Section Two: Sense-data 

Before jumping into a deeper analysis of AFI1 & AFI2 we need to address the issue of sense-data. Mainly what exactly is it? If we accept AFI2, sense-data is a non-physical thing unique from the relevant physical object. If we accept AFI1, sense-data would merely be something unique from the “straight physical stick”, this other entity could just as well be physical. So the question now becomes, which understanding of ‘sense-data’ is more accurate? My answer will be neither, and for the sake of this paper sense-data will be used in as a neutral term –for the moment. But for the sake of information I will make the claim that while Moore and Russell did not claim sense-data to be mind-dependent, many other philosophers have, but back to the arguments.

AFI1 and AFI2 both could establish the existence of a mind neutral sense-data. But AFI1 asserts the existence of a completely neutral sense-data, while AFI2 claims it is non-physical and is only neutral when it comes to questions of the mind. But another division is occurring here. AFI1 is not claiming sense-data to be mind-dependent or mind- independent (if mind-dependent the ‘sense-data’ resides in the mind, if mind-independent it resides in the world.) So those are the two questions we have to keep in mind about sense-data: “is it physical or non-physical?” and the separate but related question “is it mind-dependent or mind-independent”? For the sake of clarity let’s look what the combination of these factors would give us: 

	Sense-data
	Mind-dependent (non-physical)
	Mind-dependent

(physical)
	Mind-independent 

	Physical
	Dualism 
	Materialism 
	Materialism 

	Non-physical
	Dualism 
	Dualism 
	Dualism


The table shows us that AFI1 & AFI2 both by default eliminate Idealism (the belief that all things are mental) because AFI1 and AFI2 both mention physical objects. (This is a question I’ll let simmer until the section on idealism.) So we now have some idea of the metaphysical questions involved. But know it’s time to turn back to the logic at hand. 


Without thinking or AFI1 or AFI2 let’s think about the argument from illusion in general. Any formation of the argument from illusion is based off this simple problem:

1. There is a stick such that the stick is straight. (something like ∃xSx)

2. There is a stick such that the stick is not-straight. (∃x¬Sx)
This would involve a logical contradiction. So we are left with two options: 

Claim 1 (C1):  there are two sticks, therefore no contradiction.

(1.∃x1Sx1
2.∃x2¬Sx2)

Claim 2 (C2): there is no contradiction. 

(1.∃xSx
2. ∃xBx) 

Both claims are interesting in and of themselves. But the purpose of this section is to determine the validity of the conclusions in AFI1 & AFI2. A task C1 &C2 will help with. We already know the conclusion of AFI2 (non-physical sense-data) but we are unsure as to the exact nature of the conclusion in AFI1. Which I think is necessary before we can more on. AFI1 concludes that there are two sticks that are not numerically identical. But it does not make a claim regarding the nature of the two sticks. As long as we have that in mind we can move on.  


C1 could mean several things, but in essence it affirms that there are two sticks and that one stick differs from the other. C1 is at the heart of both AF1 & AF2 which both claim that there are really two objects. But on closer inspection I realize that AFI1 & AFI2 are not both claiming C1 in the same way. AFI2 is claiming a non-physical stick, as well as a physical stick. While there is nothing wrong with that, there is no need to bring in the non-physical at all. And since I want AFI1 to be the best argument possible, I will claim that ‘sense-data’ in AFI1 is in the end physical. In the end Ockham’s razor should be a sufficient reason to cede victory to AFI1, since I don’t make up a whole new substance (or un-substance) and can explain the same situation in a simpler manner, AFI1 should be considered superior to AFI2. If there are two physical sticks I can easily explain the problem in AFI1: there is a stick located in the world and there is a stick located in the brain, and a contradiction can be avoided by recognizing that while in our common use of language we use the word ‘stick’ thinking it refers to one physical object in reality it refers to two objects: both consisting of matter, but one existing as an independent entity in the world while the other exists as a “brain pattern”, that is created entirely through physical systems. 


So while AFI1 claims the argument from illusion appears to be a problem, this problem is merely a problem caused by our language and is not a problem necessitating the creation of a new un-substance but simply a problem necessitating a clarification of our language.


There is still one problem though: how do the two physical sticks correspond or hook up? So for the last part of this section I’m going to try and go for the gold, I’m going to try and make a case for direct realism. I’m going to make a case for C2: 

1.∃xSx
2.∃xBx
Where x= stick, S= is straight, and B= appears bent. If that is really the way things are there isn’t a contradiction because while one is asserting something on the metaphysical level (signaled by the use of is), two is asserting something entirely different, something on the epistemological level (signaled by the use of appears). Now it may be the case that there exists a contradiction on the epistemological level but, that doesn’t mean that we have to create two sticks on the metaphysical level: it just means we have to create two ways of knowing the stick on the epistemological level.  So what might be going on is something like this:

Metaphysical Level of Analysis

∃xSx (Where x=stick and S= is straight)

Epistemological Level of Analysis 

1.∃xKx 

2.∃x¬Kx (Where x=stick and K= is known to be straight)

But that really is not what is going on at all. When I am confronted with the argument form illusion in the form of the stick in water there is never a moment that I do not know the stick is straight. Rather I know the stick is straight, and also know that it appears to be not straight. So if I formalized that argument it would look something like this: 

Epistemological Level of Analysis

1.∃xKx

2.∃xAx (Where x=stick, K= known to be straight, and A=know to appear to be not straight). 

So what it boils down to is that I know a metaphysical fact (perhaps a deductive fact) about the stick but I also know an epistemological fact (inductive?) about the stick. No where is there a contradiction which justifies the radical response of AFI1. So in the end there exists one stick, and we avoid the problem of hooking onto the world. 

Summary 
After examining and defining sense-data, as a neutral term, I claimed that two related claims could be made about sense-data. The first claim deals with if sense-data is physical or non-physical entities. While the second claim deals with if sense-data is mind-dependent or mind-independent (and the nature of the mind). Then a table was presented describing the possible metaphysical viewpoints supported by each combination of these claims. Then I turned to the core of the argument form illusion: 1.∃xSx 2.∃x¬Sx. Pointing out that it is contradiction that gives the argument form illusion its logical firepower. I then described two solutions both of which deny the existence of a contradiction (C1: 1.∃x1Sx1 2.∃x2¬Sx2) & (C2: 1.∃xSx 2.∃xBx). After which C1 and it’s relation to AFI1 & AFI2 were explored in greater detail. We pointed out that AFI1 coupled with C1 presented a more convincing argument then AFI2 coupled with C1. But I also pointed out that any argument that included C1 would invite questions over intentionality (how symbols hook onto objects in the world), but I also showed how an argument that was based off C2 would preempt questions over intentionality. The section concluded with making a case (that alleged contradiction exists on the epistemological level and in the end is really not a contradiction at all) for the validity of C2 and pointing out the superiority of AFI1 coupled with C2 over AFI2 coupled with C1, in the process making a case for direct realism.   
