
1. What is the argument 
from hallucination? 

2. Explain one problem with 
the argument.
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Direct Realism 
“…any kind of direct realism in the theory of 
perception, any perceptual realism which… says that 
we see (or otherwise perceive) external objects 
directly, rather than through seeing (or at least 
visually experiencing) something else.” 

Indirect Realism (e.g., Russell’s Sense-Data Theory) 
“Perception is simply a mediated, hence indirect, 
causal relation between external objects we perceive 
and us: the object produces the mediating colors and 
shapes that appear in our visual fields, and, through 
seeing them, we see it” (35) 



To understand why perception must have a 
causal element, suppose I am looking at the 
field and, without my noticing, someone 
instantaneously drops a perfect picture of the 
field right in front of me. If the picture is 
shaped and textured just right, my visual 
experience might not change. What appears 
to me might look just as the field did. Yet I no 
longer see the field. (Audi, 30)



The Argument from Perspective 

1.When I look at the table from two different angles, or at two 
different times, I experience different things—different shapes, 
different colors, etc. This point is compounded when we consider 
how the table is experienced by different people, using different 
instruments, with the different senses.  

2.All of these experiences differ with respect to the table’s properties, 
and none seems to be any more privileged than the others. 

3.Therefore, the senses don’t give us information about the table 
itself (at least not directly), but only about various appearances of 
the table. 

4.Therefore the content of my experiences aren’t the table but 
sense-data, which somehow stand between us and the tables.



The Argument from Illusion 

1.Sometimes we experience perceptual illusions. For example, we 
might see a white dress as blue. There is a dress in this case, but it is 
not as it seems. 

2.But, in this case, there’s something white in our experience. Since 
this white thing is not a physical thing in our environment, it must 
be something more immediate. Call it a sense datum. 

3.But the illusory case of seeing a blue dress as white is just the 
same as if one had seen a white dress. 

4.Therefore, we should also believe that the contents of our 
veridical experiences are (less misleading) sense data.



The Argument from Dream/Hallucination 

1.I can have exactly the same experience when I am dreaming or 
hallucinating that I do under ideal conditions. 

2.The contents of my experiences dreams/hallucinations are not 
objects in my physical environment. They are mind-dependent 
entities. Call them sense-data. 

3.But since I can have just the same experiences while I am awake 
and non hallucinating, we should conclude that the contents of 
those experiences are also sense-data rather than physical objects.



Problems with the Argument from Hallucination 
“Suppose I do have a hallucination that is intrinsically 
just like the normal experience of seeing a field. Does 
it follow that what is directly seen in the hallucination 
is the same sort of thing as what is directly seen in the 
normal experience? At least two problems confront 
the sense-datum theory here” (36–7).



Problem One 
“First, why must anything be seen at all in a 
hallucination? Imagine that you see me hallucinate 
the burned-up field. I might get up, still half asleep, 
and cry out, ‘It’s regrown!,’ pointing to the area. You 
might conclude that I think I see the field again. My 
initial reaction to realizing I had hallucinated the field 
might be that, hallucination or no, I saw it. But I might 
just as easily slump back in my chair and mumble that 
I wish I had seen it. ” (37).



Problem Two 
“Recall that my seeing a green field is apparently a causal 
relation between a sensory experience in me and the field 
that produces the experience. If this view is correct, why 
should the possibility that a hallucination can mimic my 
seeing the field tell us anything about what is directly seen 
(or is an object of visual acquaintance) when one sees that 
field? It is not as if we had to assume that only an 
experienced object can produce the relevant sensory 
experience, and must then conclude that it is an internal 
perceptual object, since there is no other candidate.” (37).



Problem Two 
“Moreover, from the similarity of the internal, experiential 
elements in the hallucination and the internal ones 
occurring in genuine perception, one might as well conclude 
that since the ordinary experience is one of seeing only an 
external rather than an internal object, the hallucinatory 
experience is different only in the absence of the external 
object. Rather than add to the components that seem 
needed to account for the ordinary experience, we subtract 
one that seems needed to account for the hallucination. 
This yields a more economical theory of perception. ” (37).



1. Why must sense data have a 
location in space? 

2. What’s wrong with saying that 
sense data are literally in the head 
of the observer? 

3. What’s wrong with saying that 
sense data are in the same place 
as the physical objects that cause 
them?



The Argument from Dream/
Hallucination 

1.I can have exactly the same experience 
when I am dreaming or hallucinating 
that I do under ideal conditions. 

2.The contents of my experiences 
dreams/hallucinations are not objects 
in my physical environment. They are 
mind-dependent entities. Call them 
sense-data. 

3.But since I can have just the same 
experiences while I am awake and non 
hallucinating, we should conclude that 
the contents of those experiences are 
also sense-data rather than physical 
objects.



The Argument from Dream/
Hallucination 

1.I can have exactly the same experience 
when I am dreaming or hallucinating 
that I do under ideal conditions. 

2.The contents of my experiences 
dreams/hallucinations are not objects 
in my physical environment. They are 
mind-dependent entities. Call them 
sense-data. 

3.But since I can have just the same 
experiences while I am awake and non 
hallucinating, we should conclude that 
the contents of those experiences are 
also sense-data rather than physical 
objects.

The experiences are the same 
only in that they’re 
subjectively indistinguishable. 
But they may be very different 
in ways that the subject can’t 
detect. 

For example, they may have 
very different causes.  

And they may not be about the 
same things—i.e., they may 
not have the same contents.



The Argument from Dream/
Hallucination 

1.I can have exactly the same experience 
when I am dreaming or hallucinating 
that I do under ideal conditions. 

2.The contents of my experiences 
dreams/hallucinations are not objects 
in my physical environment. They are 
mind-dependent entities. Call them 
sense-data. 

3.But since I can have just the same 
experiences while I am awake and non 
hallucinating, we should conclude that 
the contents of those experiences are 
also sense-data rather than physical 
objects.

Perhaps it makes more sense 
to say that dreams and 
hallucinations differ from 
normal experiences in that 
they have *no* contents.  

Perhaps they just seem to have 
the same contents as usual.



The Argument from Dream/
Hallucination 

1.I can have exactly the same experience 
when I am dreaming or hallucinating 
that I do under ideal conditions. 

2.The contents of my experiences 
dreams/hallucinations are not objects 
in my physical environment. They are 
mind-dependent entities. Call them 
sense-data. 

3.But since I can have just the same 
experiences while I am awake and non 
hallucinating, we should conclude that 
the contents of those experiences are 
also sense-data rather than physical 
objects.

P3 follows from P1 and P2 only 
if we assume that 
hallucinations and veridical 
experiences are the same in 
that they have the same 
contents (i.e., they’re about 
the same things). 

But as we’ve just seen, it is 
possible to doubt this. 

So the argument from 
hallucination is not sound.



The Argument from Illusion 

1.Sometimes we experience perceptual 
illusions. For example, we might see a 
white dress as blue. There is a dress in this 
case, but it is not as it seems. 

2.But, in this case, there’s something white 
in our experience. Since this white thing is 
not a physical thing in our environment, it 
must be something more immediate. Call 
it a sense datum. 

3.But the illusory case of seeing a blue 
dress as white is just the same as if one 
had seen a white dress. 

4.Therefore, we should also believe that 
the contents of our veridical experiences 
are (less misleading) sense data.



The Argument from Illusion 

1.Sometimes we experience perceptual 
illusions. For example, we might see a 
white dress as blue. There is a dress in this 
case, but it is not as it seems. 

2.But, in this case, there’s something white 
in our experience. Since this white thing is 
not a physical thing in our environment, it 
must be something more immediate. Call 
it a sense datum. 

3.But the illusory case of seeing a blue 
dress as white is just the same as if one 
had seen a white dress. 

4.Therefore, we should also believe that 
the contents of our veridical experiences 
are (less misleading) sense data.

Direct realists should deny 
that the whiteness of our 
experience is due to our 
experiencing something white. 

Instead, they can say that we 
experience the dress, but that 
we experience as having a 
property that it doesn’t have. 

In addition to contents, 
experiences also involve 
attributing properties to those 
contents, and this can go 
wrong.



The Argument from Illusion 

1.Sometimes we experience perceptual 
illusions. For example, we might see a 
white dress as blue. There is a dress in this 
case, but it is not as it seems. 

2.But, in this case, there’s something white 
in our experience. Since this white thing is 
not a physical thing in our environment, it 
must be something more immediate. Call 
it a sense datum. 

3.But the illusory case of seeing a blue 
dress as white is just the same as if one 
had seen a white dress. 

4.Therefore, we should also believe that 
the contents of our veridical experiences 
are (less misleading) sense data.

Direct realists should say that 
illusory and veridical 
experiences are the same only 
in that they seem the same to 
us. 

But two experience that seem 
the same to us may have 
different contents—they may 
be about different things. 

On this view, we can be wrong 
about what the contents of our 
experiences are. 

Russell seems not to consider 
this possibility.



The Argument from Perspective 

1.When I look at the table from two different 
angles, or at two different times, I 
experience different things—different 
shapes, different colors, etc. 

2.All of these experiences differ with respect 
to the table’s properties, and none seems to 
be any more privileged than the others. 

3.Therefore, the senses don’t give us 
information about the table itself (at least 
not directly), but only about various 
appearances of the table. 

4.Therefore the content of my experiences 
aren’t the table but sense-data, which 
somehow stand between us and the tables.



The Argument from Perspective 

1.When I look at the table from two different 
angles, or at two different times, I 
experience different things—different 
shapes, different colors, etc. 

2.All of these experiences differ with respect 
to the table’s properties, and none seems to 
be any more privileged than the others. 

3.Therefore, the senses don’t give us 
information about the table itself (at least 
not directly), but only about various 
appearances of the table. 

4.Therefore the content of my experiences 
aren’t the table but sense-data, which 
somehow stand between us and the tables.

The direct realist should 
reject this premise, and 
instead say that we see the 
same thing (the table) in 
two different ways. 

On this view, the content of 
our experiences stay the 
same—it’s just the table. 

What changes is the way in 
which we experience the 
table. 



The Argument from Perspective 

1.When I look at the table from two different 
angles, or at two different times, I 
experience different things—different 
shapes, different colors, etc. 

2.All of these experiences differ with respect 
to the table’s properties, and none seems to 
be any more privileged than the others. 

3.Therefore, the senses don’t give us 
information about the table itself (at least 
not directly), but only about various 
appearances of the table. 

4.Therefore the content of my experiences 
aren’t the table but sense-data, which 
somehow stand between us and the tables.

Some direct realists call 
themselves adverbialists, 
because they explain the 
differences between 
different experiences not in 
terms of different contents, 
but in terms of different 
ways of experiencing the 
same content. 

E.g.: 
seeing the table from an 
oblique angle  
vs.  
seeing the table from an 
acute angle
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Where are sense data 
located? 



a. Sense data have no location.  

b. Sense data are literally in your head, that is, in the 
same place where your brain is. 

c. Sense data are in the same places as the physical 
objects that cause them. For instance, your sense 
datum of a table, caused by looking at a table, is 
located where that table is.  

d. Sense data are located wherever they appear to 
be.  

e. Sense data are located in an alternate space, 
separate from the space of physical objects. 



a. Sense data have no location. 



b. Sense data are literally in your 
head, that is, in the same place 
where your brain is.



c. Sense data are in the same places as 
the physical objects that cause them. 
For instance, your sense datum of a 
table, caused by looking at a table, is 
located where that table is. 



d. Sense data are located wherever 
they appear to be. 



e. Sense data are located in an 
alternate space, separate from the 
space of physical objects. 


