
tions occur. We have, then, a coherent idea of what ip
means for a train to be late as well as on time. When a train
arrives, we compare its arrival time (by lookiné at the station

clock) with the proposed time of arrival (by looking at the

schedule) and this tells us wﬁether the train is on time.

’
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; wt
Philosopher B suggests we should be uncertain about

e
the existence of things outside of us. Which is the existent
object by which.we are to compare othér objects? What ks the
schedule that we can examine to see which objects ar%’giiS”
tent? ' Philosopher B wiii no£ be stopped long with these
questions "The schedule is unknown, and this is precisely
why we must be uncertain. There is no object which is
obviously in existence so that we can compare. The only
certain existence is my own internal state, but that is com-
pletely separate from external things and canno£_be used as

a means of direct comparison. What can be compared is the
certainty with which I know my internal state is.real and
the uncertainty I feel for the reality of the external."”

I cannot deny the testimony of Philosopher B's feel-
ings of uncertainty. But these uncertainties are not widely
shared. The qﬁestion here is how did Philosopher B become
uncertain? If it were the case that trains always arrived
on time, would we go to the station with any doubt about the
airival time? In this hypothetical situation, it may still
be logically possible for a train to be late, but this has
never happened.. What, other than this logical possibility,
would suggest a doubt concerning the promptness of the
train? Philosopher B then has a difficult task in hand if
he wants us to share his uncertainty about the existence of
the external world. What is missing is an explanation of

how the non-existence of the external world is logically

possible. In Chapter III we will consider some of the
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explanations of Berkeley and Descartes. The point here is
that something more is needed before we can become uncertain
about the existence of the external realm. We are left, then,
without a good reason to suppose that our unqualified refer—
ences to the ext;rnal realm are inaccurate. To show that
these references are inaccurate may amount to proving that
our normal use of language is wrong.

Moore has not found an unavoidable incénsistency in
the actions of Philosopher B, but some of his quéstions point
to peculiar actibns on the part of someone who claims not to
knoﬁ the bropositiéns on Moore's list. If, for instance,
someone insisted on speaking as we have suggestéd our keynote
speaker might, and made no further demands, this would be
simply peculiar. The skeptic Sextus ﬁmpiricus (second or
third century B.C.) was careful to avoid stating that his
work was anything other thén a "chronicle of his perscnal
feelings dé?given moments" (Poﬁkin, p. 459). It is when a
skeptic demands that we should follow his example that
Moore's reply is most telling. A skeptic cannot both
~admonish us--and thus-acknowledge our existence—-and deny
that we can ever know other humans exist. i

This charge of inconsistency concerns theAskriance
between'the actions of Philosopher B and his phii&SOPhy.

X
Moore also suggests another side to this inconsistgncy. If

& 3'
I recognize that Philosopher B is telling me that I cannot
know the Exis;ence of other humans, how can I reconcile

this with my recognition of Philosopher B? Moore did
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not dream up B's sk%ptical view. He found it in books and
fiectures. Thus if he recognizes correctly that someone hofds
this view, he has already refuted it. If no one holds tﬁis
view, where did he find it? If it came to him in a dream
one night, couid he not simply dismiss it as a bad dream?-

If Philosopher B is deeply troubled by the existence
of the external, Moore's analyses.may well leave hiﬁ un-
satisfieq. Moore might alert him to avoid inconsistehcies
between his Idealist claims and cértain’commonsensical ways,
.., addfessing an audience. . Moore has not shown, howe?er,
that Philosopher B must fall into those inconsistencies or
else give up hiiuldealist claims. Thus B-may feel it is
still far from proven that material things exist.

’ Moore's earlier "Refutation of Idealism" seeks a
definitive analysis of'fhe Idealist error in a convéntiopal
way. By pointing to a weak Idealist premise,gMoore hopes to
effect a refutation. This refutatioﬁ--like Kant's--offers
me instfuctioqs that I cannot relate to his conclusioné. I
am to attain the clarity he feels with respect to Idealism
by performing a task of introspection. This task is ktself
surrounded in a cloud of obscurity. Thus, at the end of th}s-ﬁ”
refutation,+I foind nyself no closer to my goal of clarity.

In Moore's second éssay, several points are made..
that are quite helpful in my project of settling the Idealist
problem. Moore brings to our attention several questions we

would certainly want to ask a real-life Idealist concerning .

his lifestyle. As for the outright skeptic, as soon as we
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correctly recognize his existence, we have refuted his position.

v

But Moore's attempts at establishing a necessary connection

between Ydealism and inconsistent actions has not been com-2

plete1§ successful. In a sense, Moore Jdays the groundwork
for Wittgenstein. 1In the second article, he moves beyond a
‘consideration of Idealism thiat is restricted to an examina-

-

tion of the premises or the offering of a new proof. He
. L}

beéins to queééion what is involved in knowing that the
external realm has an independent existenée, as well as
what is involved in denying the external Qorld. It is
guestions along these lines that we wish to pursue in our

1

attempt to see if the pfbblem can be made to disappear.

o

~/



CHAPTER III
{
SOME COMMENTS BASED ON THE LINGUISTIC TURN

. « the harmony between thought and reallty is to
be found in the grammar of the language.
Zettel #55
In the first two chapters we found that both phglo—
sophers use the term "refutation af Idealism," and that they
held a similar notion of what was needed for a refutation.
Certain Idealist propositions were seen by these thinkers as
in error. One can claim to have refuted a proof in two basic.
ways. In the course of a proof, certain rules of logical
procedure may have been violated. ' To point these out to-
gether with‘the propef logical procedure is, in effect, to
undermine the proof. Kant and Moor$ chose the‘other route:
to point out a false premise. In both cases thé premise in
question was seen as baSéd on an inaccurate observation.
For Kant, Idealism failed to observe the true nature of space.
For Moore, Idealism failed to observe the true nature of the-
sensation of yellow. The result of eadh faulty observation
was a weak premise.
Proofs generally operate in a context of a set of
rules and accepted notions. In mathematics these rules are
strict and well formulated. The proofs of Idealism are

49
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geﬁerally referred to as being in the field of metaphysics
or epistemology. In these fields we do not have fixed rules‘
and notions that all participants agree upon. Unlike mathe-
matics, there is no téxtbook that is considered authoritative.
When we are conéronted-with two conflic}ing notions, it is
not clear how we are to decide between them., Kant, upon the
conclusion of his refutation, offered his proof of the empir-
ical reality of things outside of us. ﬁe confronts the readér
with a new set of basic notions in contrast to those of
Idealism. There is no fixed, general procedure for dealing
with his proof. We could only examine it ca?efully for co-
herency.

Moore's refutation was élso found to be less than co-
herent. The basis of his refutation was a careful observation
of what he considered a perfectly natural experience--of a

colour. But in Moore's later work a new note was struck;

Idealism was considered on a different level. What must an

- Idealist do in this world, Moore asked, to remain consistent

with his philosophical beliefs? Here, even if talk of proofs
and refutations is not relevant, Moore nevertheless raises
some_extremely iﬁportant questions about Idealism,

The later work of Wittgenstein also suggesﬁs a way
of examining Idealism that is not completely removed from
Moore's treatment. With some cues from Wittgenstein, I want
to look at Idealism as a problem and at the context in which
it acquires a grip on certain thinkers. How should one ap-

proach the propositions of Idealism? Are they, for example,
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strange steftions in need of a refutation? Do they embody

mistakes made in understanding how language works? How does ~
a thinker come to feel that the existence of a physical world

stands in need of proof? And should this be my feeling as

well? We turn now to questions like these.

Some Idealist Reasons for Doubting External Reality

In,this section we will examine some of the arguments
of Descartes and Befkeléy that were designed to bring their
readers to doubt material existence. These arguments give
historical testimony of@how the problem of external existence
arose for these thinkers, ahd thus we may gain some insight
into what sort of problem this is. We cannot deal with all
Idealist reasonings, but a look at some of the central
proofs-—-and their weéknesses~-can help us with the central
guestion of thiS‘section: Can the traditional Idealist
arguments generate a doubt of external realiﬁy?

‘ Any consideration of Idealism as a problem cannot
ignore the fact that it is not a_problem for many people.
This was a debate that began in philosophy and never gained
a larger audience. As a philosophic issue, it has not been
centre stage for a number of years. One of ‘the most impor-
tant reasons that it is a problem only in philosophy can be
seen in Kant's explanation of..how the problem began.
"Idealism assumed that the oéiy immediate experience is
inner experience, and that from it we can only infer outer

things" (Kant, B276). As Kant éaw it, Idealism found inner
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experience undeniable because of its immediacy, whereas outer
experience does not share this immed%acy. Thus, some sort of
inference is necessary to establish its reality. Idealism
could f£ind no trustworthy inference. Kant felt he had found
a certain .immediacy in our experience of.outer things, thus
they also were' undubitable.

When the problem was posed in this manner, .the assump-

- tion and the inference had to be justified. In our ordinary

life we have no need to make:any such inference or any such
assumption. We do not infer the reality of things outside

of us because the problem never naturally arises in the form
Kant saw it above, nor dqes the failure to make this inference’
interfere with ouf ordinary actions. That most people do not
engage with tﬁnghilosophical difficulties Kant describes is
not-much in dispute. But should we involve ourselves with
this problem? Is there an ethical commitment to understand
the mode of reality of outer things with which we interact
every day? We cannot ask anyone to concern himself with a
problem that never arises, but Idealism is a problem in
philosophy. Thus, as we look at some examples of Idealist
reasonings, we should keep in mind our guestion about how
this problem arose for them, in hopes of gaining some insight
into whether and why it should arise for us.

With Descartes there began a succession of modern

thinkers who found the reality of things external to them-

selves in need of justification. Internal states were known

. by Descartes with perfect clarity, but there was reason to

N
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doubt material things. The classic piece of reasoning that
led him £o this doubt began with the consideration of certain
f;atural phenomena: dreams, optical illusions, after-images,
ﬁallucinations, et cetera.- These are all examples of natural
experiences in which we are misled by our senses. When in-
volved in a dream or hallucination, we think of dreamt
objects or hallucinated objects as being real. We discover
‘only at a later‘moment that these objects were not real. As
all knowledge of the external comes to us via éne or more of
our senses, how can we be certain we are not misled all the
time? Until we can establish a proof for the general reli-
ability of our senses or a procedure for distinguishing be-
tween illusions;and experiences of actual objects, the
testimony of our senses remains‘in doubt.

Many thinkers have followed Descartes' reasoning up
to this point, then.continued with either a rejection of
Descartes' subsequent proof and a‘proof of their oﬁn, or a
rejection of the.possibility of a proof., Descartes’ prooﬁ:vqﬁﬁ
relied heavily on the existence of God and is not of immedi-
ate interest to this project. What is of interest is the
doubt Descartes describes. Is this the kind of doubt one
normally experiencés? Another of the important ideas we re-
ceive from Descartes is the picture of two distinct realms,
the only connecting link being the channels of the senses.

When Descartes saw the world as two distinct realms, it

became possible to doubt the existence of one realm. The

~\

v
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exterﬁal seemed not to have the clarity or immediacy of the
internal, and to leave room, therefore, for a doubt.

This picture of two distinct realms was followed up
by George Berkeley, but he spoke for Idealism with more con-
vicfion than a mere logical pdssibility could inspire.
Berkeley jnged none of the proofs of the existence of the
external, prior to h%? own writing, as successful and further
claimed that we couldjnever produce a proof such as Descartes
attempted. As Berkeley is one of the most important figures

in the tradition of Idealism we are studying, it may be help-

ful to turn to A Treatise Concerning Human Understanding.

We will not conéider every point Berkeley made, but we will
examine the opening sections of this book where the problem
is introduced. Our intent again is to gain an uﬁderstaﬂding
of the typical style of these arguments.

In just the third section of his Treatise, Berkeley
turns his attention to the definition of the term "exists."
For an object to exist'there must be a certain collection df
sense data that we call by one name. Sensations from objects
usually come &n consistent patterns. We learn that an object
having a given collection of sense data is called a "tractor."
Our decision that there is a tractor in the neé;by field is
determiﬁed by ‘the sensations we receive, (It is important
to note here thaé Berkeley‘has familiar objects in mind--his
example is a table.) As these sensations are internal,

existence has no external reference. If someone were to

speak of the "absolute existence" of an object (existence
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without reference to the object's being perceived, that is,
existence independenf of the internal), Berkeley would £find
this individual "unintelligible".(Berkeley, $#3). lIn Berkeley's
definition, ﬁhe word "exists" can only be used in reference
to these internal "sensations," not to an independent object.

"Sensation" or "sense datum" talk has'played an im-
portant part on both sides of the Idealism/Realism debate;
yet, as we saw iﬁ ouf discussion of Moore, a coherent concep-
tion of this notion is difficuit to come by. We will have to
watch closely to see if Berkeley has not restricted the term
"existence" right out of existence.

This definition of "existence" will be acknowledged
by anyone who looks closely enough, claims Berkeley, but
this is not the complete reasoning behind Idealism. All our
knowledge of the outside world comes to us by way of the
senses, and an object can be considered entirely'in terms of
these sense reports. Why then take another step and claim the
object is outside us at all (Berkeley, #4)? It is imﬁossible
to conceive of an object apart from our sensations of the
object {(Berkeley, #5); thus, to say that the object exists
apart from the sensations'amounts to a further assumption.
Not only is there no need to assume that there is an external
world existing independent of human perceptionlof it, but
this assumption is without foundation.

Berkeley_supports his contention that this assumption
is uncertgin in seyeral ways; Hé looks first at the attempts

of philosophers before him to establish primary gqualities,

T — L I L L
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matter, or originals, and notices the.failure of these at-
tempts. Berkeley asks: Can we ever perceive these alleged
external things? If we can perceive them, then they are
ideas and an idea.cann0£ be an external thing. If they are
not perceivable, then this is to say that a physical objéct
is like something intangible (Berkeley, #8). Being invisible
and_intangipledgoeé"chpletely against our notion of material
objects; thus to claim external things éfe unperceivable
sounds strange to the ear. Fey of us wish to deny that
physical objects are perqgivable, thus Berkeley's twin-edged
attack relies most heavily on the first alternative. We
will return to this, but Berkeley has more seeds of doubt
to sow.

He next.tries to show that all sensible qualities
are relative to the perceiver (Berkeley, #14). What is cool
to one is warm to another. The sweetness of something at
one time is sour to the same person at another time (when
~with a fever). This Berkeley sees as further evidence that
an "object" is a éollection of sense data. How can there be
an enduring material object where there are no sense gualities
that reflect these stable characteristics? The assumption
that there is something physical behind these variable sense
data does not fit with our notion of physical beings--
enduring and unchangeable. |

Though it is not controversial to point out that

heat and sweetness are the sort of sensations that vary



57
(to a certain degree) from individgal to individual,
Berkeley's contention that all the qualities of alleged
"physical objects" are likewise variable is not so obvious.
That this ink is black inspire% few debates ;mong those who
know how to use the word "black." Further, it is at fleast
as doubtful that the disagreement of individuals about the
level of heat or degfee of sweeﬁness-bf1;n object proves
that these qualities exist in the mind alone. The logic here
will certainly need further examination.

Berkeley summarizes the issue by loocking at the
question: "How could ﬁe know that material things exist
outside of us?" He sees only two general possibilities by
which we couild come to this knowledge--~by ouf senses or by
reason (Berkeley, #18): If we consider the khowledgé we re-

ceive from the senses, we notice it is entirely internal.

The senses can only provide us with sensations and thus can-

not bring us any direct knowledge of external objects; “The
senses tﬁén provide us, claims Berkeley, with no facts to

solve his question. Where now can reason lead'ug? In con-
sidering this possibility, Berkeley suggests anfhypothesis.

It is possiblelthat we could have all the ideas we have now,
even if there were no bodies outside us (we need only the

same sensatipns). No object need have an external existence
for us to have the idea of this object. This is illustr;ted
by dreams and illusions. 1In these cases we have the sensations

- without ‘any reference to the external. Berkeley's hypothesis
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then asserts the possibility that a complete concept of the
external world is possible without any independently existing
physical objects. In other words, what i; demonstrated in
dreams énd illusions--sensations without external céuse—-is
possible in every case of our receiving sensations.

In Berkeley's view the above hypothesis r;quires no
special knowledgé--it can be proposed from what is known bf
everyone. But to move from the factrthat we receive sensa-
tions to thq supposition that mgterial things exist is more
than reason can do. We cannot prove the existence of mate-.
rial things, and Berkeley sees the consistency of his above
“hypothesis as a clear indication that we have no need for suéh
a proof. Berkeley concludes earlier that it is "impossible_
that any . . . sensible qualit whatsoever, should exist in
an unthinking subjéct without the mind, or in truth that
there‘should be any such thing as an outward object" «
(Berﬁeley, #15). His conclusion here is somewha£ legs dogmatic:
ththere are external bodies, it is impossible for us (human
‘beings) ever to know this to be the case_(Berkeley, #20).
Bérkeley's logic depends upon divorcing‘any talk of sensations
from an external cause. Talk of existence can only be mean-
iﬁgful in terms of sensations. Objects are then defined in
terms of these orphaﬁed sensations and Berkeley's world
‘becomes entirely internal.

With this, Berkeley congiders his case established.

R

We can see how his central strategy is similar to that of

Descartes. One of the key points for both thinkers is the

Ny ’ ‘ 2 A ' : "
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deductiqgn of the logical possibility that our senses mislead
us in every case. Just as in our dreams we are convinced an
cbject is real, but on awakening find ittko be only a dream,
so in our everyday life it ié logically possibie'that we may
one day—-followihg the analogy--awaken and discover the grand
illusion of material things. But is this a coherent
possibility?

To examine this_possibility, we need to look more
closely at the pﬁenomena which give riée to the argument.
The natural occurrences of optical illusions, drggms, and hal—_ﬂ
lucinations are only momentary. Invariably, at. the end of a
finite duration, usually quite short, we. find ourselves back
in the "real world."i'Idealists do not deny that we know how
to distinguish a dreaﬁ from our awakened state; we would have:
no use for the term "d£éam“ if we could not do this. The
Idealist claim is that we can never be sure that what wé“
call our ‘awakened state is not just another level of illu-"
sion. In the same way that wé can look back on a hallucina-

'

tion and notice our "illusion," we may some day look back on

our everyday interaction with the external world and notice
our grand'iilusion.

What makes it possible for us to judge that a hallu-
cination was in fact an illusion? We might see a chair, make
an attempt to sit on it, and go crashing to the floor. Qn
looking again, we might find no chair--not even splinters or ﬁj
broken pieces. Our normal experience of sitting in chairs

is quite different and provides a éonvenienthcomparison. If
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we are immediately doubtful, we can run through a checﬁ-list
of.comparisbns.l Can we £ouch the chair in ﬁuestion? We can
normally handle chairs. Can we sit on it? Can‘other people
.describe it as we see it? This check-list i Q\Ee useful in
an extreme case, but normally we know almos immed}ately that
this vision does not compare to a real object. With dreams,
we have an automatic release. Almost as soon'as'we'awaken,
the dream reveals itself to be clearly a dream;

When we judge an occurrence to be an iilusion, we are
making a comparison with reality. If we consider the possi-
bility that every occurrence is an illusion, whatpis to be
the ‘basis of this comparison? Do we not need soﬁ@ "reality"
to compare with our illusion? Here an Idealist ﬁight éuggest
that this logical possibility implies thaﬁ cne day a new .
"reality" might come: along ahd show us that our material
world is definitely ideal. But éhis is no better. The
mater}al world is what we call the real world. The material
world is what we turn to when a compariéon is needed. 1If a
new sphere of existence were to enter magically into our
everyday lives, wouldn't we also‘compare this with our notion
of the real? On what grouﬁds could we judgé it to be more
real than what we now know as reality?

This argument for the possibility of an all-
encompassing illusion remains incéherent so long as’né basis
of comparison can be found. If everything is an illusion,

there can be no reality, and "illusion" would lose its meaning.

This argument can prosper only if one fails to look at what

.
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we mean by an "illusion." Berkeley'e defin;tion of the term
"exists" also fails to notice the way %é use the word. In
our everyday 1anguage—practlce, such words as "real® and
"EXlStS" are seldom used in connection with the objects we
are familiar with. The reality of physical objects normally
goee without saying; it is not in question. Waere talk of
existence does enter into our conversations-is in ther cases
of w1tches, ghosts, Santa Claus, and certain space’ bodies
(e.g., comets, ast;o;ds, jianets, moons). The exlstenCe of
another moon of some distafit planet‘may be in question, but
the existence'of our kitchen.table is not. The only case 1
can readily iﬁagine'where one might say that a persen is real
is when it is being explained to a child that Santa Claus is
not real in the way one's parénté or friends are real.

The fact that the reality of familiar objects
~generally éoes without saying is an i@portant consideration

in examiﬁing Berkeley's definition of the term “exiegg."

Berkeley uses the example of the tableqﬁe ‘

-

b esén’*‘ We can
say it exists when we receive a set of serise data that we
normallj call a desk. We miéht do this by meﬁerizing a list
of sense data or a formula that we can compare*with. the sense
data. we are receiviag; But this is becoming exceedingly ‘
complex and further removed from typical behaviour. When

do we the the need to say a desk exists? We do ‘know how te

recognize a desk and thus how to use the word "desk T This

is part of our normal language-practice. I'am not prepared,
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nor do I see' the need, to explore the psychological com~
bquities behind the operation of recognizing a desk.

- As we mentioned above, - the usual context for the
term "exists" is where the egiséénce of someﬁhing is in
question., An astronomer ﬁigh; argue that‘the results of a .
special test indicate that another moon exists‘behin@ some
distant planet. Iﬁ this case we talk of a collection of data
that compares with results from moons of undisputed existence.
(The main'diSPute here may Le the reliability of the testing
procedure, not the procedure of comparing data from a known
moon.) We can talk of collecting data here--to call it
"sense data" does not seem to add anything. But when do we
ever even claim tﬁat a desk exists, let alone coillect datg in
support.of this jﬁdgment? Thus' the most-pecuiiar aspect of
Berkeley's definition of "exists™ is the example he gives.
His definition does have some affinity with the scientific
use 6f "exists" that we discussed above. But again a dis-
cuséion of the existencg of Santa Claus seldom has any refer-.

-

ence to collections of data or evidence, Thus, his defini-

tion does not take into account the various ﬁées of the
term "exists."
I do find myself in sympathy with Berkeley's bewilder-
@ment about "absolute existence." This is a term I also find
less than transparent, ihough for no reason that £esemb1es
those listed by Berkeley. 1In what context would one find
- .
this term employed? Can something have a greater degfee of

existence than plain existence? I cannot readily imagine
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a context in which it would fit. Berkeley's misgivings'over

talking about the existence of an object (presumably such

familiar-objects as desks) without reference to its being

perceived poses no problem for someohe who does not talk
about the existence of familiar objects.

One of our tasﬁs in examining the arguments of
Berkeley is to see hoy_the problem of‘Idealiém g;Z;;s. We
have not seen thus far how a mere logical possibility could
occasion algoubt. Berkeley has also suggested that we make
a false inﬁerenpe about the reality of external things; and
upon seeipg that this inference is unnecessary and invalid,
we will understand his doubt. Tﬁis inference--that material

things exist--could only be made by sense or by reason, and

neither is sufficient for the task. In the case of the pre-

viously undiscovered moon, we can speak of inferences; but

again Berkeley's example isra desk. We simply do not infer
the ¢xistence of such a familiar object as a desk. We can-
not be accused of making a weak inference where no inference
is made at all. It may be the case that some philosophers

make this inference, and thus“Befkeley may be. directing his

criticism to this group. However, if he is criticizing

everyone, then it appears he has not paid enough attention to .

our language-practice.

Yet we have not reéélved the issue of whether we
need to make this inference. We have been suggesting that
the rgglity of the desk goes without saying. 1In tpis sense

£ might be called a "knowing," and we will later want to

oL
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. point out some characteristics that make\{t different from
" common k&owihgs. But if it is a knowing, should we not have
evidence or a proof for it? "Are we not responsible for the
justification of our knowings? I want to reserve these ques-
tions for a later section where we will discuss iﬂ“what sense
this is a knowinq,

Another cause for doubt in Berkeley's mind is the 4
1o§icar trap he composed in Section‘Eight. An object is
either perceiVable or not perceivable. In the first disjunct
it is dependent on'oui perceptions, and %he\second disjunct:
makes no clear sense to Berkeley. - The latter case is also
unfamiliar to most. of us who séeak'readily of perceiving things.
Qur concern, then, is with Berkeley!s logic in the first. case.
He claims that any perception of an object is an idea. If it
is an idea; it is internal. ﬁowever, it is a peculiar way‘of
speaking to iéentify a perceived object with an -idea. Ideas
are generally internal. We sometimes speak of understanding
an idea where “underétanding" is not appropriate for an
object, perceived or not. When can we say an ideg was rained
upon, other than speaking figuratively? To speak of a per- .
ceived object as an idea goes'cbmpletely Egainst distinctions
manifest in normal language-practice, and Berkeley has given
us no explaﬂation for this variance.

The final érgument of Berkeley that we explained
above contains some curious points. He claims that all -charac-

teristics of matter are subject to the same variance of des-

cription as we experience with temperature and taste. From

—
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this premisevhe concludes that variable sensible quaiities
can only represent something just as variable. Material
objects that share these variable qualities are thus clearly
mind depeedentl If they were not, then their qualities would
xbé stable. Upon reading this argument, we can imagine the
tremendous difficulty it would create.in the world of com-
merce. For anj length of cloth a merchént desires to sell,
people must agree on how long it is in ‘order to pay a fair
price. If‘no‘one can agree, the lines will soon back out
into the streets as customer after customer argues that the
piecg“?f clotﬁ is too long or too short. Although such dis-
agreeménts do arise, they are few: and we have methods of
settling them. The situations that‘éctually surround descrip-
tions of length, colour, or shape are not characterized byA
generalgdisagreement. Berkeley may be concerned with some
absolute determination of 1eﬂgth which is remote from the
' level of everyday commerce, but this is not our problem.

Qur conduct in the market place does not reveal the uncer-
tainty Berkeley describeé.

Each of the’ arguments we have considered has failed
to point us to a compelling doubt. But our iniﬁial questions
have gaineg some depth. We have learned something about the
way  this problem arises for philosophers. Although most of
the Idealist reasonings that we ‘considered are weak, there
are some points that remain in question. In a certain sense
people "know" that material things exist, although.it\is a

knowing that generally goes-without saying. Are we then
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responsible for a defense of this knowing? 1Is a defense
possible? This problem will be explored later. Our examples
of Idealist reasonings also give‘us ingight into what sort
of problem Idealism has been for philosophy, and why it has
failed to engage the popular spirit.

We have been concerned w1th how this problem arose
for Berkeley.‘(Our principal considerations have been with
. the reasonings he provides, but a general concern about this
question cannot ignore the influence of Locke. Obviously,
‘other philosophers have helped sustain the Idealist debate.
Locke's piéture of the internal/exteinal connection involves
"imperceptible bodiés" which travel to us from external
0223535 and give rise to ideas. Thus the external is removed
from us, and we have only the reports of these bodies. When
‘Locke turns his attention to the existence of external
objects, he can come up with no better name for them than an
"unknown something."10

The question of who influenced a particular Idealist
is of little helé in our effort to discover if the idealist
reasonings can generate a doubt for me. That Locke had an
influenée on Berkeley can only suggest that we examine Locke
for reasons that put in question‘material reglity. Our sur-
vey of some of the major reasons for doubting the external

has failed to lead us to a compelling doubt. The lack of-:

10John Locke, An Essay Concerning Human Understand-

ing, abridged by Richard Taylor, The Empiricists (Garden
Clty, New York: Dolphin Boocks, 1961), pp. 52-62.
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soundness in the logic of Berkeley and Descartes is the prime
reason for this failure.

Another cue to help us understand the failure of.
these Idealist reasonings to generate a doubt can be found in
a brief look at their style. Idealist arguments have some
similarity to scientific reasoning. As we noticed in our
discussion of Berkeléy's definition of "exists," it appears
that only in a scientific context would the word be used as
he describes it. Sucﬁ concepts as "logical possibilities“
and "sense daté" also remind one of'scientifig reasoning.
Logiéal péssibilities play an important role in any axiomatic
study where one unaqcoﬁnted possibility can be a monkey-wrench
in a grand theory. "Sense data" may not have a direct use
in scientific language—practice,'but it does seem“appropriaté

in disdussions of sound waves, scents, and light quanta.
Further, such guestions as, "Does an eleventh planet exist in
our solar s#stem?" share a gfammatical similarity ﬁith ques-
tions like "Does fhis desk exist?” Whether or not the growth
of Idealism was given any impetus By scientific developments
is not my prime concern. Berkeley's use of "existence" can
only be compared to our écientific use. When a child asks
about the existence of Santa Claus, proofs and counter¥proofs
are not called for; but when an Idealist puts in guestion the
existence of his desk, his reasoning bears at least some
resemblance to the style . we call scientific.

The most sériking difference between these two disci-

plines is that science virtually never questions the
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existence of objects which are familiar to everyone and about
which né one outside of philosophy has any doubts.. Few
scientists have ever shared Idealist sympathies. But.even if
a scientist were also a philosopEer who doubted the existence
of his telescope, the procedures by which he studies a distant
moon would not be 'valid for the study of the existence of
familiar obﬁects. The principles of astronomy cannot help us
with the Idealist problem. This raises another question:
_What procedures are valid? Idealism cannot even compare
cases as there is no basis for comparison. Science compares
data from moons of ‘known existence to data_from moon; which
are in dispute. If all external objects are in dispute,
there can be no comparison. What methods can we use to prove
or disprove material existence? This is another question to
which Idealism owes us an answer.

Idealism--posed in a context bearing some resemblance
to science4-deménds of those who claim a knowledge of the
existence of material things a logical deduction in_support h
of that knowledge. Our look at so@g Idealist reasoning has
failed to turn up the "obvious" doﬁht to which Berkeley.éug-
gested refléctiveness would lead us. This generates certain
suspicions about the demand that we must justify our belief
in the external rkality. In what sense can we be said to
"know" physical rjgli;y? Is this the sort of knowing for

which we need a justification? What we need at this peint

is a closer look at our attitude toward material things.
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Our Attitude to Material Things

M

Though we have not considered all Idealist aigumgnts,-
we can say, in defense of those Berkeley calls the "illiterate
bulk of mankind," that we have seen no reasoniné that tends
to cast the shadow of a doubt-on the physical world. We have
agreed ali along with Berkeley that we are generallf unper-
turbed about the existence of familiar things, but more can
be said about our attitude toward them. One thing we can do
i; look at our language-practice. We have noted that the

reality of familiar objects generally goes without saying.

It enters explicitly into common language-ﬁrgctice ohly when
we are confronted by Idealist questions. What does enter
into cdmmon language-practice that reflects our attitude to
material things? Can we find support in our language-
practice for the picture of two distin®t realms tha£ we have
seen in Ideaiist arguments? Or, as Kant hés suggested, is
-this a weakness in the Idealist argument? How is this
internal/external distinction pictured in our langaage-
practice? |

When we think bf the internalror the mental, two
things come immediately to mind--ideas and emotions. More
specifically, many things come to mind that we consider
emotions—-guilt; happiness, disappdintment, fear,.scorn,
loneliness. ﬁhat would it be like for these émotions to gé
strictly internal? One Idealist.assumption is that we havs
immediate access to our internal states and thus they are .

never in doubt. If emotions are strictly internal, does
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this meaﬁ'that an individual is the only one with indisputable
access to his interna% feelings? To consider something as
strictly intergal, we need some such feature which makes the
distinction strict. As everyone has equal access to the
extérpal, indisputable access would provide this distinction.

Our everyday experience with emotions does not sup-
port a radicél split befween the internal and the external.
If a soldier were to flee in the face of a battle, he could
steadfastly claim that his privileged contact with his inter-
nal state proveé he was courageous, yet his actions spegﬁ
clearly of his fear. If someone with a scowl on his ﬁ%ée
kicked his dog and told us how happy he felt, we woulé not
be convinced. -We can run through a great list of emotions
and find that in our normal experieﬂces, external conditions
and behaviour are closely associated with our feelings.

There are cases where we make mistakes in our interpretations
of somecne's feelings. If we were to walk into a room and
see a woman crying, we might not guess that it was relief at
news that her husband had just been released from a foreign
prison. There are also‘cases where someone makes an effort
to conceal his internal feelings by altering his actions.

But our everyday experienée of emotions does not support -the
conclusion tHat the individual has sole and indisputable;
access ‘to his own internal state. We are most often correct
in denying someone's testimony of happiness in thé face of

contrary external manifestations.
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Literature also provides examples of how our internal
state is often revealed in- our actions. Playwrights give
1nstructlons to actors concerning the internal feelings that
they are to dlsplay. G. B. Shaw introduces Alfred the dust-
man in Pygmalion with this short description:‘
He has well-marked and rather interesting features and
seems equally free from fear and conscience. He has a
remarkably expressive voice, the result of a habit of
giving vent to his feelings without reserve. His

present pose is that of wounded honor and stern
resolution.

An actor is not likely to complain that stern resolution is
a mental attitude and belongs entirely to the lnternal He
L is tralned to set his face and bearlng with a look that gives
the message of his stern resolution. When Theodore Roethke
writes in his poem "Open House“'
My heart keeps open house,
My doors are widely swung.
An epic of the eyes
My love, with no disguise.
we are not struck by any peculiarity in saying that what one
thinks and feels shows through. a

Emotiens are something we call "internal" as opposed
to "external"; they are "intangible" as opposed to "tangible";
they are "mental" as opposed to "physical." We are not deﬁy-
ing that these two realms exist, rather we are trying to
understand the kind of separation they.display in our normal
experiences. Our emotions are intimately connected with the
external by means of facial features and actions. Not only

are emotions interpreted on an external level, we also speak

of their inspiration in external terms. We are happy with
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the weather, angry with our friends, or saddened with our
fortune. Seldom do we speak of an emotion apart from its
source. It is difficult to envision a strict border between
the interﬁal.and the external when one thinks of the emotibns.
There are many ext;;nal aspects that are an integral part of
our feelings.

Emotions are only part of what we consider the inter-
nal. We could also list a number of ideas. Scientists have
brillijiant ideas, mothers have useful ideas,.teachers have
imaginative ideas, and, on some occasions, each of us has all
these kinds and more. One feature of ideas that indicates
external connections is that ideas can be shared. Books,
speech, and sometimes gestures convey ideas. We speak of-.
widespread or pervasive ideas. More than one person can have
the same ‘idea. Yet few of us are in danger of confusing
ideas and cement*blocks. Ideas are recognized as internal.
We speak of someone as ha&ing a secret. We cannot overhear
someone thinking to himself. Ideas are, in many ways, more
private than emotions, but not exclusively private.

We can think of countless examples of expressions
that advert to what goes on inside someone--his braiﬁ or
nervous system. We have countless exﬁressions‘for what goes
on with someone's body and its interaction with things arcund
it. These expressions often go in tandem~-referring to the
internal and external conditions in one sentence. "He
smiled with confidence as he began his serve." Other expres-

sions show a.mapipulatioﬁ of the external to conceal the

+
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internal: "His smile fooled exeryone but himself.", or the
reverse, "No one else believed his smile," where we censor
the real situation. We have all these types of expressions
and no one type is preferable. We can think of countless
cases where we use each type of expression.

We do recognize two realms, the internal and the -
external, but our langhege—practice does not suggest distinct
boundaries. It is no more correct for us to suggest in one
case that one's internal condition is hidden from us than it
is to suggesr in another case that it is an "open house."

It is difficult to conceive_how our emotions and idees are
strictly internal. we caﬂnot say they are hidden from those
around us, nor can we say that our language-practice reveale
a preference for those.expressions that reflect two distinct'
realms. Nor cen we say they are completel} indepen&ent.
Emotions without their external manlfestatlons are llfeless
and not wholly bellevable. Emotions without external causes
are also rare. In what other sense can they be strictly
internal? ’

When the Idealists claim that the internal is more
obviously real, while the external is in‘need of juStifiSi:’
tion, he implies a boundary betweefi these two that is much‘
sharper than that reflected id our language~practice-~we do
not normally speak of twe distinct realms. To call the
interhal immediate, and the external removed, is to forget
that often they are intimately eonnected. Looking at our

.

language-practice would not inspire the radical division
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between the internal and external that we have seen in
Idealist concepts. The only way our language-practice could
suggest this radical division is if we looked at only one type
of linguistic expression--those that emphasize the split.
ImagipabI?} a concern that we are unable to demonstrate or
pfgte the external world as existent, could lead one to see
the world in terms that are amenable to this way of apeaking.
As we mentioned in the previdus‘section, when we givelthe
issue a scientific character, it is natural to look for such

things as "evidence" and "absolute certainties." Wgs are more

apt to thlnk in terms of "sense data" than "language~pract1ce

As we have p01nted out, .Idealism is not an eabtr?cal thesis
anll does not offer empirical grounds for doubting the exis-
tence of physical things. We are still left with our ques-
tion of why soéeone would begin to think in terms of a
radical dualism and thus go against the commonest language-
practice. The exhortation that we must question the reality‘
of external thingps is losing its sting.

°W@ can speak of our ability to use language as a
knowing. In this sense 'we'could make a long list of things
we know, for éxamplé, vocabulary. In considering our atti-
tude toward material things, we have been con51derlng some of
tgﬁse knowzngs. When an Idealist examines his store of know-"
inés to determine which are certain and which in doubt, the
fact that he has aommand.of hia mother-tongue is far from

doubtful. When Descartes found that the onlx thing he knew

.for certain was that he had thoughts, he neglected to mention

-
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that he was able to think in both French and'Latin. When I

examine the.counsel of many philosophers, including Idealists,
to believe nothing for which I do not have clear evidenée, my
command of English is never in dgﬁgt. One thing that comes

with my knowledge of English is how to use a gfeat many names
of "physicél objects." e ’

There is another fact of grammar I wi%h to mention

here: the words "is" and "are" often mean the same as "is
1 L .

- -
.

called“ and "are called. in‘our language. _If someone asks,
"What is that called?"-wé ﬁa& well reply,'"Tha£ is a smoke-
stack." Children learn that ?his coloﬁr is blue 'and ¢s
called "blue." . There is not complete synonymy bétwéeﬁ these
two sets of terms. . Thére are contexts in which we want to
know what something is called {meaning titled--for example,
a statue) not what it . is. At times we ask Qpat something is
when we want more information about héw to classify it than ) "
cén be discerned from the name. In the case of mermaias, we
may understand éomeone who claims there are mexmaids; but no
one can point/;o somethimg and éay this is called é mermaid.

With these re;%rvations we can still list>~two grammatical

A

facts: We know how to use a great many words_that are the

names for physical objects, and the words "is" and,"are" are

often interchangeable with "is called" and "are called.” =

These are noflstartling facts, nor do they seem.immediakeiy-

relevant. to the Idealist demand that we prove the existence .

of external objects.
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Con51der then an Idealist who points to an object and
demands that I prove its exifstence 1ndependent of its being
perceived. Looking at the object, I see immediately that it
is what is commonly known"aska desk. ' I answer his demand by
eaying: “This is a desk."” This expresses my lingﬁistic

knowing. What else do I need. to know about the desk? No need®

arises lnfo r everyday 1anguage-pract1ce to assert ything

about the existence of Eﬁflﬁfsk. I can say w1th complete

confidence that it is a desk--confidence inspired\py knowing o

speak English. His insistence that I must prove the

the desk is now less ceegeliing. " To embrace .
hat 1s, to feel I dm ln need of a proof) there

must be some uncertalnty. Yet my language practice inspires
confldence——I know how to refer '‘correctly to external objects.
Thegburden is now witp the Ide?liét to‘exglain.why I should 4

embrace a problem thay does not arise for me, and how I am

o
to see it as a problem in the contexts of my ordinary experi-
ences. Ik*this case the most important of these ordinary

ekperiences are those of dqubting'apd kneeipg. Can Idealism,
as e‘problem, fit/in naturally with our ordfhery doubts?
"Along the'same.line, does our "knowledge" of the ‘existence
of material things fif'in naturaily‘with our ordiﬁafy rknow-

9
- ings? These are the questions, we want to examine in the next////

section. . (\ ¥ ' ‘

g . S
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Is This Problem Mine?

The Idealist admenition that we should justify what
normally goes without saying about the existence of the
phy51cal world--or that th;s problem is oursJ;brings with it
several assumptions. One is that we can treat it as a prob-
lem, that is, examine our "knowings-"‘ Tn our look at the
historical grounds of thlS probiem, we found it generally

began when the existence of the external came into doubt.

For me to understand Ideal}sm as ahEroblem, T must understand
this*doubt. As it stands #or me, the existence of familiar
ohﬁects g without sayin;\B Unless this comes into question,
I have no problem. Doubting is an experience that.I am well

. acquainted with, but-thiséiigff seems to require a special

effort.

“a
)

In our attempt to understand what doubting the exter-
1 nal world involves, we may best begin by reminding ourselves
of a few common doubts., The story of the fishérman who
'returns more often with large stories than large flSh is not‘
7 an‘undommon one. The spread of his hands may be the true
length of the lost fish, but his past record of fish stories
gives us reason to suspect his 1ntegr1ty. On the other hand
there are a great many fisherman who seldom bring home stories
without‘the fish to match; and.when they do so, thelr storles
are generally accepted;- Unless a controversial clalm 1s_m de .
éi;ﬁ (no fish has ever been caught in this lake that matches his":5

description) or the teller has a record of exaggeratlon, then’

!
" we generally trust his story. One\bf,our habits is to
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treat everyday reports as true. Onlf when something sounds
odd do we entertain doubts.

hDoubting a report is a doubt of the simplest kind.
There are examples of doubts that are gquite common and at

least as grand as ‘doubting the existence of physical things.

& . L]
_For 'instance, the existence of God is a controversial issue.

Some people find the thought of a universe without a God in-
comprehensible. The presence of God is as clearly felt as

the presence of a livingroom chair--there is no room for

doubt. On the other extreme, some people regard the existence

of God as a myth. For this person, God might be considered
a symbd; that people have invented and usé to comfort them-

‘selves in time of trouble. Thére are any arguﬁents for

either side. Another group of

existence of God. It is juét as easonable that God exists

o

as that ﬁe'does not. Often they ¢an find no argument on
either side that is conv¥
of God because they see it 'as a reasonable alternative that
hé does not exist. .

It seems to be a general feature of doubts that they
ipvolve a coherent alternétiﬁe. ‘This also expléins why
doubts are involuntary. When we are tconfronted with the
facts of a tragic eventm—sudﬁ as the smoldering ruins 6ﬁ»our
house--we cannot doubt those faéts as no alternative is _
\g?parent. No amount of desire (short of delus%on) caﬁ briné
us doubt.. As creatures we, seem better equipped fpr avo;diﬁg
' doubts wheﬁ tFe af%ernatives are unpleasaqg than we éfe at

. -. ‘ "h » - N ‘; N

s e

fegg\fgz?ﬁ abdut the

g. They can doubt the existence

‘o
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raising- doubts on demand. Iﬁ order for us to experience
doubt, we must be aware of a reasonabie alternative, and we
cannot manufacture such alternatives at will.

The f;ct that our ordinary doubts involve a clear
possibility of things being otherwise is an important cons%@—'
eration in explalnlng the phenomenon that people do not gener-
ally doubt the existence of familiar objects. An Idealist
who suggests that our conventionalrattitude toward phyéical
things should be subjéct to doubt must explain to us a co-
herent alternative. What would it be like'if physical
things.did not exist independent of our éerception.of them?
Only when we are faced with such an alternativé.possibility

can we regard his doubt seriously as a doubt. (We will con-

sider the possibility that his "doubt" is not an ordinary

" doubt, but rather a philosophic exergise.)

We .can desdribe our attitude toward material things

Aas an absénce of doubt. Our project, then, is to imagine

wha@ﬁithwd//g e like if materlal things digd not have an in-
dependent exlste ce. This task of imagining will involve
varloqs aspectg” How would our language-~practice be affected?
How would physical things appear to us? These are the typeﬂ
of questions we wa t6 explore, .

If éccepting dealism demanded a visual act of & new
dimension, then I would certainly faf¥. The world. dooks guite
solid to me. It seems fair ﬁo assume that no such act is
required. It is unlikely ﬁhat Berkeley saw his table any less

clearly than the average person today. - Idealists séeak of

\\ i

Tt
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the actual existence of-an object., It is an object's exis-

tenge apart from its appearance that they wish to question.

o imagine ﬂow our language-practice would be af-

- fected, we might start by considering two parents--one a
strict Idealist, the other ajRealist——teaching their childéen.
In either faéily, the fact that they have such strong con-
victions makes the@ atypical. The parents are likely philos-
ophy professors. The children might learn to say the‘appro—
priate maxim: "There are no physical objects existing outside
of us," or "There are so." But these phrases would seldom
arise in their normal child@ood activities. Both children
would learn to ask for a pony ride by calling the pony a
"pony." The familiar phrase, "pass the milk," would refer to
the same jug. The Idealist child might be taught to preface
any reference to external.objects with a phrase of caution:
"Pass me the appearance we call milk." We discussed speech
patterﬁs of this nature in Chaptexr II, The Realist child‘
might be taught to scbff at these p:efac;s. The point is'
that the difference in speech patterns would.amount to littIé
actual dif;erence. Each child would still refer to external
objects ‘even if one child qualified'eéch reference.

Idééi&fts claim that even if we think of tﬁg material

- _; world as totall;\aependént oh percéption for its existence,

it would still look the same and we would interact with
physical objects in much the same way. But what wo;ld happen

to many of our familiar institutierf8) such as history, geology,
- -

and even looking for something we have forgotten about for

A
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days? If we assume thaﬂ material things have no-éxisfe;ce
outside of oﬁr perception, the study of history seems meaning-
less.. What would it mean to say something Eggg-to exist?

This might mean that it‘uSed to be perceived. But how could
we ever know that anything used to be perceived?‘ TO know
thlS, we would have to perceive the perceiver, and thls is
somethlng we can only do in our lifetime. Hlstory'before we
were born, then, woqld have no factual support. Geology
W?uld’be in a similarlbind.

. . .Our project, then, has sh}fted to trying to imagine
‘what the world would be like without many of our familiar

[N

institutions. The project of imagining is assuming gargantuam

proportions. How many institutions will fall with the loss.
of material things? How far-reaching are the effects of each
loss? Is an Idealist who demands that we doubt the existence ‘
of the physical world aiso demanding that we ‘imagine what the

world would be like without many of our familiar iﬁééitutions?'

It is incum;ent upon £he Idealist to explain a coherent alter-

native. Here the effort requifed is vast. . It would appear,

then, that we are perfectiy consistent in maintaining our

attitude toward material things——absence of doubt--until such

an alternative is explained. .
I3 . £y
T . . "y
Cne of the claims repeated in this essay is that the

independent ex;stence of physical objects is a knowing that\

"gene;ally goes without saying. This claim, though highly
descriptive, is still in need of clarification. Moore called
this a common ;enSe knowing, yet it has séme striking.

.
)

2 B ey =4 ERa TR Ll o2 B ke PP gt



82
differences from what we generally consider common knowings.
If we consider a few examples of common knowings, these
differences become apparent.

One thing everyone has known since early childhood is
which is one's right hand and which is one's left. We can '
buy cﬁaldren's shoes with the markings clearly printed on
each shoe.. Knowing our right and left hand is of’considerable
help in following directions and instructions. If we do for-
get, we can always refer to these shoes to set us s;raight.
This knowing comes complete with usefulness in our normal
activitie§. We also know that a certain plant with fern-1like’
leaveé has a\Farrotlfor a roat. If we see sucp a plant, we
can pull it up and fina the carrot. The usefulness of this
knowledge is clear.to all who enjoy carrots. In this case
we have--in addition to usefulness—-a testing procedure as
well (at least for:those of us who know what barrots taste
like). RN

Another example that has a more cugidﬁs history is
our knowledge that the earth is round} ATﬁisﬂd;es not _enter
into everyone's practical experience (that is, travell ng.
around the world), but we still speak of thé orbit A\\\\,/’
astronauts, the sun and the moon. The usefulness éf knowing
this is experienced by thosé’who devise.travei patterns for
plénesh ships, or rockets. Years ago'it'was widely believeq
that the earth was flat. 'This theory had not been tested
as no one had been to the endS‘of-thQQE;at eﬁ;th, but it was -

commonly considered knowledge. Our knowledge today is Based

~
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on scientific reports, but this example doeé illustrate that
we have been wrong about "common knowings" in the‘past.
Simply because something is common1§ believed does not make
it kqowlédge. What we want to point out here is that these
examples of common‘knowings exhibit di;£;nbt differences from
our "knowledge" of ordinary physical objécts.

One of the prlme reasons that our knowledge of the <“Jf
f;dependent existence of phy51cal objects generally goes with-
out saying is that it has no practical use. What situation .
normally develops in which we have to assert this knowledge?
When we interact with the external--sit in chairs, talk to | L
people, or any of countless normal activities--d;>we express |
a confidence in their actually being there? I think a lack
of confidence wouié'certainly crimp my activity. But most
Idealists do no£ counsel us to cease ény of our normal con-
duct. They do not feel that these interactions with the
external are dependent upon a confidence in its independent
existence. It is true that we do-not bring any decision ' L
about external existence into our normal activities. 'ngg,
-there is no active sense in which we use our “khowledge“ of
external existence. '

 Another clear difference between ordinar§ knowings
and thoée that go without saying is the evidence that can be
called inndefence of the former. We can cook the carrot-like
roo§ and‘tagtg it. We can orbit around the world and note

. ¢,
1ts contours. On the other hand, no evidence was considered

by those who do not doubt external -existence, We might be .

. . ’ s
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able to marshal evidence if a sceptic confronted us, but this
would be evidence cited after the fact. We can believe s@me—
thing solely on the grounds of faith, but this is not what is
meént here., There is evidencé for Ehe existence of the mate-
rial world, but it is not cited gscause we do not normally
form a judgment or draw a conclusion--instances where evidence
is usually required. It is also true that evidence does- not

play a part in the grammatical knowing which is our right and .

left hand. This we knowuby virtue of knowing how to\use the
. words "right" and I"11zaft." We can trace this kﬁpwing back to
our early language tr;ining. This is also different from our
knowings that go without saying. Something that does not
have a place in language-practice can hardly be called a
grammatical knowing. |

‘ There is a sense, then, in which we want to say we
"know"” the physical world is real, but it cannot be considered
simply another common knowing. Our knowing that material ~
tﬁings exist is not alone in the category of knowings that
go without saying. Therg are‘mahy others, and in some respects
they are knowigas of the simplest sort. Many can be found in
Moore's list of common knowings: "The earth had exiséed for
many years before my body was born,” "I have had many experi-
ences before." -We can-even find such knowings in the ethical
realm: "My ethical bonds are closer to other human beings
than to popéicle sticks." There are many such as these that
we would want to.call."knowings," but théy do not arise in

) ‘ .
out everyday language-practice. . _Fb
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| With any knowing that we arrived at by an examination
~and evaluation of the evidence, doubt can arise. New evidence
can crop up, or we can find errors in our reasoning. These
are traditional occasions of doubt. We also know how to go
Aabout settling such doubts. The new evidence can be examined;
a charge of a logical error can be considered. We can re-
evaluate a conclusion. These traditional éircumstances of
doubt are not available in the case.of knowings that go with-
. out saying--unless we have come to think of them as conclusions.
To offer new evidence or a new’éValuation of the evidence is
not relevant as long as I remember ;hat sort of knowing this
is. |

How we acqﬁire a knowing is an‘important aspect of
it. Most GOf ‘us accept the scientific report that the earth
revolves around the sun. If someone claims this is untrue,
we leave the response. to the scientists. We know our height
by direct measurement and are generally wiliing to submit to
a re-measurement if a dispute arises. How is it that we have
come to know the kind of simple knowings that g;herglly go
without saying? This question touches upon a key difficulty
in considering these as simple "knowings." Theﬁfact that
these knowings generally go without séying impliés that they
have no typical formulation, ?he "illiterate bufk of mankind"
do not find their peace by checking Berkeley's claims against
._their'bwn metaphysical convictions. We do not have these
convictions recorded like-shgrt metaphysicalqmanifestoes Or

empirical knowings that we memorized in school.
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This knowing>cgmes to the surfacew-ig formulated--

only when we are confronted by an Idealist charge that we can
never justify the independent existence of the external.

This charge conflicts with our linguistic confidence indrefer~
ring to things outs¥de of us. The Idealist charge does not
conflict with anything we can call a conclusigﬁf, We knew how
to use the names of physicai.objects and do so with no quali-

fication. The Idealist doubt grates against our confidence

in history, or against our homely practice of looking for

"something that has been forgotten for several days. Our

"knowing" can be said to come from this bonflict, inasmuch as
it beéomes formulated in response to Idealist claims. Often
the wording of this "knowing” borrows froﬁ the Idealist
question.
| This still does not explain how we come to know ﬁhis
Simple knoHing; and as long as we spegk in these terms, we
tend to 100k for such things as evidence and reasons. It
mlght be safer to say we come to know such 51mple know1ngs
as we learn our way about, as we learn how to speak, as we
learn about our .practices of studylng history, or learn to
lock for forgotten objects. For us to doubt them would be
to go against all this early training. ThlS‘lS certainly not
hé;?lwe could be expected to do at an insfant'é notice,

sonmet

Have Idealists acquired a special ability to doubt?

If we look at the historical example of'Ideaiist thinkers,

© it is apparent that this “doubt" is not a doubt in the ordi-

nary sense. = When Descartes suspended belief in material

: &
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things, it was only for a few hours at a time--while he wrote.
'During his hours away from his desk, he regarded material
thiﬁgs with the same' confidence as the rest of us. Hume-
also expressed his inability to carry his doubts to the dinﬁer
téble.' Doubt for these thinkers was an é;erciée of suspending
belief, carried on within a philosophical program, and each
found little difficulty in turning it on or off at will.

Berkeley also found his philosophic doubt difficult
to reconcile with his everyday existénce. Instead of sus-
pending his "suspension of belief," Berkeley re-established
all the familiarx institutions that were lost by placing them
in the ali—encompassing perception of God.. In -this way he
could ekplain'the uniformity found[in our intermittent per-
ception of physicai objects as well as give credence to such
studies as history. The need for thié initial suspension of
belief in_ths external was to .give each thinker an objective
position from which to examine the justification for the inde-
pendent existence of physicaL %Pjects. Only with all former
convictions annulled, he believed, can one objectively justify
any claim about external existence.

Aé we have éointed out, there is no need to justify
what is not a conclusion; nor do we have a need to ﬁake such
a conélusig:’ What bellef;doés this suspenSLOn of belief
suspend? Is our knowledé/]thatl@aterlal things have an
exxstence lndepend&ht of our perceptlon of them--a know1ng
that generally goes w1thout say1ng—~the ort .that can be

. easily suspended? Suspending belief #n material existence

N .
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means that one is tohmake'no judgment which depends upon it
as a suypporting premise. We have found no role for thlS
khowigg. It does not support any of our normal judgments.
The sort of judgments Idealists want to make, for which this
knowing would be lnadmlss1ble as a premlse, is not\the sort
of judgment that we need to make.

Not only do we have no need to justify aécepting the
existence of physical objects, but this project itself raises
some serious questions. The aim of a suspension of be;ief in

if to use only gvidence which can be exciusively

myone's internal states in seeking td justify

Can we‘withdraw all our beliefs in the external
and still function well enough to perform this project? Is
there anything that is necessary to this project that we must
let go of during this philosophic exercise? One thing that
seems absolutely necessary to the.work of Idealists ia the
ability to use language correctly.. Withoﬁt a consistent use
of words, we can only speak nonsense. .Qur process ef‘learn—
ing to speak correctly is to a latge degree dependent upcn
our entering into a.;anguage community. Sinceaye learn hoﬁ
to use words in a way that conforms to our language‘community,
the meaning of a word or phrase is heavily dependent upon its
“T~_public use. 1In this sense the reactions of those around us !
are a basic influence in learning how to use language cor—..
re tly and knowing when we are doing so. 2

How are we to know if.we are using language correctly

we accept no feedback from the outSLde communlty? Are-
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we able to trtet the use of language that we learned from '
others? As ehildren we learned how to use the words of our
language. We learned colour words, the names of hundreds of
things, actioh%yo}de, and solon. If one day we learned to
call our balleen-"hlae“Aand'the next day called it "red," we
were corrected. Left on oﬁr own we would have only‘our . . &
memory to tellaus how we used "blue" the day‘before; Can we ~

~

expdain our consisten& use of words entirelp with reference

: =, . -
to our memory? To answey these questions would require

£ ' . -
another the51s There have been a number of studies done on

the p0551b111ty of:a prlv te language (some are llStEd 1n the
~

bmblgography) An Idealist who uses his languagebafter he

» ' hg; suﬁpended all bellef in. the external world has thereby, ;//'
. Il 1.'t seégs, adcepted the view that a prlvate language is pos- //
:ﬁ. Slbl@. We _can ask of him that he 3ust1fy this position bef/;e
he can cogently demand that others take part in his projec!j\ =
At this point I feel far less concerned with the _t’\y. 3

Ideaiist problem. Instead of.feeling‘the burden imposed by

a belief in need of justlflcatlon, I am remlnded of my abll-

-
.

ity to/pse language correctly. My normal activities can go

unhampered by aﬁ%:need to provide a philosophical foundatlon

for them. I simply do not normally make Qudgments about the .8
X
R existence of the external world- and my confldeECe in it is

reasonable in the llght\of my language ablllty, plus ‘other

thlngs that we might caL} evidernce, as well as the lack .of co-
-

herency in the Idealist alternatlve. There are many unan-‘

/fwered questlons the I@e list owes us answers to if he Wants to h)
. 1n51st that his probled 1s . also mlne. S
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One Other Logical Possibility

We have made the point that these knowings that
generally go without saying are not conclusions. We do not
‘establish them from more basic premises. In this respect
they remind us a little of mafhematicaiwaxioms. Can an Ideal-
ist claim a role like that of Gauss or Riemann who developed
new sets of axioms and thus new systems of mathematics? Can
we find a new set of basic beliefs about the world that is
somehow more efficient? What I want to do in this section
is look at a comparison between basic axioms and these simple
"knowings." v

The notion of an axiom in mathematics has not been
with us nearly so long as mathematics.itself. As later mathe-
maéicians tried to prove every law.that their earlier coi—
leagues had accepted, it was discovered that some of the most
simple mathematical truths resisted proof. 'No amount of ef-
fort could establish a deduction for these obvious truths.
This search for proof led mathematicians to éttempt proofs
by contradiction. Here théy assumed propositions that were
in oppoéition to thé-accepted laws and examined the conclu-
sions that resulted from these neﬂ‘assumptions. They were
looking for résﬁlts that contradicted one another. ‘At this
poinf they discovered completely coherent systems could be
established upon what appeared to be absurd postulates. It
turned out later that some of these systems were highly useful.

From this point on, the notion of axioms has developed.

They are the accepted postulates upon which a system is

L
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grounded. ALL proofs and laws are based .on these axioms.
Axioms are not established from anything more basic,\thus we
cannot guestion their foundation in tﬁé way we can for laws
and theorems. If we accept a system, we thereby accept the
axioms in that sfstem. If someone disagrees with these
axioms, it is not beéause they are true or false, but rather
because they are deemed not useful for the projéct at hand.
Rejecting a system is not a matter 6f a proof, but rather of
demonétrating a superior systeé for a given task. It can be
shown that Euclidean geoméfry is‘inaccurate for global'surééys.
A new system haﬁing a different set of axiems is used for
surveys on a global scale.

In other sciences, we can see how theoretical frame-
works have changed from time to time, in a way at least com-
éarable to the way axioms have changea. Phenomena which new
technology displayed for the scientist could not .be explained
by the existing postulates. In physics the Newtonian system
gave way to the Einsteinian.r In optics the particle theory_
gave way to the waﬁe theory, and then to the quantum theory.
In most sciences similar transitions can be traced. As our
ability to observe the universe expanded--with microscopes
as well as telescopes, and many other devices--science had .
té reach for new explanations. Existing postulates occasion-
ally proved insufficient; a‘'new system was born, and new
explanations found.

Is Idealiém banging at the door with a new set of

v
axioms to replace our time-worn set of knowings that go

¢
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without saﬁing?\ we regara material things as having ag exis-
tence independent of ouf'thinking about them. Is this cpﬁ-
parable to an axiom in a systém that is outdated?  rs this
like an axiom at ail? Axioms generally are such simple mathe-
maticai'truﬁhs that they seldom appear in written proofs.

Larger steps are used which incorporate the axioms but make-

no mention of them. Yet there are occasions when axioms are

.
Y

raised--when a student questions a step of the axiom is re-
considered a&oné with the'system.' But knowings éhap go with-
out Qaying do not play a role inlour eferydgy feasonings, noxr
do they eveﬁ appear. =

If we look at an example of a simple and common rumi-
nation, can we see any role for the simple “kgowings" of
Moore? If I misplace a book, I might retrace my steps in
imagination to try to remember where it was left. As I re-
call going into the pantry, it may occur to me that I left it
there. I return aﬁd there it is. At no time do I assure my-'
self that the book did not leave existence while I was not
thinking about it. Do any of the propositions I might utter,
such as "I remember now, ‘I left the book in the pantry,"
depénd for their justification on any of the propositions
Idealists demand we prove? Such premises as "The book existed
even while I was hot thinking of it," "Objects héve existence
independent of my consciousness," or "This book rested comfort-
ébly'in the mind of God while it was not in my consciouéness"l
are not tbe sort that have. any role in this simple rumination.

Why would someone want me to justify this statement by doing
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anything other than going to the\pantry and having a look?
This proposition is hot generally given a defence, thus
thinking about defending it is peculiar. Further, what clear

alternative is there to the book's existing when I am not

tHinking about it? The klnd of statements we make or think
in such situations are not in need of ratlonal justification.

What makes knowings that go without saying radically
distinct from axioms is that they ﬁo not play a role, as far
as I can see, in our reasoning. We can find 51mple know1ngs
(other than axioms) associated with mathematics that compare
with these in that they go without saying andjplay no active
role. '“We are the sort of being%(that can draw lines,
angles, and closed plane figuies.", This contrasts clearly
with axioms and is not the Tyée of knowing any mathematician.
desires to replace.

The essential claim made by those who argue for a new
system;~new axioms in mathematics-or a4 new theoretical frame-
work in science--is that the old system is not efficient or
is simply inaccurate. TIf the knowings Moore gathered in his
"Defence" do not play any role in our reasonlng, how could a
new set of knowings play a more effective one? It 1sla mis;

-

take to look at these knowings as axioms. They do not fit

into anything that can be called a system, nor can we re-
place them at will. Nor)can we say these basic knowings form
a system themselves. The concept of alsyetem'as we know it
in mathematics ehtails a group of axioms ahd laws that work

together to generate a consistent set of laws and theorems,
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but Moore's and similar proposi%ﬁ;ns do not work to generate
any of our gommon knowings, o;JAny of our-confidence in.

~ p
. external things. The new bggic postulates of Idealism (for
‘ ¢

4

example, all external existence is dependent upon percebtion)

. do not serve us better. They introduce a number of problems \

S~ as to the fate of our famil;ar institutions, but offer us no
improvements. We can only think of ideélism as providing a ¢
new set of axioms if(;;f;ail to notice the difference between

axioms and knowings that go without saying.
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/ | CONCLUSION
/
In our first two chapters we' found that the refuta-
tion of Kant and Moore were not completely helpful in'sqlving
the Idealist problem. Both thinkers accepted the Idea;iét
charge{that we justify our belief in material existence. 1In
their minds this was a logical issue, a matter of finding
support for that belief. 1In short, they tréated Idealiém as
if it were a clear thesis. In their opinion Idéalist argu—.
ments were well ordered and coherent but_failed to take
certain facts into account. Thus each refutaﬁion cent}éd on
a2 weak Idealist premise. |

our point in the third chapter was that the Idealist

thesis is less than clear. We have suggested a nﬁmber'of |
facts that point to Idealist confusions.. Some of‘these

facts are linguistic or grammafical. Fifst, we genera%ly
make reference _to external objects Qithout qualifications.
Secondly, theiprdg?sitions of Moore's list are digferentﬁrom
what in these pages we*call "comﬁon kﬁowings,“ and different
also from mathematipal‘axioms, Thirdly, our language-
practice does not reflect a strict divisioh between the in-
ternal and external realms. Other facts we have pointed out
might better be called empirical. 'For example, we doubt

something only when we are confronted by a coherent
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) glternativé, and we normally rely on clocks and calendars.
The important Idealist.project of suspending belief in the
external is itself'frauéht with diffiéultie§. Many points
need én exp}anatibn before we can regard Idealism as a co-
herent thesis.

Tdealism is not in need of a refutation in the tradi-
tionalisenSe._ What inspires a .philosopher to refute Idealism
isrhop a déubt of material existence,-but rather the charge
that he should doubt it.- We héye found this charge to be
less than coherent. We have found the argumenfs for Idealism
unconvincing and our ability to doubt material existence, or
to suspend.belief by means of a philbsophical exercise, has
been put in question. Further, we do not as a rule conclude'
that material'thingg eXist. Externél existence is not a
premise in our ordinaxy reaéogings. Since this knowing is
neither a conclusion or a premise in our ordiﬁary reason-
ings, it does got come with'aﬁ obvious need for justifica-
tion. Nor_can we simply éay ﬁe must justify any claim.to
knowledge. There is a real sense in whith we can say that we
know material things exist, but this is a knowing tﬁa@ gener-
aily goes without saying. It is the kind of knowing that comes
with learning our way about. As we ;earn td trust hiétory,
to look for things we have forgotten, and to speak our native
language (which involves such things as making ungualified
-~ references to external objepts),we acquire this confidence

in the external. To demand a justifgcation is to say there
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is ,some coherency to the proposition that material things do
Egg-exist. It is this coherency that we have failed to
find.

I have reached the point where the problem of how I
can justify my confidence in the independent existence of
.the external world has alﬁost disappeared. There seems to
be a residue of habit that Rinches my conscience now and -then
with the simple question, "What about a proof?" This may fade
in time, but the disappearance of a problem is not a mystical
result of some revelation. It happens as an individual comes
more and more to see that this problem is not his problem. I
hope to have pointed out fhat for one individual, myself,
there is no need to justify people's acceptance of the
external. Our attitude--the absence of doubt--is a perfectly

consistent and reasonable position.
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