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REFUTATION OF IDEALISM 

Moore's r e j e c t i o n  and r e f u t a t i o n  of Idea l i sm f i n d s  

i t s  First e x p r e s s i o n  i n  h i s  a r t i c l e  "The R e f u t a t i o n  of  

Idea l i sm"  which was f i r s t  pub l i shed  i n  1903 i n  t h e  B r i t i s h  

P h i l o s o p h i c a l  J o u r n a l  Mind, and republ i shed  i n  h i s  

P h i l o s o p h i c a l  S t u d i e s  ( 1 9 2 2 ) .  I n  t h i s  a r t i c l e  Moore expounds 

and examines c r i t i c a l l y  t h e  d o c t r i n e  of  i dea l i sm.  

Moore o b s e r v e s  t h a t  i d e a l i s m  a s s e r t s  t h a t  t h e  

u n i v e r s e  i s  - s p i r i t u a l r 1 .  By t h i s  it i s  meant t h a t  t h e  

u n i v e r s e  has i n  some s e n s e  ~ c o n s c i o u s n e s s ' .  Ordinary  

p h y s i c a l  o b j e c t s  l i k e  t a b l e s ,  c h a i r s  and mountains a r e  n o t  

unconscious a s  we g e n e r a l l y  suppose b u t  t hey  a r e  supposed 

t o  have a  deg ree  of c o n s c i o u s n e s s ,  where a s  man p o s s e s s e s  a  

h i g h e r  form of c o n s c i o u s n e s s .  Thus t h e r e  i s  a  d i l f e r e n c e  

between t h e  i d e a l i s t i c  view and t h e  o rd ina ry  view of  t h e  

world which c o n s i d e r s  t h a t  p h y s i c a l  o b j e c t s  a r e  i nan ima te  

and unconsc ious .  

Moore ho lds  t h a t  - i d e a l i s m '  i s  a  wider term which 

i n c l u d e s  t h e  p r o p o s i t i o n  t h a t  - R e a l i t y  i s  s p i r i t u a l '  a s  w e l l  

a s  a  number of  o t h e r  p r o p o s i t i o n s  which suppor t  t h i s  view. 

One such p r o p o s i t i o n  i s  - e s s e  i s  p e r c i p i '  ( t o  e x i s t  i s  t o  be 



perceived), which constitutes a necessary and important 

argument of the idealists. By refuting this proposition, 

Moore thinks that the entire thesis of idealism could be 

refuted. He illustrates his position as follows. If we 

have three propositions say - P  is Q', -Q is R '  and - X  is 

S t ,  it Could be concluded that -P is S'. Among these three 

propositions if -P is Q', is false, though the other two 

propositions, -Q is R ' ,  and - R  is S' are true, the 

conclusion -P  is S' becomes false. Similarly, if the 

argument *esse is percipi' is false, even though the other 

arguments of idealism are true, the thesis of idealism, 

invariably becomes false, because -esse is percipi' is the 

basic proposition of idealism. 

Hence Moore chooses to demonstrate the falsity 

involved in the dictum *esse is percipi', in order to refute 

idealism. 

According to the doctrine of -esse is percipi', 

objects exist as long as they are perceived. For 

instance, the existence of a table in one's room may be 

taken. The table exists as long as one perceives it. Even if 

he ceases to perceive it, the table could still exist since 

it is perceived by another mind. I£ no human mind perceives 



t h e  t a b l e ,  s t i l l  i t s  e x i s t e n c e  could be explained due  t o  t h e  

p e r c e p t i o n  of t h e  d i v i n e  mind (God).  If no mind - human 

o r  d i v i n e ,  p e r c e i v e s  t h e  t a b l e ,  it means t h a t  t h e  t a b l e  

does  n o t  e x i s t .  I n  s h o r t ,  t h e  i d e a l i s t s  reduce t h e  e x i s t e n c e  

of m a t e r i a l  o b j e c t s  t o  t h e  mind and i t s  awareness ;  

independent  of t h e  mind and i t s  obse rva t ion  no o b j e c t  cou ld  

e x i s t .   his i d e a l i s t  p o s i t i o n  i s  r e f l e c t e d  i n  i t s  c r y p t i c  

e x p r e s s i o n  - e s s e  i s  p e r c i p i  ' . Moore c h a l l e n g e s  t h i s  

p o s i t i o n .  

R e f e r r i n g  t o  t h i s  d o c t r i n e  Moore observes  t h a t  

i d e a l i s t s  a r g u e  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a  necessa ry  connection between 

e s s e  on t h e  one hand and p e r c i p i  on t h e  o t h e r .  The words 

e s s e  and p e r c i p i  d e n o t e  each a  d i s t i n c t  term and one i s  no t  

i n c l u d e d  i n  t h e  o t h e r .  Therefore  t h e  i d e a l i s t s  a r g u e  t h a t  

- e s s e  i s  p e r c i p i '  i s  a  s y n t h e t i c  p ropos i t i on .  Refut ing  t h i s  

p o i n t  Moore obse rves  t h a t  h i s t o r i c a l l y  i t  i s  accepted  t h a t  

a l l  neces sa ry  t r u t h s ,  of which the  o p p o s i t e  i s  

i n c o n c e i v a b l e ,  a r e  a n a l y t i c .  I n  t h i s  way, many t r u t h s  were 

proved by t h e  law of c o n t r a d i c t i o n  a lone .  This  concep t ion  

t h a t  t r u t h  i s  a n a l y t i c  cannot  be  r e f u t e d  by t h e  i d e a l i s t s .  

But a t  t h e  same t i m e  t h e y  a rgue  t h a t  * e s s e  i s  p e r c i p i '  i s  

s y n t h e t i c  and no t  a n a l y t i c .  I t  amounts t o  saying  t h a t  f o r  



t h e  i d e a l i s t s  t r u t h s  a r e  bo th  s y n t h e t i c  and a n a l y t i c ,  which 

i s  a  c o n t r a d i c t i o n  i n  i t s e l f .  

The i d e a l i s t ' s  p o s i t i o n  + e s s e  is p e r c i p i '  

ma in t a ins  t h e  view t h a t  o b j e c t  and s u b j e c t  a r e  n e c e s s a r i l y  

connected .  Moore says  t h a t  t h i s  i s  a  f a l s e  c o n c e p t i o n .  He 

e x p l a i n s  h i s  po in t  by t h e  f o l l o w i n g  example. -Yel low1 a n d  

- s e n s a t i o n  of ye l low '  a r e  d i s t i n c t .  +Yellow1 i s  a  col.our 

a p a r t  from t h e  p e r c e i v e r  and s o  it i s  an o b j e c t  of 

pe rcep t ion .  But - s e n s a t i o n  o f  y e l l o w '  i s  s u b j e c t i v e  and 

depends on t h e  o b s e r v e r .  Thus *ye l low '  and - s e n s a t i o n  o f  

ye l low '  a r e  d i s t i n c t ;  w h i l e  t h e  one  i s  o b j e c t i v e ,  t h e  o t h e r  

i s  s u b j e c t i v e .  But t o  ma in ta in  t h a t  t h e y  a r e  i n v a r i a b l y  

connected ,  l eads  t o  t h e  a b s u r d i t y  t h a t  *ye l low i s  y e l l o w '  

which i s  a  c o n t r a d i c t i o n .  T h i s  i s  a  mis t ake .  

For Moore, t h e r e  a r e  two te rms i n  t h e  i d e a l i s t i c  

p r o p o s i t i o n  .esse  i s  p e r c i p i ' ,  which a r e  a s  d i s t i n c t  from 

each o t h e r  a s  -g reenm and - s w e e t ' .  The p r o p o s i t i o n  a s s e r t s  

t h a t  +be ing '  and -be ing  e x p e r i e n c e d '  a r e  n e c e s s a r i l y  

connected,  i n  t h e  s e n s e  t h a t  whatever  i s ,  i s  a l s o  

exper ienced .  Moore contends  t h a t  when one s e e s  t h a t  . e s s c  

and p e r c i p i '  a r e  d i s t i n c t  te rms such as - g r e e n '  and - s w e e t '  

no one be l i eves  t h a t  whatever  i s ,  i s  e x p e r i e n c e d .  



According to Moore, in every sensation there are 

two distinct elements, one is consciousness, and the other 

is the object of consciousness2. The -sensation of blue' and 

the .sensation of green' are different in one respect and 

alike in another respect. Here .blue1 is one object of 

sensation and -green1 is another object of sensation. 

consciousness is common to both sensations and is different 

from either of them. The .sensation of blue' includes two 

different elements, namely ~consciousness' and .blue'. In 

any casei to identify the object of sensation with the 

corresponding sensation is a self-contradictory error. If 

one says that the existence of blue is inconceivable apart 

from the existence of its sensation, it is self - 
contradictory. One can conceive that *blue' may exist, 

though the *sensation of blue' may not exist. But the 

idealists hold the view that -blue1 never exists unless the 

'sensation of blue' also exists. And it is a false view 

according to Moore. It would be a self-contradictory error 

to identify 'blue' with the -sensation of blue'. The 

idealistic argument leads to the contradictory view that 

*what is experienced' is to be identified with -the 

experience of it'. 



Moore o b s e r v e s  t h a t  t h e  i d e a l i s t s  f a i l  t o  

d i s t i n g u i s h  between a - s e n s a t i o n  o r  i d e a '  and i ts  ' o b j e c t ' .  

Moreover, t h e y  u s e  t h e  same name f o r  t h e s e  two d i f f e r e n t  

t h i n g s .  So t h e y  m i s t a k e n l y  hold t h a t  t h e s e  t h i n g s  a r e  n o t  

d i f f e r e n t ,  bu t  i d e n t i c a l .  

Moore i s  neve r  t i r e d  of r e p e a t i n g  t h a t  i n  e v e r y  

s e n s a t i o n  we must d i s t i n g u i s h  two elements  i) t h e  o b j e c t  and  

i i )  consc iousness .  When a s e n s a t i o n  o r  i d e a  e x i s t s ,  w e  have 

t o  choose from among t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e s ,  whether o b j e c t  a l o n e  

e x i s t s  o r  consc iousness  a l o n e  e x i s t s  o r  both c o n s c i o u s n e s s  

and o b j e c t  e x i s t .  And Moore prefers  t h e  view * b o t h  

consc iousness  and o b j e c t  e x i s t ' ,  a s  a  v a l i d  answer. T h i s  

r e f l e c t s  a  r e l a t i o n  of - o b j e c t '  t o  - consc iousness ' .  To p u t  

it i n  t h e  language  of  Moore " i n  every  sensa t ion  o r  i d e a  we 

must d i s t i n g u i s h  two e l e m e n t s ,  (1) t h e  - o b j e c t 8  o r  t h a t  i n  

which one d i f f e r s  from a n o t h e r ;  and ( 2 )  ~ c o n s c i o u s n e s s ' ,  o r  

t h a t  which a l l  have  i n  common- t h a t  which makes them 

, ,3 s e n s a t i o n s  o r  menta l  f a c t s  . 

Moore a r g u e s  t h a t  t h e  i d e a l i s t s  f a i l  t o  

d i s t i n g u i s h  between consc iousness  and the o b j e c t  o f  

consc iousness .  He con tends  t h a t  whi le  consc iousness  i s  

menta l ,  t h e  o b j e c t  of  consc iousness  i s  p h y s i c a l ,  and 



t h e r e f o r e  both have t o  be demarcated.  On t h e  o t h e r  hand t h e  

i d e a l i s t s  hold  t h a t  o b j e c t  i s  merely t h e  - c o n t e n t 1  of  a 

s e n s a t i o n  or i d e a ;  and i n  cach c a s e  we can d i s t i n g u i s h  two 

e lements  namely i )  f e e l i n g  o r  expe r i ence  and i i )  what  i s  

f e l t  o r  expe r i enced .  They say t h a t  t h e  s e n s a t i o n  o r  i d e a  

forms a  whole i n  which - c o n t e n t '  and *expe r i ence1  a r e  two 

i n s e p a r a b l e  a s p e c t s .  Moore s a y s  t h a t  t h i s  view i s  f a l s e .  

Moore makes h i s  p o i n t  c l e a r  by drawing t h e  

d i s t i n c t i o n  between a + s e n s a t i o n  of b l u e  bead '  and a 

- s e n s a t i o n  of b l u e  b e a r d ' .  I n  bo th  t h e  c a s e s ,  c o n s c i o u s n e s s  

i s  a  common element b u t  t h e  c o n t e n t s  a r e  d i f f e r e n t -  i n  one 

i t  i s  g l a s s  and i n  t h e  o t h e r  it i s  h a i r .  I n  t h e  - s e n s a t i o n  

of a b l u e  b e a d ' ,  t h e  - s e n s a t i o n r  and -b lue  bead '  d o  not  

c o n s t i t u t e  an i n s e p a r a b l e  whole a s  t h e  i d e a l i s t s  would 

a rgue .  They a r e  two independent  s e p a r a b l e  e lements-  i i )  

s e n s a t i o n  of  b l u e  ( i i)  t h e  c o n t e n t  of s ensa t ion  ( b l u e  b e a d ) .  

I n  t h e  above examples t h e  r e l a t i o n  of * b l u e 1  t o  

- c o n s c i o u s n e s s '  i s  conceived a s  be ing  t h e  same a s  t h a t  of 

b l u e  t o  + g l a s s '  o r  + h a i r ' .  

Moore holds  t h a t  a s e n s a t i o n  i s  a c a s e  o f  

*knowing' o r  *being  aware o f '  o r  ' exper ienc ing '  some th ing .  

When we know t h a t  t h e  s e n s a t i o n  of b l u e  e x i s t s ,  what we know 



is, there exists an awareness of blue. This awareness is 

just what we mean in every case of -knowing1. Moore 

argues that idealists should admit that somethings 

really exist independent of one's awareness. Therc are 

things which are not inseparable aspects of experience. They 

do exist even when they are not perceived. 

Moore's analysis of sensation is designed to 

show that whenever one has a mere sensation or idea, one 

is then aware of something which is equally and in the same 

4 sense not an inseparable aspect of one's experience . In 

the sensation of blue, -blue1 is as much an object, and 

as little a mere content of one's experience. In this 

situation blue is the most elevated and independent real 

thing of which one is ever aware. Therefore for him the 

question, -how to get outside the circle of our own ideas 

and sensations', does not arise. "Merely to have a 

3 sensation is already to be outside that circle" . 

According to Moore, idealists suppose that things 

are always inseparable aspects of their experience. In 

this context, Moore asks: if we nevcr experience anything 

that is a separable aspect of an experience, how can we 

infer that it is an inseparable aspect of any 



experience. This is an unfounded assumption of -esse is 

percipi' . 

The idealists hold the view that a sensation or 

an idea is inseparably related to a -contentr. Thus in 

a -sensation of blue' blue is the -content' of such a 

sensation, to which it is inseparably related. Refuting 

this, Moore argues that -blue1 is not a content, but it 

is an object. The -object8 is not inseparably related 

to the sensation, and it is always outside the sensation. 

While the idealists argue that seeing a colour is an 

-experience1 where the colour is the -contents which 

j s  inseparably related to such an experience, Moore argues 

that -seeing a colour' is an awareness where the 

-colour' is the object outside of such an awareness. 

The idealist suppose that in the case of the 

seeing of blue colour, -blue' is not the object but merely 

the content of that sensation and it is an inseparable 

aspect of experience. If this is so, Moore argues, the 

idealist cannot bo aware either of himself or of any other 

real thing. It implies that on his own theory, the 

idealist himself and other persons are in reality mere 

contents of an awareness. As a result the idealist is aware 



of nothing. I t  l e a d s  t o  t h e  a b s u r d i t y  t h a t  he i s  neve r  

aware of t h e  f a c t  t h a t  he e x i s t s .  

C r i t i c i s i n q  t h e  i d e a l i s t ' s  concep t ion  t h a t  a l l  

r e a l i t y  i s  mental ,  Moore a r g u e s  t h a t  when an i d e a l i s t  t h i n k s  

of h imsel f ,  o r  o t h e r s ,  h i s  body o r  t h e  bodies  of o t h e r  

people a r e  always o u t s i d e  of h i s  t h i n k i n g .  Hence he has 

necessa r i l y  t o  a c c e p t  some r e a l  e n t i t i e s  o u t s i d e  t h e  

c i r c l e  of h i s  t h i n k i n g  o r  i d e a s .  

Moore says  t h a t  t h e  o b j e c t s  of s e n s a t i o n s  l i k e  

colours  e t c . ,  a r e  a s  r e a l  a s  Lhe o b j e c t s  of  p e r c e p t i o n  l i k e  

t a b l e s  and c h a i r s .  I n  each c a s e  t h e  o b j e c t s  ( e i t h e r  of 

sensa t ions  o r  p e r c e p t i o n s )  a r e  r e a l .  

Moore a rgues  t h a t  when one i s  aware of a  

mater ia l  o b j e c t ,  o r  s e n s a t i o n ,  i n  e i t h e r  c a s e ,  one  i s  

6 aware of a t h ing  which i s  independent  of t h a t  awareness  . 
While the  process of awareness i s  p s y c h i c a l ,  t h e  o b j e c t  of 

awareness is phys i ca l .  Subsequent ly  Moore obse rves  t h a t  t h e  

"quest ion r equ i r ing  t o  be asked a b o u t  m a t e r i a l  t h i n g s  i s  

thus  not :  What r eason  have we f o r  suppos ing  t h a t  

anything e x i s t s  cor responding  t o  o u r  s e n s a t i o n s ?  b u t :  

What reason have we f o r  supposing t h a t  m a t e r i a l  t h i n g s  d o  



n o t  e x i s t ,  s i n c e  t h e i r  e x i s t e n c e  has p r e c i s e l y  t h e  same 

evidence a s  t h a t  of o u r  s e n s a t i o n s  ? u 7 .  

Moore's r e f u t a t i o n  o f  i d e a l i s m  i s  no t  l e f t  uncha l l enged .  

C.J.DucaSSe f o r  i n s t a n c e  a t t a c k s  vehemently Moore ' s  

8 r e f u t a t i o n  of  i d e a l i s m  . Arguing a g a i n s t  Moore he s a y s  

"I b e l i e v e  t h e r e  i s  a  c e r t a i n  c l a s s  of c a s e s  
concerning  which it i s  t r u e  t h a t  e s s e  i s  
p e r c i p i  . . .  I t h i n k  it can be d e f i n i t e l y  proved 
t h a t ,  s o  f a r  a s  t h i s  c l a s s  i s  conce rned ,  
P r o f e s s o r  Moore ' s  argument does  no t  p rove ,  a s  it 
cla ims t o  do -- o r  even r e n d e r  more p robab le  t h a n  
not  - - t h a t  e s s e  i s  p e r c i p i  i s  f a l s e .  I s h a l l ,  
however, t r y  t o  show n o t  only  t h i s  b u t  a l s o  t h a t ,  
f o r  $ h i s  c l a s s  o f  c a s e s ,  e s s e  i s  p e r c i p i  i s  
t r u e "  . 

Ducasse g i v e s  t h e  fo l lowing  examples: i )  A t o o t h  ache  

cannot  e x i s t  w i thou t  be ing  f e l t  ii) B i t t e r  canno t  e x i s t  a t  

a  t ime when nobody i s  t a s t i n g  b i t t e r .  These examples  

sugges t  t h a t  i n  some c a s e s  it i s  t r u e  t h a t  - e s s e  i s  p e r c i p i '  

and hence,  Moore i s  no t  c o r r e c t  when he r e j e c t s  

a l t o g e t h e r  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of - e s s e  i s  p e r c i p i ' .  

Replying t o  Ducasse, Moore o b s e r v e s  t h a t  h e  

ag rees  wi th  Ducasse and Berkeley ,  i n  c l a iming  t h a t  a  

tooth-ache cannot  e x i s t  w i thou t  be ing  f e l t .  But t h i s  i s  

not  t h e  c a s e  wi th  a l l  i n s t a n c e s .  The moon c e r t a i n l y  can  

10 
e x i s t  w i thou t  be ing  perce ived  . Moore ho lds  t h a t  



Ducasse's argument,*Bitter cannot exist at a time when 

nobody is tasting bitter', leads to the misconception that 

*No bitter things can exist at a time when nobody is 

tasting a bitter taste'. Moore contends that it should 

be quite obvious that he is right and Mr. Ducasse is 

wrong. It is logically possible that a blue tie could exist 

at a time when nothing is looking blue to any one, and that 

a parcel of quinine which is bitter could exist at a time 

11 when nobody is tasting a bitter taste . 

From the above discussion it is obvious that 

Moore is not rigid or inflexible in his stand. He is 

ready to revise his views in the light of his critics' 

comments. Thus when Ducassc criticisfs his distinction 

between act and object of perception, Moore partly agrees 

with Ducasse's views but partly rejects them. 

While refuting idealism Moore vehemently 

rejects the doctrine of internal relations which are 

invariably associated with the idealistic tradition. 

Idealists hold that all relations are internal. Bradley, an 

advocate of internal relations, declares that all 

relations are intrinsical, no relation is purely external. 

He says, "a relation must at both ends affect, and pass 



i n t o ,  t h e  be ing  of  i t s  termsn1', and t h a t  " e v e r y  

r e l a t i o n  ... e s s e n t i a l l y  p e n e t r a t e s  t h e  be ing  o f  i t s  t e r m s ,  

and ,  i n  t h i s  s e n s e ,  i s  i n t r i n s i c a l " 1 3 .  A good number Of 

p h i l o s o p h e r s  s u p p o r t  t h i s  view of  B r a d l e y ' s .  Thus Joachim 

i n  h i s  work The Nature  of T r u t h  observes  t h a t  'no r e l a t i o n s  

a r e  p u r e l y  e x t e r n a l ' ,  - a l l  r e l a t i o n s  modify o r  make a  

d i f f e r e n c e  t o  t h e  t e rms  between which t h e y  h o l d ' ,  and 'no 

term i s  independent  o f  any of t h e  r e l a t i o n  i n  which it 

s t a n d s  t o  o t h e r  t e r m s ' .  

B rad ley ,  who r e f u t e s  t h e  d o c t r i n e  of e x t e r n a l  

r e l a t i o n s ,  i l l u s t r a t e s  h i s  argument a s  f o l l o w s .  Cons ide r  

t h e  p r o p o s i t i o n ,  *Edward V I I  was t h e  f a t h e r  of George V ' .  

I n  t h i s  p r o p o s i t i o n  t h e r e  a r e  t h r e e  t e rms ,  i) Edward VSI, 

i i)  F a t h e r  o f ,  i i i) George V. If t h e s e  t h r e e  terms a r e  

e x t e r n a l l y  r e l a t e d ,  t h e s e  terms could be a r r anged  i n  any 

f a s h i o n .  For i n s t a n c e ,  we can say  .George V was f a t h e r  o f  

Edward VI I ' .  nowever t h e  meaning of t h e  s e n t e n c e  -George v 

was t h e  f a t h e r  of  Edward V I I '  is t o t a l l y  d i f f e r e n t  i n  

meaning from t h e  s e n t e n c e  -Edward V I I  was f a t h e r  of George 

V ' .  The re fo re  t h e  t e rms  of t h e  p r o p o s i t i o n  -Edward V I I  was 

t h e  f a t h e r  of  George V' cannot  be comple te ly  a n a l y s a h l e  and 

they  a r e  r e l a t e d  i n  a  p a r t i c u l a r  way. Thus Bradley  p o i n t s  



o u t  t h a t  t h e  r e l a t i o n s  a r e  i n t e r n a l .  Arguing a g a i n s t  

Bradley ,  Moore says  t h a t  w h i l e  i n  t h i s  example t h e  

r e l a t i o n s  between t h e  te rms a r e  * i n t e r n a l 1 ,  t h i s  i s  n o t  

t h e  case  wi th  r e f e r e n c e  t o  every  i n s t a n c e .  There a r e  

i n s t a n c e s ,  where t h e  te rms cou ld  e x i s t  independent  o f  

one ano the r  and t h e  r e l a t i o n s  among them a r e  e x t e r n a l .  

Take f o r  i n s t a n c e  a  v i s u a l  sense-datum which c o n s i s t s  of  

two c o l o u r s ,  r ed  and ye l low.  The whole pa t ch  c o n s i s t s  of  

a red  ca lou r  and a l s o  a ye l low c o l o u r  a s  i t s  s p a t i a l  p a r t s .  

The whole pa tch  cannot  e x i s t  w i t h o u t  t h e  r ed  pa t ch  a s  i t s  

s p a t i a l  p a r t .  T h e r e f o r e  t h e  r e l a t i o n  between t h e  whole 

patch and t h e  red  pa t ch  i s  i n t e r n a l .  However, t h e  r e d  p a t c h  

could e x i s t  independent  of  t h e  whole. The red  p a t c h  f o r  

l t s  e x i s t e n c e  need n o t  be  a  s p a t i a l  p a r t  of t h e  whole .  The 

red patch could e x i s t  by i t s e l f  independent  of t h e  whole. 

Thus t h e  r e l a t i o n  between t h e  *red  p a t c h '  and t h e  

.whole1 i s  not  i n t e r n a l  b u t  e x t e r n a l .  The re fo re  "some 

14 r e l a t i o n s  a r e  pure ly  e x t e r n a l "  . 

Moore a l s o  examines t h e  fo l lowing  s t a t e m e n t s ,  -All 

r e l a t i o n s  modify o r  a f f e c t  t h e i r  t e r m s '  and - A l l  r e l a t i o n s  

make a  d i f f e r e n c e  t o  t h e i r  t e r m s ' ,  which a r e  key 

s t a t emen t s  of t h e  d o c t r i n e  o f  i n t e r n a l  r e l a t i o n s .  T h e r e  i s  



one intelligible scnse in which a given relation may 

modify a term which stands in that relation. For example, 

when a stjck of sealing wax is held against a flame, the 

sealing wax gets melted. Its relationship to the flame thus 

modifies the sealing wax. This is a sense of the word 

.modify1 in which part of any term is modified, as it has 

actually undergone a change. So, when the idealists say 

that all relations modify their terms they mean that all 

terms which have relations should undergo a change. Moore 

observes that this assertion is false because there are 

15 terms which have relations and yet never yet changed . 
Moreover, he is of the view that relations cannot modify the 

terms in a real sense; if at all they bring about any 

16 modification, it will be only in a metaphorical sense . 

Moore distinguishes between a -relation1 and a 

+relational property'. When we say that - A  is the father of 

B', -fatherhoodr is a relation but the -fatherhood of B' is 

a relational property. When the idealists say that all 

relations are internal, they really refer to relational 

properties rather than relations. 

According to the doctrine of internal relations, 

if A has P, then anything which has not P would be other 



than A .  Moore c o n t r a d i c t s  t h i s  view. He h o l d s  t h a t  " it 

may be t r u e  t h a t  A has  i n  f a c t  g o t  P and y e t  a l s o  t r u e  t h a t  

A might have e x i s t e d  wi thou t  having P"17.  He i l l u s t r a t e s  

h i s  p o i n t  a s  f o l l o w s .  Though it i s  a  f a c t  t h a t  Edward 

VI I (A)  was t h e  f a t h e r  o f  George V ( P ) ,  Edward V I I  ( A )  cou ld  

e x i s t  w i thou t  b e i n g  t h e  f a t h e r  of George V ( P I .  So t h e  

r e l a t i o n  between Edward V I I  and George V i s  e x t e r n a l  and n o t  

i n t e r n a l .  

According t o  t h e  d o c t r i n e  of i n t e r n a l  r e l a t i o n s ,  

i f  P i s  a  r e l a t i o n a l  p r o p e r t y  which belongs t o  A ,  t h e n  P 

i s  i n t e r n a l  t o  A i n  t h e  fo l lowing  two s e n s e s :  i )  t h a t  t h e  

absence  of P  e n t a i l s  q u a l i t a t i v e  d i f f e r e n c e  from A; i i )  

t h a t  t h e  absence  of P e n t a i l s  numerical  d i f f e r e n c e  from 

A .  Moore s a y s  t h a t  n e i t h e r  of  t h e s e  views i s  t r u e .  

With t h e  above example,  Moore argues t h a t  a l t h o u g h  

being t h e  f a t h e r  of  George V ( P )  i s  a r e l a t i o n a l  p r o p e r t y  

which be longs  t o  Edward V I I ( A ) ,  Edward VII ( A )  could  e x i s t  

even wi thou t  t h e  p r o p e r t y  of being t h e  f a t h e r  of George V 

( P I .  Thus when P i s  a  r e l a t i o n a l  p r o p e r t y  t o  A ,  t h e  

absence of  P  d o e s  no t  e n t a i l  e i t h e r  q u a l i t a t i v e  or numer i ca l  

d i f f e r e n c e  from A .  



Thus Moore a t t e m p t s  t o  r e f u t e  t h e  b a s i c  argument 

of  i dea l i sm v i z . ,  -esse i s  p e r c i p i ' ,  and a l s o  t h e  

d o c t r i n e  of  i n t e r n a l  r e l a t i o n s ,  t h e  m a t r i x  of  i d e a l i s t i c  

philosophy.  However we should  be aware of t h e  f a c t  t h a t  

Moore does no t  deny t h e  d o c t r i n e  of i n t e r n a l  r e l a t i o n s  

a l t o g e t h e r ,  bu t  he a s s e r t s  t h a t  "soma r e l a t i o n a l  

,,18 p r o p e r t i e s  c e r t a i n l y  a r e  n o t  i n t e r n a l  . 
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