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Experience and Reason in Perception
BILL BREWER

The question I am interested in is this. What exactly is the role of conscious experience in

the acquisition of knowledge on the basis of perception? The problem here, as I see it, is

to solve simultaneously for the nature of this experience, and its role in acquiring and

sustaining the relevant beliefs, in such a away as to vindicate what I regard as an

undeniable datum, that perception is a basic source of knowledge about the mind-

independent world, in a sense of ‘basic’ which is also to be elucidated. I shall sketch the

way in which I think that this should be done. In section I, I argue that perceptual

experiences must provide reasons for empirical beliefs. In section II, I explain how they

do so. My thesis is that a correct account of the sense in which perceptual experiences are

experiences of mind-independent things is itself an account of the way in which they

provide peculiarly basic reasons for beliefs about the world around the perceiver.

I

Why must perceptual experiences provide reasons for empirical beliefs? I shall argue that

their doing so is crucial to the determination of specific contents for such beliefs. In other

words, I shall argue that unless perceptual experiences provide reasons for empirical

beliefs, there can be no genuine beliefs about the mind-independent spatial world.1

This obviously needs clarification. Which experiences are claimed to provide

reasons for which empirical beliefs; what exactly are reasons in this sense; and in what

way do perceptual experiences provide them? Roughly, the relevant empirical beliefs are

those with contents which it is possible to come to know directly on the basis of

perception; and the corresponding perceptual experiences are those which would be

involved in the acquisition of such knowledge. Equally roughly, reasons for beliefs are



- 2 -

features of the overall set of circumstances a person finds himself in - by which I mean to

include both his mental condition and its wider context, perhaps over a significant

amount of time- which make it reasonable from his point of view to come to have or

retain the beliefs in question in those circumstances. Furthermore, as reasons from his

point of view, they figure as such in the subject’s reflective thinking about his situation.

In some way or another, he recognizes these features of his circumstances as the reasons

which they are. Only so can they actually succeed in moving him in such a way that it is

appropriate to cite their status as reasons in an explanation of his having the beliefs.

Finally, perceptual experiences provide such reasons in the sense that they are essential to

his entertaining certain demonstrative contents, simply grasping which constitutes a

prima facie reason for endorsing them in belief.

In outline, my argument is this. It is only in virtue of their relations with his

perceptual experiences - that is, the immediate impact of mind-independent reality upon

his conscious mental life - that a person’s beliefs acquire genuine empirical content.

These relations contribute essentially to fixing a given belief as a belief about a particular

mind-independent thing to the effect that it is determinately thus and so. Yet if his

experiences give him no more reason to believe that things out there are one specific way

rather than any other, then they cannot possibly fulfil this role. His beliefs therefore fail

to be beliefs about the mind-independent spatial world at all. So, unless perceptual

experiences provide reasons for empirical beliefs, there can be no such beliefs.

Two premises can be distinguished here. The first insists that beliefs concern

mind-independent spatial reality only in virtue of standing in certain relations with

perceptual experiences; the second claims that only reason-giving relations between

experiences and beliefs will do here. I shall consider each of these in turn.

1. Belief and Experience
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Perceptual experience is the world’s direct impact upon a person’s mind. It is the only

immediate difference which is made to his mental life by his being the particular person

which he is, tracing the particular spatio-temporal route which he does through the world.

So, unless his beliefs about the world are systematically related in some way to this

experience, they are utterly insensitive to his actual environment. Even if his world-view

somehow survives this ‘confinement’ as a series of quasi-rational manipulations - the

most abstract imaginable algebra perhaps - mind-independent reality drops out as quite

irrelevant to whatever residual norms may govern it. It therefore fails to be a world-view,

or set of beliefs about that reality, at all.2 Thus, beliefs concern mind-independent reality

only in virtue of standing in certain relations with perceptual experiences.

I should stress that this requirement is weaker than the quite general empiricist

claim that every concept either has its source in experience, or is composed exclusively

from simple concepts which do. It is certainly weaker than the extreme verificationist

idea that the significance of any empirical belief whatsoever is exhausted by its

association with a set of experiences which conclusively verify it. Rather, it simply insists

that without some anchoring to his particular worldly environment through some

relations or other which they bear to his actual or possible perceptual experiences, certain

of a person’s purported beliefs about the way things are in the world around him collapse

into an empty game. All that this premise really amounts to is a denial of the extreme

rationalist suggestion that such beliefs simply sit there in a person’s mind, with their

determinate empirical, contents engraved upon them, quite independently of any relations

which they may or may not have with the actual things around him through the impact of

worldly affairs upon his conscious experiential life.

This first premise appears to face a dilemma. Either experiences themselves have

empirical content or they do not. If they do, then there is some explanation of how this is

so; and what is to prevent this same explanation being applied directly as an account of

how beliefs acquire their empirical content without any relations to conscious
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experiences at all? If, on the other hand, experiences do not have empirical content, then

it is at best unclear how they might be supposed to endow the beliefs with which they

bear certain relations with any either, whatever these relations may be. The appearance of

a dilemma here is illusory. For I shall argue that the correct account of the empirical

content of experiences is such that its application to contents of a given kind is sufficient

for these to be experiential contents themselves. Thus, although the second horn of the

proposed dilemma is indeed unacceptable, its first horn is perfectly compatible with my

premise that the empirical contents of beliefs depend upon their relations with

experiences. The explanation of how it is that experiences themselves have empirical

content is inapplicable directly to anything else. So the crucial role of experiences cannot

be finessed by attempting to apply the same account in the domain of non-experiential

beliefs.

This reply to the dilemma objection would be completely vindicated by the

following claim. A correct account of the content of perceptual experiences, in particular,

of their reference to mind-independent spatial particulars, is both necessary and sufficient

for explaining their status as conscious experiences.3 Although I am confident that this

claim is true, I settle here for a slightly less ambitious justification for my response to the

proposed dilemma. I shall argue that perceptual reference to particular mind-independent

things is essentially experiential. So, again, nothing non-experiential could have its

empirical content in just the way in which perceptual-experiential contents do.4

I assume that perceptual reference to determinate spatial particulars is possible;

and that a person often knows that he is referring in his belief to a particular mind-

independent thing when he is. Indeed, he is normally at least in a position to know this.

For, suppose that he believes on the basis of perception that a is F. That is to say, asking

himself how things stand in the world around him, he arrives at the judgement that a is F.

Then, given the concept of belief, he can simply prefix this judgement with the operator
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‘I believe that’, to arrive at the knowledge that he believes that a is F.5 From here, he can

knowledgeably infer that he is referring to a.

So, consider a person, S, with a perceptually-based belief about a particular mind-

independent thing, a; and suppose that S actually knows that he is referring to a. Given

what has just been said, stipulating this situation is legitimate. Now, assume, for reductio,

that S’s Idea of a is purely descriptive.6 That is, his conception of which thing a is is

exhausted by a wholly general description, ‘The F’, which purports to identify a by

reference to its own properties and its spatial and other relations with other things which

are also identified purely descriptively. Thus, his entertaining the Idea is quite

independent of any experience of the object in question. Now, however detailed and

extensive this description of a may be, it is bound to be an epistemic possibility for S that

‘F’ is multiply satisfied, in the following sense. It is logically consistent with all that S

knows that ‘F’ is satisfied by more than one thing. For he cannot knowledgeably rule out

the possibility of a massive qualitative reduplication elsewhere in the universe of the

relevant sector of his environment.7 So there is a possible world in which ‘F’ is multiply

satisfied and everything which S actually knows is true. Thus, there is a possible world in

which ‘F’ is multiply satisfied and S refers as he does to a; for that he does so is

something which he knows. This is a contradiction. For in that case, ‘The F’ fails to refer.

Hence S’s Idea of a cannot be purely descriptive after all.8 It must involve some kind of

demonstrative component, with respect to which his experience is essential to his grasp of

which object is in question.9 Perceptual reference is therefore essentially experiential.

Nothing non-experiential can refer to spatial particulars in the way in which experiences

do; and, indeed, beliefs about spatial particulars of any kind have their contents only in

virtue of their relations with essentially experiential demonstrative contents.

My reply to the dilemma objection is therefore correct; and the first premise of

my argument for the thesis that perceptual experiences must provide reasons for

empirical beliefs is established. Certain beliefs about the spatial world have the contents
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which they do - that a particular mind-independent thing is determinately thus and so -

only in virtue of their standing in certain relations with various perceptual experiences.

2. Experience and Reason

The second premise of my argument is that these crucial relations must be reason-giving

relations, in the sense I outlined earlier: reason-giving from his point of view, rather than

from the perspective of some external theorist. Why do I claim that the content-

determining role of perceptual experiences necessarily involves their providing reasons in

this sense for empirical beliefs?

Well, suppose that the relevant content-determining relations between experiences

and beliefs are not reason-giving relations; and consider a person, S, who believes that p,

where this is supposed to be an empirical belief, about how things are in the mind-

independent world around him. Since their relations with certain perceptual experiences

play an essential role in the determination of the contents of empirical beliefs, there is a

range of alternative such beliefs - beliefs which he might have had instead - whose

difference in content with his actual belief that p would have been due entirely to their

standing in the relevant relations with different perceptual experiences. Suppose that the

belief that q is one of these.

So, the situation is this. S actually believes that p, because his actual perceptual

experiences determine this, as opposed to q, as the empirical content of his belief. He

does not believe that q. Had his perceptual experiences been appropriately different,

though, his position would have been precisely the reverse: he would have believed that

q, and not believed that p. Yet the relevant content-determining relations between

experiences and beliefs are not reason-giving relations. So S’s actual perceptual

experiences give him no more reason to believe that p than to believe that q. Thus, he has,

and could have, no reason whatsoever to believe that p rather than that q, or vice versa.
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For, recall, nothing other than their relations with experiences decides between the two

contents - this is how q was introduced. Which belief he actually has is due entirely to the

course of his perceptual experience. Any supposed difference between believing that p

and believing that q is therefore nothing to him; for there could be no reason for him to

decide between them. So he does not really understand them as alternatives. Believing

that p and believing that q are identical for him. Hence the supposedly content-

determining role of S’s perceptual experiences is empty. For there is nothing more, or

less, to the content of a belief than the way the subject takes the world to be. Thus, if the

relevant relations between experiences and beliefs are not reason-giving relations, then

they contribute nothing to the determination of specific worldly truth-conditions for

empirical beliefs.

This all sounds a little abstract; but the crucial point is really quite simple. It can

be brought home by the failure of a putative counterexample. Of course, it might be

admitted, empirical beliefs draw essentially for their contents upon certain relations with

perceptual experiences; but these need not be reason-giving relations, in the relevant

sense. Perhaps experiences indicate worldly phenomena in virtue of various systematic

causal relations in which they stand with them; and this empirical significance is

transmitted in turn to the beliefs to which these experiences themselves give rise. Thus,

empirical contents are secured for beliefs by their non-reason-giving relations with

experiences. For, although these experiences stand in various relations with the worldly

phenomena which they are thereby supposed to indicate, they do nothing to make beliefs

about just those phenomena any more appropriate from the subject’s point of view, than

beliefs about any alternative such phenomena, which might reliably have caused the

relevant experiences instead.

A familiar, although in my view mistaken, account of our experiences of, and

beliefs about, secondary qualities provides an illustrative example of the proposal. On

this view, certain immediately recognizable sensations constitute our experiences of the
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secondary qualities of things around us, in virtue of the systematic causal relations

between the two. The sensations in question are specific modifications of consciousness,

the subject’s recognition of which on any particular occasion, as tokens of the relevant

types, is supposed to be unproblematic: subjectively evident, or ‘given’. The

corresponding secondary qualities of objects in the world are those microphysical

properties, or massive disjunctions of such, which causally explain the occurrence of

sensations of the type in question in normal observers under normal circumstances.

Peacocke’s introduction of ‘primed predicates’ helps to clarify the position.10 Red'

experiences are those which are normally produced by red objects. Correlatively, red

objects are those which normally produce red' experiences. Although the former claim

serves to introduce the notion of observational predicate priming, it is the latter which

captures the correct order of explanation. For token red' experiences are

unproblematically identifiable as experiences of the same subjective type by their subject.

Red objects are those which have the (perhaps massively disjunctive) microphysical

property which normally produces red' experiences: this defines what redness in the

world actually is. Red' experiences indicate the presence of red objects in virtue of the

reliable relations between them. Beliefs that things are red acquire their content, in turn,

as beliefs that things have just that colour - that microphysical property - on the basis of

their relations with red' experiences. They are precisely the beliefs which are normally

formed in response to such experiences. This is what makes them beliefs that the things

in question are red.

On this account, the crucial content-determining relations between experiences

and beliefs are not reason-giving relations. For having a red' experience in itself gives the

subject no more reason to believe that there is something in front of him with the

microphysical structure constitutive of something’s being red than to believe that there is

something there with any other such structure. It is simply the occurrence of a sensation

of a particular identifiable type, which is intrinsically no more appropriately associated

with that structure than with any other. Nevertheless, it is supposed to indicate the
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presence of just that microphysical property, as opposed to any other, because that is the

property which happens to be its normal cause. Hence it is that property which he

believes is instantiated when he believes that there is something red in front of him. His

beliefs about redness therefore acquire their empirical significance in virtue of the

relations they bear to red'-type experiences, even though these experiences give him no

reason to take the world to contain just that property rather than any other. Indeed, had it

been a quite different property in the world which happened to be the normal cause of

red' sensations, then his beliefs about redness would, on this account, have been beliefs

about that instead, regardless of the fact that what is supposed to provide such beliefs

with their determinate content - namely their relations with red' experiences - is exactly

the same in both cases.

The consequence of this proposal, then, is that the putative source of the empirical

content of beliefs about redness in the world is, as far as the subject himself is concerned,

entirely neutral on which property of things their redness actually turns out to be. In

believing that there is something red in front of him, a person is bound to be believing

that there is something which is some way or other which things can be, and sometimes

are out there. Furthermore, given that redness is defined as the normal cause of red'

sensations, he will normally be right that there is something that way in front of him. Yet

he has not the slightest idea which way this is. Hence it must be wrong to claim that he

nevertheless believes that the thing in question is just that way rather than any other. So

the account under consideration fails after all to provide a satisfactory explanation of the

contents of a person’s beliefs about the colours of things around him.

Two strategies are possible in reply to this switching argument.11 First, it might be

argued that the non-reason-giving account is not committed to a person’s ignorance of the

semantic values of certain of the concepts figuring in the contents of his empirical beliefs

in the way I suggest. Second, it might be argued that, insofar as a non-reason-giving

account is committed to this ignorance, it is nevertheless perfectly compatible with the
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relevant beliefs having just those contents all the same. I cannot possibly respond to

everything which might be said here. I content myself with a few remarks about each of

two possible versions of the first strategy, and a fairly obvious version of the second.

Knowledge by Description. A first response is to deny that the present account

necessarily consigns a person who believes that there is something red in front of him to

ignorance of which property he thereby believes the thing to have on the following

grounds. He may know perfectly well what it is for something to be red, by thinking of

redness in the world (correctly according to the account in question) as, something like,

‘the microphysical property which is causally explanatory of this type of sensation in

normal observers under normal circumstances’. There are at least the following three

difficulties with this line of response, though.

First, there is an obvious danger of circularity in the proposed identification of

redness as the cause of red' sensations in normal observers under normal circumstances.

For the following two supplementary clauses have to be added in order to make sense of

the descriptive identification as it stands: (i) normal observers are, inter alia, those in

whom red things cause red' sensations in normal circumstances; (ii) normal

circumstances are those in which red things cause red' sensations in normal observers.

Yet without an independent constraint upon normality, the resultant identification as a

whole is clearly useless.

Second, it is implausible to suggest that a person’s beliefs about the perceived

colours of things around him essentially require this conceptual sophistication. For

example, it is surely possible for a person without any explicit understanding of the idea

of a normal observer under normal circumstances to believe that a certain item in his

environment is red, and know perfectly well how he takes the thing to be.
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Third, even if the red things in the world are all and only those which produce red'

experiences in normal observers under normal circumstances (or are disposed to do so),

this is not the only, and certainly not the most basic, way in which a person thinks of their

colour when he does so on the basis of such experiences. It is inappropriate to assign to

all of a person’s beliefs about the colours of things in the world around him the structural

complexity which is currently being proposed. The most simple perceptually-based

beliefs about such matters are more naturally articulated by way of a demonstrative, ‘that

colour’, than any causal description. Indeed, the inappropriateness of the present

suggestion can be brought out by the fact that a person who knows precisely what colour

he believes something is when he sees it in front of him in ordinary viewing conditions

can perfectly rationally doubt whether the object in question has the microphysical

property causally explanatory of certain specific appearances in normal observers under

normal circumstances. In other words, any such description fails to capture his

conception of which colour property is in question. So the way in which relations with

colour experiences provide empirical significance for a person’s beliefs about colours in

the world is not by furnishing sensational effects by reference to which these colours can

be identified as their normal causes.

Conceptual Redeployment. A second version of the first strategy, of denying ignorance of

semantic value on the non-reason-giving account, is to insist that a person’s knowledge of

which property he believes that the relevant object has, when he believes that there is

something red in front of him, has already been provided for on the familiar account of

secondary qualities under consideration, independently of any descriptive knowledge

which the subject may have about the relation between his red' experiences and red things

in the world. Indeed, it may be argued, it has been provided for in a way which has the

advantage of explaining its notoriously problematic first person authority. For he can

simply redeploy the concept of redness which figures in his first order belief about the

world in the thought ‘I am thinking that there is something red in front of me’.12 Then,

whichever property it is that his first order belief ascribes, which depends upon which
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microphysical property happens to be the normal cause of red' sensations and thereby

constitute mind-independent redness, his second order belief will successfully self-

ascribe a belief to the effect that the object in question has just that property. So he does,

after all, know exactly how he believes the object to be, or at least he can authoritatively

come to do so if only he turns his mind to the matter. This routine, then, provides an

authoritative source of knowledge of the semantic values of his secondary quality

concepts, which is consistent with the current account, on which these are determined by

the non-reason-giving relations between secondary quality experiences and the beliefs in

whose contents such concepts occur. So the switching argument is invalid.

I find this response quite unconvincing. Unless he already knows what redness is,

he cannot inform himself simply by reusing the word in an attempt to tell himself what it

is. I am absolutely not insisting here that concept possession is in every case a matter of

having some explicit, reductive definition of the concept in question in terms of more

basic concepts. That would obviously be viciously regressive. It is just that a person does

not grasp a concept unless he knows its semantic value, that is, the contribution it makes

to determining the truth-conditions of beliefs in whose contents it occurs. Only then is he

in a position genuinely to understand such beliefs; for only then can he appreciate what

their truth-conditions must be. If he does not grasp this semantic value, then he cannot

hope to help matters simply by taking on further beliefs, this time about his own beliefs,

which invoke the very same concept, and which he therefore equally fails to understand.

Although this charade guarantees that the subject’s (pseudo-) self-ascription of a (pseudo-

) belief about redness will be (pseudo-) true, it leaves him hopelessly ignorant about

which truth this is supposed to be, which belief he has thereby self-ascribed. So the

appearance that he thereby knows how he supposedly believes the world to be in the first

place is just an illusion. Rather, the fatal ignorance at that first-order level is simply

recycled at the level of the self-ascription itself. Once again, it is clear that we do not

really have an account of genuine belief here at all, that is, belief with understanding,
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about the mind-independent world, about the subject’s own beliefs, or about anything

else.

Natural Kinds. The second strategy in response to my switching argument is to accept

that it does follow from the proposed account that a person is in a sense ignorant of

certain of the details of the semantic values of the secondary quality concepts which he

applies to the things around him; but to argue that this is perfectly compatible with these

concepts figuring in the contents of his empirical beliefs all the same, which have

precisely these contents in virtue of their non-reason-giving relations with his perceptual

experiences according to just this account. Indeed, it might be insisted that ignorance of

semantic value in this sense is a familiar phenomenon, perfectly compatible with grasp of

a determinate empirical content. Consider, for example, beliefs about natural kinds. My

beliefs about gold, say, are about just that chemical stuff, regardless of whether I know

which stuff this is, and regardless of whether I can distinguish it in any way from the stuff

which presents the same superficial appearance on twin-earth, or from fools’ gold around

here.

This is a large and complex area, about which I cannot say anything entirely

comprehensive or conclusive here. The first thing to do, though, is to distinguish this

response to my criticism of the familiar secondary quality model from the first reply I

considered above, on which knowledge of semantic value is supposed to be provided by

description in these cases. The present suggestion is not that natural kind beliefs involve

implicit descriptions of the form ‘the microphysical structure of S1, S2, … Sn’ (where the

Si’s are various samples of gold, say, with which the subject has had suitable contact -

through perception, testimony or whatever) and that all beliefs about particular mind-

independent things to the effect that they are determinately thus and so are to be

assimilated to these descriptive natural kind beliefs. It is rather that beliefs about natural

kinds constitute a ubiquitous example of cases in which a person succeeds in having

beliefs to the effect that certain things have a particular microphysical structure in the
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absence of any detailed knowledge of which structure this is. Indeed, the present

respondent will continue, everything involved in the subject’s conception of which

property is in question might be shared by a twin-earth counterpart, who equally succeeds

in referring to a determinate property in the beliefs he expresses using the word ‘gold’,

whilst these are nevertheless beliefs to the effect that the relevant objects have a quite

different chemical composition. Thus, a person might believe that certain things are gold

- Au - as opposed to believing that they are twin-gold - ABC, say - even though, had it

been precisely the reverse, he would himself have been none the wiser. Here there is

determinacy in content which outstrips anything in the subject’s knowledge of the

appropriate semantic value. Yet these are clearly his beliefs. Hence this type of ignorance

of semantic value is consistent with the understanding required of a person for him to be

the subject of the beliefs in question. Similarly, it must be a mistake for me to infer, in the

reductio argument given above, from a structurally similar position in the envisaged case

of the secondary qualities, that the subject has no real understanding of his own beliefs.

Genuine understanding is, after all, perfectly compatible with wholly non-reason-giving

content-determining relations between experiences and beliefs. So it has not yet been

established that perceptual experiences must provide reasons for empirical beliefs.

I have a bold and a cautious reply back to this third line of response to the

switching argument. The bold line is to stand by the original argument, and to conclude,

therefore, that the account offered above of beliefs about natural kinds must be mistaken

for the very same reason: it assigns determinate truth-conditions in a way which goes

beyond the subject’s own knowledge of the semantic values which purportedly determine

them. A person’s understanding of his own natural kind beliefs requires that ‘gold’ has

different semantic values on two speaker’s lips only if they have different conceptions of

what gold is, in some sense. There are then a number of ways of developing the position,

depending at least upon the answers given to the following two questions. (1) Do these

conceptions necessarily supervene upon the physical condition of a person from the skin

in? (2) Are differences in conception necessarily something about which the subject is
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infallible? I cannot possibly go into all the issues which are raised here;13 but the way in

which I would be inclined to develop this bold reply is as follows.14

First, familiar arguments, paradigmatically from the causal explanatory efficacy

of the mental, for an affirmative answer to (1) are unconvincing. Second, familiar

arguments, paradigmatically from the transparency of the subjective, for an affirmative

answer to (2) are also unconvincing. Third, stories can be told on which Putnam’s

original insight that ‘gold’ (in his case ‘water’) has different semantic values on an

earthling’s lips and those of his twin-earth counterpart is compelling, even when the two

counterparts are physically identical from the skin in, and neither can infallibly

distinguish his position form that of the other.15 Fourth, they nevertheless have different

conceptions of what the stuff is which they call ‘gold’; and these conceptions contribute

to their respective knowledge of the (different) truth-conditions of the beliefs which they

each express using that word. Of course, this knowledge cannot require possession of the

concepts of proton, neutron and electron, or any grasp of the way in which they are

employed in the systematic construction of the periodic table in which Au has its

characteristic place. For the word ‘gold’ in English had its current semantic value before

these theoretical advances were made by anyone; and presently has it on the lips of

competent English speakers without this knowledge of basic chemistry. The conception

itself is likely to be essentially demonstrative, that stuff, or that metal, say: a legitimate

conception of which stuff is correctly called ‘gold’, nevertheless, which differs, as

required, between earthlings and their twin-earth counterparts. This is a perfectly

consistent position. Its key component is a strongly externalist account of the nature of

thinkers’ conceptions of semantic values: these features of a person’s mental life are

themselves essentially world-involving demonstrative-recognitional capacities.16 So the

case of beliefs about natural kind does not constitute one in which determinacy of belief

content is really compatible with ignorance of the semantic values determining the

associated truth-conditions. It is not one in which understanding transcends the subject’s
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knowledge of these truth-conditions at all. Thus, it does not constitute a counterexample

to the original switching argument.

The cautious reply admits the possibility of cases of beliefs about natural kinds

which are as described in this third response to the switching argument. A person might

have the understanding required for a specific empirical content to be the content of his

belief, even if he is ignorant of certain of the details of the semantic values of the

component concepts which determine these very truth-conditions, in the sense that he

would have been none the wiser had these semantic values been different in some way.

The key claim here, though, is that ignorance of semantic value, in this sense, is

compatible with determinacy of content in such cases, only if possession of the relevant

natural kind-like concepts depends upon possession of more basic observational

concepts, grasp of which is incompatible with such ignorance of their semantic values.

Thus, the model of beliefs about natural kinds exploited by this third line of response to

the switching argument cannot possibly be universally appropriate. Hence, given the

present dialectical situation, a non-reason-giving account of the content-determining role

of perceptual experiences with respect to empirical beliefs cannot be correct in all cases

either. There must be a basic class of observational concepts, for which a reason-giving

account of the determination of their semantic values is imperative.

I acknowledge that my discussion of both of the strategies which I distinguished

above for responding to the switching argument is incomplete and unsatisfactory as it

stands; and there are no doubt further variants of each to consider. Nevertheless, if what I

say is at all on the right lines, and other variants can also be blocked, then any content-

determining relations between perceptual experiences and the most basic empirical

beliefs, at least, are necessarily reason-giving relations. The non-reason-giving alternative

which I have been considering is unacceptable in such cases. Conjoining this with my

first premise, that these relations are indispensable to genuine beliefs about the mind-
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independent spatial world, it follows that perceptual experiences must provide reasons for

empirical beliefs.

II

My question now is this. How exactly do perceptual experiences provide reasons for

empirical beliefs? The discussion will have to be fairly brief and, no doubt,

disappointingly sketchy; but my answer, in a sentence, is this. Perceptual experiences are

essential to a person’s grasp of certain demonstrative contents, whose reference to

particular mind-independent objects and properties is achieved in such a way that his

simply entertaining these contents gives him a prima facie reason to endorse them in

belief.

The relevant perceptual demonstrative contents are expressible, in the first

instance, only as ‘that thing is thus’. Given the relevant facts about the way things are in

the world around the perceiver, the direction and focus of his attention, and so on, which

contents these are is beyond his control; and his grasp of such contents depends upon his

actually standing in certain perceptual-attentional relations with the particular things to

which they refer. I want to press further this issue, though, of exactly what is involved in

his understanding, that is to say, his actually being the subject who is entertaining, these

perceptual demonstrative contents. What does his knowledge of their truth-conditions

consist in? More specifically, to begin with, what is involved in his grasp of the

embedded singular demonstrative Idea of the particular object in question?

I argued above that this Idea cannot be purely descriptive. Reference to spatial

particulars is, in the most basic cases, essentially experiential. So the question to ask now

is exactly what a person’s perceptual experiences contribute to his Idea of a particular

object on a given occasion. The answer, at least in certain central cases, and especially

where vision is the prominent modality, is that perceptual experience displays the spatial
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location of the object in question. This is what experience contributes to determinate

reference to spatial particulars in these cases. For there is a fundamental interdependence

between making a numerical distinction between qualitatively identical spatial particulars

and assigning them different locations at a given time: for every time t, every mind-

independent object which exists at t has a location at t, it has just one such location, and

no two numerically distinct things (of the same sort) have the same location at t. So a key

to reference to spatial particulars is knowledge of their location, or knowledge of what

would make true an identification of the object in question with that at a given location.

This constitutes knowledge of which object is in question. It provides the subject with a

genuine Idea of that particular thing, which is employed in the particular content in

question, and in any other content entertaining which involves thinking of the same thing

in the same way.

As I have effectively already established, if this location is given only in terms of

certain spatial relations to other objects identified purely by description, then the

possibility of massive reduplication returns to undermine the purported uniqueness of

location and hence of determinate reference to any particular occupant. What is required,

therefore, for genuine reference to a particular mind-independent thing, is knowledge of

what would make true an identification of that object with one whose location is given

relative to the subject making the reference himself.

This may be given indirectly, as it would be by appeal to a suitably

demonstratively anchored, impure description, such as ‘the red ball in the box under that

table’. But this possibility obviously rests upon that of a person’s more direct

identification of a particular location, relative to his own - in this case, that exploited in

his demonstrative reference to that table. In general, I claim, perceptual demonstrative

contents of the appropriate kind are precisely those which display the locations of the

relevant objects directly in just this way. Perceptual reference and egocentric location

come together, at least in the central cases which I am currently considering, in which
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determinacy of reference is secured by exploiting the interrelation between the numerical

identity and location of spatial particulars at a time. This is (at least part of) the essential

contribution made by a person’s perceptual experiences at a given time to his

understanding of certain demonstrative contents making reference to particular mind-

independent things around him at that time.17

Now, if such a perceptual demonstrative content is to refer to a particular mind-

independent thing, in this way, then the subject’s Idea of its location must be an Idea of a

location in a world of places and things which are independent of his actual experiences

of them. For his Idea of its location contributes essentially to his Idea of its identity. He

must therefore understand that the very same location might have been spatially related in

a quite different way with him: that thing there might equally have been perceived from

any number of different points of view.18 Yet how is this condition to be met, since I

insist that, in order to avoid reference failure due to the possibility of massive

reduplication, the location in question must be given relative to the subject’s own?

There are two lines of response to this problem. First, it might be denied that a

person’s recognition that the same thing, at the same place, might have been perceived

from a different point of view really is a necessary condition upon perceptual

demonstrative reference to mind-independent spatial particulars. Second, it might be

argued that the apparent inconsistency between the claim that this condition must indeed

be met and my insistence that determinate reference to particular places and things is

ultimately subject-relative in some sense is only illusory. I take it for granted that a third

possible suggestion, to resist the essentially perspectival nature of spatial reference - to

both places and things - is simply ruled out by my discussion of Strawson’s argument

from massive reduplication earlier (I.1), and its obvious extension to locations above. I

consider each of the two genuine responses in turn.
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If the singular Ideas involved in perceptual demonstrative contents refer to mind-

independent things, then it certainly follows that these are Ideas of things whose locations

are in fact independent of the subject’s experiences of them. It does not follow, though,

according to a proponent of the first line of response above, that any person entertaining

such an Idea must therefore recognize the independence of the location of the relevant

mind-independent thing from his actual experiences of it in any way. He need have no

understanding whatsoever, then, that that thing there might equally have been perceived

from any number of different points of view. The claim that he must, she will continue,

can only be sustained by appeal to an absurd principle along the following lines. If a

person refers to an object, o, which is F, on the basis of a perceptual demonstrative Idea,

I, then in grasping I he necessarily recognizes that its object is F.

This principle is indeed absurd, not least because it entails a person’s omniscience

about the objects of such thoughts; but it is not required by my argument. The crucial

point is rather that it is only on the basis of his grasp of its location - displayed relative to

him in experience - that the subject has an Idea of that object at all, in the cases under

consideration. Unlike its other properties, its location is not something he can go on to

wonder about, having already identified the relevant object in thought. For his Idea of its

location contributes essentially to his identification of which object is in question. Hence,

which object is in question - which object his Idea is an Idea of - is determined in part by

his Idea of its location. Thus, if he has no understanding whatsoever of the independence

of this location from his actual experiential point of view upon it, then it is wrong to

claim that he has an Idea of a mind-independent spatial thing at all. This is not the sort of

thing which could be determined as the object of his Idea in that case. So the condition is

quite genuine. A person’s Idea of the relevant location must be an Idea of a location

which might have been spatially related in a quite different way to him, in the following

sense. He must actually grasp that that thing there might equally have been perceived

from any number of different points of view. The first line of response is therefore

untenable.
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Can anything really be made of the second suggestion either: to argue that

meeting this condition is after all consistent with the requirement that determinate

reference to particular locations is ultimately subject-relative in some sense? For if the

location of a perceived particular is necessarily given in relation to the perceiver’s own,

then how can his perceptual demonstrative Idea involve any genuine understanding at all

that that thing there, in just that place, might equally have been displayed as quite

differently spatially related to him, from another point of view?

To see how this might be done, it is crucial to get clear about a distinction due to

John Campbell.19 There is both a monadic and a relational use of egocentric spatial terms

such as ‘to the left’/‘to the right’, ‘above’/‘below’, ‘in front’/‘behind’ and so on.

Whenever a person uses these to give the location of something, its location is thereby

specified in relation to something else: the terms are essentially relational. The subject

can have more or less understanding of their relational nature, though. Representing

sentences in which such terms occur as applications of the relation ‘xRy’, to begin with -

‘x is to the right of y’, as it might be - then the issue is over the appropriate range of the

notional variable ‘y’. There is a primitive use of such sentences in which this is

effectively fixed to the thinker himself, in his actual location at just that time, in such a

way that he has no comprehension of the possibility of that very same ‘relation’ obtaining

to anything else. So he is not really thinking relationally at all. His thought is more

properly regimented ‘R'a’: ‘a is to the right and a little in front’, say, as opposed to ‘a is to

the right and a little in front of me’. For it is a minimal necessary condition upon

discerning the genuinely relational structure in this thinking, ‘aRi’, where ‘i’ is a singular

term referring to himself or his own present location, that he has some conception of what

it would be for ‘aRb’, ‘aRc’ and so on to be true, for some appropriate range of

alternative singular terms ‘b’, ‘c’, etc.20 The primitive use of egocentric terms, in which

the subject has no such conception at all, is what Campbell calls ‘monadic’; the
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associated concepts, or Ideas, of spatial ‘relations’ and particular locations are monadic

spatial concepts, or Ideas.

There are different types of genuinely relational uses of such terms, different

types of relational spatial concepts and Ideas, which vary according to the generality

introduced by the range of the variable ‘y’: the range of appropriate alternative singular

terms to ‘i’ - ‘b’, ‘c’, etc. above - which are such that the subject’s grasp of the thought

‘aRi’ commits him to knowledge of what it would be for ‘aRb’, ‘aRc’ and so on to be

true. Two significant types of relational egocentric thinking would be, first, that in which

‘y’ ranges over alternative possible points of view of the same thinking subject; and,

second, that in which its range explicitly allows for generality across different thinkers.

For present purposes, though, the basic distinction between monadic and relational

egocentric spatial concepts, or Ideas, is enough.

I have argued that determinate reference to particular locations is ultimately

egocentric in some sense. That is to say, the embedded Idea of a particular place in the

subject’s environment must identify it in some way relative to himself, or his own present

location. Our current problem is to explain how this requirement is consistent with his

meeting the further condition upon perceptual demonstrative reference to particular mind-

independent things, in cases where this exploits the subject’s grasp of their location, that

he should recognize that the very thing in question, just there, might equally have been

perceived from any number of different points of view. Now, suppose that his egocentric

perceptual identification of the location in question is purely monadic. So his conception

of which place is in question is exhausted by its actual present spatial relations with him.

Thus, he is incapable of any recognition that the thing in question, at just that location,

might equally have been displayed as differently located - relative to him. For there is no

degree of freedom in his thinking, along which to register the changes in his own position

required to make sense of these alternative perspectives. He therefore fails genuinely to

refer to any mind-independent spatial particular. His thought is not really thought about
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mind-independent reality at all. Put slightly differently, the difficulty here is that the

perceptual demonstrative content in question is bound by a kind of idealism about space,

on which there is nothing more to where things are than where they appear to be. Given

that his knowledge of their location is supposed to contribute to his knowledge of which

particular objects are in question, it follows that he can equally have no conception of

these as existing independently of his particular experiences of them. His experience

therefore fails altogether to display the way things are in a mind-independent world

around him.

Thus, if it is to refer to a particular mind-independent thing, a person’s perceptual

demonstrative, ‘that thing - there - is thus’ must comprise a singular Idea, ‘that thing’,

which exploits a genuinely relational egocentric identification of the location of the thing

in question. How exactly does this help? Well, a person whose perceptual demonstrative

content is relational, in this sense, can immerse himself in his present perspective, so to

speak, and entertain the corresponding purely monadic spatial content, ‘that thing -

therem - is thus’. This captures how things appear (spatially) to him - from that

perspective, wholly immersed in it, and suspending any reflection upon it or its

contribution to his experience. Yet in arriving at the appropriate monadic content on the

basis of his prior understanding of the corresponding relational content, in this way, he

grasps its grounding in the prior relational facts. In other words, this is to appreciate the

joint dependence of how things currently appear to him (spatially) upon the way

particular mind-independent things are actually distributed in the world around him, and

his present location amongst them - his current perceptual point of view upon them.

Equally, he is therefore at least in a position to simulate, to some extent, the monadic

contents which would be associated with his taking up different points of view upon the

same range of particular things, in the particular places they occupy. That is to say, he has

the materials to construct, in imagination, the systematically varying monadic contents

which he would arrive at by immersing himself in various alternative, possible but non-
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actual, perspectives upon the same mind-independent things, just where they are around

him.21

In this way, I believe, he recognizes that the thing in question, at just that location,

might equally have been displayed as differently located relative to him, from various

different points of view. He is therefore able to meet this crucial condition upon genuine

perceptual demonstrative reference to mind-independent things consistently with the

requirement that the location exploited by his Idea of the particular thing in question

should be specified egocentrically, in relation to his own. Parallel points apply, I believe,

in cases where determinate reference is secured other than by appeal to perception of

spatial location, in explanation of how essentially experiential reference can nevertheless

be reference to mind-independent particulars.22

Something very similar also sustains the mind-independent significance of the

predicative component of perceptual demonstrative contents. Experiential

demonstratives, like ‘that thing is thus’, refer to mind-independent particulars - as we

have just seen - of which they predicate, not just subjective appearances, but mind-

independent properties, which are the categorical grounds of the relevant objects’ powers

to produce such appearances in appropriately placed perceivers. A given such content

presents a particular thing as mind-independently, categorically thus. A person whose

experience enables him to grasp this content can immerse himself in his own perspective,

so to speak, and entertain the corresponding appearance - from there and in those

circumstances - that that thing appears thus. In arriving at the appropriate appearance on

the basis of his prior understanding of the corresponding perceptual demonstrative

presentation of the way things mind-independently are, in this way, he grasps its

grounding in the prior categorical facts. In other words, this is to appreciate the joint

dependence of how things currently appear to him upon the way particular mind-

independent things actually are, and his current point of view upon them and other

relevant circumstances. Equally, he is therefore at least in a position to simulate the
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appearances, in this immersed sense parallel to monadic spatial contents, associated with

his taking up different points of view on the same things, with the same properties, in

different circumstances. That is to say, he has the materials to construct, in imagination,

the systematically varying appearances of those things’ being just the way they are from

various alternative, possible but non-actual, perspectives and in various alternative,

possible but non-actual, circumstances. Thus, he recognizes that the thing in question,

being just as it is, might equally have appeared differently in different circumstances.

This is part of what is involved in its being the case that his initial perceptual

demonstrative content predicates a genuinely mind-independent, categorical property of

the particular thing in question.

With respect both to the singular and the predicative components of perceptual

demonstrative contents, then, the genuine mind-independence of their reference resides in

the subject’s recognition of what they present as the categorical ground of the

corresponding immersed monadic contents and appearances from his present point of

view in the present circumstances, and, equally, of the various alternative monadic

contents and appearances associated with possible but non-actual points of view and

circumstances, some of which he may be able to grasp in imaginative simulation. Hence,

a subject of such contents necessarily recognizes that the way things currently appear to

him is the joint upshot of the way things are anyway, in the mind-independent world

around him, and his current point of view upon them and other relevant circumstances of

perception. It is this, I claim, which provides his prima facie reason to endorse those very

contents in belief. For, simply in virtue of entertaining perceptual demonstrative contents

of this kind, he recognizes that it is that thing, there in relation to him, and mind-

independently thus, which is currently displayed - from where he is and in those

circumstances - as apparently thus monadically there. That is to say, he understands that

his current apprehension that things are thus and so is in part due to the very fact that they

are. He recognizes the relevant content as his apprehension of the facts.
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So, his experiences contribute essentially to his grasp of certain perceptual

demonstrative contents. These contents refer to particular mind-independent things in the

world around him, of which they predicate determinate mind-independent properties. In

doing so, they give him a prima facie reason to endorse those very contents in belief.

Simply in virtue of grasping the content that that thing - there - is thus, he has a prima

facie reason to believe that that thing is indeed thus; for he necessarily recognizes that his

entertaining that content is a response to that thing’s actually being thus, given his

location and present circumstances.

I argued in section I that perceptual experiences must provide reasons for

empirical beliefs; and in section II I have outlined how they do so. As I put the thesis

right at the outset, the correct account of the sense in which perceptual experiences are

experiences of mind-independent spatial things - that is to say, the correct account of the

reference of perceptual demonstratives to mind-independent particulars and their

properties - is itself an account of the way in which such experiences provide prima facie

reasons for the perceiver’s beliefs about the way things are in the world around him.23
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Notes
                                                
1This claim is a crucial component of J. McDowell’s position in his Mind and World

(Cambridge, Mass: Harvard University Press, 1994). Indeed, the argument I offer in

support of it is my own extended development of his very suggestive comments on the

matter (see especially Lecture I). Both mind-independence and spatiality are crucial to

the claim. Arithmetical thought, for example, even though its subject matter may

correctly be conceived as mind-independent, is clearly a different matter. Conversely, I

am concerned with our knowledge of the empirical world in a sense in which this is

incompatible with any attempted idealist understanding of spatial particulars as,

ultimately, mind-dependent. See J. Foster, The Case for Idealism (London: Routledge,

1982), ch. 5, for a development of this idealist alternative. To avoid undue repetition in

what follows, though, I shall often use just one of the two adjectives as shorthand for the

pair.
2J. McDowell, op. cit. note 1, 15 ff.
3See N. Eilan, Self-Consciousness and Experience (Oxford University: D. Phil. Thesis,

1988), for a sustained discussion of this kind of claim.
4The argument which I am about to give is my development of P. F. Strawson’s famous

discussion of these matters in his Individuals (London: Methuen, 1959), ch. 1, part I. I

draw heavily upon N. Eilan, op. cit. note 3, ch. 5, in which she also acknowledges the

importance of conversations with Adrian Moore.
5See G. Evans, The Varieties of Reference (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1982), ch. 7; R.

Gordon, ‘Simulation Without Introspection or Inference from Me to You’, Mental

Simulation, M. Davies and T. Stone (eds.) (Oxford: Blackwell, 1995), 60; and J.

Roessler, Self-Knowledge and Belief (Oxford University: D. Phil. Thesis, 1996) ch. 2, for

discussion of this so-called ‘ascent routine’, and its status as a source of knowledge.
6See G. Evans, op. cit. note 5, 104 ff; and P. Geach, Mental Acts (Bristol: Thoemmes

Press, 1992), 53 ff, for introduction and elucidation of this notion of a person’s Idea of an

object.
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7The underlying equivalence here can be demonstrated as follows. Suppose that S is a

person, p a proposition, and K    S     the conjunction of every proposition which S knows. It is

epistemically possible for S that p ⇔ it is logically possible that [K    S     & p] ⇔ {K    S    , p} is

consistent ⇔ ‘K    S    , therefore not-p’ is invalid ⇔ S cannot argue validly from what he

actually knows to not-p ⇔ S is not in a position knowledgeably to rule out that p.
8It may be objected at this point that the epistemic possibility of multiple satisfaction can

be ruled out if S’s descriptive Idea is of the following form: ‘The unique G’. This is

correct; but, in that case, reference failure due to the emptiness of this description is an

epistemic possibility. For, again, S cannot knowledgeably rule out the possibility of

massive reduplication with respect to G. So an appropriately adjusted version of my

argument goes through. Note, also, that the argument does nothing to undermine the

possibility of thought about spatial particulars by what might be called impure

description, in which reference is secured, in part, by an embedded demonstrative, as in,

for example, ‘The red ball under that table’.
9This step in the argument requires further defence too. For it might be thought that either

names or certain descriptions embedding indexicals provide an equally acceptable

alternative to pure descriptions, in a way which finesses my appeal to essentially

experiential perceptual demonstratives. What is wrong, for example, with the following

Ideas: ‘Frege’; and ‘The ball in front of me’? I cannot respond in detail to these points

here. My claim in each case, though, is that, insofar as the Ideas in question are immune

to my objection from the possibility of massive reduplication, a complete account of what

is involved in understanding them cannot avoid reference to perceptual experience. In the

case of names, this is either a result of the connection between the subject’s

understanding of the name and his possession of a recognitional capacity for its bearer (if

he is a Producer, in Evans’ sense), or of the connection between his understanding of the

name and the various experiences involved in his being informed about its bearer in

testimony of some kind (if he is a Consumer). See G. Evans, op. cit. note 5, ch. 11, for

this distinction between Producers and Consumers in a name using practice, and an
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outline of the account of proper names upon which my reply here draws. In the second

case, experience comes in in the crucial role of demonstrative reference to physical things

other than himself both in the subject’s grasp of the spatial concepts figuring in such

descriptive-indexical Ideas, and in his grasp of the first person pronoun itself. These

issues require extended discussion though. A further source of objection might be the

claim that experience is essential to demonstrative reference. After all, a blindsighted

patient apparently refers to a particular object in his blind field when encouraged to point

to it. Yet he has no experience of it. Here I simply insist that he does not understand any

demonstrative thought he may appear to others to be having. For he does no know which

object is in question. See L. Weiskrantz, Blind Sight: A Case Study and Implications

(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1986) for a comprehensive study of such cases.
10C. Peacocke, Sense and Content (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1983), 20 ff.
11See C. Peacocke, ‘The Limits of Intelligibility: A Post-Verificationist Proposal’,

Philosophical Review, 97, (1988), for characterization and discussion of such arguments.
12T. Burge, ‘Our Entitlement to Self-Knowledge’, Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society

96 (1996); and C. Peacocke, ‘Entitlement, Self-Knowledge and Conceptual

Redeployment’, Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society, 96 (1996).
13See A. Woodfield (ed.), Thought and Object (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1982); and P.

Pettit and J. McDowell (eds.), Subject, Thought and Context (Oxford: Clarendon Press,

1986), for a good orientation.
14I take it that this is one way of filling out the suggestion in section 3 of the introduction

to P. Pettit and J. McDowell (eds.), op. cit. note 13, of a more radical response than

Putnam’s own ‘composite’ account to the original discussion of these matters, in H.

Putnam, ‘The Meaning of “Meaning”’, Mind, Language and Reality, H. Putnam

(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1975). My sketch of this development owes a

great deal to their treatment, and to other work by McDowell too.
15H. Putnam, op. cit. note 14.
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16G. Evans, op. cit. note 5, ch. 8. Of course, the precise nature of such capacities is a very

difficult matter. Their possession presumably requires some sensitivity to the fact that

any putative re-identification of the kind in question is defeasible by scientific

investigation; and, relatedly, the ability to keep track of samples over certain changes in

appearance, along, perhaps, with a rough idea of what types of change are compatible

with continued instantiation of the kind.
17There is of course a debate at this point about precisely what the relations of priority

are, if any, between identifications, of various kinds, of objects and their locations in this

basic case, in which the things and places in question are displayed in experience. See P.

F. Strawson, op. cit. note 4, ch. 1; D. Wiggins, ‘The Individuation of Things and Places

(I)’, Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society, Sup. vol. 37 (1963); M. Woods, ‘The

Individuation of Things and Places (II)’, Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society, Sup.

vol. 37 (1963); G. Evans, op. cit. note 5, ch. 6; and J. Campbell, ‘The Role of Physical

Objects in Spatial Thinking’, Spatial Representation, N. Eilan, R. McCarthy and B.

Brewer (eds.) (Oxford: Blackwell, 1993). I am confident, though, that what I have to say

here is independent of the detailed differences of view on these matters.
18What if the thing in question is a part of the subject’s body? Things get very

complicated in this case. First, bodily awareness is likely to be involved in a peculiar

way. Although I am sympathetic to the idea that perceptual systems are normally both

exteroceptive and proprioceptive, as elaborated by J. J. Gibson in his The Ecological

Approach to Visual Perception (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1979), the object of

exteroception is not normally itself an object of proprioception, as it is in this case.

Second, and relatedly, a person’s body-parts are normally experienced as his own. See B.

Brewer, ‘Bodily Awareness and the Self’, The Body and the Self, J. Bermudez, A.

Marcel, and N. Eilan (eds.) (Cambridge, Mass: MIT Press, 1995), for a discussion of

these two points and their interrelations. Nevertheless, if the body-part in question is

anaesthetised and experienced only as ‘that hand’, as opposed to ‘my hand’, then the

condition in the text applies. At least, in cases in which it is the hand’s displayed location
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which informs the subject’s perceptual reference to that particular hand, then he must

grasp that that location might have been displayed as differently located to him.
19J. Campbell, ‘Spatial Decentring and Other Minds’, forthcoming. I am also indebted at

this point to Naomi Eilan for some very helpful suggestions.
20This is of course an application to the current case of G. Evans’ ‘Generality Constraint’.

See his op. cit. note 5, esp. ch. 4.3. The requirement is derived from P. F. Strawson, op.

cit. note 4, esp. ch. 3.
21I do not mean to claim here that the subject must explicitly operate with a theory about

the way in which spatial appearances vary with changes in his point of view. Rather, he

has the potential, at least, to trip to and fro between a fixed relational conception of where

a certain thing is relative to him, and both his actual, immersed monadic impression of its

location, and various non-actual possible alternatives to it had he perceived that thing

from a different point of view, simulated in imagination. Although his skill in this regard

need not be at all well developed, this must at least be possible for him, in sense that his

relational egocentric spatial Ideas are the essential ground for whatever such imaginative

routines are actually engaged.
22The common structure here is this. Suppose that the contribution of experience to

securing determinate reference to mind-independent particulars in the cases under

consideration is its displaying the relevant object’s characteristic φ. In the central cases I

have been discussing, φ is spatial location; equally, it might be timbre, for example, in

auditory reference to a particular member of an unseen wind quintet. My development of

Strawson’s argument in section I.1 implies, on the one hand, that this contribution is to

make available to the perceiver an essentially experiential demonstrative Idea of the

object in question, such as ‘that φ-thing’. The mind-independent reference of this Idea, on

the other hand, requires that his grasp of the characteristic φ in question should not be

exhausted by the way in which it is actually presented in his experience. The apparent

tension between the two is to be resolved by the subject’s grasp of the actual experiential

appearance of φ, from immersed within his present perspective and suspending any
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reflection upon it or its contribution to his experience, as the joint upshot of the mind-

independent φ of the object in question and the relevant features of his particular

perceptual perspective upon it. As will become clear, it is precisely this understanding

which I think constitutes his prima facie reason to endorse the demonstrative content in

question in belief.
23Many thanks to John Campbell, David Charles, Bill Child, Naomi Eilan, Marcus

Giaquinto, Peter Milne, Adrian Moore, Christopher Peacocke, Carolyn Price, Johannes

Roessler, Tom Stoneham, Peter Sullivan, Rowland Stout, Charles Travis, Ralph Walker

and Tim Williamson, for their helpful comments on previous versions of this material.

My views on these issues have also been greatly influenced by as yet unpublished written

work by John Campbell and Naomi Eilan


