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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

A central theme in the first half of the eleventh chapter in Part
II of Ludwig Wittgenstein's Philosoghical Investigations is " 'Séeing
as...; ig not part of perception."1 The purpose of this paper is to
understand and appreciate the significandg of this claim. In order to
understand this theme I shall first introéuce the concept 'seeing as'
by presenting several illustrdtions regarded as paradigm cases of
'seeing as', After this faﬁiliarization with the legitimate uses of
'seeing as', I shall illustrate several ways in which the concept has
become a part of theories of perception. I will{bdnclude this chapter
. with reasons for saying, " 'Seeing as...' is not part of perception."

i

) ‘
Paradigm Uses of 'Seeing As'

Figure 1. The Duck—»ra,bbit2
Figure 1 is an ambiguous figure that can be seen as a picture of a
duck or as a picture of a rabbit. Wittgenstein calls this experience

of seeing the same drawing in different ways "noticing an a.spect."3 A



person seeing this figure may simply see it as & duck. If asked, "What
do you see?" —— he would simply agswer, "A picture of a duck," or "I
see a duck," Latef when he understands that it is an ambigueus figure
that can alse be seen as a rabbit, he weﬁld reply, "I Bee it as a
duck." Seme peeple see the aspect change, that is, see it first as a
rabbit, then as a duck. They might respond te the question,"What de
you see?" with "New I'm seeing it as a rabbit." To learn how another
person sees the drawing, we can show him the figure and ask him what he
new sees it as., His responee might be "A picture of a duck" or he ceuld
peint te real ducks or draw us a picture of a duck. If hewever he drew
an exact copy of the figu}e‘that he sees or described in detail the

celor and shapes he saw, it would not tell us what he maw it as.

'Seeing as' can alse be used in connectien with Figure 2.

N\

Figure 2. Triangle Figure

4

Wittgengtein says' we can see this figure aé a geometrical drawing, as
& hele, as a mountain, as a wedge, és an ebject that has fallen over,
as hanging from the apex and as numerous other things. In beth the
duck-rabbit figure and this triangle figure in erder to see the various
aspects, omelﬁas te be familiar with certaiﬁ objects, We can't see the
duck-rabbit as a duck unlees we are familiar with the shape of duckse.
We can't see the tfiangle as a ﬁedge or a mountain unless we are fami-
liar with wedges and mountainﬁ° A difference in the came of seeing the
triangle as vafioﬁs things and seeing tﬁe duck-rabbit as a rabbit er as

a duck is that seeing the triangle as semething fallen over takes imag-

inatien, whereas geeing the duck-rabbit as a duck or rabbit dees not.



With the duck-rabbit we might mistakenly believe that it was a picture
of only & rabbit. We might ®imply not be aware that it was an ambiguous
figure. We cannet simply see the bare triangle as memething fallen.5
Another ef Wittgenstein's examples of 'seeing as' invelving imaginatioen
is a game in which the children take crates or boxes to be a house.
Here we ceuld say the children see the crates as a heuse.

Figure 3 can be seen as a white cress on a black background er as

a black cress en a white background.

Figure 3. The Double Cress

This illustration differs from boeth the previeus ones in that here one
could show semeeone the two ways the figure can be seen simply by point-
ing to a part of the drawing. He weuld simply point te the coler of
tr?angle that ferms the cress in order te have that cress stand eut. A
second difference between the deuble cress and the earlier illustratiems
is that in the earlier ones it would be necessary to have a familiarity
with certain ebjects in order te éee the varieus aspects. With the dou-
ble croes

One could quite well imagine this as a

primitive reactien %n a child even be-

fere he ceuld talk,

A final figure that will illustrate the use of 'éeeing as' is

Figure 4. The Staircase Figure

Figure 4.




This figure can either be seen as a staircase or as an overhanging cor-
nice, This figure is important to us because here, as in one of the
previous drawings) we are involved with the possibility of illusion.9
A more commoﬁ'use than with these illustrations found in introduc-
tory psychology textbooks is the use of 'seeing as' in aesthetics. We
are sometimes told in order to fully appreciate a painting we must see
the ball in the painting as actually floétiﬂg. Or we must see an ob-
ject as solid or as exténding into viewer space. With music we are
tolQ'to hear a bar as an introduction. There are also some uses of
‘geeing as' that do not become involved in theories of perception. Ior
example, in discussions of symbolism it is common to hear, "I saw that
as meaning...." Also there are sentences such as, "A graduate student

might gee his theeis as an insurmountable task.," In these two examples

there is no temptation to regard 'aseeing as!' as pari of perception.
AR

TwolWays 'Seeing As' Becomes Involved
in Theories of Perception

t

The previous figures illustrate the paradigm use of 'séeing as's,
In these cases we don't say we see; the same thing and describe it dif-
ferently but rather that we see the same thing differently. In the
history of philosophy there ié not a continuous argument with different
schools on how we discuss ambigﬁous figures, So how does the 'seeing:
as' locution.enter into: philosophical diecussion?

One way 'seeing as' becomes a part of philosophical theories of
perception is in the disocuseion of illusions., Illusions are of central
importance in theories of perception. R.J.Hirst in discussing the role
of illusione as one of the facts that must be taken into account in any

fully adequate view of perception makes the following statement:



But even if perceiving a round table as round
or in perspective as elliptical is taken as
immediate confrontation needing no further
analysis, seeing a stick as a dagger (or a
piece of wax as a tomato or a bush in a fog
as a man) can hardly be equally simple and
immediate., In such cases and in hallucina-
tions one has to admit that one seems to see
an object quite.different from that present
to the senses. This can fairly be described
as perceptual consciousness of the (osten-
sible ) object (dagger, wax or man) and dis-
tinguished in analysis from actually perceiv-
ing an object (dagger, wax or man). And in
view of the subjective similarity it is but

a short step to suppose that perceptual con-
:sciousness of X' also occurs in perceiving X
ag X; the difference is between illusory and
veridical perception of an X lying not in the
common consciousness but in whether X is pre-~
sent and acting on the same organs. Any philo-
sophy of perception should analyze this per-—
ceptual consciousness and explain how it may
occur without the presence of the correspond-
ing object. ©

So the 'seeing as' locution is used to expresse illusions. Illusions
are important in_theories of perception Because, a8 in the above case,
these illusions seem to indicate the needito analyze seeing into a step
that goes unnoticed in veridical perception. That is, explanation is
necessary whenever what we describe‘as seeing does not correspond to
what is there fo see, Kven thdﬁgh, when we say we see a bent stick in
fhe water, we are correctad and tpld it is a straight stick that we see,
we find it essential to distinguish this mistake from a lie or not know-
ing what bent sticks are., After gll, we didn't just say 'bent stick!',
but we.really saw it as bent. We seem to have the same reagon or cause
1o say-bent stick,in the case of illusions as we do when there is actu~
ally a bent stick. So our analysis of seeing seems to require an ele—~
ment called perceptual consciousness, visual experience or something of

which we are immediately aware,



Ambiguoug figures also seem to indicate the need for a perceptual
consciousness or visual experience., With an ambiguous figure we some~
times see it first as a rabbit, then as a duck. So it seems as if
something must be changing and since the figure does not change, it

Lt ' i

must be something mental that chahges. To indicate that 'sensa' are to
some degree mind-dependent, Charles D. Broad sayss

When I look at the 'staircase figure", which is

given in most psychology text-books as an instance

of ambiguous figures, it seems to me that it ac-—

tually looks sensibly different from time to

time. Its sensible appearance changes 'with a

click', as I look at it, from that1?f a staircase

to that of an overhanging cornice,

So in thinking about perception, it has seemed essential to note
that people sometimes see things differently than they are, i.e., cases
of illusions, - Also ambiguous figures give us cases in which one person
gees the same thing differently at different times or sees it differ-
ently than another person sees it. Wittgenstein states:

¢ ... We said that one reason for introducing the idea.

of sense-datum was that people, as we say, some~

“times:see different things, colors, e.g., looking

at the same object.1
What Wittgenstein says here of sense-data is similar to what I have
said about perceptual consciousness and sensa., We have seen then that
one way the expression 'seeing as' enters into theories of perception
is that it is used to express illusions and to state the way we see am-
biguous figures.,: Illusions and ambiguous figures are thought to illus-
trate that seeing involves sense-data or perceptual consciousness,
Theories. of perception must explain the connection between sense-data
or perceptual consciousness and the objects that we perceive.

A second way 'seeing‘as' becomes involved in philosophical discus-

sion is with the question, "What do you really see?" We are familiar



Wwith a similar question in a context such as a husband admonishing his
easily frightened wife with "Did you really see the burélar?" énd her
subsequential more accurate description, "Well, no, but I saw something
move," However, "Do you really see a‘houséxor do”you just see the sur~
face of the front of the hpuse and reason that it is a house,"-— is a
different type question and one with which we are not familiar. When
the husband asks his wife if she really saw a burglar, he implies that
he doubts there actually was a burglar., However, the unfamiliar ques=
tion does not imply that there was not actually a house., It is rather
a question about how we know there is a house. At first we are inclin-
ed to ahswer that we just see the house. But if someone persists in
asking what we really saw, indicating that we could not have seen the
complete house from any oﬁe position, we don't feei capable of provid-
ing the accurate déscription of what we saw that he demands. No de-
~ scription seems possible. I 6aﬁ't name things like houses, buildings,
trees becauée all that I really see must be the surface of these objects
gnd at a pgrt;cular angle, All tﬁe things I name have more t%an a pure-
lly visual feference. Perhaps I should make a wax model to show what I
~ see, DBut'the wax model would also have more than just a surface. A
shell model of the objects would have a back side and a cardboard mo-
del would have to have supports. Perhﬁps the correct way_to fepresent
what I see is with a painting.13 But a painting is only two dimension-
al,
'Tig commonly allow'd by philosophers that

all bodies, which discover themselves to the eye,

appear as if painted on a plain surface, and that

their different degrees of remoteness from: our-

selves are discovered more by reason than by the

senses. 14

So perhaps what I really see is a painted canvas and I only reason that



the objects are in a three dimensional space. But then what about the
edges of objects in the painting; should they be blurred or sharp and
clear? To show what you really saw does one paint each strand of hair
separately or simply paint a colored pgtch?15 ”

This inclination to ask, "What do you really see?" seems to come
from both epistemology and science. In much of epistemology there is a
search for fundamental statements that we can use as our basic building
blocks of knowledge. We do not wagt to make an error in these fundamen-
tal statements‘by inferring from such information as the surface to the
claim that what we see is an object. We want to make the smallest pos-

5 [
sible commitment in these fundamental statements. Statements reporting
the colors and shapes seem to involve the least amount of inference and
so the least chance of error, and so are the most accurate description.
of what we see, So it seeme as if the answer fo "What do you really
see?", so far as it couid be answered, shou;d'be in terms of colors and
shapes. :

The same temptation to give;th? ideal description of what we see
comes from the sciences. ;Science Eflls us there is.a pattern of excita-
tion on thé retinas Eicitations on the retina would then seem to be at
least a cqmponent of seeing. The process of seeing seems to have to get
us from.these excitations to houses and thinge we normally claim to see.

We normally see much more than the color patchés or the excitations
that we seem reduced to in order to answer the question, "What do you
really mee?" We mee the building agrdss the street, the car passing in
front of it and ‘the tree bending in the breeze. We have to get from

the exact'description of what we see that we were tempted into giving

to the things we see. Given excitations or patches of color, how is it



that we see objects? A pessibility seems te be that we gee the patches
of colers as objects.

Thus whern I leek at a heuse, my semse-datum is
in actual fact a cerstituent of the fremt wall
at mest (met of the back or imside walls.ar
roof) and enly ef the fremt surface of. that.
But is it emly this fréent surface that I am per-.
ceptually censcieus ef? Net at all. What.is
befere my mind is a heuse with four eutside

walls and many inside omes: all this ard nething
less is what I take to exist. And net enly se:
what I take te exist is eftem net just a house
but a particular heuse, with such and such a.
particular sert ef back (theugh it is enly the
front part that is present te my sensés) and
such and such a set of roems, thus and thus si-
tuated. Of ceurse it may net im fact be that
particular heuse, say Mr. Jenmes's; it may met be
& house at all-——I may be havimg an. hallucina-
tien. Still I de see it as Mr. Jenes's house, 16

Se part ef seeing‘the building acress the street is seeing it a8 a
building acress the street.

ThisfinvolvementAef 'seeingras"in theories of perceptien might be
illustrated by a persen loeking at the duck-rabbit and net being able
to see it as either the duck or the rabbit and then finally seeing it
ag say the duck. We might want te insist that seeing the figure as a

L
duck was mere tham just seeing the lines in the drawing witheut any er-
ganizatioen. Here we get the idea that semething is added te the simple
geeing of the lines when théy are seen as semething. It is as if seeing
.

the lines as a duck had twe elements: a simple seeing and semething
more. The simple seeing is like the seeing ef celer patches or_thé ex-—
- citations, The request fer am accurate descriptien of seeing is t§ uﬁ-
derétand whaf we simply see with mething added. The secend element ism
that we metice th;t what we see in the pure way cempares with my mental

image of a duck. If it matches faverably, we repert the infermatien the

comparisen gives by saying, "I see the lines as a duck." Se te explain
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gseeing, we analyze 'seeing as' into a sensery seaking up of the visual
impression and the cegnitive comparing of this te eur mental images.

In this way theeories ef perceptien take 'seeing as' to be the limk
between sensations and infermation abeut the werld. Or said in differ-
ent terms, 'seeing as' is thaught‘fe provide us with the link between
the immediate experiemce invelved in seeing and what we believe about
what we see. Don Locke in trying te figure out how ideas are 'blended!'
with immediate experience in perceiving that semething is such and such
sayss

It seems te be a necessary truth that wﬁenever I
perceive anything I perceive it as semething--as

a piece of chalk, er as a cigarette, or as a white.
cylinfirical ebject, er as a white blur on the edge
of my visual field--se perhaps to take it te be

a piece of chalk is to see it as a piece of chalk,
while to take it te be a cigarette is to see it
as: a cigarette? TFor, as Wittgemstein peinte eut,
the concept of 'seeing as' is ore where the con-
cepts of seeing and thinking overlap.17

In contrast teo these ways 'seeing as' is said to be invelved in
perception we have Wittgenstein's remark, " 'Seeing as...' is net part
of perceptien." This is not the cenclusien from years of werk in a lab-
eratery, It is a statement about cmpcepts. The concept 'seeing as' is
net part of the concept 'perceptien' as 'seeing' and 'hearing' eoften
are. In other words, the cencept of 'seeing as' is a distinct cencept
from 'seeing' used to make perception reperts. This will mean that
|seeing' and 'seeing as' have a different functionm, different criteria,
and are taught differently. :

It sheuld be seen from the previous material that 'seeing as' has
often formed a part of a theery of perceptien either by the theery find-

ing it important te account for aﬁbiguoﬁs figures and illusions stated

in the 'seeing as' lééution, or as a way te explain the difference be-



1

tween the ideal description of what we see and the way we normally des-
cribe what we see., Wittgenstein's statement is then a rather radical
departure from much of the work previously done in attempting to give
an,adequate account of perception. What previous theories of percep-
tion wére attempting to account for Wittgenstein claims is not a part

5

of perception.

Differences between the Concepts
'Seeing' and 'Seeing As'

It is important in establishing that 'seeing' and 'seeing as' are
different concepts t; note that the object of sight in 'seeing' is dif-
ferent from the 'object' of sight in 'seeing as'.18 Consider the case
of two men hunting for ducks. One man calls, "I see one--over there on
the.far side of the reeds!" This would be a perception report and the
object of sight is oniSusly a duck. Compare this to staring at an am-
biguous figure and exclaiming, "Now I see it as a duck." Here we might
say the 'object' of sight is the duck aspect. The hunter can draw an
exact copy of what he saw to show hims companion that he saw a duck. The
hunter can point to the duck. The duck aspect can be pointed out or
taught but not pointed to.

Remember that with the ambiguous figure no one sees a duck or a
picture of a ducks There is no duck to see. If someone actually sees
a duck, then there would have to be a duck. With the duck-rabbit there
is not:a duck nor is there a picture of a duck. There is an ambiguous
figure that can . be seen as a duck, but no duck. Most people can see the
ambiguous figure as a duck but no one by looking at it can see a duck.
This is not an empirical generalization but a simple fact about the con-

cepts 'seeing' and 'seeing as'. If somecne thought the figure was sim-
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ply a picture of a duck, we could understand why he made such a mis-~
take.,

A second point in noting the difference in the concepts 'seeing'
and 'seeing as' is to be aware of the difference in circumstances and
functions of the two concepts. A parédigm situation of a perception
report is oné in which one person has a better view than others. The
report then serves to inform the others what is there. The question,
"What is thefe?" is synonymoﬁs with "What can you see?" in these situa-
tions. With the ambiguous figure boéh people have the same view and
"What do you see?" couid not be replaced by “What‘is there?"

Another difference is that we can command someone to see the ambi-
guous figure as a duck ,‘but we cannot command someone to see a duck.
There is a command such as "ﬁow see the staircase figure as a staircase
and draw a figure climbing the stairs," —— but not a context or function
for a sentence like, "Now see this staircase." Also there is no teach-
ing someone to‘see ducks., Of course we do havé to.teach a person to
recognize ducks. A person that can't recognize a duck still sees ducks.
But a person that can't recognize ducks can't see the figure as a duck.
Even a person that can recognize du;ks won't necessarily be able to see
the figure as a duck. Sometimes we have to hold the drawing at differ-
ent angles to help a person see the aSpecf. This is more obvious in
examples :such as-the face-vase puzzle or the wife-mother-in-law puzzle
in which there is sometimes real difficulty in seeing one aspect.

. I% ie not that it ie an empirical generalization that it takes a
certain know-how to be able to 'see as'. It is that one of the criter-
ia for 'seeing as' is the way one behaves towards the object. We only

say that a person 'sees it as' if he can unheéitatingly make certain
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applications of the figure. For example, a person that can be said to
see it as a rabbit would be able to draw teeth for the rabbit and the
person seeing it as a st;ifcgse could draw ; person climbing up the
st;irs. In order for us to say a pérson can 'see it as', that person
has to be capable of performing these sorts of tasks. It is not that
one has to learn something before it clicks for him, but rather that we
would correct our claim that he 'sees as' if he were not able to per-
form these tasks. On the other hand, given that the person is not blind
there is no task or technique he has to be able to master before we say
he sees a duck,

I shall mention a similérity between 'meeing' and 'seeing as', for
there are similarities, and the mistake is in thinking there are no dif-
ferences. One rea86n1we use the expression 'seeing as' rather than 'in-
terpre%! or 2know' is that with 'see%ng ag' like 'seeing! we do not
treat the object as if it was one of several possibilities. That is,
the way we react to the object of sight is not one of considering alter-
natives, This is commnected with the fact that we verify 'seeing as' and
'geeing' claims much the same.

In order to more completely understand and appreciate Wittgen-
stein's claim that " ‘Seeing a8es00' is not part of perceptibn," I shall

show the.importance ;} failing to recognize the conceptual differences
between 'seeing' and 'seeing as'! in three theories of perception. I

will first consider the theory of perception found in Clarence Irving

Lewis' Mind and the World Order. My primary reason for considering this
i : v
work is to point out the problems to which the assimilation of 'seeing

as' to 'seeing' can lead. It ie important to see that this assimilation
b '

would lead~to problems in order to realize the importance of emphasiz-—
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ing the differences in these concepts, Next I shall discuss the claim
of Godfrey ﬁ.A. Vese& that "All seeing is speeing as." Understanding
why this claim was made and why it is wrong will lead to clearer under-
standing of the diff;rence in 'seeing' and 'seeing as' and related con-
cepts such as 'looks like' and 'recognize', The third theory that I
will consider is that of Russell Norwood ﬁansoh. He argues that an
analysis of 'seeing' not involving 'seeing as' is absurd. He insists
that the concept 'seeing as' illuminates 'seeing!' by showing that per-
ception involves conceptual organization,

i

;



NOTES

Mudwig Wittgenstein, Philesephical Investigations (New York,1958),
p.194. The relevant pages im this chapter are pp. 192-214. I shall :
note the pasmage te which referemce is made by giving the page number
fellewed by a number indicating which passage on the page is referred
te with the first beginning paragraph that is a separate passage being
number one. .

zi‘”ﬁ’{d:_ )y Pe 194-1

4ivid,, p. 200-3

Jibid., p. 207-8

8ibid., p. 2065

Tibid., p. 207-3

8ibid., p. 207-6

9ibid., p. 208-1

10R.J.Hirst,."Pegception",! \ .
Edwards (new Yerk, 1967), p. 80. - I believe the sentemce "This can
fairly be described as perceptual cemsciousness ef the (estemsiblse) eb-
ject (dagger, wax or man) and distimguished in analysis. from actually
perceiving an ebject. (dagger, wax er mar)" sheuld actually read, "This
carn fairly be described as perceptual censciousness ef the (estemsible
meaning ‘apparent') ebject (dagger, temate er man) and distinguighed in
analysis frem actually perceiving an. eobject (stick, wax er bush)."

11C.D.Bread, "The Theery of Semsa'', Perceiving, Sensing ard .
Knewing, ed. R.J.Swartz (New York, 19655, p. 108, '

Tzﬂittgemsteim, "Netes for Lectures em 'Private Experiemce' and
'Sense Data' ", ed. Rush Rhees, Philesephical Review, LXXV1l (1968),
p. 316.

13Cf. Wittgenstein, "Netes en 'Philesephical Psychelegy' ", in
private circulatiem, p. 90,

14David Hume, A Treatise of Human Value, ed. L.A. Selby-Bigge
(Oxford, 1888). ‘ '
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;SI Believe I am indebted te Wittgemstein fer this questienm.

16H.H'..,Price, Perceptien (Lenden, 1932), p. 152. His italics.

17Dén,Locke, "Perceiving and Thimking", Aristetelian Seciety fer
the Systematic Study of Philesephy, Supplemertary Velume XLIT (1968Y,
pPo 175. '

18

Wittgenstein, Philosephical Investigatiems. Cf. p. 193-l.

9ivid., p. 213-5.



CHAPTER II

INTERPRETING PRESENTATIONS

C. I. Lewis' theory of perception in Mind and the World Order in-

volves an assimilation of the concepts 'seeing' and 'meeing as', An ex-
amination of this theory will show that overlocking the differences in
these concepts was an important factor in Lewis' theory and responsible
for some of the theory's inadequacies, I shall first give a general ac-
count of Lewis' theory of perception and then examine in greater detail

the two elements in his analysis of 'perception'.
Lewis' Theory

One of Lewis' "principal theses" in Mind and the World Order is

that there are twe elements in knowledge that must be distinguished: a

R E

cogniti&é element and a sensory elerpent.1 Lewis believes this te be
such a fundamental fact that every adequate theory of knowledge accepts
it as true. Theories such as idealism and realism often seem te omit
one of these elementm in their analysis of the nature of knowledge, but
actually they simply overstress one element. If a theory of knowledge
did not contain a cognitive element, thenbknewledge would just be what
was sensory, and there would be ne account of the distinction between
illusory and veridical perception. On the other hand, every theery,
even idealism, must admit that there is something sensory in experience

that cannot be altered by mind. Every experience so far as it has more

17
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than just an aesthetic quality, accerding to Lewis, centains a cognitive
and a sensory element.

There are in eur cagnitive expéfiemce twe ele-

ments: the immediate data, such ae these of

sense, which are presented er given te the mind,

and a form, comstructien, or interpretatign,

which represents the activity of thought.
Of course, perceptien has mere than just an aesthetic quality, for it
is by perceiving that we gain information abeut our werld. According
to Lewis, seeing is a form of knowledge or a cognitive experience and so
‘we must disfinguish a given and an interpretive element in seeing. Em-
pirical knewledge and perception beth comntain these mame two elements.

It is impertant in understanding Lewis' theery of perception te
see that it is noﬁ only empirical knewledge that centains a sensory ele-
ment and an interpretive element, but that seeing alse centains both
thése elements. If Lewis was claiming o#ly that empirical knowledge
contained a givem and an interpretation of that given, then this would
perhaps simply mean that upon seeing the same object, e.g., a tree, due
to a difference of interest, we might classify it differently. If this
was what Lewis meant, we would net see the tree differently, but simply
because of our interest, use a different classification scheme for iden-
tifying it.

Lewis is maintaining more than this. For Lewis to give an account
of the nature of knewledge, it is necessary for him to analyze basic
facts such as seeing a tree. According to Lewis, it is enly when we
have ne phileseophical preblems that we can afford to let such things as
'geeing a tree'! go unanalyzed. In his theery of knewledge every cogni-
tive experience,; including the experience of seeing a tree, is analyzed

into the twe elements. An adequate theory of perception must, of
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course, account for the fact that we do see tfees rather than juat lines
and color patches. If Lewis simply meant that we interpret what we see
differently and this shoWs the activity ef the'min¢'in knowledge, then
he would claim that what we interpret is what we seé, 8.8+, houses,
people, trees, etc, But it is not the came that we simply interpret
these objects that we see, but rather, in seeing we interpret the ele-
ments of the giyen. So it i® not Jjust that we interpret‘what we see
butlthat in see&ng there is interpreting.

I have . mentioned that accerding te Lewis an adequate theory of per-
ceptien wiii:Be able fb‘accbﬁnt for thelfaot that we see.such things as
trees, heuses, etc.,, and alse preovide grounds for the distinction be-
tween veridical and illusory perceptién. Another fact that theeries of
perception are required te account for is that we sometimes see the
same thing differently. However the fact that people sometimes see
things: differently plays a mere impertant réle in Lewis' theory than
this, Situatiens in which we weuld employ 'seeing as' are used to il-
lustrate beth the elements in see;ngo

The example Lewis éonsiders to facilitate our understanding of the
interpretive in seeing is an adult seeing anm object és a fountain pen,
while a.child sees it as a plaything., It is net simply that the child
andathé adult interpret what they see differently, but that, they see
the object differently. The fact fhat peeple see the feuntain pen dif-
ferently reveals that the mind plays a role in seeing, and Lewis has
called-this rele "interpreting."

Te make it clear that an analyeis of seeing invelves an element
other than this interpretive element, Lewis peints out that peeple can-

net see the fountain pen as just anything. For example, ome cannot see
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a fountain pen as seft, or as paper, or as a cubical.> Se there is am
element imvolved‘in seeing which the mind canmet alter: this unalter-
able element is ‘the seusery element in sesimg and called the 'givem,"
Hence frem the fact that beeple with differemnt backgreunds weuld give
different answers te the questien, "What de you see when you see
thig?"4— it is comcluded that seeing am ebject im imterpreting the
given, :

In erder te illustrate ?ome ef the philesephical prebleme which
develep im thie theery eof perceptien, we need a mere cemplete account
of Lewiﬁ' anélysis of 'seeing', Thig can be provided by further char-
acterizing what Lewis meané by the 'given' and the 'interpretive ele-
ments! in 'seeinmg’.

Accerding te Lewis, the child and the eoyster open their eyes te a
buzzing, bleemirg werld ef chaes. This buzzimg, blooming werld is a
"gtream of conscieusness"5 and as such is the abselute given because
this is unalterable by mind. This stream ¢f cemscisusness is differen~
tiated, and s¢ the human mind can break up the stream inte elements.
These elements which are unique eccurren;es are called "presentations."
Each presentation is a unique eccurrence, but it is qualitatively iden~
tical to ether presentations.

Lewis believes it is essential that presemtatiens are distimguish-
ed from the preperties ef ebjects. A difference between presentatiems
and preperties is that types of presemtations er quale have no names.
We en eccasien de‘refer te the prementations with a sentence such as,
"This looks red." Hewever, Lewis is careful te nete that when "this"

refers teo a type eof presentatiom, this sentence has a different meaning

than the cemmon times whemn 'this? refers teo the preperty of an object.



21

When'this' refers to the presentations, there is met any actual predi-
cation, 5ecause the subject and predicate ceincide, '"This lgeks red"
would mean the same as the ejaculatiem '"red loek!"6 On the ether hand,
we say an object leeks red, when om leeking at it, we have presemta-
tiens that are qualitatively identical te the enes we have when we leok
at & really red ebject under the preper cenditiems. Seo te say an ob~
ject .is red means, ameng other things, that if I see it under preper,
illuminatien, I will see it as red.

Anether way of noting this difference bgtween the presemtatiens
and preperties ef gbjects is that the preperties of objects may be seen
in different ways. The roundress of a penny may be seemn as elliptipal
er ; red ebject may be seer as a differemt celer under different illum-
inationo

According te Lewis, any time we apply a name, we are making a pre-
dictiemn about eur future experien‘ceu In the example abeve, by calling
the object red, we predicted thet we would see it as red under the pro-
per candifians° These predictiens can be put in the ferm of hypetheti-
cals; and there weuld be a great many ef them meant by each werd.

"This is red" means, "If one sees it umder standard illuminatiom, one
will see it as red," "If eme sees it in blue light, it will leek pur-—
ple," etc. The applicatien of & mame which is the predictien of fu-
ture experience is the interpretive element. Te apply a name, which is
to make an identificatien, is te imterpret. If the hypetheticals are
true, then the applic;tion of the name was cerrect., Te sum up, we re-
ceive presentatiens and using these presentatiens as a clue te our fu-
ture experience, we interpret wﬁat the ebject is. Our interpretatien

is cerrect if the list of hypetheticals meant by this interpretation is
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verified. An example will make this clear.

For an example, I shall amalyze seeimg a foumtain pen accordimg to
Lewis' theory of perception. Wifh the normal background amrd desires of
a graduate student wanting to write, I search the top of my desk. Sud-
denly I have a quite particular visual presentatiom —- it i® the kimd I
roughly refer to as a gray, cylindrical presentation - gray, cylindril
cal look! I might interpret the presenmtation as the object looking
gray amd cylindrical., This would mean, "If I look at that object again
under these comditions, it ;ill look gray and cylimdrical®; "If I
chamge the iilumination in certain ways, it will mrot look gray"; "If I
change the amngle from which I view the object, it will not loock cylin-
drical," etc., However, because I do need to get my thesis writtem, I
might interpret the 'gray, cylindrical' presentations as a fouwmtain pea.
If I make this interpretatiom of the presemtatioms, them I see a foun-
tain pen. Interpreting the presemtatiors as a fountain pen meamns, "If
I hold it in the correct positiom, it will mark om the paper'"; "If I
hand it to someome wanting a foumtain pen, it will satisfy him"; "If I
hold it, it will not melt in my hamds." This list goes on and on, ﬁut
Lewis tells us that we need mot be embarrassed at not being able to
think of this complete list evem though it is simply what we mean when.
we call an object a fountain pen, because we usually are igmorant of
the complete comcept. If’all these hypothetical statements are verifi-
ed, then I do see a foumtain pen., But since they canmot be completely
tested, it is more accurate to say, "I see it as a fountain pen" rather
than "I see a fountain pem."”

I have thus far provided am account of Lewis' amalysis of seeing.

This anmalysis resulted from looging at a:case im which it was suggested

1
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that two persons with differemt backgrounds would see something differ-
ently. The example from which Lewis develops hig amalysis of 'sesing'
is a case in which we would use the 'seei?g as' locutiom rather tham
'gseeing'. His example of a child seeing the foumtain pen as a play-
thing is similar to Wittgemstein's example of childrem seeing the chest
as a playhouse,

This point is essential in understanding the commection between
Wittgenstein's comments dealing with 'seeing as' amd Lewis"position
which does not seem orn the surface to be concermed with the logic of
'geeing as' expressioms. In Lewis' aralysis of 'seeing', he thinks of
cases in whi;h people lookimg at the same object see it differently,
and these are instances i% which we ordimarily use the 'seeing as' lo-
cution., Using these instances as illustratioms, he says 'seeing' is
compose@ of'an ;gﬁerpretive and a given eleqemto
| We have seén thaf Lewis'\aqaxyq;s‘of '‘perception’ into preseata-
tiors amnd interpretation resuits from his attempt to account for not
only.veridical perception butvalso illusions and situatiome in which
people see thimgs differemtly. We cam now turn our attention to am ex-
émination of ‘presentatiom’ and then, 'interprétation' in order to see

if these make semse in an account of veridical perception, illusions,

and 'seeing as’ imstances,
Recognizing Presemtations

Ap interesting characteristic of presemtatioms, accordimg to Lewis,
is that we cam mever kmowiif another person has presentations qualita-
tively similar to our own whem we both say we see the same object.

As between different minds, the assumption that
a concept which is common is correlated with sen-
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sory contents which are qualitatively idemtical,
is to an extemt verifiably false, is implausible
to a further extemt, and in the mature of the
case can never be verified as holding even when
it may reasonably be presumed.

This leads to a philosophical puzzle that might be stated im the
following question: how do I kmow that when I see a red triamgle, I am
seeing it like what you see whenm you see a red triangle? Or how do I
know I have the qualitatively idemntical visual presentations whem I see
a red triangle as you have when you see a red triamgle? As the above
quote would indicate, Lewis' answer is that we could never kmow, It is

N 1 K

like if I could see the red triamgle the way you see it or 'throuéh
your eyes®, perhape I would call it a purple hexagom. Of course, we
all call the object a red triangle because we were taught a commor lan-
guage, but each person's presentation of a red triangle might be dif-
ferent,

Suppose it should be a fact that I get the sen-

sation you signalize by saying ‘red' whenever

I look at what you call 'green' and vice. versa.

oooWe could mever discover then so lomg as they

did not impair the pgwer to discriminate .and.

relate as others dod .
Of course this problem é&nmot be resolved by each person drawing an
exact representation of his visual impression. If upon looking at a
red triamgle, your visual impression was actually the same kind as the
one I.:have-when seeing a purple hexagon, you would simply draw the pic-
ture that resulted in your having a purple hexagon presemtation which
would:be a red,triamgleo9 According to Lewis, every word has both a
social; mearing and aﬁprivate meaning, and the private meaning is the
presentation imaggéry° The private meaning or the demotation of a com-

cept to an individual mind is the presentations that serve as clues for

the application of the comcept. It doesn't matter what the private
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meaning is ag lonmg ae we can comsistemtly communicate with other people.
Indeed Lewis' chapter om "The Pure Concept" is simply about this idea

of a common meaning that transcends each of our own imageries. It
I 1 '
seems as 1f much of the work Lewis does im Mird and the World Order is

i

an attempt to explain how there cap be so much agreement despite the

possibility of complete discrepancies in basic visual presentations.

ooothat fhis ' common feality' is precisely one

of the things which needs to be accounted for,

in the face of the fact that we cannot reason-

ably suppose that presented or immediate exper-

ience is actually commom to the degree that

reality is, |
So our presentations mever make any differemce to our knowledge or com-
munication. As long as we both call the same thing red, then it makes
no difference whether I have qualitatively si@ilar presenfations°
Hence the fact that we car mever know whethe: others have similar or
different presentations tham we do when we s?e the sape o?ject is not
important. |

JHowever, it is essential to‘Lewis'_position that we are able to
recognize the presentations, In order tolm;ke interpretations we must
recognize. the current presentations as qualitatively similar to fofmer
ones that I interpreted. For exaniple, in order to see the fountain pen,
I must recogmize that I have the presentations that I have previously
had in cases in which l'interpreted what I saw as a fountain pen.
Lewis states that we cannoct have knowledge of the bresentations

because there is no possibility of making' an error with the presenta-
tionss ‘Knowledge is the opposite’of errqr‘and mistake, so where thesg
are not possible, it would not be posgible to have kmnowledge. Know-

ledge .implies verification, and presentations do mot have the temporal

span necessary for verification that properties of objects have. So
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verification also makes no sense im connection with presentation. That
there can be mno knowledge of presentation is a result of Lewis' funda~
mental doctrine that all kmowledge has the two elements —- the imter-

pretive and the givén, However, it should be pointed out that for the

it

game reason Lewis umderstood that we should not say '"we have knowledge
of the présentatiogég"xwe also cannot say "we recognize them."

Lewis' problem of different people having differemt presentations
even though they see the same object is more serious than Lewis reveals.
It is not just that one does not know if others have qualitatively sim~
ilar presentations when they see the same object, for how does one know
others:have any presentatioms at all? If there is no reasom to believe
they :have: qualitatively similaf p%egentations, is there any reason to
believe:thay have any presentations at all? We do say others see, and
“see°~mean8"interpret;ng presentations’ so, if they see, they have
presentations. But if thie is what 'seeing’ meahs, then how do we
know :others‘can see. We kmow they react to objects as we do by saying
things  gsuch as-"1. see a fountain pen;" but seeing is more than this,
gince~it:is interpreting presentations., It ie obvious thai, accordinrg
to Lewis; if we say of someone that he sees, then we cannmot claim he
doesn't “have any presentations, but how do we know to say he sees. Re-
membering that each person identifies what ‘given' refers to in his ex-
perience, what if someone could not find amything in his visual exper-
iencerto~cakl the ‘given’, Should he quit séying he can see or can he
just -assume that ‘given’ is there?

It would seem that we have no more reason to believe that others

have amy presentations thamn we do to say they have similar ones, and if

'seeing’ means 'interpreting presentations',; then we would nmot kmow if
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others actually could 'see' and hence be in the rather awkward position
of sclipsism. Lewis has the possibility of avoiding solipsism with an
analogical argument, but he does not use this for qualitatively similar
presentations, Sinée all knowledge of objects is probable, perhaps it
would not bother Lewis that the probability that others see is compound-
ed another:time.. -

Let us re-efamine the way Lewis introduced presentations and imter-
pretation in cases of "seeing as' ard how this accoumts for illusion.
The given.was.illustrated as explaining why we could see a fountain pen
as a cylinder or as a good buy but not as spft, The fact that we could
not see:a foumtain pem as a moft object imdicated that there was some-
thingain~ouravisual experience that was nrot élterable by the mind. The
fact that:we. could  gee the fountain pen diffgrpntly and differemt from -
the imfant was-explained as indicating the interpretive element im see-
ing. If we camnot know if others have qualitatively similar presenta-
tions; . then we: do mot have a reason for introducing the idea of an in—
terpretive element, Of course the locution 'seeing it as' does indicate
that there is an 'it' that is iﬁ common when Lewis sees 'it' as a foun-
tain pen and the infant sees 'it' as a plaything, But of course this
'it' s -mot a presentation; 'it’ is the fountain pen., And if someone
argued that 'it’ ism't a foumtain pen to the infant or that 'fountain
pen' was . just Lewis’ imterpretation of *it', we could at least pick
'it? uwp-and throw 'it*' at them, and you can't throw presentations
around the room, Unless we can assume that the presentatioms are simi-
lar, then there seems no reason to consider these illustrations of in~

terpretations. Lewie says that we can presume that in a "broad sense"

the presenfations are ‘*qualitatively no differento"11 But not being
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told what this "broad sense" is, this is not of anmy help.

The same‘that‘has been said here about cases of 'seeing as' can be
said about illusions. Lewis’® exp}anatiom of illuesions is that we get
the same presentatioms as others that make a correct interpretation
and so have veridical perception, but we make a different intérpreta—
tion and this imterpretation is wromg, since it results in predictioms
that are probably false, But now we find out that we canm't know and
that it doesn!t matter if we have similar presentations ag others have,
S0 illusions canmot be accounted for by our having the same presenta-
tions, yet a differemt interpretatiom than others have,simce it can
never be known what presemtations we have, All that cam be kmown is
what 'intérpretation' a person makes. It is ﬁeginning to seem that the
presenfations-don't really matter amnd that all that reaily matters is
that I.make ancorrect or incorrect interpretationm.

Eerhapa;theupresentations play a role we have not noted yet, .and
this mightcbe;reveaied,by looking at the case that illustrated fhe gi-
ven, IfzWe san mever knownif others have similar presentations, does
the fact&thatgwerbap%tvsee the founfain pen a8 soft illustrate the:gi-
ven? ;Lewisicould-siﬁply mean that:you cannot apprehend the presenta-
tibns‘youvmormaily“interpret as soft while seeing the foumtain pem., It
is notcthat-you.canmot apprehend the presentatioms I interpret as soft,
but that.you can't apprehend the omes you imterpret as soft. But is
this true?: This would mean that seeing a fountain pen could not be
analyzed:into the:elements apprehemding the presenfations you normally
interpret as soft and interpreting this as a fountain pen. 3But al-
though it may be the case that we usually do mot apprehend the presen-—

tatiOES'we"normally“interprei as soft while -seeing the foumtain p;n,
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there ie ro reason why this is impossible, and as long as we interpret
these ag a fountain pem, them we are seeing a fountain pen.

It would seem that Lewis' point im illustrating the given by an
instance such as not being able to see a fountain pen as soft means no
matter what presentations you have, don't interpret it as soft. This
is of course true for the amalysis of seeing a fountain pen, because
whatever presentations you have, if you interpret them és soft, then
you are having am illusion. It would seem that Lewis' point here has
to be that whatever presentationrs you have, don't call them soft. But
therm this is just to say whatever happens ybu will be wrong if you say
you can éee this fountain pern as soft and this tells us mothing about
any unalterable abstraction of seeing. If anything turns out to be un-
alterable here, it is the language.

So whataver presen&ations we have, if we make the correct inter-
pretation, then we do see that object; if we make an incorrect interpre-
tation, then we are having anm illusion. So having presentations seems
to be an unnecessary element to seeing. And of course if presemtations
play no role in seeing, then there is nothing_to_interpret and so.there
could not be an interpretive element in seeingol o

The fact that presentations are simply an assertion and can ac-
count for none of the above cases ig also seer by looking at the way we
are to recognize these presemtations. I shall examine what Lewis says
about the recogmnition of the presentatiors., "It may be said that the
recognition of the quale is a judgment of the type, 'This is the same
ineffable ‘yellow' that I séw yesterday“o"12 One of Lewis' points is
that this use of ' judgment' in this sentence would be a different sense

of 'judgment' than normal for reasons similar to those he gave for not
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using 'knowledge' in connection with presentations. The quoted sentence
containg not only a differemnt sense of 'ju@gment', but we need to over-
look his use of 'see' here because of course he would rot want to say
we '‘see’ the presemtatioms. He camnot of course say we"seef the_pre—
sent;tions because as indicated earlier, the criterion of an adequate
theory of perceptiom is that it accoumts for the fact that we see ob-
jects such as trees. Also as I have indicated elsewhere, seeing is a
form of kmowledge; and there can be no kno;ledgekof‘the présentationso
Knowledge always goes beyond the presentat%ons with an interpretation.
So it is wrong to say that we 'see' the pre;en{;ationso Algo note that
Lewis has to put 'yellow' in quotes to imdicate that this word ie mor-
mally used to refer to a property of objects and mot as it here does to
the presentatioms one interprets as yellow. So we could rephrase the
sentence as; "I'hese presentations are qualitatively similar to presenta-
tions I app;ehended yesterday amnd interpreted as yellow."

- However the importance of Lewis' discussion here is to point out
that there is an immediate comparison of the’givem with a memory image,
but this comparison "is immediate amd indubitable; verification would
have ﬁo meaning with respect to ita"13 This direct comparison is ﬁot a
normal use of memory Beqause normally when we remember, ome of the ob-
jects of comparisom is "in objective reality." Ir this case, both the
memory image and the quale are subjective.

Remember we are considering Lewis’ récognition or identificaticn
of presemtations by comparirg them to the memory image'of.former pre-
gentations, But if the current presentations do compare with the me-

mory image,-then in the mame circumstances we will interpret these pre-

sentationsas we did the former. But since the interpretation and the
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presentations are abstract elements in our seeing experience, the re-~
sult will be that I will see.the same thing this time as I did the time
I apprehénded the pfesentations I am remembering. Or without going too
far from Lewis, we could say the result of this recognition by compari-
son will be that I will see the object as the same thing I saw before.
One might remember that according to Lewig, at the point at which we
are interpreting the presentation, since we have not checked any of the
“hypothetical statements that will cotfirmithis interpretation, we have
no reason to thing that this is an illusion rather than pérceptibno
So, saying ‘1 see it as',vwhich doesvnot~imply what the object actﬁally
is the way 'see’ does, would seem desiiable.

Lewis realizes that this is mot the semse of 'comparison' that we
might use im an imstance such as idemtifying a criminal by comparing

his face to the ome in the photograph of a wanted poster. But if it is

.;‘

not this semse of !comparison’, what sense is it? Lewis acts as if
thére is amother sense but does mot tell us what it is. Wittgemstein
makes;us aware of the way '‘seeing as' can lead us to thirk of a 'com-
parison’ ww“oooit‘is as if an image came into comtact, and for ; tiﬁe
remained in contact, ﬁith the visual impression‘,"f4 Or we'might say
the comparison is sométhing like the presentation coinciding with the
memory image. It is almost that we look through our memory image onto
the presemtation and if thimgs aligm, them we see the object as a foumn-
tain penov This perhaps gives usg a picture of the idea of a comparison
between presentatioms and memory images, but it does not give a sense
for thiﬁ use of 'comparison‘’., As Wittgenstein says, although 'seeing
as’ ié not ;compa;rison9 it "stromgly suggesis" that it is.

And in thies way ‘'‘seeing dashes as a face' does
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not imvolve a comparison betweea a group of
daghes and a real human face; and, om the other
hard, this form of express?on,most,s$rong}y 15
suggests that we are alludimg to a comparison.

A comparison whigh makes no eerse to verify could amount to mo
more than just saying thewme gseem to me to be similar, ard what seems to
be,would then be the case, Lewis would be sayimg if your prgsent pre-
sentations seem to you to be similar to your memory image of.fbrmer
presentations, them they are. This is very cortrary to Lewis' former
definitior of presentationse as the umalterable., It is not that when it
is meaningless to-talk of verification, then one canmot be mistaken,
but rather that here it makes mo semse to talk of making mistakes or of
getting: it right%

Sirce:ibewis was using 'seeing as' instances to illustrate the ele-
ments:in:seeing, we can understand why he might think that 'seeimg’' was
the result of a comparisom, Although ‘seeing it as a fountain pen
while:someone:else :gees it as a plaything' does suggest there is an
'it' imrcommom: in: these two cases amnd the difference is im one case
'it' matches with the‘memorj image of a fountain pen and another-time
with ther memory image of a playthimg, this matchimg or comparing makes
no senses: It does mot make semse because verification has no meaning
in connectioﬁ with:it., It is not that there is nmo verification,but
that “verificatigm‘~has no meaning im comnection with this !'comparison'.
And if:'verificatiomn®’ has mno meaning, then "correcf comparison" has no
meaningsfiAnd‘ifﬁit;doesﬁﬂt make sense to talk about a "correct compar-
igon" s then -how could it makﬁ sense to talk about a ‘comparison’? .-

We can undérstand how pointless the ideal of 'recognition' or
"comparison! is here by noticing that it s;mply doesn't matter what we

compare:or how the comparison comes out or that we compare, just as
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long as we say "I see a fountain pen'" at the appropriate time., Witt—
genstein helps us to see how senseless this notion of a 'comparison'
here is. He states: |

Alwaye get rid of the private object in this way:

assume that it conmstantly changes, but that yon

do not notice the chamge because your memory con-

stantly deceives youo1g
To apply this to Leqis' situation of comparing his present presenta-
tion with the memor& image of former ones in order to give an interpre-
tation of it and so see it as a fountain pen, we might get the memory
image of presentations interpreted as foumntain pens changing to say me-
mory images of presentations interpretedias sticks, but we forget that
this ie the memory image of a stick and so still say, "I see it as a
fountain pgno" Here we see that this comparison is‘juét empty theory,
for it is surely se£seless to talk of comparison where it does not mat-
ter what we compare. According to Lewis' amalysis, such a situation as
I have described above would have to imvolve this comparison, since ac-~
cording to Lewis' analysis it would be a case of 'seeing a foumtain
pen'., But if.a similar situation happened with our identification of
the criminal By comparing his face to the ome in the photograph, we
would iaugh at the idea of a comparisomn here., That is, if instead of
fhe photograph on the poster, we looked at the portrait of Lincoln on
the five dollar bill and then pointed to a wanted criminal and said,
“That is the wanted criminal," we could not explain this by saying we

compared him to the portrait on the dollar bill. Whatever we did, it

certainly wasn't a case of comparison.
Interpreting

Another problem Lewis' analysis of 'geeing' creates is that we can
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never know amny empirical fact with more than a high degree of probaﬁil-
ity. Lewis is of course fully aware that acgording to his theory of
knowledge, we can never have more thamn probabilityfin our knowledge of
objects. He believes this is not a defect in his theory, but rather it
is simply the case that we cam never obtain certainty in regard to ob-
- jJects. We should feel the absurdity im Lewis' claim which would, for
example, mean that he knows with a high degree of prqbability, or it is
highly probable, that the object he has beem writing his book with and
occasiomally staring at is a foﬁmtain pen. According to Lewis, 'foun-
tain pen’ m;ans a list of hypothetical statements so long I could never
completely verify them. We cammot completely verify this list, so we
are barred from certainty. We qr@llimited to reaching higher amrd high-
er degrees of probability as we verify more and more of the s?atements
on our lists

What we mean by ‘foumtain pen’ is "If I hold it in a certain posi-
tiom, it will write"s; "If I smash it in my pock?t, it will stain my
clothes "3 "If I use it for a long period of time, it will rumn out of
ink," etc. So in order to know if we actually saw a foumtain pem or
gimply experignch ar illusion of one, weAmust verify this complete
list. The 1i§t;is impossible to completély verify, so we have to real-
ize that we can ;nly have probable knowledge of physical objects. We
are bammedlfrom having certainty because the list of hypothetiqal state
ments’is;too long amd if one of the untegted statements would prove
falsey then we would be wrong that we saw a fountain pen -— we orly had
the illusion of one.

If-this is what foumntain per means, then with Lewis® theory of

perception; we camnot even have probables knowledge that we mee a foun-



35

tain pen. Probable kmowledge would be the result of verifying some of
the statements but not all of them. As we verified more and more of
the statements, we would gain higher and higher degreeé«of probability.
But for the same reasom we cannot verify that we see a fountain pem, we
cannot verify any statement oﬁ this list. ‘For example, if one member
of the list of hypothetic;I statements for tﬁe meaning of fountaim pen
ig "If I hold this object in such-and-such a position; it will write on
the paper," I could mever actually see the writing on the paper but
only iﬁterpret my presentations as writing. Interpreting my presenta-
tions as writing would mean that I predict a list of hypotheticals
could be verified. So im trying to verify one of the hypotheticals‘
predicted of the presentations I interpreted as a fountair pen, I would
simply get another list of hypotheticalslneeding verification and for
each one on this list,‘another list. Since I could not verify any
statement on this listt it is not that I can't Aave certainty about
this object, but I'can’t even have any probability. If I could verify
one- of tpe hypothet\j.éals9 then I would have probability, but I can't
_vvefify any one hypothetical. o

This is more seriéﬁs than compounding probabilities because in or-
der for probability to make any‘semse, we would need something like the
number of true caées compared to the total number of caseég and here we
would simply not kmow any true cases. As Wittgenstein says, it is as
iT we toss a coin to settle a toss. For Lewis; it could always look
like ra,in9 but never rain.

According to Lewis, seeing a fountain pen as a plaything is the

result of an interpretation. Wittgenstein reminds us of some important

differences between 'seeing as', 'seeing' and 'interpreting'o17 An in-
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terpretation is like an hypothesis in that with either we seek evidence
to support our claimﬁt There are circumstances in which we might inter-
pret something to be’a fountain pern, but Lewis is not considering such
circumgtances. Perhgps when looking in a museum at common objects from
another century, one might interpret an object'as a fountain pen. How-
ever this is a very diffe;gyiﬂcircumstance than’when Lewis is talking
about the pern with which he is writing his book. In an actual inter-
preting case we would expect the person to say, "This is supposed to
be a fountain pen," or perhaps he juast goes on after a bit of hesita—
tion. In such cases we could ask.him why he interpreted it as a foun-
tain pen. He migh; mention clues that led him to that interpretation
rather than another such as ink stains on the tip. He might try to

prove to himself that he had correctly interpreted it as a fountain pen

by holding it im such and such a position and seeing if it would write
§

§

on paper,
Thig.is all rather foreign to cases of ‘seeing' anrd 'seeing as',
If the child picks up‘the fountaiy pen and places it im hié mouth and
puffe on it ip imitation of his father, could we ask why he sees it as
a cigar? If there is such a question, it certainly is not one asking
about evidence to support that way of seeing, but rather a question
about the child's background. "Why did you see a fountain pen?'" is ob-
vious nonsense, The times in which someone would say of you,; "He sees
the fountain pen" or "He sees it as a fountain pen" are the cases in
whi§£ you do not go 'on.to test the objfect0 It'cannot be the case that
all we are ever able to have is an intezi‘pretation° Interpretations
function in contrast to cases in which "it might be this way" or "it

might be that way,”™ "I need more evidence but I thimk...," "it must be
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like this because...'" are out of place, That is, ;nterpretation_func—
tions in comtrast to cases in which we just react -- where we don't pro-
ceed;with cautiqno

So seéing a fountain per is nothing like interpreting something as
a fountairn pen. We interpret something this way rather than another
way. Ome of the differences between 'seeing as' and 'seeing' is that
with ‘seeing as’ whoever says of himself or of another that they see
gomething as something else must be aware of the possibility that there
are other ways that the object can be seen. Perhaps the person cannot
see the duck-rabbit as a duck, but if he uses the expression,"Il see it
as a rabbit" rather than; "I see a rabbit," them he at least kmows that
it can be seen in a differemnt way. ©So a characteristic of 'seeing as'
is that there are alternatives; as with imterpretations, there are oth-
er altermatives. So perhaps Lewis' assimilation of the concept 'seeing
ag' and the concept 'seeing’ allowed him to think of 'seeing' as the re-
gsult of an interpretationol There is a difference in 'seeing as' and
“interpreting0 in that interpreting involves gathering imformation to
show that one interpretation is superior to another. Iméerpretations,
like hypotheses, are situétions in which we verify our interpretation.
With "seeing as' there is no verification.

Al%ﬁough "seeing as' and 'interpretation' are differemt, the gimi-
larity imn that they both involve altermatives amrd the fact that Lewis
confuses 'seeing as’ with ‘seeing', help us to understand why Lewis
might think of "seeing“ &s an interpretation. Perhaps slipping from
'seeing' into 'seeing as' amd ﬁhen slipping from ‘seeing as' to. 'inter-
pretation’ allowed Lewis to think 'seeimg' is am interpretation.

t

As a final comment on Lewis' amalysis of ‘seeing' into a presenta-
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tion and an interpretive element, I would like to discuse the following
passage:
Here perhaps we should like to reply: the des-—
cription of what is got immediately, i.e., of
the visual. experiemce, by means of an inter-
pretation—is an indirect description. 'l see
the figure as a box' means: I have a particu-
lar visual experience which I have found.that .I
always have when I interpret the figure as a
box or when I look at a box. But if it meant
+this I ought to know it. I ought to. be able
to refer to the experience directly, ard not

only indirectly (as I cam speak qg red without
calling it the colour of blood),

I ghall paraphr%ég a sentence from this passage in using Lewis' exam-
ple and termsol According to Lewis "I see the ogject as a fountain pen"
ﬁeans "I have the particular presemtations I have found I always have
when I probably correctly interpret the presemtations as a fountain
per." A criticism Wittgenstein makes that is relevant to our discussion
is if it makes sense to talk about interpreting our presemtations, it
ought to make sense to talk about them without an interpretation, i.e.,
we ought to be able to refér as directly to a presentation as we can to
red. With a color I cam call a color the color of blood or refer to it
as 'red’'. So it seems with presentations I should be able to interpret
one as the presentation of a foumtain pen or refer to it with a name,
But Lewis explicitly states that the presentations cannot be meaning-
fullyanameda19: If it doesn't make semse to give presentations a name,
does it make sense to eay,"This is a presentation of a fountain pen"?
The demomstrative ‘this' serves to remind us of criteria we have already
adopted; not to give us a new criterion.

We cam see this point clearly with an example like looking at a
floweron a'nature walk and the guide begins by saying, "This épecies

is found in the damp ﬁndergroyfhooo" and we interrupt with the question
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"What species did you say the flower was?" Normally he would give us a

name amd tell us how to feqognizélito But what if his reply was that
'this species' had no name and there ig no way to recognize it. We

. Yy 4 ,
would be very puzzled and might wonder why he started his talk at this

point om the walk. In this case the use of 'this' would be senseless

‘as*i% is in connection‘with presentations which it makes no sense 1o re—
cognize and so to name. |

If it made sense to recognize something, them it would make sense
to give this‘a naﬁe‘éng it would make sense to refer to it with the de-
monstrative 'this'. 'Buf none of these‘make sense in connection with
presentations., If it makes no semse to talk about ‘recognizing presen-

tations',what point is there in analyzing 'seeing' into 'presentations!
. 1 . . J' !

2

and 'interpretationms's?
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CHAPTER IIT

"ALL SEEING IS SEEING AS"

In his article "Seeing and Seeing As" Vesey states, "All seeing is
seeing as.,"1 This is a very unusual statement. This statement plays
a very important role in Veeey's theory of perception, and he restates
it several times. Do we understand what this sentence means? We are
familiar with the expresaion 'sgeing as's That is, we understand its
use in such expressions as "Now I am seeing the reversible figure as a
staircase." We also are familiar with the use in "He is seeing the ink
blot as an orgam player." We can think of numerous examples of 'see-
ing as', but do &e understand Vesey's statement?

If we do understand Vesey's statement, then we would know why '"No
seeing_is seeing as" and "Some seeing is seeing as'" are faise. That is,
if we knew what Vesey's statement meant and thought it was true, then
we would kriow why these were false, I am wondering if we even under-
stand the statement.

If "all seeing is seeing as," then seeing a fork is seeing a fork
as a forko2 Do I know what this means? .That is, when would I use this
expression? If someone at the dinner table asks me if I saw a fork as
a fo;k, would I know how to ﬁnswer? Would I know what to do to find
the énsyer? I would know how to answer, if he asked me if I saw a re-

. x
versible figure as a staircase,

We cannot think we understand what Vesey is saying in this context

41
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simply because he uses words with which we are familiar. Vesey must
explain to us what this statement means. Since people do not normally

give a statement extra meanings, we:might wonder why he‘gives this part-

; i
i

. A ’ .

icular statement some special meaning. Vesey provides three different
explanations of what the statement means. This chapter will be devoted
to a discussion of these three proposed meanings of "All seeing is see-

_ing as."
Used to Mark a Self-Contradiction

The first time he says, "I will mark my non-acceptance of these
meanings for 'not see it as anything' by saying 'All seeing is seeing

3

“as'."” By his non-acceptance of the meanings he accepts "I saw it, but
I didn't see it a® anything" as self-contradictory. So since "All seeing
ie seeing as" ie to mark a statement as self-contradictory, the sentence
cannot be an empirical generalization. Although the sentence appears to
‘be a gene;alization, it ie obvious from his arguments that it is a dif-
ferent kin& of sentence than "All politicians are dishonest." So it
would berhaps be lems misleading to rephrase the statement "All seeing
is seeing as" as " 'Seeing’' means 'seeing as',"

The discussion in the introduction on the difference between the-
concepts:*seéing’-and 'seeing as' makes it clear that 'seeing' does not
mean °‘seeing.as'. That discussion reminded us of the fact that we can
describe what we:see by making an exact copy, but an exact copy will-not
be an‘jadequaterdescription of what we see a thing as. Another fact
which'eenvinced us of the difference in these concepts was that the re-
porf "Irgee-a duck" is false, if there is not a duck present, but I can

gee an+ambiguous figure as a duck.
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Another point in realizing that all 'seeing' could not be 'seeing
as' is made by Charles E. Burlingame°4 If "All seeing is seeing as,"
then when I see the duck-rabbit as a rabbit, it ie true that I see the
duck-rabbit. I could not see the duck-rabbit as a duck without seeing
the ciuck-—rabbit° But if "All seeing is seeing as," then I must have
seen something else as a duck-rabbit, and seen something else as that
something that I saw as a duck-rabbit that I saw as a duck. What could
all these somethings be% You might try to say I saw the figure as a
duck-rabbit and the lines as a figure. But then what is the something
you saw as the lines? If "All seeing is seeing as,'" we would be in-
volved in this regi*ess° If Vesey meant by his statement, "All seeing
is seeing as" that " 'Seeing' means 'seeing as'," then it is false,

!

But perhaps we have been too hasty in thinking we understood Vesey's

5

claim, for he is not the only philosopher” to have explicitly claimed

this,
True and Falgse Perception

Vesey states: "Another way of expressing the point that all see-
ing is seeing as is to say that percep¥ions, like judgments, are either
true or falseo"6 The claim that there are true and false perceptions
may not seem to be very helpful in understanding "All seeing is seeing
as." It is-not obvious what would be meant by a true or false percep-
tion or why "All seeing is seeing as" expresses this. In hopes of un-
derstanding :what Vesey means by "All seeing is seeing as," I shall de-
velop his:reasons for saying perceptions are true or false.

It is-an objective of Vesey's to show that perception does not in-

volve judgments - Previous theories in their attempts to explain cases
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in which things look different than they are have considered these mis-
takes. Never questioning the dogma that mistakes are the result of
judgments, the theories result in thebanalysis of perception as involv-
ing judgméhtaw Earlier theories of perception are committed to the ?ol—
lowing line of argument.

Things.sometimes look differsent than they are.

These cases could be called mistaken perceptions.

A migtake is the drawing of a false conclusion

from evidence.

Thie drawing of a false conclusion.is a judgment.

Therefore perception involves judgment.

Vesey understands previous theories of perceptioh as agreeing that
perception involves judgments Put disagreeing on what they think the
‘ judgment is about. There skem to be two possibilities here. Either
éhe judgment is about material things or the judgment in perception is
about non-material things. Vesey will show how either choice has led
to an inadequate theory of perception. This will then give ug reason
for doubting that perception involves judgment,

One of the alternatives ie that the judgment involved in percep-
tion is about material things. This apparently would mean that one
judges .things to be what they look like, i.e., if a thing looks like a
torpedo;. then I. judge it to be a torpedo, Vesey shows that this is ob-
viously false, because it makes good sense to say, "It looks like a
torpedo;but: it isn't one." In other words, we do not always judge
thingsatozbexwhat‘they look like. So we realize this theory is inade-
quates= If\judgmentAis in&olved in perception, it cannot be j?ggment
about zaimaterial: thing,

; The other:alternative'agrees that perception involves judgmént,

becauge only judgment can be true or false, but disagrees that these

judgments are about material things. According 1o this alternative,
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judgment involved in perception ie about non-material things. Vesey
thinks the reasoning of those holding this alternative, called the
sense-datum account, is that a material thing can look like something
it is not. For example, we see something a® a snake but since it is a
stick, we are mistaken. To makelﬁ mistake means to infer from evidence

t

to a false conclusion., So any situatioﬂ that has the possibility of a

i

mistake involves an inference. Unless there is to be an infinite re-
greseion of these mistakes, there must be something I am aware of that
involves no inference. ©Since being jaware of this something must in-
volve no possibility of a mistake and so no inference, it must be that
we are directly aware of this thing., This non-material thing is called
a sense-datum, The sense-datum is then a thing, but not a material
thing.
Since the sen§e-datum is a thing, it must have fully determinate
~qualities, A sense-datum cannot be just colored but rather must be a
particular color, for eiample green,-must not be just any shade of green
but a particular shade, peacock green. This is the basis of why this
theory is inadequate. Since the sense-data must have fully determinate
gqualities, the theory cannot explain why we would make different judg-
ments given the same data, To make this criticism clear, we can consi-
der the following cases:
Case 1 = We see something as green
Sense-datuh theory analyzes this into:
a) We are directly aware of a peacock
green colored sense-datum,
b) We think or judge green.
Case 2 - We see something as peacock green
Sense~datum theory analyzes this intos
a) We are directly aware of a peacock

green colored sense-datum.
b) We think or judge peacock green.
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Case 3 - We see something as colored
Sense-datum theory analyzes this into:
a) We are directly aware of peacock
green colored sense-—datum.

b) We think or judge colored.
According to this theory there is no explanation as to why we would
make these different judgments from the same data., We usually account
for theée different judgments by degrees of attention., But if we were
immediately aware of sense—-data and sense—data are things, there could
be no‘explanation for cases we norma}ly explain by degrees of atten-
tiono7 But'attentibn is part of seéﬁng and necessary to perception.

There are then two things wrong with the sense-datum acqounto It
mistakenly assumes that illusions are the result of mistaken judgments,
So it maintains that what an object is seen as is the result of a judg-
ment. The second mistake is that what we apparently are immediately
aware of is a thing.

Since perception has not been analyzed adequately into a judgment
about a material thing or a judgment 'about a non-material thing, we
have reason to believe that there is no judgment involved in perception.
Moreover,the reason philosophers have thought there was judgment in per-
ceptions was because illusions or non-veridical perception was under-
stood as mistakes, and mistakes were thought to be the results of in-
¢orrect inference,

Vesey has discovered another way to explain illusions.’ Illusions
are mistaken perceptions, but mistakes do not have to be considered as
always‘the result of a‘judgment° Judgment doesn’t have to be the only
thing we consider true or false. We will simply call perceptions true
or falseg’a false perception being roughly a perception in which a ma~

terial object looks like something other than what it is. So if we
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agree that perceptions can be true or falgg, by denying the old dogma
that only judgments can be true or false,. then we need not involve judg
ment in perception. ‘

It is difficult to understand how Vesey thinks declaring that per-
ceptions are now to be called true and fal®e is going to solve a philo-~

i
sophical problem concerning perception., This difficulty showg in the

fact that we are a bit lost as %o what calling a perception true or
false would mean, It is not a perception report thét is now called

true or false because these always have been, but the perceptioniitself
is true or false., A false perception seems to be what we normally wouldv
call an illusion, In having an illusion you:have something false like

a box with a false bottom or false teeth.

In attempting to understand "All seeing is smeeing aﬁ, " we have
geen that the reason for saying perceptions are true and false is that
it will allow us to give a theory of perception that does not involve
judgment. Hépéfully we can have a theory that does not involve judg-
ment because both the possible alternatives of analyzing 'perception'
as involving judgment have been shown to be inadequate.

To further understand Vesey's own theo;y we need to be aware of
the major proﬁlem he thinks a theory of perception must solve. The
problem is that the facts discovered by psychologists and physiologists
must be reconciled with the common éense assumption that different peo-
ple are very often aware of the same thing. Réconciling these factors
was the problem the sense-datum theory was also attempting to solve.
The fact that some people see a duck;rabbit as a duck while others see

it as a rabbit informs ue that when we see something, what we see it as

is determined by our psychological background and make up. The ambi-
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guous figures of psychology textbooks are thought to reveal facts about
all seeing, With this scientific information we are apparently made a-
ware that perception is a function of both stimulus and receiver. If
what we see is a function of our psychological background, it seems we
have reason to say that no two people could ever sese ekactly the same
thing, yet it is a common assumption that we can see the same things
other people see,

The way Vesey reconciles these factors is to first deny that only
judgments may be true or false. So now we do not need to analyze 'see-
ing' as involving data we directly apprehend, which are the result of
perceiving a material object under conditions. In érder to completely
reconcile the scientific information that we 'see under conditions' and
the common sense assumption that we can éee the same material object,
Vesey not only denies that judgment is involved in perception but also
aggerts that we should refuse to use the possession of ﬁhysiological
apparatus as a critierion for not seeing the same,any more than we now
use viewing from different angles as a reason for saying we do not see
the same thing. Although the sense-datum account would reconcile the
two factors, it does not provide an adequate theory of perception, be-
cause it cannot account for attention in perception,

Veséy"s theory is that we normally see a stick as a stick. When
we gee a stick as & dnakeg this mistaken perception is not due to an in-
correct judgment but rather due to a false perception - it is just not
what it seems to be. Vesey asserts there is no judgment in seeing an
object as 'X', Rather if the object is not "X", it is simply a false
perception., What we are immediately aware of is an object - what the

material object looks like or what we see it as.,
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An indication of the difference of the sense-datum theory Vesey
rejects and his own theory can be shown by noting how both theories
would account for a case of veridical perception, a case of 'mistaken’
perception and a case in which we say 'looks like' rather than 'it is'.

Veridical perception: I see a stick.
sense~datum account:
a) I am aware of a stick shaped sense-datum.
b) I judge it to be a stick.

Vesey's own theory:
" I am aware of the look of a stick and have no
reason to think the material object is not what
- it looks like.'

'Mistaken' perception: I see a snake.
sense-datum accounts
a) I am aware of a stick shaped sense—datum.
b) I judge it to be a snake,

Vegey's own theory:
I am aware of the look of a snake and have no
reason to think the material object is not what
it looks like. Nevertheless the material ob-
ject is not what it looks like and it is a
false perception,

A case in which I say 'looks like' rather than 'L see':
it looke like a snake,
gense-datum account:
a) I am aware of a stick shaped sense—datum.
b) something about the content (sense-datum
leade me to say 'looke like' rather than
'T geel,

Vesey's own theory:

I am aware of the look of a snake but something

in the context gives me reason to think that this

ig not the material object it looks like.

A false perception is defined by Vesey as occurring when the ob-

ject does not look like what it is. 'Looks like' is defined as what I
would take or judge a material thing to be if I saw it and had no rea-—
son to think it was not that. For example, if I look at my coffee cup
on the table, I suppose Vesey would say, I would take it to be a coffee

cup because here I have no reason to think it is not a coffee cup, so

in this case my coffee cup looks like a coffee cup and since it is a
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coffee cup and looks like what it ie, then thim is a case of a true
perception. “

. Vesey thinks there is a content to perception, and this content is
the same when we say, "It is a torpedo" and "It looks like a torpedo."
Whatever we see, we see as something., This simply means that in any
case of seeing, I have something or am aware of something. I may mis-
identify the material thing, but nevertheless I am aware of something,
and this something is what the thing looks like to me.or what I see it
asio | | |

We have the same content in ‘looks like' and 'it is', but whén we
say 'looks like', we have tﬁe look pius something in the context that
makes us think it is not what it looks like. I say it 'looks like' on-
ly when I think it is not what it looke like. There is no judgment in
perceptién, because all pe#ception does is give us evidence for a thing
being what it looks like, 'Loéks like' is the report of what we be-
lieve to be a falsé percéption. Looks are the évidence for judgments
~but do not involve a judgment, or to say it again, what we 'gee it as'
provides evidence for our judging it to be that., When we use the phrase

'looks like', we state what the object would be if we had a true per-

ception, but we have reason to believe this is a false perception.
{ .

Seeing What It Looks Like

By looking a@ the two previous indicatiéns of Vesey's meaning for
"All seeing is seeing as," we have %Qarned what Vesey's theory of per-
ception is, but we have not gained much of an understanding of his
statement "All seeing is seeing asuf Vesej gives us a third indication

of his meaning for this statement in the following passage:
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"All seeing ie seeing as." In other words

if a person sees something at all it must look

like something to him, even if it _only looks

like 'somebody doing something'.,,8

The importance of this point is again emphagized in the conclusion,
"Whenever we see an object, it looks }ike goﬁ;thingaq.o"9 So, according
to Vesey, whenever I see my fountain pen, it looks like something, How-
ever, according to Vesey, since I have no reason to think that what I
see is not a fountain pen, it would be misleading for me to say it looks
like a fountain pen. This is because we say 'looks 1ike' only when we
have a reason to believe the object is not what it looks like. When we
don't have such a reason, we say 'it is' rather than 'it looks like'.
This is a fundamental point in Vesey's theory beéause the difference in
saying 'it is' and 'if looks like' ie not in the céntent of tﬁe visual
experiénce-but in the context of it. The difference in the context is
that when I say 'looks like', the circumstances give me reason to doubt
that it is what it logks like., Vesey states, '"We say 'It looks 1ike a
torpedo’ when we have reason to believe that the object may not really
be what it looks like,"'©
Now we are in a very strange situation. I see my fountain pen but

if I do, then it looks like something to me and yet I can't say it looks
like a fountain pen. 0ddly enough Vesey's ﬁosition would have to be
that it -doesm look like a fountain pen but it would be'misleadingito say
it. Vesey knows: this object 1ooksblike a fountain pen because "what an
object looks.like:to a person is what he would judge that object to be,
if he:had no reason to judge otherwiseo"11 In my situation I have no
other reasons; so I would judge this to be a fountain pen. Hence it

looks like a fountain pen, but I cannot correctly say, "It looks like a

fountain pen."
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It might seem that Vesey has in mind two senses of 'looks like'.
In a sentence like "We say ''looks like' only wheﬁ we have doubts that
it is what it looks like," there seems to Dbe répreeented one 'looks
like' which we say and another which an object has. Or one 'looks like'
that we say and one that we see, But rather than two senses, Vesey says
in talking about perceptions in which people see things as they judge
them to be, '"These are'the cases which provide no occasion for talking
of what things look like, or what people see things as°"12 Equating
‘see things as' with 'looks like', as he does throughout the péper, we
understand that it is not that there are two senses of.'seeing ag' or
'looks like', but that objects are'aiways seen as gomefhiﬁg when they
are seen, but it is only mentiongd in cases of déubt as to what the ob-
ject is. |

So, according to Vesey, we always see what things look like, but
we only mention it when we wish to show that we are not sure what the
object is. So if someone looking at my fountain pen in normal circum-
stances asks, "What is that?" it would be confusing for me to say, "It
locks like a fountain pen," or "I see it as a fountain pen," but never-

4

“theless true; So likewise Wittgenstein's remark at a dinner table, "I
see this fork as a férk," would be misleading but truen13
In order to understand why according to Vesey, it would be mislead-
ing to say "looke like" even when the object we see does look like some-
thing, we need to understand what Vesey means by "looks like." Vesey
begins his articlg by asking the question what is the difference in the
circumstance when we say "looks like" from the circumstance in which we

say "it is." The difference, as I mentioned abbve, is that in the

"looks like' case, one has a reason to doubt that the object seen is
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what it looks like. There is not only a difference but a similarity in
these two cases. The similarity between a time in which I say "It is .
0osy" and a tiﬁe in which I say "It looks like.o.," is that what I see
looks the same, The difference is the circumstance in which the visual
experience occurred, and the similarity is the content of the visual ex-
perience.

It should be obvious that according to Vesey the content of a vis-
ual experience is the look of a material object, and that it is the same
in these cases, If the content wasn't the same in these cases, I would
say; "It looks different," rather than,"It looks like...." This also
shows that even in the case in which we say, "It is...," there is a look
because we compare the look in the *'look like' case to this one. If the
'it is' case didn't have a look, then what would the look in the 'looks
like' case be like. Indeed what else can we see other than the way an
object looks? So the‘reasons Vesey would have us say 'looks like' ra-
ther than 'it ig' are first because the content of this visual exper-
ience is the same as in the ‘it is', and sqcond, because I doubt the ob-
ject to be what it looks like. |

The fact that according to Vesey the content of a visual experience
is what the object looks iike helps us to understa;d Vese&'s éenfgnﬁe,
"oooyif a person sees something at all, it must look like sometping to
him,co0.” If we see anyobject, we are aware of ité look. To say we
saw something that didn't look like anything would be to say we had a
visual experience without a content. My lack of understanding the sen-
tence"...if a person sees something at all it mgst look like something

i

to him..." must be as silly to Vesey as not understanding, "If a person
" i

has a toothacke; he must be aware of some pain."
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Since, according to Vesey, when we understand that what we are a-
ware of is the look, we no longer actually have an 'I see' case or 'it
ig' case. The "I see' case is analyzed as being aware of a look plus
judging the object to be what it looks like. What an object looks like
is evidence for what it is. So if we have no counter evidence, we ac-
cept this as conclusive and say "I see o.co" Or "It i8 oceoo"

This does not seem as distinct from Lewis' position as one might

4
have thought upon noticing that Vesey's stated purpose is showing that

perception does not involve judément° According to Lewis, we are aware
of the presentation (recognize it as qualitatively similar to previous
presentations), and we interpret this presentation (predict that the
same will follow this as did those previous presentations) and so can
report our perception by saying, "I see ...." According fo Vesey, we
are aware of the look, and if there is no counter evidence, we say "I
see 00103. :

There seems to be a difference in these two theories because Vesey
says Judgment.is not involved in perception, while Lewis says perception
is judgmentalo14 However, this ie only a verbal disagreement because by
"perception':Vesey means "the way the object we see looks." A percep-
tion isva look:and: there is no judgment in the look of an object. For
Lewis arpréﬁe?taﬁ;on:is the look and there is no judgment in the appre=
hension.of a presentation. However to say "It looks like," "It is" or
"I see' is-the result of a judgment based on the evidence. So for both
Vesey and?LawiS'saying "I see' ig a conclusion based on evidence that we
obtained by immediate awareness. Because seeing something is based on
evidence, we can expect the same consequences that we saw in Lewis.

With Vesey's theory we again seemed doomed in a world of probability and
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so of skepticiem. Vesey's "It is'" or "I see" are ‘based on evidence like
Lewis', so it is difficult torﬁnderstand héw he coulﬁ say more than "I
have a great deal of evidence and no reason to doubt that I see a
snake." TFor Vesey it is not only that sticke look like snakes but that
snakes look like snakes. Can we strictly speaking say a snake looks
like a snake or should we actually say looks like what a snake léoks
like? Ingtead of introducing his wifg in the ugual "And this is my
wife" way, ﬁeéey cﬁuld more accurately say, "This looks exactly like my
Iwife and in all probability it is she; at least I have no reason to
doubt it."

Such results lead us to see that Vemey's theory of perception is
nat a correct analysis of perception. But we knew Vesey was essential-
ly wrong since our introductory discussion of the difference between the
concepts 'seeing' and ‘seeing as'. However to understand that'Vesey is
mistaken is not to understand wthhe.made these mistakes.

| One basic mistake Vesey makes that lead him. to such statements as
"All seeing is seeing as" is assimilating 'recognizing' (or 'identify-
ing') and 'seeing’, Firgt I shall point‘out that Vesey dqes make this
aszimilétion and then that it is a mistake to do so.

The fact that Vesey does assimilate theme concepts is revealed in
the conclusidn of tﬁe article in which he has argued that 'all seeing
is seeing as’.,  He states:

My aim in: this paper has ﬁeen to combat the
idea that'in seeing an object as something,
in‘rzcognizin§5an object, there is involved
judgment.o.
Another consideration of Vesey's assimilation of 'seeing' and 're-

. cognizing' is the fact that he begins the article with the contrast be-

tween °it is’ and ‘looks like'. "It is a snake" is a standard reply to
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questions such as "What is it?" or "What did you identify it as?," not
"What is there?" It would be more common to make a perception report
with "There's a snake" or "A snake!"

It seems obvious that Vesey is not thinking of a case in which one
person has a better view thah another and so is asked what he can eee.

‘ | ;

Such a situation would seem to be the more natural setting for percep-
tion reports. Vesey has in mind two people looking at a stick gathering
evidence for its being a stick or a snake.

The fact that Vesey assimilates 'seeing' and ‘'recognizing' is im-
portant to us because now we can understand why he says, "All seeing is

seeing asg" or "If you see an object it must look like something." The

'

circumstances in which it makes senke to talk about recognizing are the
circpmstances in which it ma#es sense to talk about what a thing looks
like. So by assimilating 'seeing' and 'recognizing', he 'overlooks cases
of 'seeing’' in which 'iooks like' are not involvéda

So.in order to understand that all 'seeing' does not involve 'looks
like' or 'seeing as'; we need to be reminded of cases of 'seeing' which
do not involve the acts of ‘recognizing'. There may be no act of recog~
nition involved in seeing two oncoming cars and a pedestriﬁn while driv-
ing to workﬂ Perhaps I can bring this out by confrasting a case of see-
ing a snake and recognizing it with seeing a snake where there was no
act of recognition. A snake in the backyard can look like a sticke.
Hhen it.mévesw you suddenly recognize that it is a snake. In such a-

i .
case there is an act of recognition and it makes sense to talk about
[ ' ' . . : ) ¢
what it looked like., Hhen‘youisee the snakes in a zoo, there is no act
of recognizing them as snakes. 1f someone asks if you saw the snakes,

there would not be a problem in answering him. If you were asked if you
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recognized them ag snakes, you might feel your second grade education
was being challénged° It is not that ever since the second grade you
have been able to recognize the snakes iﬁ the zoo when you see them, It
is rather that since the second grade you have not had to recognize the
snakes at the zoo. :

To point out the difference between the concepts of 'seeing' and
‘recognizing', I should also remind the reader of cases such as "I saw
her when she first came in, but I didn't recognize her until she smil-
ed." So there are at least two kinde of cases that point out the dif-
ference in these concepts. There are cases like the last in which I see
without recognizing, as I can see my sister whom I have not seen forwl4
years without recognizing her. There are also cases like the first kind
discussed in which what I see does not require an act of recognition, as
I can see my wife without an act of recognition. ‘'Recognizing' is a
different concept than 'seeing' and obviously distinct from 'seeing as',
One cannot say I recognized that it was a snake but it was a stick. In
order to recognize or identify,.one has to get it right. One can say,
"I saw it as a snake but it was a siick."

I have mentioned that Vesey treats 'seeing as' and 'léoks like' as
gynonyms. There are diffe;ences relevant to these terps that I have re-
garded as relatively unimportant to this paper. Perhaps tﬁey should be
mentioned, ‘'See as' does apparently have a use in describing illusions
as does 'looks like', However as 'looks like' implies doubt about the
object ‘being what. it is} 'seeing as' does not imply the speaker has
doubt but rather that he Knows an alternative way it can be seen. The
reason Vesey seems to find no trouble in interchanging thgse is that for

Vesey there is always aﬁ alternative. We either see‘things as they are
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(true perceptions) or see things as they are not (false perceptions).
But to see things as they aren't, isn't just another way of seeing some-
thing., Also we generalized from the reversible figures illustrated in
the psychology textbooks to all perception. The result of this general-
ization is that perception is a matter of both stimulué and receptor.
Each of us sees under the conditions of his own central nervous system
and so there is supposed to be some literal sense to saying we see dif-
ferent objects yet the same material objegt. I see things under the
conditions of my nervous éystem but others under theirs, éo there are
many alternative ways to see the one material'object. Every receptor is
an alternative way of seeing.

In order to highlight some of the tangled relationshipe between
'seeing as', ‘seeing', 'looks like' and 'recognize"that have been men-
tioned in this chapter, I shall consider a possible objection to each of
my cases that separate 'recognizing' from ‘seeing'. These are objec-
tions someone in Vesey's position might make,

In commenting on my cage of seeing my sister but not recognizing
her, one might reply with, "You didn't recognize her as &our sister, but
gtill if you saw her, you'at least rec§gnized she was a woman, a human
being or at least something." Sincg it has bgen mentioned that to re-
cognize something, I must get it right, one caﬁ explain that in seeing
my sister, I need not recognize my sister7 This can be clearly seen in
a third person use of sees: "He sees his siste} but he does not recognize
her." :So: he simply does not recognize what ‘he seesa‘ But now what, if
someone like Vesey was to agree and say, '"We don't necessarily recognigze
it if we see it, because this would imply we' never made mistakes, but it

does look like.something to us., That is, if we see it, then we see it
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as something but not necessarily as what it is."

So again we have the statement: "If you see it, you must see it as
something."” So we ask someone who claims to see it, "Hhaf do you see it
as?" or "What does it look like to you?" Perhaps we get no answer be-
cause the person can think of nothing that looks like the thing he is
looking at, i.e., he can think of nothing to rompare it to. Then we ask
that he at least describe what it looks like;’ znd §ure1y if he sees 1it,
he can describe what it looks like, '

A criterion for 'seeing' is what our description of what we see is.
The question about him seeing an object is ﬁot always a question about
perception. We could be asking about his ability to identify an object
or perhaps asking to learn about his visual acuity. But thig is not Ve-
éey's point. Perhaps rather than say, "Surely if he sees it, he can de-
scribe what it looks like," we should say, "If he sees it and should re-
cognize it but is unable to, then he will be able to- describe whaF it.
looksllikes“ | ;

| Wﬁere we see without ;ecognizing what we see, we can talk about
"looks like’, But in case §f séeing my wife in the kitchen, I don't
have to recognize her and here it daowsn't make sense to talk about
"looks like', She doesn'’t look like my wife; she is my wife. If some-
one asks me who the woman in the kitchen looked like, I could not answer
"My wife." This means if when you see your wife in the kitchen and
someone asks, 'Does she look like your wife?" you would not know how to
answer. But this is not because one doesn't know what she looks like
but because we don’t know what 'looks like' means here.

A person arguing from Vesey's theory might think that I had over-

looked something important in claiming that seeing my wife does not nor-
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mally involvg an act of recognition, He mightvwant to say that perhaps
one does not go through an act of recognition but still one does recog-
nize his wife., After all what kind of man couldn't even recognize his
own wife? It is true that I am not startled as I would be if I came
home to a strange woman, i.e., a woman of which it would be true to say
I didn't recognize hér, such as my sister. I might not recognize my
sister until sometime after I had been told who she was. I might recog-
nize her aé soon as she smiled, I might recognize her as soon as I saw
her. Perhaps I recognize her by her smile or perhaps I say, "Of. course,
I recognize you; you haven't changed a bit in 14 years. I juet couldn't
believe it was you."

Do I recognize my wife because she hasn't changed a bit? With my
sister you might say I found.out who the woman was. I 1earned.ﬁho she
was as soon as I saw her or when she smiled. I don't learn who my wife

N

is when I see her, When I see m& wife, I may not learn anything. Upon
geéing my sister‘I might have asked myself or someone else, "Who can
that be?" and not gotten an answer or been able to answer, and then al},
of a sudden realized that it was my sister. But with my wife in the
kitchen, I do not ask even myselftwho that could be. So it seems h
strahge to talk about an act of recognition here.

If you say you recognize your wife to contrast this with the case
r.of being with someone you don'‘t know, then you should realize that in
seeing your wife, there was not an act of recognition, as there ig in
recognizing_your sister. You recognize your wife but not él seeing her,
as you .recognize your sister by seéing her. ]You recognize your wife but

there is no act of recognition°16

Above all, don‘t think that in seeing your wife you recognize her,
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and this means that you compare the way she now looks with what you re-
member her looking like and sihce the two looks are alike,:then you see
her as your wiféo' If one was inclined to think of seeing as comparing
the way the object looks now to a look or image brought forth by memory,
then we could expeét to hear the person saying, ''Whenever you see, it
looks like something to you," or:ﬂWhaf an ob;ect looks like im evidence
that the object is that," or maybe even, "All séeing is seeing as." Then
"All seeing is seeing és" would mean that in évery cage of seeing I éom—
pare the object in the kitchen with the one in my mind. I see the one
in the kitchen as of like the one in my mind., So it is like saying if I
see it as anything,‘then i match it with something in my mind.

If you think saying,"Il see my wife in’ﬁhq kitchen" involves com-
paring the way things loo% now with a memory image of my wife, then you
might feel inclined to think that "I see my wife" means "I see my wife
as my wife." Thinking that 'seeing' involves comparing what something
looke like with a memory image ig exactly the same problem Lewis has.
Remember Lewis had to recognize a presentation in order to give:it an
interpretation and so see it by matching it with former presentations.
Also remember Lewis says the only way to refer to the ineffable presen-
tations was with the circumlocution, 'looks'. In the discussion of Le-
wis it was broughé out that the idea of a comparison or matching makes

to

no sensge here becaﬁse nothing counts as a correct or incorrect compari-
! [

gon. We ndticed that if a memory image changed apd we forgot this

changé?andTyetvma&e-the correct verbal response, there was simply no

differéncebr And ifvit makes no difference if you get the comparison

right or wrong; then it makes no sense to talk about a comparison.

In. other words, in our example your memory image changes — first it
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is your sister, then it is your mother-in-law, then your neighbor, but
&ou forget that it phanges and just say, "I see my wife in the kitchen.”
If you were correct in s?ying that the first time, you will be correct
in saying that ﬁhen all these hypothesized inner workings of matching

and comparing go astray.
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CHAPTER IV

PERCEPTION INVOLVES CONCEPTUAL ORGANIZATION

Norwood Russell Hanson's concern in his chapter on observation in

Patterns of Discovery is to find out which sense of fseeing' is most en-

lightening in the understanding of modern observational physics. He ar-
gues that 'seeing' must be analyzed into 'seeing as' and 'seeing that'
in order to explain the relationship of our visual sensations to our
knowledge of the world., In analyzing 'seeing' he states:

I do not mean to identify seeing with seeing
as. ©Seaing an X-ray tube is not seeing a
glass-and-metal object as an X-ray tube. How-
ever, seeing an. antelope and seeing an object
as an antelope have much.in common. Some-
thing of the concept of seeing can be discern-
ed from tracing uses of 'seeingcccad.co'.
Wittgenstein is reluctant to concede this, but
his reasons are not ¢lear to me. On the con-
trary, the logic of ‘'seeing as' seems to il-
luminate the general perceptual case.

- I have claimed that Wittgenstein is not only "reluctant to concede this"
i

but that it is a central theme of chapter xi of Philosophical Investiga-

tions to remind the reader of the differences between 'seeing' and. 'see-
ing as' in order to avoid conceptual puzzles. It would then seem that
Wittgenstein finds the differences :in these concepts important in resol-
ving certain puzzles, whiie Hanson finds the similarities illuminéting

to a theory of perception. We have seen the difference between these

concepts. It will be interesting to understand what Hanson believes to

be the common element in }séeing' and ‘seeing as' that 'illuminates' the

64
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perceptual sense of 'see’.

According to Hanson, 'seeing as' illuminates 'seeing' by providing
us with clear examples of conceptual organization which is a logical
feature of perception. Hanson's idea of conceptual organization can be

partially explained by looking at the following illustration.

Figure 5., A Picture Puzzle.
If you stare at this drawing in bewilderment and then you are informed
that it is a picture of a soldier and his dog passing behind the corner
of a building, the elements in jhe drawing should 'pull together' or be-
come organized. This organizatiog is then not a detail in the picture
as the lines are but is rather the way the "details are appreciated."
The organization gives the lines a pattern. Hanson compares the organ-
ization of our visual impressions to the plot of a story.
With the duck~rabbit figure one sees it as first a duck, then as

a rabbit, and one wants to ask what is it that changes. Nothing in the
object one sees changes., Hanson introduces the notion of organization
by asking about seeing the different aspects of an ambiguous figure.

oo does one's visual picture change? How?

What is it that changes? What could change?

Nothing optical or sensational is; modified.

Yet one sees different things. _The organiza-

=.tion of what one sees changes?

The above drawing was helpful in understanding organization because the
picture was not at first organized, an@ we could contrast this with its

L . ; \
later organization. And in the cases of the ambiguous figures the dif-
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ferent ways the figures are organized results in our actually seeing

the figurees differently, and so the organizationgl feature of 'éeeing'
is again made oBvious. The organizational feature is obvious in these
cages as it is not in most of our'seeing' because we are normally pro-
vided with a context that psychologically 'sets' us to take the elements
of our visual experience in a particular way. Thus Hanson believes that
we need cases of 'seeing as' to illustrate this logical element involv-
ed in ail of our 'meeing’'.

Hanson thus maintains that conceptual organization is involved in
perception, Wittgenstein hag shown ﬁs that there are a number of dif-
ferences in our use of 'seeing as' and 'seeing', so we could not accept
an argument that simply genefaiized from cases of 'seeing as' involving.
organization to the conclusion that all seeing involved organization.
However, we have seen that th;re‘are similarities between 'seeing' and
"seeing as', so it is certainly possible that all seeing does involve

conceptual organization. Thus in this chapter we shall be qonsidéfing
the‘question, "Does berceptiop‘involve conceptual organization?". We
will want to consider how Hanson supports pis\affirmétive answérvtd this
question,

Hanson has two basic arguments to show that perception involves
conceptual organization. FFirst, a theory of perception musi account for
the fact that we seé different things when we look at 'the same object.
This can be explained if perception involves organization. Second, a
theory of perception must explainlthe relation between seeing and our
knowledge, and this can only be done byya theory that maintains that

n ‘

perception involves conceptual organization. Before we can consider

these arguments, we need to be more fully aware of what Hanson means by
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‘conceptual organization'. I shall first explain Hangon's two senses
of 'see’ in order to understand his notion of "conceptual organization."
I will then show how each of his arguments fail and then attempt to in-
dicate why I think Hanson was misled.

Two Senses of 'See' and the Meaning

of 'Conceptual Organization'

In order to understand Hanson's theory or analysis of perception,
we must understand Hanson's two senses of 'see'. He begine his concep-
tual investigation of 'sesing' by considering answers to the question,
"Do Kepler and Tycho see the same thing in the east at dawn®" There is,
he says, a sense of 'see' in which we would answer this question affir-
matively and a sense in which we would answer it in thé negative. These
two esenses of 'see' are illustrated in the situation of two men looking .
at the duck-rabbit, In this situa?ion in which one sees it as a rabbit
and the other sees itkas a duck, in one sense of 'see' we can say the
two men see the same object, while ih the other sense we would, accord-~
ing to-Hanson say they see different thingso

The more:basic sense of 'see', Hanson claims, is the sense in which
we would say of two men looking at an ambiguous figure, they 'see! the
same objectos In this sense of ‘see’, when we say they see different
things;it-means:--they are actually looking at different objects. This
gense of ‘=see’' means that the pe;son that sees ;s visually aware of the
objects .:It is the logically prior sense of 'see'. There would be no-
thing philesephically perﬁiéxing about Tycho and Keplerjo; ambiguo;s fi-
gureg if there was not a sense in wﬁich we say they see the same.

This logically prior sense of 'see!’ is the philosophically less in-

teresting sense of 'see', according to Hanson. The more interesting
! .
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sense is the one in which we see something different when you see it as
a rabbit and I see it as a duck. This second sense of 'see’ ig the
gsense illuminated by 'seeing as'. As I have indicated, 'geeing as' re-
veals that this sense of 'ses' involves organization. . The 1ogicallj
prior sense of 'see' does not involve‘organi%ation° Thus we understand
jthe central importance of organization in‘Hanéon's theory, because this
'is what distinguishes the two.senseé of 'see'., The différence in see-
ing the duck-rabbit as a duck and seeing it as a rabbit is the organi-
zation of your visual impressigno

The following example will help to further our understanding of
what Hanson means by our visual experience having a particular organiza-
tion. The example is a collection of data such as Tycho's list of the
position of Mars at different times. This collection of data just looks
like a long list of numbers to most men, They can find no particular
pattern to the numbers or no reason for a particular number occurring in
one place in the list rather than in another. Kepler was able to find
an organization to the numbers. He realized that the data showed that
Mars had an elliptical orbit about the sun. He could see a pattern in
the numbers that others could not see. For him the numbers hadvan or=-
ganization, while for others there was no organization until Kepler
showed it to them. It took Kepler to see the meaning of this series of
numbers and on the basis of this he was able t§ make predictions abéﬁt
the future position of Mars.

In this example, you are given the numbers and then‘you look for
the organization, while our visual experience is ﬁot, according to Han-

son,; first had and then organized, but rather we just have an organized

visual experience. However this illustration of finding the organiza-
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tion of a series of numbers does indicate that by ‘organization' Hanson.
means something like understanding what the significance or meaning of
this particular arrangement of numbers is. The example indicates that
knowledge is involved in the organization., If Kepler had not known the
formula for an ellipse, he could not have seen the organization of
Tycho's collection of data.

An organized visual experience is then one in which we understand
the pattern of elements as meaningful. It is one in which our viéual
experience makes sense to us. A visual experience that makes sense is
one that we cﬁn describe with mean;ngful sentences.

Now that we have been introduced to Hanson's two senses of 'see'
and to his meaning of 'diganization', we can further discuss the sense
of 'see' in which we see the same when we see an ambiguous figure. I
have méntioned that this is considered by Hanson the logically prior,
more bésic and philosophically less interesting sense of 'see' and that
this sense of 'see' does not involve the logical factor of organization.
This sense of 'see’ means that we are visually aware of the object. The
logically prior sense of ‘see' means visually aware in the sense of
'see' which we use to say an infant sees something because the infant
has no knowledge necessary to organize his visual experience. This lack
of organization is the distinguishing factor of the two senses of 'see'.

What does 'visually aware' mean and of what are we visually aware?
According to Hanson, we are visually aware of a sense-datum picture. In
light of the fact that Hanson spent .a considerable portion of this chap-
ter on observatioﬁ-criticizing what he lébels the sense-datum account
of perception, my claimvthat wha; Hanson thinks we are visually aware of

is a sense-datum picture may seem surprising.
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The sense~-datum account ie introduced as one of the possible mean-
ings for two men seeing the saﬁe when looking at an ambiguous figure or
‘ ; ,
the sense of 'see' in which we answer Hanson's question, "Do Kepler and
Tycho see the same in the east at dawn?" affirmatively. Another possi-
ble but also rejected‘meaninglfor Tycho and Kepler 'seeing the same' is
that the.same chemo-physical process would occur in both of their brains
and eyes, "They see the same" would then mean that they see the same
retinal pictures. This explanation of this senee of 'see'!, Hanson says,
is simply the result of careless talk. We do not see retinal pictures.
The pictures on the retina would be small, upside—down and two in num-
ber, Besides drunks and drugged people might have the same retinal pic-
tures but not be said to see the same. And finally; according to his
argument, this is a chemical physical state and seeing is not a state
but én experience.

Rejecting this explanation of 'seeing the same' when looking at an
ambiguous figure, Hanson considers the sense-datum account. In this ac-
count what we mean when we say that we see the same object when we look
at the ambiguous figure or that quler and Tycho see the same is that
they both have identical sense-datum pictures. A sense~datum picture
avoids the criticism of the retinal picture because it is a single pic-
ture and it is noit. inverted. To have a sense-datum picture is to be a-
ware of it. We can find out that two people do have identical sense=
datum pictures and do see the same in the logically prior sense of 'see!
by having them draw an exact copy of what they.see° As previougly dis-
cussed, people seeing the duck-rabbit as a duck yogld draw a figuré that
was congruent with gomeone that saw it as a rabbito Because their draw-

ings of what they see would be identical, we would know that their
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sense-datum pictures are identical, and we have a reason for saying
they see the same thing.' According‘to this account,the logically prior
sense of 'see' means that we are aware of a sense-datum picture.

Another way we caﬁ find out that thgy have the same senge~datum
picture is to ask them to describe what they see. However,Kepler and
Tycho might both say they see the sun. This would disguise the real
sense in which they mee the same, because 'sun' would have ambiguous
visual referent. By 'sun' Kepler refers to a static body while Tycho
means a satellite of the earth. So to get to the true sense in which
they see the same, we wouid need to have them describe what they see in
terms that did not have ambiguous vigual referent, such as lines, shapes
and colors. They would describe what they saw as a yellow-white disc
between a pétéh of green and a patch of blue. Since they both would de-
scribe what they see identically, we h%ve a plausible meaning for 'they
see the same', “

However, as I mentioned at the beginning of this explanation of
Hanson's meaning of ‘visually aware', when I claimed that Haneon thought
we were aware of sense-dgﬁum pictures, he is éritical of the sense-datum
account, In fact he remarks of the way we see ambiguous figures, "Could
anything be more opposed to a sense-datum account of seeing?"4 He re-
jects the sense-datum account as a fully adequate account of 'seeing'
because it does not explaip how it is that we éee the same object dif-
ferently. And this is the sense of 'see' that is philosophically inter-
esting .and the sense of 'see' in observational physics. According to
Hanson the sensemdatum account explains seeing ambiguous figures differ-
ently as being aware of the same picture but giving it a different in-

terpretation, Thus the sense-datum formula for perception is perception
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= sense-datum picture + interpretation.

Hanson rejects this formula because seeing is not a composite.
Seeing is an experience and this experience is not a composite. There
are not two things we do when we see. There is not a soaking up of sen-
sations and the clamping on of én interpretation. The interpretation is
there in the seeing and not a second operation. In other words, in the

formula perception = sense-datum picture + interpretation, it is the

|

plus that Hanson is arguing against.

This agrees with Lewis' acgount. Lewis made it clear as Hanson
does that we are not concerned about giving a description of what hap-
pens when we see but rather an analysis of 'seeing'. Also both Hanson
and Lewie agree that in an analysis of 'seeing' there are two logical
features that need to be made clear. Lewis calls thése two logical com-
ponents the ‘given' and "interpretqtion' which are made obvious in the
seeing an object differently., Hanson's analysis also depends upon see-
ing an object differently. For Hanson the two locutions 'seeing as' and
'seeing that' point out the lcgical features gf seeing that are #eces—
sary to understaﬁd the role seeing plays in observational physics. It
is important to both Hanson and Lewis that these are logical features
and not parts of the séeing experience. These are logical featgres of
'seeing’ and not psychological facts about seeing. So these two factors
gan be talked about separately but not actually séparated any more fhan
the weight and shape of an object can be separated from the object.

So Hanson“s‘fﬁndamental reasoﬁ for rejecting the sense-datum for-
mula of perception is that interpretation ie not a psychological compo-
nent of seeing. We could say for Hanson there is interpreting in seeing

but seeing is not interpreting plue something interpreted. This is an
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important point because it ie necessary in order to understand why Han-
son rejects the sense~datum account and so to understand the possibility
that he does maintain that what we are visually aware of is a sense-
datum picture. In addition, if we do not understand this? it will seem
that Hanson merely substitutes bis own notion of 'organization' for the
notion of ‘interpretation' in the sense-~datum account. What Hanson sees
himself as doing is substituting the logical analysis of 'seeing' for
v,what has before been discussed as the components of the seeing exper-
ience,

So whether we discuss organization or interpretation, it is essen-~
tial in Hanson's analysis not to think that we receive some element in
seeing and then interpret it or that we get the elements and then organ-
ize them into a pattern. The interpretation is in the seeing or the
elements come with an organization. This organization is different with
different knowledge, but it is nof that we use this knowledge to organ-
ize the elements (lines, shapes, colors) but that this knowledge 'sets'
us for a particular organization.,

Hanson's argument that seeing is not something plus interpretation
is based on seeing the ambiguous figures. According to Hanson, when I
gee an ambiguous figure as a duck, it is not that I first get sensations
from the duck-rabbit and then interpret these as a duck. This would be
the sense—aatum account of seeing an émbiguous figure diffgrently, but
it is ambiguous figures ﬁh;t point out how wrong the sense—dafum account
is, If in tﬁese ambiguous figures, such as the duck—rabﬁit, there was

N
an interpretation, it would have to be a spontaneous interpretation.

§

Hanson's main criticism against this view is that the word 'ihterpreta—

tion' functions in contrast to such spontaneous situations as these am-
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biguous figures. The idea of spontaneous interpretation makes no sense
in ordinary language nor'is it explained in philosophical language. So
Hanson rejects the sense-datum analysis of seeing.

It is important that Hanson rejects the percebtion = gense~datum

picture + interpretation formula as an account of seeing only in the
i

sense of seeing differently., He rejects the analysis of this sense be-
cause, as is shown by seeing the duck-rabbit differently, this éénsé of
isee’ is not a composite and so there is not an interprefation tacked on
to something else in this senge of 'séeing'° So Hanson does not reject
the idea that in the sense of 'see' in which we say of two men seeing
different things in an ambiguous figure '"they see the same object,"
'they see' means 'they are aware of a sense-datum picture'. Also he
does not reject the idea that a sense-datum picture is involved in see-

ing the ambiguous figure differently.

So Hanson's arguments against the sense—datum account do not elimi-

]
3 b

nate the possibility that we are aware of senge-datum picturesé The
following quotes ghow that Hanson does think we are aware of sense-datum
pictures, Remembering that the sense in which the infant sees something
is the sense meaning he is visually aware of it, the following quote in-
dicates that this sense of 'see' means no more than being visually aware
of a sense-datum picture. "...react to his visual' environment with
purely sense-datum responses as does the infant or the idiotooo"5 The
fact that sense-datum pictures are involved in Haneon's other sense of
'gee’ that contains the logical feature of organization is shown by Han-
gon's comment "...for whiie seeing is at least a 'visual copying' of ob-
6

jects, it is also more than that."

The primary reason I had for showing that according to Hanson
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sense-datum pictures are involved in both senses of 'see' was to further
our understanding of his concept of conceptual organization inforder
that we might more adequately consider his_arguments that 'seeing as'
illuminates 'seeing'. It is now possible to state what Hanson means By
his two senggs”of *see' and by 'conceptual organization' in terms of
sense-dafum pictures. The sense of 'seeing' in which an infant’sees
simply involves being aware of a visual copy or sense—datum picture of
the object one looks at. Because the infant has no knowledge, the ele-

[

ments of the picture have no organization and thus what the infant sees

means nothing to him. Of course the lines,‘shaﬁésjand colors that are

[

the elements of his sense-~datum picture have a particular arrangement,
but this arrahgement means nothing to the infantiseer as Tycho's col-
lection of dgta meant nothing to men before Kepler. In contrast if we
were to say an adult with knowledge maw the object, this would mean that’
the adult would be aware of the same elements nut in addition, the pic-
ture would be meaningful. ZFor example, saying that two men see (in-
fant's sense) the same duck-rabbit means they both are aware of a visual
copy of the duck-rabbit but implies nothing about their organizajion of
this dbpy9§ Saying of the two men that they see (adult sense) the'ambi;
- guous figure differently means tney have a visual copy with the same
elements in them but these pictures have a different meaning for the -
men, An infant.cannot see it as a duck on as a rabbit because he does
not héve the knowledge to organize his visual experience, which means
his visual experience has no meaning to him. Thus according to Hanson,

the visual world of an infant is a '"rhapsodic, kaleidoscopic, senseless

barrage of sense signalso"7
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Two Arguments for Perception Involving
Conceptual Organization

The previous discussion has given us an understanding of what Han-
gon means by the two senses of 'msee' and 'conceptual orgaﬁization'; we
can now coneider his arguments to show that perception involves concep-
tual organization. These arguments are that his theory of>perception,
which maintains this, is more adequate than other theories of perception
because it can account first for the seeing of ambiguous figures differ-
ently and secondly,for the conﬁection of knowl;dge and seeing which oth-
er theories fail to do.

We have seen how Hanson accounts for seeing an ambiguous figure
differently and how the sense-datum account fails at this point. The
sense-datum account fails because it accounts for seeing the duck-
rabbit as a duck and as a rabbit by claiming that the same sense-datum
picture is involved, but the reason it is seen differently is that
there is a different interpretation of this picture. However, if inter-
pretation is to make sense, it takes time and so it does not make sense
in the duck-rabbit situation. Hanson can adequately account for these
cases. When we say one person sees it as a duck while the other sees it
as a rabbit, we simply mean 'see' in the sense that.involves organiza;
tion, And in this sense of ‘gee’ we say they see different things, be-
cause‘we meanvtheir sense-datum pictures are organized differently.

In condensed form Hanson's argument looks like this. Other theo-
ries cannot explain our looking at the éame object yet seeing different
things such as happens with ambiguous figures. A theory maintaining
that perception involves conceptual organization can adequately explain

seeing ambiguous figures differently and is therefore a more adequate
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theory of perception. Hence perception involves conceptual organiza-
tion,

This argument implies that a fheory that can explain cases of 'see-
ing as' such as the seeing ambiguous figures differently is a more ade-
quate theory of perception. So in order for this argument. to be sound,
‘'geeing as' must be a part of perception. In the introduction, by not-—
ing the differences in the concept of 'éeeing ag' and 'seeing', we saw
that 'seeing as’ is not a part of perception. So because 'geeing as'is
not a part of perception, this argument of Hanson's to show that percep-
tion involves conceptual organization fails.

The fact that, since 'seeing as' is not a part pf perception, theo-
ries of perception do not have to account for the fact that people can
see ambiguous figures differently is important. Both Vesey and Hanson
argue against the sense-datum’ picture theory of perception by showing
that if to perceive something was to have a sense-datum picture, then
this would not account for seeing an ambiguous figure differently. The
argument is that if a person seeing the duck-rabbit as a duck and the
persén seeing it as a rabbit both represent their sense-datum picture
with a drawing, then the drawing may be the same and thus not accoﬁnt
for the fact that they see different things. Thiifcannot be used as an
argument against sense—datum pictures ag a theory 6f perception, because
the cases they are trying to criticize the theory for not explaining are
actually not cases of perception. Here we can see the fundamental na-—
ture of Wittgenstein's commenﬁ, " "Seeing aB...' is not part of percep-
tion." While Lewis, Vesey and Hanson are refuting theories of percep-
tion because of “the theory'g inability to account for seeing objects

differently and then offering their own theories, Wittgenstein is re-~
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Jecting the need to offer an explanation by showing the difference in
the concepts.8 |

The second argumgnt which Hanson offers to show that the correct
theoryldf perception maintains that perception in&olves conceptual or-
'ganization is that this is the onlyltheory thaf’explains the relevance
of 'meeing' to what ﬁe know, Without the 1ogi§51 features that the con-
cepts 'seeing that' and 'seeing as' bring out, the way seeing functions
in ecience could never be uriderstood. As Hanson presents thé problem,
visual consciousness is essentially pictorial, while knowledge is essen-
*tially linguistical, and 'seeing' must bridge this gap. 3By discussing
the 1qgica1 features of 'seeing that'’, we can understand how conceptual
organization helps us explain the connection between seeing and our
knowledge, After this discussion of 'seeing that', I will show that
Hanson's argument that perception involving conceptual organization is
the only way to explain the relationship of our knowledge to seeing is
weaker than we would suppose. And finally with a discussion of 'seeing
ag' cases, we can understand that thie argument fails.

|

By the claim that the logical factor‘of 'seeing that' is involved
in seeing, Hanson means that we would not say a person could see other
than in the sense in which the infant sees - as visually aware - if the
person did not have knowledge of the object of sight. This knowledge
that we must have in order to have it said that we can see in the sense
that we say scientists or adults with knaowledge 'sqe; can be expréssed
by the iocution 'see’ that'. For example, to‘see a duck in the adult
sense is to see that it will fly south for the winter; that the feathers
on its breast will make a good sleeping bag; that it is a member of a

certain species, perhaps one on the verge of extinction; that it will
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not dissolve in water; etc, To see an object in the adult sense of
'see' is to 'see that' or know what observation we could make on the ob~-
ject. We will have a list ‘of things that we know are possible in regard
to the object and a list of things that we know are impossible, and to
'see' the object in the adult sense ig to 'see that' all these are true,

Hanson, by using the locution 'see that' rather than 'know',
stresses his point that 'seeing' is not a composite. 'See that' stress-
es that the knowledge is there in the seeing and not something added on
to it, If he had stated that 'seeing' in the adult sense required that
we know this list to be true, we might have been misled into thinking
there were two parts to this 'seeing'. By saying to 'see! is just to
‘see that' the list is true, he emphasizes that ‘seeing’ is not a com-
posite.

The relation of knowing to seeing is discussed in several ways.
Often it is thought that an essential feature of seeing is gaining
knowledge. We have to tell blind people such things as, "There's a
chair just to the right," "Careful now, there are three steps here,"
while our eyes give us all this information. Sayingti"I see a duck"
seems to imply that the speaker knows or believes there to be a duck,
and so seeing seems to be gaining information. Generalizing from these
sentences to the conclusioh that seeing is knowing seems to be simply a
mistake\ofwovaremphasizing first person present tense perception re-
ports., To show that seeing'does not always involve gaining knowledge,
we simply need to be reminded of ;ommoh sentences like, “He saw a duck
but thought it was a rabbito"g From sensible sentences like this’ we
can understand that knowledge is not necessarily gained by seeiﬂéo |

However, although Hanson ig concerned about the relevancy of seeing
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to knowledge, he does not claim that seeing is knowing or that we must
know what the object we see is. Hanson is not claiming that we need to
know what it is to see, but rather that we must have knowledge about
those things that we can be s8aid to 'see' in the adult sense. Using an
example of Hanson's, it is not fhat a person needs to know that what he
paw was a meson shower, but in order for others to correctly say of him
that he sees it in an adult sense, he has to know what meson showers
are. So Hanson is not arguing that we have to correctly identify what
we see in order to see it as an adult, but rather that we have to have
the concept before we can Se said to 'see' it. Thie helps to make it
clear why Hanson uses the term 'conceptual organization'. In the sense
of 'see' which involves the logical feature of oFganiza¥ion, we can only
say of people that have the concept of méson shower that they see a me—
son showero.' |

As the sentence, "He gaw a duck'but thought it ﬁas a rabbit" re-
minds us that we do not h;;e to 'know what we see', it might seem that
a common sentence like! "He does not know what a duck is,lbut he sees
Onef would indicate that having knowledge o% the concept of what we see
is not a logical feature of ;see'o Hanson would agree that this was a
gensible sentence, but he would add this is ¥he senée of 'éeq' in which
an infant see;; Hanson‘wduld claim that the sentence was not a counter-
example because we have just changed the sense of 'see', He would still
maintain that there was'a sense of ‘gee' that implies we have knowledge
about the object we are said to see,

It seemSuaSvthough Hanson's analysis is immune to counter-examples.

Each time we would say of another person that he saw although he did not

have the concept, Hanson can simply agree fhét the sentence maker sense
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and add that it is a different sense of 'see' than the one requiring
that the seer have knowledge. ©So far Hanson has simply claimed that
there are two senses of 'see', only oné of which has the logical element
of knowledge. So if we find occasions to say of someone, "He sees a
duck although he does not know what a duck im," we afe using 'see! in
the sense not involving the logical feéture of knowledge.

Is there a sense of 'see' in which if the person is known not to
know anything about the object sf gight, then we withdraw our claim that
he saw it? According to Hanson, this is the case with the gense of
"see' that involves the logical feature of conceptual organization. But
it seems that we do not ever withdraw our claim that a person sees when
we are told he does not have any knowledge. Hanson's aﬁswer is that
when we find out the person does not have any knowledge of the object,
we 8till say that he sees but in a different sense. So it is not that
we ever deny that he sees, but simply that we change the sense of 'see'.

If one keeps using the word 'see' even when the knowledge require-
ment is denied, hd? does Hanson know there are two senses of 'see'?
That is; in order for Hanson to show that this is a logical requirement
of 'see', he needs to demonstirate that when this requirement of 'see' is
not met, then the claim to ‘see’ is withdrawn. If this never happens,
Hanson can't explain this by claiming there are two senses of 'see', be-
cause we have no reason to believe that there are his two senses of
"gee', : First he has to establish that there are iwo senses,

Hanson's argument would be eircular if he said there must be two
senses of 'see', because we don't deny our claim to see when we don't
have knowledge of the object; but if knowiedgq is not one of the logical

requirements of some sense of 'see', then we can't explain how 'seeing!'
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is relevant to knowledge. In other words, Hanson cannot simply insist
that there must be two senses of 'see' in order to explain the connec-—
tion between knowledge and seeing. This would be like asking the ques-
tion,what is the connection between knowledge and seeing and being given
the answer, knowledge is a logical feature of seeing. Then asking,how
do you know, and being told, this must be so0 in order for us to explain
the connection between knowledge and seeing. Hanson must come up with

a case that demonstirates the logical requirement of knowledge by showing
that when the knowledge requirement is not met, then we deny that that
person could have seen it. Haneon might not have offered us such a case
becauée he thought such cases were obvious. I hope to weaken the force
of his argument that pergﬂption involves conceptual organization by
showing that cases that Hanson might have had in mind as meeting the
logical requirements of the adult sénse of 'see' do not obviously meet
these requirements.

It seems probable that Hanson was thinking about cases in which we
use the 'see that' locution to meet both the logical requirements of
knowledge and of sensation. A reason Hangon would have for so thinking
is that_“see that' claims are denied of the person not having knowledge.,
For example, "He could not see that it was four o'clock if he does not
even know what four o'clock means." The following quote gives an indi-
cation that Hanson was thinking of the 's?eing that' situations as meet-
ing both requirements: "The infant doesn"t see that the elément in the
X-ray tube.will heat up and this is precisely what the scientist does
seeo"10

In order for ‘see that' to be the sense of 'see' which has the log-

ical element-of knowledge and visual awareness that Hanson's analysis
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demands for one of the usee of 'see', it must be the case that 'seeing
that' would be denied not only if the person did not have knowledge a-—
bout the object,ibut also if the per;on was not visually aware of the
object. 'It is ﬁot the case that all uses of 'see that' have both these
logical requirements. It seems to be the case that if one does not know
anything about X, we would then think it improper to say that he mees
that X is the case., We have exampies of 'sgeing tﬂét X is the case'
which do not imply that one is visﬁally aware of X, ."I see fhat Biafra
=ufrendered“ does not imply thaf one is visgually awé?e of Biafra sur-
rendering. In many cases 'see that' can be replaced with 'understand'
without loss of meaning. However, there seem to be cases of ;see that!
which not only imply that you have certain knowledge about an object but
that you are also visually aware of it. For example, "I gee that Edna
wore her most expensive dress tonight." Here one might think that not
only must the speaker know Edna and that she is wearing her most expen-
sive dress, but also the speaker must have been visually aware of Edna
and her dress, But after Edna left her room fo; the evening her room-
mate might look in her closet and not seeing Edna's most expensibe dress
also say, "I see that Edna Wwore her most expensive dress tonight."

Hence for this 'see that' case one need not be viéually aware of either
Edna or her dress., And what if Edna‘'s roommate was blind, would she not
be able to use this sentence?

Consider Hanson's example, "Today in science lab, we saw that ice
cubes can melto"11 A student that did not see this would be thought not
to be paying attention or mentally retarded rather than needing glasses.
In the case of seeing objects we may ask, "Can you see our house from

here?" and so talk aboﬁt vision, visually aware and giasses. With the
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cage of seeing that certain facts are true, we cannot ask, "Can you see
that ice cubes can melt from here?" Would it be wrong or funny for a
blind student to use the sentence, "I see that ice can melt." as it
would for Eim to say "I see the ice melting?" For example in the sci-
ence lab, a blind student might ask, "I can see that ice can melt, but

I can't see how you got the temperature to increase."

1
i

This argument is made difficult by the fact that if 'visually a-
ware' means 'having a sense—datum picturif as it does to Hanson, it is
’difficult to understand what wejneed to bé visually aware of in order to
properly say, "I see that ice cubes can melt." I know what a picture of
ice melting might look like, but I do not know what a picture of'ice can
melt would be; |

My point here that situations in which we use 'see that' are not
situations in which if.is appropriate to talk about visual sensations,
and so visual sensation not being a 1ogicai‘requi£ement pf this use of
‘gee’'yseems strengthened by an argument of Ar%hur W, Collins.12 Collins
in arguing a similar point notices the ambig&ity in the perception verb
ffeel"° ~"Feel' can be used to mean 'my opinion' or ' a tactical sensa-
tion', - .When !feel! is used in the locution 'feel that', it means my o-
pinion and_theré is no reference to tactical sensations. The difference
is seen in the ?ontrast between "I feel 10 oranges in the bag" and "I
feel that there are 10 oranges in the bag;"

I have .been investigating the locution 'see that' in order to see
if it involved both the logical feaﬁures of being Visually‘aWare‘of an
object and having knowledge about that object. I invest%gated 'gseeing

that' because Hanson spends some of his chapter talking about how 'see

that' closes the gap between pictures and language or between sensations
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and knowledge and because this locution does have the logical feature
of knowledge that our previous uses of 'eee"lacked. Hanson does not
claim that 'seeing that' involves the logical requirement of being. vig-
ually aware, Thie locution was simﬁly a possible use of 'eee' in the
gense that 'seeing' has both knowledge and visually logical features.
I was searching for the use of 'see' which would be denied if we did not
knovw about what we were visually aware. Hanson claims that there is
such a sense of 'see'lbut gives no examples° We investigated the locu-
tion of 'seeing that', thinking that it might be such an example; it was
not. Hence it is not obvious that there is such a sense of 'see' re-—
quiring knowledge.of the object seen. These were the logical require-
mente of the sense of 'see' that involved conceptual organization.
Another candidate that might be a sense of 'see!’ involving both
logical features is 'seeing as'. Not only might this be a sense of
"see’ that involves both logical featﬁres but for Hanson's argument to
be sound, it must be. Since accordihg to HansPn's analysis, 'see as'

4

involves organization and organization involves knowledge, then cases of
."seeing something as qomething"mustjﬁe cages ?nvolving this logical
feature.' The sense of 'see' opposing the sense in which an infant sees
is the.sense involving Fnowledge, bep&use it takes organization of ele~
ments to "see’ in this sense. So the sens; of 'mee' oppoeing the seﬁse
in which an infant sees is ‘seeing as". Hence faced with a case of
“seeing:éé' that does not involve kndwledge, Hanson could not claim this
to be the infant’s sense of 'see'. Infants and idiots or people with-
out knowledge cannot '‘see as'. Hanson's argument that an adequate the-

ory of percepiion involves conceptual organization could be destroyed if

one could demonstrate that there are cases of 'seeing as' that do not
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involve any knowledge. I have two considerations in this respect: 1)
the douﬁle cross and 2) the knowledge involved in the duck-rabbit.
Considering the case of seeing a duck—rabbit as a duck, Wittgen-
stein says that we would ﬁot say this of a person who was not familiar
with the shape of a ducks, But being familiar with the shape of a duck
is a far cry from the knowledge Hanson would consider essential. Hanson
talks about knowing a list of poseible and impossible observations to‘
make of the object of sight, a list, such as if you see it as a duck,
then you see that it will fly south for the winter, you see that it will
not dissolve in water, etc. We can imagine a child not knowing anything

on Hanson's list and yet coloring the duck-rabbit yellow as he had been

i
taught to color pictures of ducks, and we might say of him, "He sees it

as a duck." Therefore, if there is a logical requirement of knowledge

involved in ‘seeing' the duck-rabbit as a duck, it is certainly not the
l.

knowledge of the list of possible and impossible observations Hanson is
concerned with in this sense of 'see' involving conceptual organization.

Concerning the double cross that mgy‘be seen as either a black
cross on a white backgroundior a white croes on a black background,
Wittgenstein f;marks:

Those two aspects of the double cross (I shall
call them the aspects A) might be reported sim-
ply by pointing alternately to an 1solated white
and an isolated black cross.

One could quite well imagine this as a primi-
tive reaction in a child even before it could
talk,

(Thus in reporting the aspects A we point to a
part of the double cross.-~The duck and rabbit
aspects could not be described in an analogous
wayo)

You only "see the duck and rabbit aspects' if
you are already conversant with the shapes of
those two animals., There is no analogous con-
dition for seeing the aspecis A,
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Wittgenstein also remarks as I mentioned in the introduction:

'Now he's seeing it like this', 'now like that'

would only be said of someone capable of mak-

;igeger¥2in applications of the figure quite

Yo
In other worde we might say that there is a logical connection between
'gseeing as' and know how or knowing oﬁe's way about, but Hanson explic=
itly denies that he is interested in 'knowing how' and makes it clear
that his interest is in the connection between theoretical knowledge and
seeingo15 The example of a child coloring the duck-rabbit yellow as he
does pictures of ducks, giving us reason to say, rHe sees it as a duckﬁ
indicates that what gives 'seeing as' a use ig 'know how' rather than |
knowledge.
We have understqu Hanson's twolsenses of 'see', both involving

sense—datum pictures and having the diétinguishing feature of conceptual
,organization;'we have examined his arguments that a theory of pergeption

involving this organization is necessary to exp;ain 'seeing' the same
object differently and the ;onnectipn between knowledge and 'seéing'a

We have seen there is not a reason for a thé;ry of perception to explain
'seeing’ ambiguous figures differently., We have also seeh that Hanson
does not establish that there ig a sense of 'see' with the_lpgipal re-
quirements of both having sensations and knowledge, and tﬁat it is not
cbvious thaﬁ there is such a use of 'see'. Finally L have shown that

'

Hanson's sense of 'see' does not square with the fact that we do use
'seeing as' when the person has no knowledge. Thus I conclude that Han-
son does not succeed in giving us reason to believe that 'seeing as' il-

luminates 'seeing’'’ by showing that perception involves conceptual organ-

ization.
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I will now turn to attempting to indicate why it was not clear to
Hanson thaf his arguments were not successful, I have previously men-—
tioned several reasone that were responsible for Hanson's reasoning. 1L
have noted that Hanson's belief that a theory of perception must account
for seeing ambiguous figurgs ig due to Hanson's not realizing that there
are important differences 5etween the concepts of 'seeing as' and 'see-
ing'. Also if Hanson was thinking that 'seeing that' obviously iﬁvolves
visual sensations, this seems to result from n&t carefull& noticing the
way tﬁis locution is actually used. h

i .

A partial explanation for Hanson insisting that there are two
senses of 'see' is because the infant and the scientist describ§ what
they see differently. The layman might describe what he sees as a funny
ghaped light bulb while the scientistkmight describe it as an X~-ray
tube. According to Hanson, both men are visually‘awareiof a glass and
me£al object, but we need another sense of see to account for the dif-
ferent :descriptions we would get if we ask these men what they saw. It
ig not that the scientist sees the glass and metal object as an X-ray
tube, "If we were to say he saw it as an X-ray tube, we would have to be
able to say what else it could be seen as. Although it is obvious that
it can be described in various other ways, is there something it can be
seen as, With the duck-rabbit we might say, "What you see as a duck can
also be seen as a rabbit" or perhaps we say, "What in this context is a
picture:of a'rabbit could in another context be a picture of a duck."

We yould not say, "What in this context is a funny shaped bulb is in an-
other context an X-ray tube." Rather if someone describes what he sees

as a funny shaped light bulb, you might say, "That funny shaped light
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buldb is an X-ray tube." You would not say that a rabbit is a duck.
"Glass and metal object" and "funny shaped bulb" are descriptions of the
X-ray tube. The glass and m?tal object is a funny shaped bulb that is
an X-ray tube. "Duck" and "rabbit" are not descriptions of the ambigu-
ous figures although they are descriptions of how we see it. We can't
say, "The duck is a rabbit that is an ambiguous figure."

So "glass and metal object," "funny shaped bulb' and "X-ray tube"
are just different descriptions of the same object. But the fact that
different people'give these different descriptions of an X-ray tube
seems a reason’ Hanson thinks we have a second sensé of 'see'. However,
we don't need another sense of 'see' to account for the fact that they
describe or identify what they see correctly But differently. It simp}y
needs to be noted that it is a common fact to have different ways to
agscribe’or identify objects,16 For example, we might ask different
people-re?urning'from a convention, "Whom did you see at the conven-
tion?" . Different people might respond with,"Marilyn's father," "Edna'e
husband," "A fellow Rotarian,” "A tall dark man," etc. These descrip-
tions might all be of the same man., The fact that different people
describe  this same man differently does not give us a reason for saying
.there are different senses of 'see'. It is simply the fact that we de-
]sctibezthé,same object in many different ways. We can describe an ob;v
ject as an X-ray tube, as a funny shaped light bulb or as a glass and
metal iject;‘and thig is not a reason to think that there is a differ-
ent sense of 'see’., And if we don't describe‘it ag a glase and metal
object but simply draw a picture of it, we have no reason to think there

is a different sense of 'see'.

One factor that may have played a part in Hanson's thinking that



90

perception involves organization is the fact that all of his examples of
'seeing as' are of the type that involve what could be called "aspects
of organization."17

'In geveral of the illustratione of paradigm uses of 'seeing as' in
the introduction we might say thaf when the aspect changes, some of the
parts pull together that before did not go together. We miéht say this
of fhe staircésé figure and the duck-rabbit. Instances such as these
are the type Hanson uses tq illustrate 'seeing as'. However, in cases
such as the triangle -~ i.e., cases that involve imagination, there is
nothing to describe as 'organization',. Organization may play a role in
some instances of 'meeing asg', but it does not in all cases. Thinking
all cases of 'seeing as' are the game, results in thinking that all
cages of 'seeing as' involve organizational aspecis. This might result
in the further generalization that all perception involves organization—
al aspects.

I would now like to consider a question that is fundamental in Han-

son's analysis of 'seeing'. I will consider the question that introduc-
ed 'organization'. ‘'Organization' was introduced by Hanson as the ans-

wer to the question, "What changes when we first see one aspect and then

3

another?" qu example, we stare at the duck-rabbit figﬁre,fseeing it
first as a duck and then as a rabbit°| Nothing about the object changes,
Ag Hanson says, nothing optical or none of my‘sensations cﬁange° So we
wonder what changes and we answer, "The organization."

Let us examine the quest;on, "What changes?" as it occurs in this
situation. Wittgenstein indicates that we normally have one of the fol-

lowing criteria for something changingo18 Usually when we say that

something changes, there is some part of the changing thing that remains
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the same. For example, when we change a tire on a car, the rest of the
car remains the same. However, with a change of aspects as in an ambi-
guous figure, we have no part that remains the same, but rather the
whole figure remaine the same. Another criterion for something phanging
is that I can paint a 'before' and 'after' picture that indicates the
change. As mentioned previously, the exact copy of what I saw when I
saw it as a rabbit would be the same as when I saw it as a duck. So
with a change of aspect, I cannot draw the change.

So although there seems to be a legitimate use of 'changing as-
pectse', this perhaps is a different sense than the sense of change about
which we ask, "What changes?" At least this question has a different
function in the cases of changing aspect than when it:is asked in a sit-
uation such as a person asking a friend if he noticed anythigé differ~
ent and he is to disco;ér what has be?n changéd ~— her hair style or her
shade of lip stick, etc, In.th%s situ;tion the question, "What has
changed?" seems to find a more nétural role to play.

Wittgenstein asked ab;ut a change of agpect, "But what is differ~
ent: my impression? my point of view? —‘Can I say?"19 This suégesfé the
question, "What changes?" does not have & sense here. Wh;n thé object
of sight changes, we can report this change. Imagine someone¢changing
the arrangement of the furniture in a room and ﬁy description of the
change to é blind friend, "Now she has got the piano where your old easy
chair waso." ﬁy description tells him something about th; room, My de-
scription'ﬁas a use becéuse it helps him to find his way in this néw
a}raﬁgement° It can be checked on, corrected, said to be accurate or
inaccurate, true or false, Now with an aspect change in the same tone

of voice as before I might may, "Now it's a duck," but this sentence
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could not serve to describe or feport an arrangement. Its function
might rather be to show how I will go on to treat the figure. If I
don't describe the changed arrangement of furniture to a friend, he may
find out about the change by feeling his way around the room. If I
don't'say, "Now it's a duck," people might discover the changed aspeact
by my behavior toward the object.

So although a change of aspect and a change in the object of per-
ceptipn are described much the same, the function of these sentences is
rather different. The question, "What has been changed?" seemed to fit
in naturally with changing the furnitufe and with different cfit;ria in
.the change of aspect case. If we are tempted to answer the question,
"What changes?™' in a change of aspect with "Organizatioh," we should re-
member the criterion here is simply our description of the object or the
way we go on to behave,

Hanson also mentions organization in connection with a picture puz-
zle, a drawing that only seeme like lines on the page until we are told,
"It's a soldier and a dog." Wittgenstein seems to be leading us away
from the question, "What changes?" in this‘situationlby connecting the
question,, "What makes the difference between the look of the picture be-
fore and after the solution?"” with the question., "What is the general
mark of the solutioﬁ having been fognq?"zo And then he dispels the at-
tempt to answer this question by giving us 16 different reasons we might
have for calling what we have found, a solution. There is not one thing
called a solution to such puzzles, o there is no general mark of the
solution having been found, and hence we are not tempted to think there

ig a single answer to "What makes the difference between the look of the

picture before and after the solution?" or '"What changes?"
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To note the difference in the question, "What changes?'" when it
occurs in ; case of changing aspects and when it occurs in the situation
where the object of sight has been changed,llet us compare the duck as-
pect changing to the rabbit and the arrangement of the furniture chang-
ed in a room. If 'organization' is the answer to the question when it
occurs in connection with the ambiguous figure, then we should note that
'organization' does not serve to explain what changed the way the answer
"The arrangement of the furniture" might. If organization was an expla-
nation like the arrangement, it would be an empirical claim. One could
be wrong that what changed in the room was the arrangement of furniture.
I might have to look again to see if it was the arrangement that was
differénta The arr;ngement of furniture could be changed and I not even
notice it. Can th; organization of the duck-rabbit be changed and I not
notice it? Ie it possible but not true that I have the duck organiza-
tion and yet see it as a rabbit?

How does the answer, 'organization' help? Is it that when we see
different things, there are two possible explanations: the organization
of what we see is different or the object itself is different. So the
answer,'“organization',distinguishes between these two possibilities,
There is only one way to see different things and that is if the object
is differenfo There i no seeing the same object but seeing different
things,although there is seeing the same object as different things.
Thinking that there is some other way to see different things besides
seeing .different things is simply assimilating the concept of 'seeing
as' to 'seeing'.

The answer to "What has changed?" in connection with the furniture

can explain why the room looks different. The answer to "What has
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changed?" in the came of ambiguous figures cannot explain the fact that

'

we now see it as something different. However, 'organization' might
mark the contrast in seeing the duck-rabbit differently and in seeing
the triangle as a mountain, If Hanson ignored the differences in the

questions of what changed, he might think he had noted something that

could be involved in an explanation of what we something as.
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SUMMARY

The objective of this thesis has been to clarify the differences
between the concepts 'seeing as' and 'seéing' and to understand the sig-
nificance of these differences. |

In order to understand thg differences between the concepts 'seeing
as' and '§eeing', it was shown how Wittgenstein would support his claim
that " 'Seeing as...' is not part of perception.” W?ttgenstein has
pointed out such differences as the:fact that we can draw an exact copy
té cshow what we see, whereas an exact copy will not show what we see it
as, Wittgenstein has reminded us that the paradigm uses of"seeing as'
are in connection with ambiguous figures such as the duck-rabbit rather
than as perception reports used to answer the question. "What is there?"

When we say. "I see a duck," it implies there is a duck; on the other
hahd;'when we say, "I see‘it as a duck," the 'it' cannot be a normal-
looking duck in plain sight. When we say, "I see it ag a duck" or "He
seeé it as a duck," we implylthat there is another way that the figure
can be seen. We have also noticed that there are differences in the
different figures used as paradigms of 'seeing as'; some of these in-~
volve imagination, some involve having a familiarity with different
shapes, some involve the possibility of illusions,

In order to show that ‘seeing as' was involved in theories of per-
ception, two ways were‘mentioned that this conéept.becomes involved in_
theories of perception., The first way is as a locution to state illu-

gions and the seeing of ambiguous figures; theories of perception at-

97
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tempt to explain both of these., The second way is in theories that in-
volve basic elements of perception such as color patches and lines.
These theories must explain the fact that we mee houses, trees and peo-
ple rather than just lines and colors. This is sometimes dqne by saying
we gee the lines and colors as a house, |

This discussion‘showed fseeing ag' wae involved in these theories,
but in order t9 demoﬁstrate the significance of 'seeing as' in the anal-
ysis of perception, three theories were examined whicﬁ either explicit-
ly or implicitly in their arguments claimed that 'seeing as' was a part
of perception. It was then shown how each of these theoriee was inad-
equate because of the failure to consider the conceptual differences be-
tween 'seeing' an% F§eeing as'.

In the discussion of each of“the three theories'of perception we
saw how the theory involved the assimilation of 'seeing as' to 'seeing'.
In each case the author rejected previous theories of perception on the
basis of their inability to account for situations in which it is appro-
priate to use the 'seeing as' locution, and then attempted to offer an
analysis of 'seeing' that would adequately account for these instances

of 'seeing as'. Thus Wittgenstein'e reminders of the difference between
) ' ’

thése concepts had the effect of denying the validity of these caées as
a criterion for an adequate theory of perception.

In the discﬁssion of each of the three theories of perception we
saw not only how the assimilation of 'seeing as' and 'seeing' led to at-
tempts to offer adequate explanations of seeing the same thing differ-
ently, but how this coﬁfusion involves the theory in other confusions.

With Lewis we saw that overlooking the difference in 'eeeing' and

'geeing as' resulted in 'seeing' meaning 'interpreting presentations'.
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It was pointed out that 'seeing as' and 'interpreting' both involved al-
ternatives and s6 although 'interpreting' implies the need of more in-
formation and so is very different from both 'seeing' and 'seeing as',
the similarity of 'seeing as' and 'interprgting' and the aésimilation
of 'seeing' and 'seeing as' was partly responsible for Lewis' claim that
'seeing' was 'interpreting'. Also the fact that 'seeing as' suggestis a
comparigson led Lewig to think that all 'seeing' involves a comparison
between presentations and memory images of former presentations. We saw
that although 'seeing as' may have tempted us to think the;guwas a com—
parison involved in geeing, this comparison made no sense, because therse
was no sense to verifying it.

In understanding Veeey's theory of perception we found him to have
a view surprisingly close to Lewis'. Although he argued against there
being judgment in perception, this was only a verbal disagreement with
Lewis. Vesey made the claim that "All seeing is seeing as." Remember-
ing dur previous discussion of the differences in the concepts 'seeing'
and ‘seeing as', we realized the statement was false. It was understood
that Vesey meant by this statement that whenever we see, what we see .
looks like something or is seen as something. We saw that this was due
in part to Vesey confusing the concepts 'seeing' and 'recognizing'. In
situations in which it is proper to usé ;recognize', it isiéppropriate
to.talk about 'looks like', but this is not always appropriate in cases
of 'seeing'. |

In the discussion of Hanson's theory of perception, the idea was
examined .that perception involves conceptual organization., Here it was
argued -that since 'seeing as' is not a part of perception, a theory of

psrception does not need to account for seeing ambiguous figures differ-
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ently, and that Hanson did not provide us with a sense of 'see' which
would be withdrawn if the person was proven not to have the concept of
what he was supposed to see. This showed that Hanson had not given us
reason to believe that perception'involves conceptual organization., In
this discussion it was suggested that 'Eeeing that' does not involve be-
ing visually aware of something. It was argued that asking, "What
changed?" in connection with the ambiguous figure led Hanson to believe
that he had found a factor that helped explain perception.

Thus we h;ve seen the significance of noting the differences be-
tween the concepts 'seeing' and 'seeing as'. Noting the differences
between these conceéts helps us not only to appreciate the significance
of Wittgenstein's claim but promotes a better understanding of the pas-
sages in chapter xi of Philosophical Investigations. Emphasizing his
claim of the differences in‘these concepts facilitates thé oréanization

of much of the material in this chapter.
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