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ABSTRACT OF THE THESIS

The assumption that moral judgements could never be
objective stems from & series of misunderstandings about
objectivity itself, Objectivity is misleadingly identified
with true judgements, or with judgements about material
objects, and seen as exclusive to empirical judgements.
But what makes an empirical judgement objective is itself
hardly better understood., In particular, the legacy of
empiricism, the belief that the justification for the ob-
jectivity of empirical judgements must lie within indiv-
idual experience, is inadequate. And the account which
must replace it is one that makes our normal agreement
about the conclusions of our fundamental judgements a
precondition of their intelligibility. This account is
applicable not only to the field of empirical judgements,
but to any area of judgement where questions of just-
ification can arise. The assumption that justification
can only be found in factual, never in evaluative, judge-
ments is challenged, and I argue that our ability to give
reasons for moral judgements presupposes that we normally
agree in the basic judgements we make about what has moral
value., The belief that moral judgements could be made
from outside the standpoint created by this normal agree-
ment is false; such judgements would be unintelligible.
Thus morality necessarily involves the existence of a
framework of fundamental value-judgements which are ob-
jective, though these judgements have only a limited cap-

acity to determine how we ought to behave,




CHAPTER ONE

SOME MISCONCEPTIONS ABOUT OBJECTIVITY

The question of whether moral judgements can ever
be objective has exercised the minds of many of the
ablest philosophers since the time of Plato. Nevertheless,
in recent years there has been a tendency to assume that
the question is not really a difficult one at all,
Sometimes it has been suggested that the question cannot
even be sensibly asked; more commonly it has been thought
that although we can ask the question easily enough, it
can also very easily be answered, and in the negative.
I believe, however, and in this chapter I shall try to
show, that the question of moral objectivity is being
dismissed rather too lightly. Easy answers often derive
from a failure to appreciate what is involved in the
guestion they answer, and here the usual answers have
their roots in a number of considerable confusions about
what moral objectivity amounts to. This is less a matter
of confusion about the nature of moral thought (though
elements of that are certainly involved) than a matter
of confusion about the concept of objectivity itself.
So although the central topic of this thesis is a question
belonging to moral philosophy, we shall be concerned in
a good many of the pages that follow with getting clear
about the implications of the term 'objective judgement'
in its more familiar empirical context. I make no apology
for this, since philosophy of all disciplines should
resist the temptation to become too narrow and compart-
mentalised in its approach to any problem; but I hope
that this chepter will show why we need to approach the
topic in this way, by indicating ways in which the
concept of objectivity has been confused with quite
different notions, and suggesting that we need to reach
a clearer understanding of the concept itself before ue
can profitably consider whether it ever applies to moral

judgements.




But first of all we ought to consider why the
question of moral objectivity should even arise. UWhy
should it occur to us to wonder whether moral judgements
might ever be objective? The answer that is most likely
to suggest itself to us initially is the least satisfactory
one, because it is based on psychological rather than
philosophical considerations., It is the idea that moral
beliefs are too important to us to be thought of as no
more than personal vieus or socially determined convictions.
We wish to believe that our moral standards have some sort
of objective validity, either because we fear the thought
of being responsible for creating them ourselves, or
because we desire a greater basis of certainty for them
than we feel our own belief, or the belief provided by
the society we live in, can provide. What we would like
to find, however, is no guide to what we actually will
find in an enquiry which should itself attempt to be
objective; and the psychological urge to find objectivity
in moral matters, though a dominant trait in the history
of human thought, has no place in a philosophical study.

Psychological promptings apart, we may feel philo-
sophical doubts about the accounts given by many modern
moral philosophers of the nature of moral thought.

They draw a contrast between factual and moral judgements
in terms of the contrast between the intellect and the

will, and characterise moral thinking in terms of our

deciding on moral principles rather than on discovering

them., However, as Bernard gilliams puts it, in what he
describes as a "gesture towards a centre of dissatisfaction",
"the consciousness of a principle of action as freely
decided upon is very unlike the consciousness of a moral
principle, which is rather of something that has to be
acknowledged., If it is then said that there is just a
psychological explanation of that, then moral thought

seems a cheat, presenting itself to us as too like
something which it is not."* The idea that moral thought
looks as if it is constrained towards some conclusions

rather than others is scarcely enough on its own to entail

* B,Williams 'Morality' CUP 1976, p.50




the objectivity of moral principles, as Williams himself
later points out (ibid.). But this does indicate the
possibility of raising the question of moral objectivity
as a genuine philosophical issue, which a psychological
explanation would merely mask and not settle. For why
should moral judgement give this impression of being
independent of the promptings of the individual will?

Another reason for considering the possibility of
moral objectivity occurring in some form or other is the
fact that moral judgements do not ahpear merely to describe
or reflect personal beliefs or attitudes, It is not just
that 'it is good' seems to mean something different from
'I like it', but that the former, unlike the latter, seems
to refer to something independent of anyone's beliefs or
attitudes, G.E.Moore remarks on this in Chapter 3 of his
'Ethics', in a discussion of moral disagreements.* He
argues that if the rightness or wrongness of an action
were to depend on any person's, or group of persons’',
feelings or thoughts, and if one person or group thought
a particular action was right while another person or
group thought it was wrong, the same action would be both
right and wrong. The consequence that Moore derives from
this, the idea that if this were so moral disagreement
would be impossible, is true only if moral judgements are
taken to be nothing other than reports of personal
attitudes; and more recent analysis of the logic of
moral discourse shows them to be something rather different.
Nevertheless, Moore has a point in wondering why the
distinction between being right and seeming right to
someone is applicable to moral judgements, when it is not
applicable to statements about personal tastes or
preferences., This can be illustrated if we consider what
someone would say of an action about which he had changed
his moral opinion over a period of time. He might well
say that at one time he believed the action to be right,
but now he can see that it was wrong., But if moral
judgements depend only on personal beliefs, and do not
reflect something independent of those beliefs, what are
the words 'believed! and 'see' doing in the previous

sentence? Isn't it more natural to say that the action

¥ 0UP 1912
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was right but is now wrong? UWhy do these words give the
impression of there being something independent of the
individual's beliefs here? 1Is it just that moral language
apes language about objects; or is it just that the
universalising character of moral language forces us to
speak like this? And why in any case should moral language
have this universalising character if what it expresses is
only a personal viewpoint? Again, the possibility of

moral objectivity is one of the range of ansuers which
deserves consideration. :

Finally, there is an aspect of the question which has
special relevance for parents and teachers because it is
they in particular who have to give moral instruction and
guidance to the young. Sometimes moral instruction can
take on a relatively neutral guise, as when one merely
points out the consequences of different courses of
action; but moral guidance can rarely if ever be entirely
neutral, and arguably it should not be anyway. Since in
the roles of parent or teacher we transmit our beliefs to
others in a situation where our beliefs carry particular
weight, the status of what we are saying is important,
both for what we say and for how we say it, Reflecting

on this may well force us to consider whether what we are
doing is exercising a personal influence, or acting as
agents for the transmission of our society's mores, or
again conveying something which has points of similarity
with other branches of knowledge. So in this way too, the
question of whether and to what extent our moral beliefs
could count as objective can arise as an issue.

Now against these slightly tenuous considerations,
modern philosophers have ranged a whole battery of
arguments, of varying quality and sometimes mutual
incompatibility, to show that moral judgements could not
possibly be objective. It is argued that the bewildering
variety of actual moral responses that occur, both within
societies and among different ones, demonstrates the
impossibility of moral objectivity. It is said that
historical changes in moral beliefs show the same thing,
It is suggested that moral objectivity is incompatible
with free will and with the notion of individual moral
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responsibility. UWe are told that moral judgements could
not be objective since nothing could count as a moral
object, and that the requisite faculty of moral perception
does not exist. We are told that moral judgements could
not be objective since moral judgements are not statements,
and because moral judgements are not factual judgements,
and finally because moral judgements are neither true nor
false., I shall not discuss all these objections here and
now, but allow them to wither away gradually in the
general course of my argument.for there is really no
advantage in trying to meet all these objections whilst

we are still so unclear about the concept thet is central
to them all., As we become clearer about what is really
meant by calling a judgement objective, it will be evident
that in their different ways they all miss the point.

The fact that there is confusion about the meaning of
objectivity has been quite widely recognised, D.W.Hamlyn
remarks, for instance, that "the notion of objectivity
has been often misunderstood,"* and Professor K8rner has
written "Philosophical reflection often leads to the
guestion whether an entity is real or a principle objective.
Because of an almost hopeless instability in the use of
the term 'objective' the question is often confused and
confusing. 'Objectivity'is used in completely different
senses and often with no clear meaning at all,"** (It
might be added that K8rner faithfully reflects the
instability of usage he refers to. 0On the same page as
these words he also writes "the truth (the objectivity)
of any of the principles" and "the objectivity or, if
we like, the absolute validity of the categorical
imperative"., The second phrase seems to imply, as does
Kant's own usage, that the objectivity of a principle
involves its necessary truth. If so, Kant was using the
term 'objectivity' in a special and technical sense that
it does not ususally bear, But because of his immense
influence on subsequent philosophy, elements of this

technical usage spill over into other areas of philosophy

* 'Objectivity' in 'Education and the Development of
Reason' ed. Dearden, Hirst and Peters, Routledge, 1972

*% 'Kant', Penguin Books 1955, p.142
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and add to the instability Kdrner complains of. Since

I am not engaged in a study of the history of the idea
of objectivity, and because I do not find Kant's special
use of the term helpful in my discussion of it, I shall
not discuss what Kant meant here, But because it would
be wrong simply to ignore Kant on this matter, I have
located some comments on Kant and objectivity in an
appendix. ) ‘

The instability of usage referred to above is one
reason why the terms 'objective' and 'objectivity' do not
occur very often in modern Ethics, but it is not the only
reason. Another is that the term was annexed (or is
widely thought to have been) by Ethical Intuitionists at
the beginning of this century, so that often & reference
to moral objectivity is taken to be a reference to the
tenets of a discredited moral theory.* Faced with all
this confusion, it is not easy to see where clarification
of the concept could best begin. So I will start at
something of a tangent by looking at some fairly recent
references to objectivity in the context of evaluative
judgement, in order to see what one or two philosophers
have thought objectivity amounted to. Apart from being
the very first stage of an analysis of the concept, this
will also serve to show us why the possibility of there
being objective moral judgements is so readily written
off by many philosophers.

The concept of objectivity is sometimes referred to
in Ethics as part of the process of drawing a contrast
between factual and non-factual judgements, This is
usually a preliminary to drawing a contrast betuween
factual judgements and moral judgements, and may pre-
dispose the reader to identify moral judgements with other
types of non-factual judgement in a slightly underhand
way. Unfortunately, the reference to objectivity only
aids this, However, the argument is so familiar to the
experienced philosopher, and seems so straigntfoward to
the novice, that it has not attracted the critical
scrutiny it deserves. I quote an example of this sort,

*see e.g. R.M.Hare 'The Language of Morals', OUP, p.77
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taken from an introductory book aimed at the general
reader and the pre-university student:

"In this chapter we are going to try to analyse
and examine comparisons in general, and in particular the
whole set of comparisons or implicit comparisons which
are called value judgements...We start by considering tuwo
examples, one at each end of a rather important scale.

'Objective' Comparisons
I have in front of me two sticks, and I say that this one
(A) is longer than that one (B). It would be generally
agreed that whether this is true or not is a matter of
fact. The statement can be subjected to a public test
by putting them beside one another, and, supposing for the
moment that the difference is obvious to the naked eye
and that we are not entertaining eccentric metaphysical
notions about the nature of reality, there would be no
difficulty in coming to an agreed decision about it...It
might happen, however, that to the naked eye the two
sticks appeared to be about the same length, O0One person
might then say he thinks A is longer, while someone else
thinks B is. A scientist with instruments for measuring
accurately might then be called in to decide between them.
Rlthough the two observers heve formed different vieuws
about the comparative lengths of the sticks, they would be
likely to agree that it is nevertheless true that which is
the longer is a matter of fact and not of opinion, that
one of them is right and the other wrong...though the facts
may be difficult to discover...This comparison of length
is a matter of fact which may be subjected to a public,
scientific test., Any statement that is made about it can
be, at least in principle, verified or falsified...Such
a statement...that can be verified or falsified by
experience (empirically), is often called objective, It
is easy to think of whole classes of comparisons of a
similar kind...
'Subjective' Comparisons

We come now to our second example. Suppose that someone
tries out two chairs by sitting in each of them one after
the other and then says: 'This chair is more comfortable
than thatt!', It is probable that if questioned he would
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agree that what he really means is that he personally
finds the one chair more comfortable than the other,

with perhaps the implication that most other people are
likely to do so too. In other words, although the state-
ment may appear at first to be of the same kind as 'this
chair is heavier than that', it becomes clear as soon as
we think about it that the speaker is likely to be
expressing or perhaps describing his own attitude to the
chair...Statements which express the attitude of the
speaker are often called subjective...

Both the cases that we have considered so far are
obvious and easy, and it may seem surprising that it has
been thought worth while to discuss them at such length.
Qur reason for doing so is that the consideration of these
cases at the two extremes provides a solid base from
which to work for the discussion of trickier borderline
cases,"*

The trickier borderline cases that the author has
in mind are, of course, moral and aesthetic judgements,
which he would admit are not quite equivalent to expressions
of personal preference. But the lines of demarcation,
within which discussion will take place, have already
been set out. The alternatives on offer are objective
judgements-(like statements of fact) and subjective
judgements (like personal attitudes). From here it is an
exceedingly small Step to assuming that only facts (and

only certain sorts of facts at that) count as objective,
and anything that fails to qualify as a fact is not going
to be objective either.

The general lines of the argument I have quoted will,
1 imagine, be only too familiar. I have chosen this
example of it to quote at length only because of the
way its author gives prominence to the terms 'objective'
and 'subjective! in the course of what he says. This is
convenient because it is the ready assumption about the
place of objectivity in the fact-value contrast that I

particularly want to challenge. Most moral philosophers
who draw the fact/non-fact distinction in the same way

* E.R.Emmet 'Learning to Philosophize', Penguin, pp.109-112
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manage nevertheless to do so without mentioning
objectivity as such. It is, as I have said, something

of a taboo word; it is sometimes introduced at a later
stage, always used sparingly, and invariably presented
with little or no reference to what it is supposed to
signify. Yet the assumption that, facts being objective,
anything not a fact is thereby non-objective, often lurks
persistently under the surface of their arguments.

Emmet, at least, comes out into the open a little more,
and it is fairly clear what he takes ‘'objective' to mean.
For him, an objective judgement is one which, if it were
true, would state a fact (typically) about the external
world. So much seems to be implied, at any rate, by his
claim that statements are called objective when they can
be empirically verified or felsified. Though he does not
confine the application of the term 'objective' to what
can be empirically tested, it is fairly clear that the
terms 'factual', 'empirically testable' and 'objective!'
are being lined up against 'non-factual', 'personal' and
'subjective' in such a way that it becomes inevitable that
anything non-factual which looks at all like an expression
of personal opinion will be branded subjective. To be
fair to Emmet, he was not writing a scholarly uork, and
he has not offered a formal definition of 'objective
judgement', but only said that judgements purporting to
state facts are "often called" objective., (It is for that
reason that I used the word 'typically' above when I
stated what I take Emmet's notion of objectivity to be.)
But I am sure that it has simply not occurred to him that
the fact/non-fact distinction needs to be separated
from the objective/subjective distinction in any Qay.

He has, after all, introduced the terms 'objective' and
'subjective! in order to label the distinction between what
is a matter of fact, and therefore a matter where agreement
is proper, and what is merely a matter of opinion, uwhere
agreement is neither required nor expected, So Emmet's

way of approaching the fact-value distinction is untypical
only in that he is a little less coy than most moral
philosophers in suggesting that only factual judgements

could count as objective,
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Before I attempt to criticise the view that facts
are typically what is objective, and anything which is
not a fact is thus going to be subjective in the way
expressions of personal preference are subjective, I
would like to look briefly at the way in which this view
is often developed. The words are my own, but they are
based on a well-known summary of the views attributed to
Moral Prescriptivism.* The argument is developed as
follows: We have seen that we can speak of empirical
judgements as being right or wrong. ' Thus, in principle,
it is always possible to say that a person's judgements
about the empirical world are correct or erronecus. 0On the
other hand, moral judgements, thought they may take account
of the facts, are never absolutely determined by them.
For it is always possible that two people will agree on
what the facts are, and that they are relevant to a part-
icular moral issue, and yet will disagree completely in
the conclusions that they draw from those facts, Even
more radically, there is no reason why either of them
need accept just those facts as the ones relevant to a
moral decision in the case before them. One person may
indeed find nothing requiring a moral response in circum-
stances which another person finds morally compelling.
For in moral judgement there is neither an agreed procedure
for deciding what constitutes relevance, nor about what
follows from anything that is agreed to be relevant, So
(the argument continues) whereas the correctness of
empirical judgements is determined by what is the case,
independent of beliefs about what is the case, moral
judgements are not. Moral judgement is autonomous, which
means that it is open to every man to judge in his own
fashion. No man is bound to judge in a particular way
because of the facts, or because of the way other people
happen to view the facts., Thus moral judgements could
only express beliefs, the terms ‘correct judgement' and
'incorrect judgement' have no place in moral discourse,
and moral judgements can neither be true nor objective,

On the face of it, this argument is a simple and

* gsee P,Foot, 'Moral Beliefs', PAS 1958
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elegant statement of the relatively obvious, and is
moreover apparently confirmed by what we all know about
the great variety of moral views that people actually
holde It is not often noticed, then, that it contains

a fallacy. The question of whether people can disagree,
or whether they do disagree, about moral gquestions is
quite beside the point when the point is whether moral
judgements could be objective. Nobody disputes that
people can and do disagree about matters of fact, and
nobody suggests that this is a reason for claiming that
factual judgements are not capable of being objective,
Why, then, should the variety of moral responses be taken
as proof in itself that moral judgements cannot be objective?
It may instead prove that people are often not very good
at making moral judgements correctly, just as people are
not very good at describing what happened at an accident
they witnessed; or there may be all sorts of other reasons
why people do not agree in their moral judgements. The
fact of this disagreement is no reason for saying that
some of them are not at any rate being objective. And the
same argument can be put foward in order to dispute the
significance of the suggestion that there is widespread
disagreement over questions of relevance of data for
basing one's judgement on. I do not dispute that where
disagreement is widespread and seemingly unresoclvable,

we are entitled to ask why this should be; but the answer
is not automatically that here nothing counts as right or
wrong. This would be correct only if it could be shown
that people could not hold the same opinions as one
another, except perhaps fortuitously; that is, by

showing the impossibility of there being criteria of

correctness or relevance in moral judgements. But all

the argument does is to assert that disagreement shous

the absence of criteria of these sorts. So it is false
to suppose that this argument disproves the possibility
of moral objectivity. For criteria for correct judge-
ment could exist even if people regularly failed to
apply them properly, or else varied in their judgements

for completely different reasons.
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The argument which I am criticising gets its
plausibility by covertly reducing moral judgements to
a status of dependence on the individual which is
characteristic of expressions of personal preference or
taste. For these are such that every man is his own
authority, and the fact that one man has this particular
preference is no reason why anyone else should have it
too. (I do not mean to suggest that a person can never
be mistaken about his own tastes, or that others can
never know better than he does what :his tastes really are,
But if a man is mistaken here, he is mistaken in his
beliefs about his tastes, not in the tastes themselves,
It makes no sense to say that a man is mistaken in his
tastes.,) There was, as we saw, a tendency within Emmet's
argument to identify the factusl and the objective, and
there is a corresponding tendency to identify the non-
factual (and hence, supposedly, the non-objective) with
expressions of personal prefeﬁhce. The assumption is
that there are basically only two types of judgement,
those warranted by verification and those warranted only
by the preferences of the individual who makes them.

The "trickier borderline cases" that Emmet is interested
in are tricky only because, he thinks, we will have to
decide whether such things as moral judgements are really
attenuated facts or really attenuated preferences.*

Only the factual will count as objective, he thinks,
because then verification becomes possible.

But if we accept this rather crude bifurcation of
judgements, an odd consequence arises. For real dis-
agreement over anything other than what is empirically
verifiable becomes impossible, as does real agreement.
Now this is the case where the question is one of
personal preferences. If, for example, one man says
'TI like strawberries' and another says 'I don't', uwe
would not regard them as being in disagreement over
something, but merely as having and expressing different
tastes. In the same way, if two men both say that they
like strawberries, they are not, strictly speaking, in

* Emmet, op. cit. pp.119-129, esp. p.127
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agreement. They just have a common liking for straw-
berries which they both express, UWe would not expect
the lover of strawberries to attempt to refute the man
who finds them distasteful. He may give reasons for his
liking them, in the sense of pointing out, for instance,
what particular features of strawberries one should pay
attention to when forming an opinion of them. But here
he can do no more than hope that what he says will
encourage the other man to reconsider his own opinion of
the fruit., Tastes can change, and palates can of course
be educated. But tastes cannot be changed by one person
showing another that he was in fact mistaken in his judge-
ment, The point is neatly summed up by R.U.Beardsmore
when he remarks: "No-one can teach me to prefer tobacco
to ice-cream,..because in this context there is no such
thing as judgement,"*

Now if the expression of opinions which involve
genuine judgement were like the expression of personal
tastes or preferences, it would indeed be impossible to
avoid the conclusion that moral judgements and the like
could not be objective., For it could then be shown that
it was not possible for people either to agree or to dis-
agree with each other in their opinions, since there
would be nbthing independent of their own personal beliefs
for them to agree or disagree about, as I have just
argued. However, the sorts of evaluative judgement which
arguments like Emmet's are really aimed at are not at
all like expressions of personal preference, and it is
thoroughly misleading to imply that they are. Let us
consider one or two of the consequences of that imp-
lication, '

If all non-factual judgements had the same status as
expressions of taste or preference, it would follow that
there could never be grounds for accepting another's
judgement instead of one's own; or, if faced with a
choice between tuwo vieus, there would never be good or

sufficient grounds for an individual to accept one and

* 'Art and Morality', Macmillan 1971 p.39. 1 agree with
Beardsmore about the need to recognise that 'judgement'
ought to be confined to what is interpersonal., 1In speaking
of moral judgements, I am of course following accepted
terminology, and not trying to prejudge the issue!
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reject the other, I should make it clear at this point
that by 'grounds' I mean something founded in reason,

such that a man would feel himself bound to accept a
certein view, although he might prefer to accept a
different one. I mean something different from what he
would desire to believe, or from what it is convenient or
easy to believe, or from what it is customary for members
of his society to believe. Most societies have a good
many conventional beliefs or attitudes, which may simply
express the consensus of feeling within that society about
the topic in question; but an appeal to such a convention
would not in itself be what I mean by a ground for accepting
a judgement.

Now it is very far from the case that if a judgement
is non-factual there cannot be something at least approaching
grounds in the above sense for accepting or rejecting it as
the case may be. One area where this is clearly so is the
field of expert judgement. No doubt it is true that an
expert is someone who knows more or who can tell more about
his subject than others can. Yet it is wrong to suppose
that expert judgement could never involve more than a
specially wide or deep knowledge of facts or a special
capacity for observation. For many of the fields in
which we acknowledge that there are experts are fields
where the most important judgements are evaluative rather
than purely factual. Notoriously, experts disagree with
one another, whether the issues are predominantly factual
or whether they are primarily evaluative., Yet this is
not incompatible with their status as experts; and we do
not think of the expert as one who merely expresses a
personal judgement which is in no way different from
anyone else's, when he is called upon to make an assessment
rather than to discover or reveal a fact, except that his
evaluation is backed by more knowledge than the average
man can muster. (Indeed, if the contrast between factual
and personal judgements which I am attacking here were
correct, we could not think of the expert in quite this
way anyway. We might treat his judgement as no less a
matter of personal opinion than anyone else's. But we

could not regard his special knowledge as anything that
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had a bearing on his capacity to make evaluations. For

ex hypothesi evaluative judgements need not take any
particular fact into account.) Our vieuw of the expert

is of one who is not only particularly knowledgeable in
his field but who also has a capacity for sound judgement.
He must be able to recognise what is relevant to judgement
and must be able to assess its significance, going as far
as the evidence warrants and no further. It is because

of these capacities that we regard him as an expert in the
full sense, and regard his judgements as likely to be right,
and so trustworthy. So although we often cannot submit
the expert's judgement to any form of verification or
falsification, we are nevertheless entitled to give his
judgements more credence than we would those of the layman,
just because he is the expert and they are not. Loosely
speaking, then, the expert is one who, inter alia, has a

special capacity for judging aright.

I do not mean to suggest that expertise is invested
with any sort of magical aura of correctness., I have
only drawn attention to the status of experts so as to
show our belief that there are areas of non-factual
judgement where one man's judgement is better than
another's, and where we cannot claim that every man is
his own authority. 1If that is so, it follows that there
must be criteria of some sort for the worth or lack of
worth of judgements which are incapable of being deter-
mined simply by reference to the standards of empirical
truth or falsity. Such criteria might not turn out to
be sufficient to make an expert's judgement objective;
but we should not ignore this indication that non-factual
judgements can be made on what people hold to be good
grounds,

Yet if the characterisation of non-factual judgements
given earlier was correct, we would have to ignore the
possibility that some non-factual judgements are made on
better grounds than others. For ex hypothesi, if every
man could decide what was to count as relevant for himself,
and what followed from what he decided was relevant, again
for him, there could be no such thing as grounds for such

a judgement, whether good or bad. Ffor in matters where
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every man is his own authority, there is no authority.
Thus we must either abandon the suggestion that 211 non-
factual judgements are personal and made without any
basis other than that of personal predilection, or else
wve must deny that there could be any such thing as expert
judgement in non-factual matteré, those cases where we
sometimes speak of expert opinion., Faced with this
choice, our scepticism is likely to be directed against
the unhappy fact/non-fact contrast which I have been

discussing, as being a glaring over-simplification,

How inappropriate that contrast is to our ordinary
view of moral judgement can be shown by the following
consideration. The corollary of the idea that there can
never be good or sufficient reasons for accepting another
person's non-factual judgements is that there can never
be good or sufficient reasons for rejecting another
person's non-factual judgements either. But now suppose
that we are confronted with someone who professes a very
odd moral opinion for which he gives a very odd reason.
For example, a man might hold that the moral worth of
one's actions depends overridingly on the length of one's
fingernails., Let us suppose that this man shows his
understanding of moral terms by judging quite normally
in all cases except those where a person involved has
very long fingernails. Such a person's actions, he
believes, are always to be condemned, no matter what he
has done or not done. Now we would surely regard such
judgements as these as being awry. It would not just be
because we might happen to judge differently in many of
the cases where the people involved had long fingernails,
or that we chose to regard different features of those
situations as what would count for us as the morally
relevant considerations. We would, I am sure, regard
his judgements as being faultily based, at least insofar
as that reason entered into them. This would still be
our view if it happened that his judgements were in
complete accord with our own., In other words, we must
take into account another person's reasons for judging
as he does when estimating the worth of his judgement.

Yet on the view that all non-factual judgements are to
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be treated as personal judgements, that is just what we
cannot do. The strongest objection that we could make

to this man's moral outlook is to say that it is uncon-
ventional, This, surely, is far too weak a condemnation.
It is in just this sort of case that we could say with
assurance that the man's reasoning was irrelevant or
irrational. Yet according to the view I am criticising,
relevance and rationality have no place in such judgements,
or in our assessment of such judgements.‘ For considerations
of relevance and rationality are supposed to have no place
in moral judgement at all except to the extent that the
individual decides that they shall have for him,

From what I have said so far, then, it should be clear
that the innocent-looking contrast between what can and
what cannot count as an objective judgement, drawn in the
sort of way that Emmet has drawn it, for instance, is
prone to lead to a view of objectivity which is at best
over-simple, and at worst thoroughly misleading. To
equate the objective with the putatively factual, and to
contrast all other types of judgement to that, results in
a highly distorted view of what non-factual judgements can
be like. Of course, nothing I have said so far has been
enough to show that there are any non-factual judgements
which are indeed objective, What I have shown, however,
is that a theory which effectively excludes the possibility
of there being good grounds, or indeed anything which
deserves to be called a gtound of any sort, for making
any judgement other than one which can be empirically
verified, must be mistaken in its view of what object-
ivity amounts to. For it would be odd indeed if the
concept of objectivity had nothing to do with having
grounds for one's view of things, and equally odd if the
only grounds for judgement were empirical verification.
Certainly part of what is meant, in ordinary life, by
calling someone's view objective, whatever it is a vieuw
of, is that there are good reasons for his seeing things
in the way that he does, as opposed to his having strong
personal feelings which make him see things in that way.
But the identification of the objective with the factual
and that alone, has effectively blinded many philosophers
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to the possibility that there might be other grounds
than verifiability which would suffice for objectivity,
if these grounds were not excluded from consideration at
the outset,

The supposed link between objectivity and empirical
verification, which I have been trying to undermine, leads
readily into a further confusion which attempts to link
objectivity with judgements about objects. This is not
surprising; for many sorts of objects qualify as objects
just because their existence is empirically verifiable,
And when we think of cases of empirical verification, we
are most likely to think of those where the statement
which is verified asserts that some property or other
belongs to some material object. However, it is not to
be assumed that the objects, in virtue of reference to
which judgements are sometimes sﬁpposed to be objective,
have to have the charecteristics of material objects.

The objects to which objective judgements in Mathematics
and Ethics are sometimes thought to refer are rarely
conceived as material objects, but they are usually
conceived on an analogy with material objects, usually
because they are supposed to exhibit the same independence
from the beliefs of the individual as material objects,
and because the way in which one is supposed to come to
know them is often treated as being akin to the process
of knowing about a material object by inspection or
observation. It is for both these reasons that the
Ethiceal Intuitionists were sometimes known by the alter-
native name of Objectivists.* Ethical Intuitionists
conceived of moral judgements as statements of guasi-fact
about some realm to which the mind of the individual has
direct access by inspection through what was often thought
of as a special faculty rather like a faculty of sense.
And objections to Intuitionism are usually, and quite
rightly, attacks on the idea that this kind of knowing
could be anything like the sort of knowing which involves
the ordinary senses and ordinary (material) objects. I
shall not discuss these objections at any length; they

are too well knouwn to need exposition, and in any case

¥ see Hare, loc.cit,
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the difficulty in Intuitionism which they expose will
appear in due course in another and more general form.
In essence, these criticisms turn on the impossibility
of drawing a distinction between knowledge of an object
and beliefs about an object, or supposed object, when the
'object! in question is only available to the mind of the
individual, and to no-one else's, This is a difficulty
which is also relevant to the question of how the naive
realist knows of the existence and the qualities of
materiel objects., I shall return to this question towards
the end of this chapter, and again in subsequent chapters.,
The interested reader will find the conventional objections
to Ethical Intuitionism well set out in W.D.Hudson's
'Ethical Intuitionism' and P.H.Nowell-Smith's 'Ethics',*
In the 'Blue Book', Wittgenstein wrote: "Philosophers
constantly see the method of science before their eyes,
and are irresistably tempted to ask and answer questions
in the way science does., This tendency is the real source
of metaphysics and leads the philosopher into complete
darkness,"** Treating 'the method of science' broadly,
so as to include the organised process of determining
independent existence through observation and verification
of any sort, then Wittgenstein's remark is wholly apposite
to the later forms of Ethical Intuitionism, where moral
terms such as 'good' were treated as the names of non-
natural properties of states of affairs, and moral
judgements were treated as observation-statements which
predicated those properties. G.E.Moore in particular
rejected what was surely the bedrock of earlier Intuitionist
belief, the notion that the moral faculty is unerring in
its judgement or apprehension, when he wrote: "Still less
do I imply (as most Intuitionists have done) that any
proposition whatever is true, because we cognise it in a
particular way or by the exercise of any particular
faculty: I hold, on the contrary, that in every way in
which it is possible to cognise a true proposition, it is

* Macmillan 1967 and Penguin Books 1954 respectively
** The Blue and Brown Books, Blackwell 1958, p.18
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also possible to cognise a false one."* Here Moore was,
I think, attempting to put claims to moral knowledge on
exactly the same footing as claims to empirical knowledge
by observation. This is not merely analogous with the
ordinary process of gaining knowledge of the external
world by observation, but actually an attempt to align
moral intrespection with scientific observation, science
being the most fruitful source of accounts of the independ-
ent existence of entities, and relatively untrammelled, as
Moore's ethical theory tries to be, with metaphysical
considerations about the status of its subject-matter.
This conscious or unconscious alignment of ethical
method with scientific method survived the general
abandonment of Ethical Intuitionism, reappearing in the
form of arguments for rejecting the possibility of moral
objectivity simply on the grounds that moral objectivity
suggests the existence of moral objects of questionable
ontological status. This impatience with the notion that
there might be existent moral objects for moral judgements
to be judgements about, is evident in the analogy suggested
by A.J.Ayer in the following passage:

"The familiar
subjective-objective antithesis is out of place in moral
philosophy. The problem is not that the subjectivist
denies that certain wild, or domesticated animals 'ob-
jective values' exist and the objectivist triumphantly
produces them; or that the objectivist returns like an
explorer with tales from the kingdom of values and the
subjectivist says he is a liar., It does not matter what
the explorer finds or does not find. For talking about
values is not a matter of describing what may or may not
be there, the problem being whether it really is there.
There is no such problem. The moral problem is: What am
I to do? UWhat attitude am I to take? And moral judge-
ments are directives in this sense,"**

Here Ayer goes beyond the verificationist-factualist

* 'Principia Ethica', Cambridge 1903, p.x
*¥ 10n the Analysis of Moral Judgements', reprinted in
his 'Philosophical Essays', Macmillan 1963, p.242
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view of objectivity which I have attributed to Emmet,

and implies that questions about objectivity are in effect
questions about whether something does or does not have

an independent existence. He maintains that the question
of objectivity is out of place in Ethics because questions
of existence are out of place there. The reason he
suggests for this is also interesting, for it draws on
another familiar argument against the possibility of moral
objectivity which I mentioned earlier. He points to a
significant difference between factual utterances and moral
ones, the difference being that moral utterances are
action-guiding in a way that factual ones are not. It is
not clear that there need be such a difference., Statements
such as 'this package is fragile' or 'major road ahead' are
certainly meant to be action-guiding; and statements such
as 'it is your duty to desist', though perhaps grammatically
dissimilar from 'you ought to desist', clearly serve to
convey the same meaning. I do not want to deny that there
may be interesting syntactic differences between factual
and moral judgements, but these differences are beside

the point here. They are beside the point because what-
ever the logical or grammatical status of moral judgements,
it is still the case that when a man makes a moral judge-
ment he exﬁresses an action-guiding belief or conviction
which he has. 0Our interest is not in the logical or
grammatical status of what has been said, but in whether
his belief or conviction has any justification beyond

the fact that he happens to have that belief rather than
some other one. In particular, the problem about object-
ivity induces us to wonder whether there might be some
generally valid justification for his moral beliéf, such
that anyone who failed to believe that that is the right
way to act, or that that is morally good in itself, would
in some sense be in error. Putting the matter in this way
raises no question of anything existing or not existing;
and though I have yet to show that objectivity can be
presented like this, the subjective-objective antithesis
will not after all be out of place in Ethics if it can

be, The assumption that objectivity has no place in Ethics

which Ayer makes, stems from the assumption that objectivity
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must be tied up in some way with the existence of certain
kinds of object. From there it is an easy step to suppose
that if existence can only be asserted by making statements,
any field of discourse which does not lend itself to the
making of statements can have nothing fo do with objectivity.
In order to criticise the view of objectivity which
links it to the issue of the existence of something, and
also in order to begin to develop my own view of what it
means to call a judgement objective, I shall turn to a
more explicit attempt to state what morel objectivity
amounts to. The following passage is from Professor
Eduard Westermarck's book 'Ethical Relativity', written
by a man who was first of all an anthropologist, and
written during the heyday of scientific approaches to
moral philosophy. It is typical of that approach in that
it treats the empirical sciences, with their verificatory
distinction between truth and falsity, as the model of
what constitutes objective human thought, as well as
asserting that objectivity involves the existence of
something. Thus it combines both the views I have so far
been criticising, although in the passage I have chosen to
quote there is no specific mention of of facts or veri-
fication. Westermarck's opening paragraph runs as
follows:

"Ethics is generally looked upon as a 'norm-
ative' science, the object of which is to find and
formulate moral principles and rules possessing objective
validity. The supposed objectivity of moral values, as
understood in this treatise, implies that they have a
real existence apart from any reference to a human mind,
that what is said to be good or bad, right or wrong,
cannot be reduced merely to what people think to be good
or bad, right or wrong. It makes morality a matter of
truth and falsity, and to say that a judgement is true
obviously means something different from the statement
that it is thought to be true. The objectivity of
moral judgements does not presuppose the infallibility
of the individual who pronounces such a judgement, nor
even the accuracy of a general consensus of opinion;

but if a certain course of conduct is objectively right,
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it must be thought right by all rational beings who judge
truly of the matter and cannot, without error, be judged
to be wrong."*

Westermarck goes on to deny that Ethics
is a normative science, and from the passage just quoted
it is not hard to anticipate why. He denies that Ethics
is a science because he denies that there are any "moral
principles and rules possessing objective validity"; and
this in turn depends on the denial that there are any
moral judgements which are known to be true. This involves
a straightfoward identification of objectivity with truth,
and, what is more, with truth as established by methods
appropriate to the establishment of truth in the empirical
sciences. Thus Westermarck's notion of objectivity
resembles Emmet's in that it really amounts to an equation
of objective judgements with factual judgements. But in
concentrating on truth as he does, Westermarck rather
suggests that for him a judgement will only qualify as
objective if it is actually true, whereas Emmet's argument
seems to have equated objectivity only with the capacity
to be verifiable, Neither writer, however, is very clear
about this. In the same vein Westermarck writes later:
"If there are no moral truths it cannot be the object of
a science of ethics to lay down rules for human conduct,
since the aim of all science is the discovery of some
truth...If the word 'ethics' is to be used as the name
for a science, the object of that science can only be to
study the moral consciousness as a fact,**

Scientific

Ethics, then, would really be a branch of psychology.
And elsewhere Westermarck makes it clear that he thinks
that moral judgements are grounded in the emotions, and
are therefore expressions of a species of personal feeling;
and that consequently there could be no moral judgements
which could possibly count as true. (This, he thinks, is

because judgements based on personzl feelings will not be

* 'fthical Relativity', Littlefield Adams, 1960 edition, p.3
*%* gp.,cit. p.61
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generally agreed on, and cannot be the subject of well-
founded agreement., In view of my earlier remarks on the
impossibility of agreement over expressions of preference,
Westermarck is here understating his case. Strictly
speaking, what Westermarck thinks a moral judgement is
could not be the subject of any sort of agreement.)
Westermarck, then, is contrasting the "supposed
objectivity of moral values" which "makes morality a
matter of truth and falsity" with "merely...what people
think"(i.e. with opinion, a word he uses later), And
clearly he is treating these two categories of judgement

as mutually exclusive and exhaustive, which, as I have

alresdy suggested, is a mistake. I shall deal with the
relationship between objectivity and truth at some
length in the next chapter. Here I want to consider his
other assertion, that the objectivity of moral values
would involve their having "a real existence apart from
any reference to a human mind".

Now if this assertion is intended to imply that the
objectivity of moral values requires there to be an
existent, or perhaps subsistent, realm of shadowy moral
beings, it is an extremely dubious claim, as Westermarck
was, of course, well aware, Yet his use of the word 'real'
indicates that he did believe this to be a necessary
condition of there being moral objectivity. However,
morzl judgements could be objective without there being
any such realm of existents, a fact which is made more
obvious if we accept for the moment Westermarck's idea
that to make an objective judgement is to all intents to
make a true statement. Now there are a very large number
of true statements which can, if we choose to put it that
way, be said to exist apart from any reference to a human
mind. (There are, for that matter, a very large number
of false ones too.,) I take it that a statement or a
judgement exists with reference to a human mind insofar
as someone is, or has been, or will be, entertaining the
ideas that the judgement or statement expresses. So no
doubt there will be some stztements and some judgements

which never have been thought of and never will be, To




regard them as existent is to express in a misleading
(because categorical) way a hypothetical claim about what
would be required of us if we were to think of them. If

we were to entertain a true proposition or make an objective
judgement, such a proposition or such a judgement would
have to fulfil certain conditions in order to qualify as
true or as objective, and that is 2l1l., There is no require-
ment in these conditions that anything should have to exist,
although this will be the case if we are considering true
statements about the material world. That, however,

follows from the meaning of 'material' and not from the
meaning of 'true'. So far as objectivity itself is
concerned, Westermarck himself specifies what amounts to

a set of conditions which a judgement must satisfy if it

is to count as objective, A course of conduct, to be
objectively right,"must be thought to be right by all
rational beings who judge truly of the matter and cannot,
without error, be judged to be wrong."(ibid.). I do not
myself agree that these are the necessary conditions for

a course of conduct being objectively right (not least
because I do not think that judgements about what is right
are objective); but that, for the moment, is beside the
paint. Here we are interested in whether the conditions

for objectivity require anything to exist, and a little
reflection on Westermarck's ouwun specifications for moral
objectivity shows that the existence of anything is not a
requirement,

Someone might object that my characterisation of an
objective judgement as a judgement which would satisfy
certain conditions if anyone made the judgement, does not
meet Westermarck's requirement thet objective moral
values would have to have a real existence apart from
any reference to a human mind. For this analysis still
makes reference to a human mind, if only hypothetically.
To take this line, however, would be to make an absurd
requirement, and one that was surely not what Westermarck
intended. For what species of existence involves the de-
nial of the possibility of being thought about by someone

or other at some time or other? Such existence would not

be knowable at all. UWestermarck only meant that object-
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ivity imposed more stringent conditions than merely the
requirement that someone happens to believe something,

or even the requirement that everyone does. Any confusion
here is brought about because Westermarck has presented
what is really a set of conditions for justified assertion
as if it was an ontological claim that was being made. As
should be quite apparent by now, this is quite easy to do
as long as the paradigm for objective judgements is taken
to be the factual statement itself, where the satisfaction
of truth-conditions does entail the existence of some thing
or some state of affairs.

Before moving on from Westermarck's notion of object-
ivity, it would be as well to mention one important respect
in which what he says is correct, He is quite right to
recognise that "the objectivity of morel judgements does

not presuppose the infallibility of the individual who

pronounces such a judgement, nor even the accuracy of a

general consensus of opinion", (loc.cit., my stress). He

recognises that to call a judgement objective is to say
more than that there is merely a coincidence of individual
opinions on the subject in question. Now clearly we do not
believe that what is right (as opposed to what is thought
to be right) is determined by majority decision. It is
not self-contradictory to assert that in moral matters, as
in others, the majority is wrong — though, as Professor
Hamlyn has pointed out, it would be odd to regard the
mejority as always or nearly always wrong without being
able to give some further account of why this should be
so.* The conditions for the objectivity of a judgement,
then, amount to more than the fect that a majority of
people would make that judgement or assent to it, or even
that everyone would., What these further conditions are
will begin to emerge in the next chapter. It is enough

to reiterate here thet they are not the requirement that
anything should be true in the way that factual judgements
are true, or that anything should exist.

* Hamlyn, op.cit.
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So far I have argued that the issue of objectivity
has been confused with questions about factual judgements,
truth, and the existence of objects. It has not been
altogether easy to keep these different confusions
separate, partly because the notion of objectivity is
itself still unclear, but partly also because these con-
fusions all stem from the same general source, and exhibit
a degree of mutuzl dependence., They are all products of
the assumption that objectivity belongs in some way ex-
clusively to those areas of human experience which the
physical sciences can describe; and no doubt the success
and prestige of the physical sciences has done something
to reinforce this attitude in various ways. But although
moral philosophers are very prone to contrast the status
of value-judgements with the status of judgements about
the material world, where things seem more straightfoward,
it is far from obvious that what it means to call an
empirical judgement objective is any better understood
than what it would mean to call a moral judgement objective,
I mentioned earlier that the anti-objectivist argument
brought agsinst the Ethical Intuitionist might equally
well be brought against the naive realist. For if it is
denied that any moral intuition could be objective,
because the intuition can only be inspected by the lone
individual who claims to have it, we might ask on what
basis it is claimed that the ordinary man's personal
perception of the contents of the material world entitles
him to claim that at least some of the judgements he makes
on this basis count as objective. In other words, the
basis for claims about the objectivity of empirical
judgements is just as much in need of investigation as
any claim about the supposed objectivity of moral judge-
ments. And it will not do merely to equate objective
judgements with judgements about facts, or judgements
about objects, or judgements which are true, as if there
were no problems there. For quite apart from any other
problems there are about our knowledge of the external
world, objectivity is not the same thing as truth or
existence or being a fact., We must therefore look more

closely than is customary at the relationship between
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objectivity and truth, and at the real basis for saying
that empirical judgements can be objective., This will
occupy much of the next four chapters of this thesis,

and only then will we really be in a position to decide
whether, and to what extent, morsl judgements could, after
all, be objective,

The assumption that among non-analytic judgements it
is only empirical judgements which could count as objective
has had one other important consequence for moral philo-
sophy, which it would be as well to mention here, although
it will receive much fuller treatment in its own chapter
(Chepter Six). UWe have seen that it is widely assumed
that since objectivity is the preserve of empirical
judgements, for one reason or another, moral judgements
could not be objective in their own right. Any possibility
of there being objective moral judgements, therefore, would
depend on there being ways of arguing from (objective)
facts to moral conclusions with the full force of logical
entailment. Now one important use that has been made of
the so-called Is-Ought argument has been to show that
moral conclusions cannot be deduced from factual premisses

alone, and therefore moral judgements could not be ob-

jective. UWhether or not this argument is wholly correct
has been the subject of lengthy dispute. But whether or
not it is correct, the above conclusion only follows on
the unspoken assumption, with which we are now thoroughly
familiar, that only empirical judgements can be objective
in their own right. Therefore, as I shall argue later in
detail, the Is-Ought argument is decidedly suspect as a
proof of the non-objectivity of moral judgements. The
belief that the argument does prove this is just one more
example of the ready assumption that to call a judgement
objective is to say that it has the features which only

empirical judgements really have,




CHAPTER TUuWO

0BJECTIVITY AND TRUTH

In Chapter One I said that the concept of object-
ivity has regularly been confused with a number of other
notions, and that in consequence the possibility of moral
objectivity in particular has been denied for inadequate
reasons. The confusions I described there — such as the
confusion of the objective with the factual, the existent,
the empirically verifiable and the scientifically access-
ible — possess a good many subtle interconnections and
have a corresponding tendency to reinforce one another;
and beyond what I have said in the previous chapter, I
do not intend to separate them or to try to deal with them
individually. For they will all collapse together when
the real basis for empirical objectivity eventually becomes
clear, But we sh&ll not see right through the illusion
they create of being the bases, or even the defining cases,
of objectivity until we reach the mid-point of this thesis,
when we will have explored more fully the reasons there
are for saying that judgements about the material world
and its contents are objective judgements,

However, there is one feature of most, if not quite
all, of these confusions about the resl basis of object-
ivity which has a particularly strong influence on our
thinking, and might be regsrded as central to the con-
fusion I have in mind., This is the virtual identification
of objectivity with truth, UWe have already encountered
the verificationist approach to objectivity, which regards
a judgement as objective only if it is capable of being
true, and if its truth can be established by verificationist
methods. And we have encountered Westermarck's vieuw that
if a judgement is objective, questions about its object-
ivity are, in effect, guestions about its truth or falsity.
As we have seen, the conflation of objectivity with truth
leads to various forms of knock-down argument against the,
possibility of moral objectivity, just becsuse moral
judgements are not supposed to count as either true or

false., It is hardly surprising that many philosophers
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should have found it so easy to swallow this line of
argument., Ffor, insofar as we have one at all, our vague
and shadowy paradigm of an objective judgement is one of
a judgement about the external world which is, as it
happens, invariabhly also true. When, for example, I look
at a cow and judge that it is bigger than a rabbit, the
objectivity of my judgement seems to be confirmed by the
judgement's obvious truth, It is an easy step from not-
icing this apparently constant conjunction to calling the
judgement objective because it is true, and from there it
is easy also to take the further step of equating truth
and objectivity completely. The main aim of this chapter
is to argue against the taking of those easy steps.,
Objectivity and truth are not equivalent to one another;
nor is the objectivity of a judgement dependent on its
truth., For a judgement can be objective without being
true, and true without being objective, Objectivity and
truth are indeed closely connected concepts. Yet for all
that, they are distinct concepts; they are not co-extensive
and they have different functions to fulfil in the structure
of our thought.

Let us begin by considering some of the requirements
a judgement must meet if it is to be objective. It will
be recalled that in the previous chapter I argued against
the belief that morsl judgements could not be objective
since they only expressed an individual's personal view,
and so were akin to judgements of taste or expressions of
personal preference., This view of moral judgements was
mistaken, I said, because, like some other kinds of non-
factual judgement, moral judgements display features
incompatible with their being wholly dependent on the
individusl's own beliefs or attitudes, However, the
argument possesses some residual interest for us because
it draws attention to one basic reguirement for object-
ivity, If a judgement is to be objective, it cannot be
of the sort where grounds for holding it are entirely
dependent on the individusl, or indeed one where it is
improper to speak of there being grounds at all, and
misleading to call these things judgements. (This is

the case with avowals, for instance. I shall continue to
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speak of judgements in such cases only for convenience,
and where it does not obscure what I mean to do so.) Ue
can properly speak of objective or subjective judgements
only where there is scope for real agreement or dis-
agreement between individuals; and that can occur only
where it is possible for different individuals to make
the same judgements as one another, and not just their
own personal, self-justifying 'judgements' about the same
topic. So a minimal condition for even considering a
judgement to be objective is that it should be possible
for people to agree about it.

Often, where people can agree in their judgements,
they will agree. However, as we noticed in connection with
Westermarck's views in the previous chapter, the fact that
others share my view is not in itself a reason for calling
my view an objective one. For if the majority, or indeed
everyone, happen to judge as I do about some matter, their
agreement does not suffice for objectivity., It is possible
to say, at any rate in particular cases, that everyone's
view is warped or biased or unfounded. And in any case,
the fact that we all agree in making a particular judge-
ment is no guarantee that we are all making it for the
same good reasons, or for any reason at all, good or bad.
Some reference to the grounds for making a judgement is
inescapable when its objectivity is in question. UWhat
would we say about a blind man who, when placed before
an unfamiliar object, was unfailingly able to make the
same judgement we would all make about its colour? Ue
would not be very willing to call his judgements objective,
just because the blind man lacks the faculty normally
employed in making such judgements, and therefore cennot
be said to have the proper reason for making the judgements
he does make. But suppose the blind man later admits that
he always guesses in these trials? There is then no basis

at all for calling his judgements objective, even if they

are right, since he admits that he has no reason at all
for saying one thing rather than another in those cases.

I am not suggesting that there can never be a reason for
guessing one thing rather than another., But to call one's

reason a reason for guessing is to imply that it is not

a reason for knowing or a good reason for believing.
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It seems evident, then, that a major requirement
for the objectivity of a judgement is that it should be
made with some sort of justification, or that it must
reach some level of adequacy, or that it must meet some
~standard of competence that guarantees that it has been
made with good reason., These requirements are here
expressed in rather vague terms, as indeed they were in
Chapter One, where the idea first appeared. This vague-
ness stems partly from the fact that in some respects
the requirement will differ according to the type of
judgement that is being made, and partly becauss I do not
want to deel with the absolutely general basis of just-
ification in judgements until a later and more appropriate
stage of my argument (Chapter Five). It has been enough
up to this point to speak of reasons and grounds, good
reasons and good grounds, and justification, sufficient
grounds and criteria, without much differentiation except
to indicate (a) the presence of some degree of justification
for the judgement in gquestion, and (b) roughly the strength
of the justification involved. Now I will try to be a
little more exact.

It is to be expected that not just any degree, or just
any type of justification will be enough to render a part-
icular judgement objective, and that this is not a matter
which the individual can decide for himself., The first
and obvious condition to be met if a judgement is to be
sufficiently justified to count as objective is that an
appropriate method of judgement should be employed. This
involves two things. One is that an appropriate faculty
of judgement should be employed; that is, ihe appropriate
sense or combination of senses should be used in making
the judgement. The other is that due regard to the
circumstances in which the judgement is made is required,

because there are certain circumstances which demand to
be taken into account if a judgement is to be properly
made., By way of illustration, let us turn to the cow

and the rabbit once again. A judgement about the colours

of these two creatures must involve the use of one's eyes,
since vision alone is the determinate faculty for judgements
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of colour; whereas a determination of relative size may
involve either or both of two faculties, vision and touch.
But if we judge relative size by visual means, relative
distance of the objects from our eyes must also be taken

- account of, as a circumstance necessary to proper judge-
ment, since it is a condition of judgements about size
being objective that we recognise that distance changes
apparent size but not actual size,

There are a great many such considerastions which
apply to the various types of judgement that we may make
objectively. It would be pointless to try to list all of
them, and not just because there are so many, but also
because it would be a mistake to think that the set of
such conditions is either complete or incapable of any
modification. The reasons for this will appear in the
course of the chapter, as the nature of the interaction
between objectivity and truth becomes plainer. Part of
Chapter Three also represents an informal attempt to
outline in some detail the conditions for one kind of
objective judgement, and there I shall also discuss the
possibility of change in the faculty of judgement deemed
to be appropriate. So I will not go into more detail here.
However, in general terms we may say that a judgement is
sufficiently justified, and therefore objective, if it is
made by the use of an appropriate faculty and with due
regard for the conditions relating to the type of judge-
ment involved, something which depends in turn on the
property or properties of the object which the judgement
attempts to establish in the examples I have given. These
two factors, taken together, constitute a method of judg-
ing. And the critical feature of an objective judgement
is just that it should be made by a method appropriate to

the sort of judgement it is.
The second condition for a judgement's counting as
sufficiently justified is that the method referred to above

should be such as will result in uniformity of judgement.

Thus, if a person has applied an appropriate method of
judgement to a situation, and applied it correctly, there
will only be one judgement that can be made as a result.
For example, the conditions for judging the relative
sizes of a cow and a rabbit must be strict enough so that



I will in the same circumstances aluays make the same

judgement if I judge according to the method., I will
always judge that the cow is bigger than the rabbit, or
else always judge that the rabbit is bigger than the cow,

. or else always judge that the two are the samé size, The
method of judgement will not be adequate to produce
sufficiently justified judgements if it sometimes allous
me to reach one conclusion when I follow it, and sometimes
another, The corollary of this unigueness of resulting
judgement is that the judgement should be universally

made in that way. In other words, it does not matter

whether it is you or I who makes the judgement. 1In a
particular set of circumstances, if we have paid due
attention to the conditions of proper judgement and
employed the appropriate faculty, the results of the
judgement should be the same, no matter which of us makes
it. None of this will guarantee that any particular
judgement you or I may make will actually be true; nor
does it mean, of course, that we will alweys make our
judgements properly, and so agree in the conclusions
we reach in every case., Where we do not, there is an
indication that either one of us at least has deviated
from the appropriate method of judgement, or else that
the method itself is inadequate as a guide to the truth
in this particular case. In either case, we will look
for an explanation, because there must be something
unusual in the situation, or something unusual about
the approach to it that one of us has taken. Where this
does not happen, as often it will not, our method of
judging has provided us with a reliable guide to the
truth of the matter, But the truth in any particular
case should not be confused with the method by which we
have come to it. A judgement may be sufficently justified,
and therefore objective, even if it fails to reach the
truth, provided the judgement is made in accordance with
a method which satisfies the conditions laid down above.
Rlthough all this might seem obvious enough when .
we are making judgements about the material world and
its contents, we might wonder whether there is aluways

just one justifiable way to see things of other sorts.
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Could there not be areas of human thought and experience
where a number of different ways of seeing some thing or
some situation are equally acceptable and appropriate?

In a way this is correct, since we sometimes do recognise
~that someone's opinion is justified up to a pdint. But
strictly we should see this as only justification from a
particular point of view., To speak of justification

simpliciter, and even more to speak of sufficient just-

ification, is to imply that there is a single standard

of judgement which applies to the cases in question. Ue
cannot say that two incompatible views are both equally
correct, in any context where the word 'correct' has a

real application. And we cannot call two differing vieus
both sufficiently justified just because there is something
to be said in favour of each of them., No field of judge-

ment, then, can contain genuinely objective judgements
unless it is the case that if everyone judged properly in
these cases, they would all judge in the same way, with the
same result.

It is through a mistsken appreciation of this last
point that the concept of objectivity hss been so often
and misleadingly linked to the concept of necessity.
Some philosophers have given the impression that if a
judgement is objective, it must be logically necessary
for everyone to reach the same conclusion in judging.*
This seems a little harsh on empirical judgements, which
are traditionally thought of as the main or only field
where objectivity occurs, but which have rarely been thought
of as necessarily true! Other philosophers have sometimes
implied that a sort of natural necessity, a feature of our
nature, drives us all to see things in a certain kind of
way, and so accounts for objective judgement.** This is
less drastic, but no less misleading, For it makes our
tendency to see things objectively a matter of fact about
us, and would mean that a pérson who failed to see things

* See Appendix
*¥* See Chapter Four




41

as the rest of us do would beregarded as odd, no doubt,

or perhaps unnatural, but could not be regarded as wrong
in his judgements, unless we crudely treat 'wrong' eas
equivalent to'different'. However, if we need to speak

- of necessity at all in connection with objective judgements,
the only necessity we would need to recognise is what we
might call 'rational necessity', the requirement that in
making, or trying to make, an objective judgement, we are
committed to judging according to rules which establish
which judgements count as objective and which do not.
These rules, of course, are the conditions for sufficient
justification of which I have already spoken. UWestermarck
expressed something of this when, in the passage quoted

in Chapter One, he wrote: "If a certain course of con-
duct is objectively right, it must be thought right by

all rational beings...and cannot, without error, be judged
to be wrong."* No-ong then, is compelled by logic or
nature to be objective., If they are not, the penalty is
error, not self-contradiction or unnaturalness.,

Now we can see the features of objective judgement
which I have been discussing exemplified in practice in
just those cases uwhere the  individual's claim to have
been objective is called into question. When two people
cannot agree on whether some object before them has a
particular physical property or not, they will often turn
to a third party in order to have their particular judge-
ments confirmed or refuted. Two requirements are made of
the third party., The first is that he will make an
honest, unbiased judgement. (Setting aside guestions of
personality, this is an easy requirement in nearly all
cases of empirical judgement, but becomes important
whenever a man might have an interest in one answer
rather than another being given.) The second, and as a
rule the more important consideration, is that the
arbiter should be at least as capable of making the
judgement objectively as the disputanté. This means that
he is not disbarred by lack of the appropriate faculty or.
by lack of understanding of the circumstances which must
be taken into account if the judgement is to be made

properly from judging aright. The point to notice here,

* Uestermarck, op.cit. p.3



42

though, is that within the boundaries imposed by these
demands, absolutely anyone will serve to be an arbiter
to such a dispute. This brings home the qualities of
uniqueness and universality which we nouw expect to be a
feature of objective judgements. Ue cannot aluays tell
from what our impartial judge says that he has judged as
he has for the proper reasons. But in cases which only
involve sensory inspection this is covered by his not being
disbarred from the ordinary use of his senses, and we can
discover whether he has teken account of what we think are
the relevant conditions for making the judgement properly
by asking him., We would not have asked a blind man to
arbitrate in a dispute over the colour of something, nor
a stupid one to arbitrate in a judgement of great complexity
or one which required special knowledge. But providing
our arbiter is competent to judge, and providing the
circumstances are such that judgement is really possible,
we can reasonably expect anyone who manages to avoid error
to be in a position to settle our dispute, and give the
one answer which is actually the correct one.

This being so, we might wish to call anyone not
peculiarly cdisbarred from making judgements of some sort
a standard judge with respect to that sort of judgement.
It is probable that we are nearly all standard judges
with respect to most types of judgement most of the time,
at least for non-specialist judgements about the physical
world. However, it might be thought that there is an
element of circularity in this whole approach to object-
ivity; for might we not define standard judges as those
who judge as the majority judge, and regard anyone who

judges differently as a person showing evidence of being

disbarred from proper judgement? It might seem that all
this is a way of re-introducing the notion that object-
ivity is to be equated with the majority view, But this
suspicion disappears when we also realise that we 2ll
lapse from time to time from the standards required for
objective judgement, and that it is possible for anyone,
inclusive of those forming the majority, to be wrong from
time to time., If I recognise that the majority might be

wrong in a case where I also might be wrong, I cannot be
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appealing to the dispsarity between my view and that of
the majority as a reason for my belief in my own fall-
ibility. 1In these circumstances, the possibility which

I recognise of my being in error must involve comparison
of my judgement to a standard which is independent of the
beliefs of any individuel, or group of individuels, even
if on occasion the group includes us all., This belief is
not incompatible with my believing also that most people's
judgements meet the standard needed for objectivity in
most cases. So the appeal to a single universal standard
of adequacy in judgements is not an appeal simply to the
majority view, It is an zppeal to a standard that is

independent but generally attasinable, which is not the

same thing at all.

Perhaps it seems that 2ll I have so far said about
conditions for the objectivity of judgements could also
be said about conditions for their truth, However, this
is far from being the case. A true judgement need not be
objective, and an objective judgement need not be true,
We can see the former quite easily by reminding ourselves
that a man may judge truly of some matter on quite in-
appropriate grounds, or on no grounds at all. 1In such
circumstances we would not say that his judgement was
objective, even if the conclusion he reached was the one
he would have reached if he had been objective in his
judgement., Even if our conception of truth were to be
taken as identical with the judgement arrived at by any-
one judging objectively (which it is not, as later argu-
ments will show) it would still not follow that if a

particular judgement were true, it was ipso facto

objective, For as we have seen, a judgement only counts
as objective when it is made with sufficient justification.
And 2 man may guess the truth with little or no just-
ification for his guess., Here I think it is quite obvious
that, in cases where we can speak of the truth, to speak
of being objective is to say something about the standards
for the attainment of truth, rather than about the truth

itself.
It is rather more complicated to show that a judgement

could be objective without being true, and this is best
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done by way of examples, Let us first of zll imagine

the case of a man who finds a rather nice, but dusty,
landscape painting in his deceased great aunt's sattic,
and wonders from the look of it whether it might be
valuable. It looks rather like a Constable, he thinks,
The painting is unsigned, but let us suppose that this

is no bar to its being authentic. Let us also suppose
thet there is no previous record of the painting's
existence, and no known evidence that Constable ever
painted such a picture, but egually there is no clear
reason for saying that he couldn't have painted it. So
evidence for the painting's probity will have to be
internal evidence from the picture itself. The owner

no doubt will take the painting to an art dealer, who
will have recourse to the art experts. 1In our imaginary
case, the experts are unanimous in their view that the
painting displays every sign characteristic of the best
of Constable's work, is not one of his son's imitations,
is certainly of the right age, shows no sign of being even
a contemporary forgery, and so on and so forth., In short,
the internal evidence for its being by Constable is over-
whelming.

Now here the experts are being what I would want to
call objective in their judgements. That is, they are
judging in a competent manner, with due regard for the
appropriate considerations affecting this sort of judge-
ment, and arriving at the conclusion that anyone with
sufficient knowledge and expertise would have to arrive
at too. In short, they have every reason for judging as
they do. And if they have every reason, and if also there
is enough evidence to warrant a judgement without reserv-
ations, they have sufficient jﬁstification for their
judgement.

(I make the experts unanimous in this case for
simplicity's sake, But lest it should be thought that
unanimity is a precondition of objectivity in such a
case, let me emphasise that if the experts were to dis-
agree, as experts often do, that would show one of two
things. £t£ither there was, as it happened, insufficient

evidence to warrant us in celling their judgements
objective, because on such slender evidence no-one is in




45

a proper position to judge in the full sense I have
given to the notion of objective judgement; or else
the disagreement would show that some at least of the
experts on this occasion were being less than competent,
and had failed to be objective in their judgements.
Since this is a difficult caese, the experts may all have
been trying to be objective, but failed to be. O0One of
the features associated with expertise is the capacity
to recognise how far one can judge on the basis of avail-
able evidence, and to go no farther than that, while at
the same time having a good capacity to extrapolate what
is likely to be the case from the evidence available, 1In
practice, disagreement among experts in this sort of case
is likely to be about the degree of assurance that they
will give to the judgement that the painting was by
Constable. Ex hypothesi, however, neither of these
factors plays @ part in my example, because there is no
disagreement among the experts; but the fact that dis-
agreements do occur in real life does not vitiate the
point behind the example.)

Yet are we to say, on the basis of the objective
judgement that the painting was by Constable, that the
statement 'this painting is by Constable' must be true?

Surely we would not telk of truth in a case like this
unless there was a rather different source of evidence
available, such as documentary proof that the painting
was by Constable, But equally, in the absence of such
proof, we do not want to deny that the experts' judge-
ments were objective., For if proof in some form were
suddenly to appear, that would not make the experts'
judgements any more objective than they had previously
been. Judgements do not become objective when they are
confirmed; they are perhaps shown to have been objective
to anyone who doubted it before. But the judgements
were objective all along, by virtue of the way in which
they were made,

The objection might be made: but coes not the fact
that the statement 'this pasinting is by Constable' is
true, play a crucial role in the objectivity of the

experts' judgements? Isn't it that their judgements




are objective only so long as the painting really is a

Constable, even if no-one knows it at the time? But
this objectiocn misses the point., The point is not
whether the judgement is in fact true (although in cases
where it is appropriate to talk of truth we can expect
objective judgements to turn out to be true); the point
is the matter of how the judgement has been made. Let
us stretch our example further and suppose that after the
experts have pronounced the painting to be a Constable,
incontrovertible evidence comes to light which proves that
the painting is really a masterly forgery, one so brill-
iantly executed that no expert could have detected it
from the painting itself, for the forgery was so good that
the painting is literally indistinguishable from a gen-
uine Constable., So the experts' judgements are wrong
after a8ll. Does it follow that they were not objective?
On the contrary. Their judgements would only lack ob-
jectivity if they were made in a way which would not
normally be sufficient to let them make the justified
claim that the painting was genuine, In other words, if
no competent judge could have avoided being misled in
such a case as this, -.the judgement he makes may well be
objective even though it is false, The idea that someone
might be wrong in his judgement, but that, if he made it
in the right way, with a proper concern for reaching the
truth, it is nevertheless an objective judgement, is
central to understanding the difference between truth
and objectivity., For if, as I have suggested, object-
ivity is a function of the making of judgements according
to @ standard of adequacy which counts as sufficient
justification for so judging, then there is no reason
why we should not spesk of judgements being objective
in areas where we should hesitate to speak of judgements
as being true or false — providing, of course, the
standard of adequacy does apply to judgements of that
kind.

Now if cases like the one above can occur, showing
that a judgement can sometimes be objective though false,

we might expect to find that this will not be an
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occasional occurrence but a regular feature of some
types of judgement where normal methods of judgement
regularly fail to lead to the truth. Such judgements
will form a small but significant sub-class of a larger
class of judgements where objective methods of judgement
are a guide to the truth. Among visual judgements, i.e,
judgements made entirely by looking and interpreting what
is seen, there is a significant group of objective but
false judgements, and this characteristic leads us to
call the subjects of those judgements illusions. (I use
the term as Austin used it, to refer to cases where what
we are inclined to say we see amounts to a mis-description
of what is reelly there, but without implying that we
must be fooled by what we encounter into believing that
it is really something that it is not.)* The point about
illusions is that they are not the result of lapses or
feilures on the part of the individual. They occur
through the failure of a particular method of judgement
to lead to the truth in special cases, while still being
a reliable guide to the truth as a rule,

The Mbller-Lyer Illusion provides a convenient

example of this.
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* See J.L.Austin, 'Sense and Sensibilia', OUP 18962, sect., 3
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When we look at the diagram without being put on our
guard by knowing in advance that there is something
unusual about it, our visuazl inspection leads us to judge
that one line is longer than the other, whereas the two
lines are really the same length, Notice that we are
naturally inclined to say that one line is longer than
the other, and not just that one line looks longer than
the other; for though the latter statement is true, uwe
should only say this if we had some reason to doubt that
how the diagram looks is a good indication of how things
really are., But we aluays need a special reason for having
doubts of this sort; and until we learn to recognise
cases like this as being in some way exceptionzl, uwe
shall go on saying that the lines are unequal in length
on account of the way they look. The point to notice is
that there is nothing unusual, and nothing subjective, in
such & response to seeing the diagram. If, distrusting
our own eyes or our own judgement, we were to enlist the
aid of standard judges, we should find that their judgement
coincicded with ours — unless, of course, they have some
doubt about the normality of the example, There is no
degree of heightened visual competence which will result
in seeing the diagram differently. 1In short, we see the
diagram as it is normal to see it, and we judge as it
would be normal to judge when we say that the lines are
different in length., Indeed, if this were not the case,
and if moreover there were not a strong tendency to see
the lines as unegquel even when we know that this is an
illusion specially designed to produce a misleading
judgement on our part, the illusion would not be psycho-
logically informative at all, and would find no place in
psychology textbooks. So here I want to say that the
judgement that the lines are different in length, though
false, is an objective judgement nevertheless,

The reason why the judgement is objective is quite
straightfoward., How things look is normally a sufficient
basis for saying how things really are in such cases, We -
must see the failure of our judgement to be true in this
particular case against the background of our regular

success in basiceally similar cases,
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But surely, it will be objected, the judgement in
question here cannot be objective, even if it is one that
people will all make unless they realise they are con-
fronting an illusion. For this judgement contradicts
another judgement, the judgement that the lines only
appear to be unequal but ere really the same length.

And this judgement is not only itself objective, but also
true. 1Its objectivity is established by the very processes
which lead us to recognise the visual illusion for what

it is.

In fact, though, the two judgements only contradict
one another in respect of their truth-claims about how
things really are. That does not mean that they cannot
both be objective, For objectivity, as I have argued,
is concerned with the manner in which a judgement is made,
and not with its truth or falsity simpliciter., 1If the

unsophisticated judgement that the lines are unequal in

length was properly made, it is objective., The more
sophisticated judgement does not vitiate this objectivity,
but modifies the value of the unsophisticated judgement
as an expression of the truth, showing that in some cases
at least there is a limitation on the utility of simple
visual inspection as a means to discovering how things
are, and confining its capacity to express the truth, in
this case, to the truth about how things appear to be.

We would of course have to discover the need for this
limitation on visual inspection as a means to the  truth
by some other objective method of judgement which we
believe to be more appropriate (because more accurate).
This is a perfectly reasonable procedure, however; for
the point of my argument here could be put by saying

that an objective method of judgement is not an infallible
method.

A further objection might be raised, in the follow-
ing terms: surely the claim that 'the lines are unegual
in length' is objective, must be wrong. For surely it is
ruled out by the condition imposed earlier in this
chapter, that a judgement is only objective if it is
made with sufficient justification. But how things look

is not in this case a sufficient justification for saying
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how things are, since how the lines look is not how they
are, The only cases where such justification could be
sufficient would be cases where things actually are the
way they look to be. And this goes to show that objective
judgements, as I have described them, really are dependent
on truth, since only in cases where the judgement is true
will the justification turn out to have been sufficient.
However, we cansee a way past this objection if we turn
for a moment from the logical features of 'sufficient' to
the epistemological features of 'justification'.

As we have already seen, we are only entitled to call
a judgement a justified one if it is made with good reason
according to some acceptable method of judging. And in
a sense, as we have seen, the question of the truth of
the judgement is irrelevant here, since a wild guess may
be true but is by definition unjustified as a judgement.
Now a method of judging cannot be a method if it can apply
only to a single case of judgement (although no doubt
there are instances of a single judgement becoming a
paradigm case for some reason, and so establishing a
method of judgement for similar cases). I judge, for
instance, that the psaper on which these words are written
is white. That judgement is grounded on an inference
from its present appearance to me., But it could not be
so grounded if every fresh appearance of a sensation of
whiteness required a fresh sort of justification for my
being able to judge that here is something white. This
being so, we can always expect there to be cases where
the justification will not ensure true judgement, since
the justification will aluays be a general one, but the
question of whether the truth-conditions for the judge-
ment are fulfilled will be pafticular to each separate
judgement, Furthermore, it will make no difference if
we start to write qualifications into our method of
judgement, saying, for example, that the method only holds
good in certain lighting conditions, and so forth. To an
extent we have to do this anyway, insofar as each of the
general types of judgement I spoke of earlier needs us to
take account of the conditions for judgement so as to be

sure they are such that the judgement mey be made properly.
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Obviously, the set of conditions for objective judgement
is capable of refinement and sophistication.. But the
method will cease to be a method (as well as‘becoming too
unwieldy to be usable) if we write into it so many quali-
fications that it finally becomes the disjunction of the
particular truth-conditions of all the judgements to which
it could ever be applied. (And there will be infinitely
many such judgements.) Thus the notion of a sufficient
justification could never be one which would result in
every judgement to which it applied being true. It could
only be the sort of justification which was more capable
of resulting in true judgements (where it is appropriate
to speak of truth) than any other sort of justification
which a standard judge has available. Ue shall see in a
later chapter that this is rather a clumsy way of putting
the matter, but I think it will do to meet the present
objection. The notion of sufficient justification was
introduced to express the idea of a unique and universal
standard of correct ways of judging. It was not a require-
ment of that notion that such judgements should always be
true. It is enough if these methods of judgement are
appropriate as ways of getting at the truth., It will be
apparent that such methods cannot as a rule lead us
astray and still be appropriate methods for reaching the
truth. And this is another reason why objective judge-
ment is so readily confused with true judgements, and
especially with true empirical judgements, where the
procedures appropriate for reaching the truth are so
readily understood and applied, and are so regularly
successful. Objective judgements will normally turn out
to be true ones, and judging with sufficient justification
will normally result in our reaching the truth. But the
fact that we do not always succeed is no bar to our
having faith in our methods, providing our methods are
normally adequate.

So far in this chapter, my main concern has been to
indicate that objectivity and truth are distinct, as a
preliminary to showing that the real basis for the ob-
jectivity of judgements lies elsewhere than in their truth,

and in order to free objectivity from being too closely
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associated with true empirical judgements. Thus I have
argued that to call a judgement objective is to say that
it conforms to a unique and universal standard of proper
judgement, which will normally lead to the truth uwhere
truth is attainable; but that this is by no means the
same as saying that objectivity is equivalent to truth,
or that the objectivity of a judgement follous from that
judgement's truth., The matter might be summarised by
saying that objectivity is the general guarantee of a
judgement's fitness to express the way things are, whereas
the claim that a judgement is true is the indication that
a judgement has succeeded in doing this in the case to
which it actually relates.

Having made this distinction, however, I cannot leave
so important a topic without saying something more about
the relationship between the two concepts I have been at
pains to separate. This is all the more important since
my eventual concern will be with the question of the ob-
jectivity of moral judgements, where the applicability of
the terms 'true' and 'false' is felt to be problematic.
Later in this thesis, when our attention is focussed on
moral judgements, it will be possible to indicate those
types of moral judgement which might without impropriety
be described as true., Here, though, the discussion will
be more general. '

The gap which I have been exposing between objective
judgements and true ones helps to point up just how
demanding is the conception of truth that we have., For
a judgement to be true, it is not enough that it should
be believed, even by everybody. It is not enough even
that we should have good reasons for believing what we
do. For no good reason will ever amount to a logically
sufficient reason, at least in connection with synthetic
judgements, since the truth of a synthetic judgement could
alvays be otherwise than it is, and therefore always other
than the evidence suggests that it is, no matter how
strongly suggestive the evidence may be., To be true, a
judgement must actually succeed in expressing the way
things really are. Now it might be wondered whether such

a conception of truth is even feasible, since it seems to
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require us to transcend the limits of our sensibility.
Yet I think that there is this requirement in our con-
ception of truth, and properly so. For truth represents
an absolute or final standard against which our judge-
ments can be assessed, Truth is, so to speak, a limiting
concept, It is evident that without some conception of
truth there would be no reason for treating an objective
judgement as outweighing a subjective one, or believing
that a judgement made without justification is in general
less satisfactory than a judgement made with justification,
since it is as a general means to reaching the truth that
reasons for judging become warranted as reasons. Yet
without a conception of truth which transcends the poss-
ibility that our judgements will give complete expression
to its content, we should be left with a picture of ob-
jective judgement which I have already shown to be unsatis-
factory., For if the truth were finally attainable by
means of objective judgement, then a judgement made with
sufficient justification would in every case have to result
in something which we not only believed to be true, but
which we would also have to regard as incorrigible, Our
notions of truth and of objectivity would then be reduced
to a notion of something identical in its outcome but
also something which could not be altered or amended in
the light of further observations or further considerations
of other sorts. This, however, is far from being the case.
This static model of objectivity and truth, which
would make it impossible to distinguish between the truth
itself and what we believe to be true for good reasons,
has affinities with outmoded inductivist methodologies of
science in which human knowledge was seen as a body of
confirmed truths which grows by gradual accretion. It
also corresponds with more recent conceptions of science
which take from Logic the model of an axiomatised and
fully deductive system of thought in which the truth
would find its final expression, although the finality
of such truth would only be finality-within-the-system. ,
Both these views of the nature of scientific truth have

been attacked by Popper*, whose theory of scientific

* K.Popper, 'The Logic of Scientific Discovery' in
'‘Conjectures and Refutations', Routledge, 1963
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method emphasises falsifiability rather than verifiasbility
as the criterion of being a genuine scientific hypothesis,
Kuhn*, approaching the issue from the standpoint of the
History of Science, has also argued against the notion of
final truth being attainable by science, although he
suggests a sense in which science can be said to progress
because the process of replacing theories with other ones
is, he argues, irreversible.*¥* I am not entirely con-
vinced by Kuhn's argument at this pocint; however, we do
not need to decide whether, or in what sense, science can
be said to approach any sort of ultimate truth. I have
only mentioned these attacks on theories of science which
represent science as capable of expressing truth in some
absolute form because the attacks lend some support to my
contention that we must see our beliefs about what is
true, however objective our judgements, as corrigible in
the last resort. And this corrigibility can be represented
as a process of interaction between the methods of judging
which we can regard as justified end the well-founded
beliefs that we actuelly hold; thst is, as a process of
mutual reinforcement and correction between objectivity
and the truth-as-ue-believe-it-to-be. The alternative,
which is to conflate objectivity and truth, belies the
conception of truth that we actually have, as well as
showing a misunderstanding of the concept of objectivity.
A simple example of the interaction between truth and
objectivity is aveilable if we return to consideration of
our judgements about the MUller-Lyer diagram, It will be
remembered that our (unsophisticated) judgement was that
the lines are really of different lengths; but I argued
that although this judgement is false, yet because that wvay
of seeing the diagram is the normel way to see it (whether
or not we recognise the illusion for what it is), our
judgement that the lines are unequal in length (because
they look unequal) is objective. TIf objectivity 2luays

led to the truth, we should be forced to conclude here

* T.S.Kuhn 'The Structure of Scientific Revolutions' (2nd
edition 1870) Chicago.

*¥* op.cit. especially pp.205-207
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that the lines really were unegual in length, even though
this judgement can be modified by other, equally proper
and objective, but more precise, methods of determination,
such as measuring the lines with the aid of a ruler. So,
as we have already noted, the fact that we judge object-
ively does not here guarantee that our judgement has
enabled us to reach the truth. Indeed, in this case, the
idea that objectivity invariably leads to the truth would
be absurd, once we notice that in correcting one judge-
ment by another we are employing what is in a crucial
respect the same method of judgement., For in order to
discover that the lines really are the same length, we
are required to note that the lines on the cdiagram are
both exactly the same length as the distance from the

end of the ruler to one particular point on its length.
And we cannot do thet without employing the principle
that looking the same length is sufficient grounds for
really being the same length, the very principle that
this example throws open to doubt.

In discovering this, we continue to accept the
general method of judgement of length by eye, not only
because of its utility &s a means to the truth in other
cases, but a2lso because here it serves as the means to
correct the conclusion reached by the originel observation
of the diagram, and so indicates a limitation on the
applicability of the general method of judging by this
sort of appearance. Yet we must also employ the method
in order to recognise its limitations. The method which
here resulted in the error is also the method by which
the error is rectified and our conception of what is
true enhanced. Here, then, an objective method of
judgement first fails to reach the truth, then increases
our grasp of the truth; and that in turn modifies our
view of the utility of objective methods of judgement in
certain cases, None of this would be possible, however,
if objectivity and truth were identical,

A more general, and richer, example of this inter-
action is provided by examples like the belief, once
widely held, that the Earth is flat. Although we regard

this belief as a false one, and are right to do so, we




cannot merely dismiss it as a vulgar superstition or a

silly error. There is, after all, a good deal of
straightfoward evidence to support the hypothesis that
the Earth is flat and to contradict the suggestion that
its surface is curved. To start with, the surface of

the Earth looks flat, and we need reasons to suppose that
how it looks is not a good guide to how it really is.
True, ships seem to disappear below the horizon in a way
that makes perfect sense if we believe the surface of the
Earth to be curved, and Copernicus for one thought this
to be a highly significant example in the context of his
theory.* But since water finds its own level, and the
sea is not in constant retreat over the horizon, it seems
Just as sensible to postulate that how things look fails
to be a guide to the truth in cases of distant vision

(as with ships on the horizon) rather than in cases where
we can observe with accuracy (as with experiments to show
that water finds its own level).

We no longer believe that the Earth is flat. This
shows that a quantity of straightfoward evidence, object-
ively arrived at, does not suffice to establish the truth
once and for all. Yet at the same time, our idea that
the look of our surroundings is in general a good and
indeed normelly sufficient guide to their real properties
has not changed. Rather, what was formerly regarded as
an aberrant type of judgement, the well-attested observ-
ation of ships seeming to sink over the horizon, has had
its inherent objectivity vindicated by the explanatory
power of a new hypothesis. Thus the objectivity of
appearance-judgements as sufficient grounds for saying houw
things are has undergone change and enhancement, becoming
limited in one case but being bonfirmed in another; but
it has not in any sense been generally weakened. 0n the
other hand, our ideas about the Earth's true shape have

been radically altered.

* For an interesting discussion of whether or not this is
a crucizsl test of Copernicus' theory, see I.M.Copi's

'Introduction to Logic' (4th edition) Macmillan pp. 449-
452,
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The foregoing examples might suggest that the
types of objective judgement we can make ere permanently
fixed, and that only modifications to the range of their
application can occur. It might not seem 2s if an entire
method of judgement, once regarded as objective, might
become suspect. Certainly, we would not expect there to
be more than minor modifications to the range of objective
judgements we can make based on observation slone, unless
there were to be some radical change in our senses, and
hence in the kind of creatures we are. (I shall have
more to say about this in the next chapter.) Houwever,
the more closely a method of objective judgement involves
belief in a particular causal hypothesis, the more vul-
nerable it is to the loss of its claim to objectivity if
the hypothesis loses credibility. In a culture possessing
very different ways of looking at the world from our own,
the notion of & cause is sometimes closely allied to that
of a magical influence in some cases which are felt to be
in some way special. Ffor example, the idea that casting
a spell on somebody causes him harm may be commonly held.
Thus the judgement 'he died because a spell was cast on
him' might count as objective within & certain culture,
not only because it is widely believed, but because an
elaborate and elegant structure of reasons may exist for
the belief and, when applied consistently, may amount to
a theory with a high degree of predictive accuracy and
explanatory power. UWe should regard judgements made on
the basis of this theory as sufficiently justified when,
from within that culture, the reasons for those judgements
are recognised as unique and universal, so that they
indicate not only how people within that culture do in
fact judge, but how they would regard it as proper to
judge. This would require judgements like 'when a spell
is cast on X, X falls sick' to normally be true; and
when such a judgement fails to be true, there would have
to be reasons available within the terms of the theory to
account for this. Provided such a theory could be clearly
enough stated, we might imagine it standing up well to
the tests a Western scientist would devise to test its

validity. And there seems to be a certain amount of
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anthropological evidence for the existence of such causal
beliefs among primitive peoples, beliefs which for them
have the status of objective principles.* Here I am not
concerned with what, if any, causal explanation of such
occurrences can be given in terms that we would find
acceptable. It will be enough that the judgements of the
primitive people are objective according to the basic
criteria of objectivity established in this chapter, and
that their account of what actually happens and why comes
as close to the truth of things as they can manage. The
significant point is that under the influence of Western
scientific culture, such a view tends to decline, and as
it does so it loses its claim to objectivity. Belief in
the spiritual or magical nature of causation comes to be
seen as having less predictive and explanatory power in
general than belief in physical causation. The consequence
is a radical shift in the primitive culture as to what
counts as an objective judgement about why things happen
as they do, and indeed about what is happening, because
the reasons underlying the judgement are no longer seen
as sufficient in every, or almost every, case., This
account is no doubt over-simplified; but it serves to
illustrate the possi&ih&&z that a method of judgement

can cease to qualify as, in the course of cross-cultural
change. The same might be true as a result of historical
change too, though changes are liable to be much less
marked, But if this argument is correct, it suggests
that our beliefs in what methods of judgement are ob-
jective need not be any more rigid than our beliefs about
what is true.

The foregoing arguments are intended to illustrate
the mutability of what we think is the truth at any time,
and suggest that what counts as an objective method of
judgement both affects and is affected by it. A number
of serious philosophical issues about the nature of ex-
planation are involved at this point, but they are not

*¥ for vivid accounts of such beliefs, see M,Mead 'Sex
and Temperament in Three Primitive Societies' (Routledge
1977) and Aubrey Menen 'The Prevalence of Witches'
(Chatto & Windus 1970)
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cdirectly relevant to my argument, which aimed to show

only that in any particular case the question of whether
something is true and the question of whether a judge-
ment made about it is objective are two separate issues,
even though in many cases the answer given to one guestion
will have a bearing on the other. One consideration which
I cannot overlook, however, is the possibility that the
view of truth which I have been putting foward in this
chapter makes it impossible for us to say (as we do) that
we really know something to be true. But nothing I have
said need lead us to this conclusion. Ffor that would be
to confuse knowledge with absolute certainty.,

Obviously, we often do know that something is true,
and know it in such a way that doubt becomes an unreal
option. When, for example, I return in the evening to
my house, enter this room and sit at the desk I am now
sitting at, it seems unrealistic to doubt that the desk
I am sitting at is my desk. Now it seems that here I am
saying that what I see, feel, etc., combined with my
ordinary belief in the accuracy of my recollections of
my usual surroundings and in the stability of the material
world and its contents entails the certain truth of this
judgement, if anything is certain., In this case it seems
absurd to suggest that the truth is unattainable. But,
as Wittgenstein has pointed out, "Here the form 'I thought
I kneu' is being overlooked".* My feeling of certainty
here is due to the fact that I cannot in the normal course
of things conceive of any observation I could make, or
any modification of the types of justification for my
judgements which could come to be accepted, that would
lead to my revising my judgement that this is indeed my
desk, the very one I was sitting at yesterday. (I am,
of course, setting aside the possibility that someone
has secretly exchanged my desk for another just like it.
Though this is possible, it is not the sort of doubt I
am thinking of here.) The fact that something is incon-
ceivable in practice does not make it impossible in
principle. However, since there is a corpus of ways of

making judgements which is so intimately bound up with

* L. Wittgenstein, 'On Certainty', ss,21
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the type of creatures that we are and our entire under-
standing of the type of world we inhabit that there is
no significant possibility of a change in what will count
for us as an adequate method of judging, we would expect
that the idea of what counts as judging objectively here,
and hence of what is true, to remain constant. Thus we
can speak with assurance of knowing the truth in this and
very many similar cases, This is still the-truth-as-uwe-
believe-it-to-be, though, and not necessary truth. The
possibility that we might be mistaken always remains,
however far in the background, even though so radical a
reappraisal of the grounds we have for almost every judge-
ment we make about the world is not to be expected. Yet
if the possibility remains, we must resist the temptation
to elevate what is for us inconceivable to the level of a
logical impossibility, and treat that as a general prin-
ciple. If we do, we will have to accept that nothing
that counts for us as an objective method of judgement
could possibly be revised or superseded. And we would
hardly wish to admit that, for the reasons which have been
set out in this chapter.

So far I have discussed both the distinction and
the interaction between objectivity and truth mainly in
terms of empirical judgements, where the need to make the
distinction is greatest because the two concepts are at
their closest., However, the original reason for making
this distinction was to discredit the argument that moral
judgements could not be objective because there are no
such things as moral truths. That argument has certainly
been weakened by what I have said so far, because the
non-identity of truth and objectivity makes it impossible
to assert that merely because we do not call moral judge-
ments true we can infer that moral judgements are not ob-
jective. However, my analysis so far has maintained that
there is a relationship between objectivity and truth,
even if it is not one of identity or equivalence. Without
the involvement of the concept of truth in moral judge-
ments, could we nevertheless talk about there being
moral objectivity? I believe that we could do this if

we needed to, although it would have the consequence of
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making us treat moral thought as something which is in
a very early stage of its evolution.

In Chapter One, I argued against the suggestion
implied at one point by Westermarck that either the truth
or the objectivity of a judgement requires the existence
of something real in virtue of which the judgement is
true or objective as the case may be. Now the danger in
refusing to adopt a Realist position is that the only
alternative would seem to be some kind of Conventionalism,
This would reduce objectivity to a consensus notion, by
suggesting that people are free to adopt whatever method
of judgement they like and just call it objective because
it is widely held. But this in turn would rob objectivity
of its significance, by removing the requirement that
anyone has to judge in any particular way because not to
do so would be erroneous or irrational. A very similar
problem arises in the Philosophy of Mathematics, where the
dilemma is between Platonism and Constructivism (which is
one form of Conventionalism)., The Platonist holds that
mathematical truths are truths in virtue of the real
relations that exist between mathematical objects; while
the Constructivist, unconvinced by references to such
real objects or to the real relations that. are supposed
to hold between them, maintains instead that mathematical
truths are no more than truths by convention, and admits
the possibility that we might abandon our existing con-
ventions in favour of others — conventions, say, which
prove more useful in the light of experience, There is
no need to dwell here on the difficulties inherent in
both these positions. We need only note that in response
to them some philosophers of mathematics have sought a
middle way by arguing for a view of mathematical necessity
based on meaning. Michael Dummett, for example, has
suggested that the meanings which mathematical terms have
acquired impose assertability-conditions on us in our
calculations, and so make us recognise the necessity of
mathematical proofs as they come to be discovered. He
writes: "We ought to interpose between the Platonist
and the Constructivist picture an intermediate picture,

say of objects springing into being in response to our




probing. We do not make the objects but must accept
them as we find them (this corresponds to the proof
imposing itself on us); but they were not already there
for our statements to be true or false of before we
carried out the investigations which brought them into

being. This of course is intended only as a picture..."*

The great advantage of basing necessity on meaning
is that meaning is not determined by individuals deciding
what something shall mean, but nor is it determined by the
truth of anything independent of human thought. It is
thus in a sense conventional, but the conventions cannot
be regarded as arbitrary, and are not subject to arbitrary
change. As will be apparent from the later development
of this thesis, I have considerable sympathy with the
general notion of meaning providing a non-Realist but
also non-arbitrary basis for judgement, although I sus-
pect that Dummett is wrong if he is supposing that
assertability-conditions could entirely replace truth-
conditions in mathematics. The value of assertability-
conditions is that they would allow mathematics to get
started, and so begin to generate conclusions which we
can then recognise as mathematical truths., These truths
do not make the axioms and principles of inference by
which we arrived at them valid, but in the light of these
truths we can see that they are. The axioms and principles
thus provide justified methods of judgement, and the
truths provide a standard against which the results of
subsequent acts of judgement by these methods will stand
or fall. The objectivity of mathematical proof will
then be assured as a route to truth and itself capable
of modification and limitation in the light of the truth.
(It seems to me that a greater awareness of the interplay
between objectivity and truth would make the development
of this aspect of the Philosophy of Mathematics rather

easier.)

A similar account could be given of the relationship

* 'WUittgenstein's Philosophy of Mathematics' in 'Witt-
genstein: the Philosophical Investigations' ed. G.
Pitcher, Macmillan 1968, p.447



between truth and objectivity in Ethics, but only

- provided that we are prepared to regerd Ethics as an

as yet underdeveloped field of knowledge, and in that
respect different from mathematics. Then a truth-free
but objective Ethics would be conceivable if we were to
regard the objectivity of moral judgement as still firmly
entrenched in assertability-conditions derived from the
meanings of the terms employed in making such judgements.
For morality might not, or might not yet, have generated
a body of truths sufficiently clear, or sufficiently

well recognised as truths, for them to be available to
act as an independent check on the justifications we

have for judging objectively, so as to show up that
objectivity clearly for what it is, and so as to allow

us to modify or 1limit those objective methods of judge-
ment in the way I have described in connection with
empirical judgements., Mathematics, on the other hand,
has clearly progressed to this stage in its development,
And that might explain why we easily accept the idea that
there are mathematical truths, but are far less willing to
speak of there being any moral truths. So, if it is felt
that talk of objectivity is impossible except in circum-

stances where talk of truth is not ruled out, we could

still talk of moral objectivity as long as we treat
morality as a field of knowledge which is at an epist-
emically primitive stage of its development.

However, though we could continue to link the idea
of moral objectivity to the possibility of coming to
discover moral truths, eventually, in this way, there is
no real need to do that, just because there is no real
need to regard objectivity as inevitably linked to truth,
providing only that we can link it to some analogue of
truth which performs the same function of being that to
which objective moral judgements would provide a route,
We are likely to go on linking objectivity to truth itself
just as long as we treat empirical judgement, not as a
clear example of a type of judgement capable of being
objective, but as the only type of judgement which could
possibly admit of objectivity. There is undoubtedly a
connection between truth and the objectivity of empirical
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judgements, just because the expression of the truth is
the whole point of making empirical judgements, so that,
whatever the relationship between truth and objectivity
here, truth must be the end that objectivity serves.,

That was what was meant earlier by describing objectivity
as the means to the truth in cases where it is appropriate
to speak of there being truth., But if we turn our attent-
ion to non-empirical judgements, it becomes obvious that
the point of these judgements is not to express how things
are at all, but to express how things are properly to be
related to one another, or conceived of, or understood, or
done. And there the possibility of there being sufficiently
justified methods of judgement (and thus objective judge- -
ment) will have its point in the idea that there could be
an appropriate notion of rightness or correctness which
applies to such judgements. 1In calling a mathematical
calculation correct or saying that a decision about houw

to act has been made aright, we are not of course implying
the existence of anything independent of human thought in
virtue of which rightness or correctness can be attributed
to these judgements., But neither are we implying that to
judge aright or to calculate correctly is simply a matter
of following an arbitrary rule or adopting a merely con-
ventional method of judgement., Rightness and correctness
imply the existence of a standard which has to be met as
well as a method which has to be followed. So in morals,
for instance, we could imagine objective methods of judge-
ment normally (but perhaps not always) leading to the
making of judgements which were actually right. The
knowledge so gained might then sometimes lead us to mod-
ify or recognise limitations on some of our methods of
moral judgement. And here we have an analogue of the
interaction between objectivity and truth which we found
among empirical judgements.

If this view is substantially correct, then we need
not link the possibility of moral objectivity with the
need for there to be any moral truths at all; and we can
explore the possibility of moral objectivity without being
bound to feel that moral knowledge must be something crude

and underdeveloped in comparison with other forms of know-
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ledge. There are, I remarked earlier, areas of morality
where it is not altogether inappropriate to think of
there being truth, because there 'truth' is being used
rather loosely to indicate the uncompromising presence
of what is really truth's analogue in moral matters,
right judgement. Thus, for example, I do not think it
is wholly misleading to say that 'the relief of human
suffering is good' is true; although it is misleading
to say this if it suggests that a judgement of this sort
is true in the way that empirical judgements are true,
so that it could be disproved by showing that it could
not be empirically verified., But the fact that a moral
judgement cannot be empirically verified does not mean
that a man cannot have any justification for so judging,

or that the justification might not count as sufficient

justification, making the judgement an objective one.

It might be felt that to call any moral judgement true
would be to employ the concept of truth improperly. But mow
this is a matter of minor importance, Ffor if we want to
say that the only synthetic judgements which can be called
true are those where empirical verification is available,
we can also say that such empirical truth is only one of
the ends that objectivity is a means to. This being so,
we are not disbarred from claiming that moral judgements
might be objective even where we cannot, or do not, refer
to such judgements as true, And this is a reflection of
the different roles that the concepts of truth and ob-

jectivity play in our thinking.
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CHAPTER THREE

JUDGEMENTS ABOUT COLOURS

So far we have looked, in general terms, at some
of the confusions which have traditionally surrounded
the concept of objectivity, and in the process gained
some insight into the conditions a judgement must sat-
isfy if it is to count as objectivé. In this chapter 1
shall concentrate on one particular type of judgement
which is capable of being made objectively, and discuss
in some detail the conditions which do in fact make such
judgements objective. I mentioned in Chapter One that
the objectivity of judgements is no less in need of
explanation when those judgements are empirical ones than
when the judgements in question belong to a category where
objectivity is philosophically contentious. Partly for
that reason, I shall concentrate on judgements about
colours. Colour judgements have traditionally been taken
to be a prime example of judgements which describe the
individual's own experiences., Equally, though, they are
obviously capable of referring to objective features of
the material world, however much traditional epistemologists
may have doubted whether this could really be so. Colours
may also be taken as representative of sensible qualities
in general, because the problem of the status of colour
judgements is the same in essence as that about any other
sensible quality which may be predicated of public objects,
and either predicated correctly or incorrectly.

In describing how we do in fact make objective
judgements about colour, I am not of course arguing that just
because this is how we do judge, this is how we are just-
ified in judging. The descriptive process has some value
in its own right, since it will lead us to notice dis-
tinctions which traditional accounts of the basis of
knowledge often overlook, and reminds us of a point made
in Chapter Two, that an objective judgement need not refer
to the way things actually are, but that appearances can
be objective too. However, the purpose of the description

runs deeper than that., For in order to begin to explain
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why the way that people generally do judge is the way

in which it is right to judge, we must begin to loosen

the grip of a number of patterns of thought which main-
tain a seductive hold on the way we approach this question.
And one of these is the notion that we could describe our
individual experiences in terms that do not extend beyond
the experiences thehselves. A closer examination of the
way in which we actually do make judgéments helps to free
us from the grip of such an idea. That idea is one aspect
of the pervasive belief that the individual's experiences
are not only the source or starting-point of our knowledge,
but must also be the logical basis of it. This chapter
and the next two chapters will expose the real basis for

objective judgement by undermining this view altogether.

To talk about the colour of an object is to say
something about one aspect of its appearance. Indeed, a
sensation of colour has often been regarded as a prime
example of a pure phenomenal occurrence, and consequently
discussion of colour has figured largely in subjectivist
and phenomenological theories of knowledge. However, the
concept of colour which we ordinarily employ is not that
of sensible qualities which impinge immediately on our
consciousness, but of relatively persisting features of
public objects available to our sense of vision only
under certain conditions, the most obvious of which is,
of course, the presence of light., This is not to deny
that there are such things as coloured hallucinations,
dreams, after-images and the like, to which there need
be no corresponding objects., But it is/to deny that
when we think of colour, we think primarily of those
experiences, rather than the experiences associated with
seeing coloured external objects. There are good reasons
for this being so, connected with what it means to possess
colour concepts, and later I shall examine this point at
some length, when it becomes central to my argument. For
present purposes, however, we need only notice how we do
treat colours as properties of public objects, and not
personal experiences only, as we do pains. (It is inter-
esting to note that Aldous Huxley became extremely conscious

of this fact under the influence of mescalin. The intense




68

colours he experienced were intensely of objects. The
experiences of colour when he shut his eyes were, in
contrast, "curiously unrewarding". The idea, then, that
interfering with normal perception is likely to detatch
properties such as colours from their conventional mat-
erial associations, was not what he found.*)

Now because colours are ordinarily regarded as ob-
jective properties of things in the external world, ue
find it natural to talk about the colour a particulear
thing, or part of a thing, is. Ue recdgnise that the
thing in question — a yellow book, for instance — may
present a different appearance with respect to its colour
if the conditions of lighting change sufficiently, but we
also recognise that its colour has not really changed, and
part of the business of assessing what colour a thing is
depends on taking into account the lighting conditions
obtaining at the time of observation., To simplify matters
somewhat, we can say that the colour of an object is
available to our eyes when and only when the light is
good. As a rule, what counts as good light is strong but
diffused daylight. There is, to be sure, a certain amount
of latitude in this requirement, simply because many sorts
of natural lighting conditions and some artificial light-
ing conditions do not differ very much from strong diffused
daylight so far as the identification of colours goes. At
least, these conditions are similar enough not to inter-
fere with the fairly broad range of hues covered by the
most commonly-used colour words. Roughly speaking, then,
the yellow book that I bought at the open-air market stall
still looks yellow when I pick it up to read by artificial
light in the evening. It will not, however, look guite
the same shade of yellow that it did earlier; and if I
look at the book in very intense yellow light (either
natural or artificial) it will seem whiter in hue than it
really is, whilst in very dim light such colour as the
book then shows will be different again. So in order to
speak of the colour (the real colour) of an object such as
a book, account must be taken of the state of the light. .
I shall call those conditions of the light in which an

* see 'The Doors of Perception' (Penguin, 1959) pp.30-38
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object presents its real colour, standard conditions of
observation, or standard conditions for short. I do not
mean to suggest that the state of the light is by any
means the only impersonal factor that can affect colour
judgement., Obviously, the object being viewed must be
neither too far from one's eyes for its colour to be dis-
tinct, nor too close to them for the light to be able to
fall on it adequately., Some conditions for accurate
colour observation are quite recondite., For example, it
has been pointed out to me that in painting colour effects
always depend to some extent on the relation between
juxtaposed pigments, so that an area of paint mixed from
equal quantities of black and white medium looks distinctly
grey when surrounded with a black border, but distinctly
blue when surrounded with an orange border painted over
the black.* The ordinary person is not aware of this, any
more than the person who does not recognise the Mlller-
Lyer diagram as presenting an illusion is aware that the
lines in the diagram are realiy the same length, So it
may be very difficult to pin down the precise real colour
of something in many cases. However, this does not prove,
as has sometimes been suggested, that there is no such
thing as seeing the real colour of something. It only
shows that the conditions in which this can be said to
be possible can be stated with more and more precision.
And this in turn would not be possible unless those
conditions constituted part of the rules for correct
judgement, which we have seen it is the function of
objective methods of judgement to embody. There is no
reason why we should not say, within a tolerable degree
of accuracy, that those conditions will constitute the
conditions under which the colours we see are the real
colours of things.

As a rule, then, we would say in ordinary life that
if I place an object a suiteble distance from my eyes
and look at it in ordinarily good light, then I can see
what colour it really is. Now this involves another type

of assumption on my part, the assumption that my colour

* I am indebted to Fred Cuming R.A. for this example
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vision is not defective. One discovers if one's colour
vision is defective by directly or indirectiy comparing
one's own powers of colour discrimination with that of
other people., Thus a colour-blind person is one who,
basically, cannot make the colour discriminations betueen
red and green that ordinary people can make., Certain
drugs and illnesses can also affect colour vision, but
here the patient can usually discover the effects for
himself by realising that objects which he knouws to be
certain colours now appear different in standard conditions.
Most people are said to have minor peculiarities of colour
discrimination at one point or another in the visible
spectrum, but these differences usually cause no problems,
because the commoner colour words all cover a broad enough
section of the spectrum to mask them. So, in line with
the definition of a standard judge offered in Chapter Tuwo,
we might say that a standard colour-judge will be one who
makes the same colour discriminations that anyone else
could make. Probably few of us are actually standard
colour-judges over the whole range of the spectrum, but
probably most of us are over most of it; and the notion
of a standard colour-judge, though imprecise, seems
straightfoward enough.

My account, therefore, of the way in which we
ordinarily talk abobt the real colours of things amounts
to this: we have a notion of objects being certain colours
as well as looking certain colours; and the colours that
objects are are the colours they look when seen by stan-
dard judges in standard conditions of observation. So when
I say that the daffodils outside the window are yellow,
what I am saying amounts to the claim that the daffodils
look yellow to me, and that because I am a standard judge
and these are standard conditions of observation, I am
entitled to assert that yellow is the real colour of the
daffodils. The connection here with the objectivity of
colour judgements is an obvious one. For here I am point-
ing to features about my judgement that justify me in
saying what I do about the daffodils themselves, as opposed
to my or anyone else's impression of them. Anyone who

judges differently from me here is in error unless he can
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show that my beliefs about the current conditions of
observation and/or my status as a standard judge are
mistaken,*

0f course, my judgement about the colour of the daff-
odils is, if I am correct about myself and the conditions,
not only objective but also true. This should hardly
surprise us; for the judgement is an empirical one, and
as we saw in Chapter Two, objectivity is the route to the
truth in such cases,

(All this might well seem philosophically uncon-
tentious, even banal; but it can lead to the espousal
of a particular theory about the meaning of statements
about colour which we must be on our guard against., I
am not saying here that the meaning of 'X is red' is 'X
looks red to standard observers in standard conditions
of observation', If '...is red!' were to be defined by
reference to '...looks red to...', I should be guilty of
two related errors, First, I should be covertly embracing
a consensus view of correct judgement; second, I should
have to explain how looking red could be understood with-
out reference to being red, although knowing what it is
for something to look red presupposes knowing what it is
for something to be red. I am not, then, defining '...is
red' in terms of how things happen to look to certain
people in certain conditions. But it is obvious that a
perceptual concept like redness cannot be understood at
all without reference to some appearances of things as red;
and as it happens the distinction between being and seeming
is drawn, in this and many other cases, in line with what
standard judges do say in standard conditions of obser-
vation. My pointing out that this is so is not to be
mistaken for an argument to that effect. The question of
why standard judges are justified in judging as they do
will be dealt with later on.)

In addition to talking about the colours things are,
we may of course talk about the colours things look. How
things look depends not only on the colours the things are

* unless the case is a borderline one, when the dis-
agreement may be apparent rather than real. See my
'Vagueness and Colour Predicates' (Mind 1972) pp. 576-7
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but 2lso on the conditions under which we come to ob-
serve them. Now if the justification for making an
objective judgement about the colour something is de-
pends on the claim that one is a standard judge judging

in standard conditions, it is equally the case that the
judgement that something looks a certain colour can be

an objective judgement as long as it also makes reference
to standards of this sort. For my claim about the colour
something looks simpliciter is not only a claim about the
colour it looks to me. It is the claim that any person

who qualifies as a standard observer and who is in the

same, or roughly the same, situation as myself in relation
to the object in question will see the object as looking
the same colour as it looks to me. It is often supposed

that there is something necessarily subjective about any

appearance-statement, but this is not the case. The
apparent colour of things changes in a consistent way
according to changes in the strength and quality of the
light, the relative distance of the object from the ob-
server, and the medium through which viewing takes place,
Thus reds change to look like browns as the light becomes
weaker, mountains appear bluer in the distance than they
do close to, and smoke, mist, glass and the philosopher's
coloured spectacles all produce variastions in perceived
colour which are consistent and predictable. There are
very many such deviations from standard conditions of
observation which we are all accustomed to, and which
lead us to talk of the apparent colours of things in
those conditions rather than about the colours things
actually are. So it is still perfectly possible to speak
of the proper colour that a thing of a particular sort
should look in a given set of non-standard conditions
when seen by a standard judge. And to make a judgement
about how something can properly be said to look in
certain conditions is clearly not to make a subjective
judgement about the impression one has as an individual,
but to make a judgement about an aspect of things which
is open to public agreement or disagreement. 1In short,
provided it is made with sufficient justification, such

a judgement will count as an objective one. And since I
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am suggesting that what standard judges actually do say

is indicative of there being, as a rule, sufficient just-
ification for the judgements they make, it follows that

if standard judges do say such things as 'yellow objects
look white when seen in sodium vapour light', such judge-
ments will in fact be objective. Being empirical judge-
ments, the fact that they are objective will normally

mean that they are true, since here objectivity is a means
to the truth., The fact that such statements as the above
are true is most easily explained by recognising that they
are objective, even though they only relate to appearances,
and not to how things really are, .

But although judgements about the proper look of
things are objective when made by standard observers, it
does not follow that they are true when considered as
judgements about how things really are. If one says that
an object which appears white in non-standard lighting
conditions is white, what one says may be false, for yellow
objects can also look white in some non-standard lighting
conditions. And if one says of an object which looks
white under sodium vapour light, but which looks yellow
in daylight, that it is really white, one's statement is
simply false, It is from cases of this sort that we have
already been able to see how large numbers of judgements
can be objective without being true of their object as it
really is. For judgements about colours, it is a con-
sequence of the view that colours are properties of ob-
jects, but properties that are available to us only in
certain conditions, including conditions about our own
competence to judge. Although this view of colours is
contrary to that which has most commonly been held by
philosophers in the past, it is nevertheless the view of
colours which we actually have. 1 shall argue in due
course that a subjectivist view of colour cannot match
up to the things that we ordinarily say about colours,
because it cannot really amount to a theory about colour
at all.

I have nouw suggested (though not yet attempted to
prove) that when a colour judgement is made by a standard
judge, the fact that he is a standard judge is a reason
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for saying that as a rule his judgement will be a suff-
iciently justified one, and thus objective., Judgements
made by standard judges, both in standard and non-standard
conditions of observation, then, are in their different
ways objective., Now clearly reference to standard judges
is reference to anyone who happens to qualify as one, so
the judgements I have been discussing must be such that
anyone could make them., Further, we expect standard
judges to agree in their judgements. The judgements we
have been considering are cbviously public ones. Both
forms of objective judgement are to be contrasted with
the individual's immediate awareness of colour per se;
the perception of a sense-datum of (2) colour, as it is
sometimes put., It is no doubt odd or artificial to try
to describe an experience of colour without any reference
to coloured objects in the public world, even when the
colour is not attributed to anything in that world. 1If,
for instance, I say 'there seems to be something red be-
fore my eyes!', I am expressing, in a hesitant way, an
experience that I do not quite know how to characterise
but which I believe to be in some sense comparable to
there really being something red before me, If I say
'when I shut my eyes, I am conscious of a sort of red
haze', then again the experience is being expressed in
terms of its being like a real red haze, one that stand-
ard judges would agree either was red or really looked
red,

But for all that, the epistemologist is quite
entitled to introduce descriptions of events which we
would not normally describe in that way, in order to
produce his rational reconstruction of the structure of
knowledge. He is entitled to invent a neutral des-
cription for the having of a sensation which involves
no claim whatever about the external world or its
appearances, providing, of course, the result of his
doing so is a theory which explains, or helps to explain,
our ability to make the judgements we can in fact make.
So we may explore the possibilities opened up by the
philosopher's locutions 'I have a red sense-datum' or
'] sense a redness', as long as these expressions help

to clarify the sense of what we really do say about
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colours by giving coherent expression to the subjective
aspect of our experience.

Unfortunately, this is just what such neutral ex-
pressions about colour phenomena fail to do. They do
not do it because they cannot do it. For they contain
colour words such as 'red' which are part of the ordinary
language we use to characterise the colours which public
objects are seen to have by us all. And if words like
'red' are to be used in some way other than this, their
connection with the normal usage of colour words must be
made clear. Now there only two possibilities. Either
colour words are used in reports of sense-data in just
the way they are ordinarily used, or they are not. (If
they are not, their obvious point of application is the
particular phenomenal quality of the sense-datum which
the individual has.) Let us consider the first possibility.
Here the words used by the individual to describe his
immediate awareness of colour are being used in just the
same way that standard judges use them to describe public
objects. This means that whenever the individual is
confronted by something which standard judges would des-
cribe as being red, his report of the sense-datum he has
will also contain the word'red!, unless circumstances
which standard judges would recognise as having a dis-
torting effect on colour judgement are affecting the in-
dividual in question, in which case he will say something
different. 1In other words, the individual uses the word
'red' exactly as we all do, except that in his case the
word is supposed to refer to the quality of an experience
itself and not to the real or apparent property of an
object which is the subject of the experience. In one
way, then, all this talk of sense-data is a harmless
irrelevance. But suppose the sense-datum theorist says
that it is not, and that reference to sense-data marks
an important difference. 1In that case, we are entitled
to ask what difference it makes, and ih particular why it
should be that the sense-datum expression and the ordinary
way of talking are the same in every case. Coincidence
being too far-fetched, there must be a sense in which the

individual's experience is comparable to that of standard
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judges. Now one person cannot have another person's
phenomenal experiences, so neither he nor we can compare
our individual's phenomenal experiences directly with
those of standard judges. All comparison must take place
by reference to what is publicly available. So reference
to objects is at some point unavoidable. The individual
who calls his colour experience an experience of phenomenal
redness must, therefore, at some point be able to refer to
what others see as red, and in virtue of the fact that they
also see it as red., He must recognise that his character-
isation of a feature of his experience as being an exper-
ience of seeing red involves what is qualitatively like
what he sees when he sees things that really are red —
that is, things that look red to standard judges in
standard conditions.

But in that case, the claim that locutions such as
'l have a red sense-datum' can be used in such a way as
to avoid reference to any publicly available object, is
true only in a very restricted sense. In a particular
case, the description of a hallucination, for instance,
the expression might be used to describe a phenomenon
where there was no correspondingly propertied object
available to sense there and then in the public world,
or where the question of whether there was such an object
remained open for some reason. However, a language
consisting of such expressions could not be neutral with
respect to the existence of all publicly available ob-
jects and their properties; for the justification for
the use of the words would depend on there being some
points of comparison between how the individual des-
cribes his experiences (even to himself) and what stand-
ard judges would say about public objects. So an account
of phenomenal experience which is presented in this way
presupposes the ability to refer to at least some public
objects and their publicly observable properties of the
requisite kind. \UWords such as 'red' could not be used in
just the same way in a 'phenomena-language' and our ordinary
way of speaking of things without the phenomena-language
presupposing our ordinary way of speaking about things.

In that case, words like 'red' could not be used wholly
without reference to public objects, as the suggestion
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It might perhaps be thought that the dependence
could be the other way round; that is, that words like

'red' could not be used in the ordinary way about public

objects and their properties without that presupposing a
phenomena-language on which ordinary language is based,
This was the assumption underlying classical Empiricism.
The wrongness of that view will be extensively treated of
in the next two chapters. 1In essence its mistake lies in
asuuming that it is possible to talk in the other way I
mentioned, by saying that there could be expressions which
refer only to the individual's own experiences and not to
anything else, so that in the first instance they would
have no connection with any public usage, because public
usage was to be constructed out of them, But assuming,
for the moment, that expressions for such logically
private experiences could occur and be meaningfully used
by the individual, there would still be the problem of

how such words could ever form the basis of a public lang-
uage for objects and their publicly-observable properties,
or else how the individual's language could ever connect
with any such public language. In either case, it would
be something more than a happy coincidence if two indiv-
iduals used the same term at the same time and meant the
same by it. This is because two uses of a word whose
function is referential cannot constitute tuwo uses of the
same word (i.e. not just two uses of the same symbol, but
two uses of the same symbol with the same meaning) when
there exists no possibility of their being used with the
same reference. And this is excluded ex hypothesi.

There is a powerful argument, put foward by Witt-
genstein, to the effect that a word used to describe a
logically private experience, as is the case with 'red'
in the theory being considered here, would not be a word
at all, That is to say, it would not have any meaning,
even for the individual who used it solely to characterise
his own experiences to himself.* I shall refer to this

argument in detail in Chapter Five, where it becomes

¥ 'Philosophical Investigations' I, esp. ss. 258-279




central to my argument. I need not rely upon it nouw

because more is proved there than is needed at present.
Here it is sufficient to point out that even if the word
'red' could be said to have a meaning if that meaning
were restricted to describing the private experience of
an individual, it would not be a word capable of being
applied to public objects because it would not be a word
about the application of which it would be possible for
standard judges to agree., This is because, ex hypothesi,
the use of the word is restricted for any user to his own
experience alone. With this restriction in force, it
would be impossible to speak, as we do, either of the
colours things are, or of the colours things really appear
to be. The price of accepting the meaningfulness of
private colour-words would be the abandonment as meaning-
less of the descriptions we give of one important feature
of the world of public things. Of course, this argument
applies to much more than colour-words alone, All sens-
ible gqualities which were defined in the same way would
be rendered unavailable for use in describing public
objects. Needless to say, this is too high a price for
us to pay for the freedom to describe sense-data without
reference to a public world.

It has been suggested that there is an intermediate
position between the two I have just been discussing, viz,
the use of colour-words to refer to private phenomena but
in a way consistent with what standard judges say, and on
the other hand a use of colour-words to refer to private
phenomena in a way that takes no account of what others
may say. A.J.ARyer has discussed such a position.* He
imagines a Robinson Crusoe figure, alaone from birth, who
has come to invent a language for himself. The language
includes words for his sensations, including words for
his colour sensations no doubt, although Ayer concentrates
upon words for inner feelings. These feelings are not,
of course, publicly accessible, but Ayer accepts that they
might be revealed by being associated with "natural ex-

pressions" through some form of characteristic behaviour.

* 1Can there be a Private Language?' (PAS 1954) repr.
in 'Wittgenstein' ed, G.Pitcher
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However, what Ayer says ought to apply equally to words
for colours, except that they, presumably, will not be
associated with any obvious natural expressions. Ayer's
castaway is now joined by a Man fFriday, and accorcing to
Ayer, Crusoe will be able to teach Friday the names of
objects, although he cannot teach him the names of sen-
sations which are "entirely private", i.e. which '"have no
'natural expressions'" associated with them., This would
presumably include colours., Yet if the resulting language
is to be at all like our language, there must be not only
names for objects but descriptions of objects as well,
For example, friday must be &sble to discriminate between
two otherwise identical goats if Crusoe says 'bring the
white goat', so colour descriptions ought to play a part
in this language. Now we can imagine Crusoe teaching
fFriday the meaning of 'white goat' by ostension perhaps,
though this is not the same thing as teaching Friday what
'white' means. 'White goat' would merely identify the
animal, not describe it, and we can imagine Friday using
the word 'white!' in a number of cases without having any
inkling that white is a colour, unless of course Friday
already has a language of his own which already allous
him to make sense of universals, so that his problem is
one of translation. (But translation from what? It is a
real, though separate, problem for Ayer to explain how
Crusoe comes by a satisfactory understanding of universals.
For colours are at the moment names for occurrences.)

At any rate, according to Ayer, a word might serve
initially to refer to a private phenomenon of the sort
described earlier, and then have its meaning extended, as
it were, from the privete to the public realm, by becoming
applicable to objects rather than sensations. UWe are to
imagine this happening without the words Crusoce uses
changing their meaning for him. But this is impossible.
For if the colour words did originally designate wholly
phenomenal features, they could not be extended in this
way, as I have argued in the previous few pages. 0On the
other hand, if by some mysterious means (for ostension
cannot be the whole story) Crusoe can teach fFriday the

names of colours as properties of objects, then the names
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of colours must have been applicable to objects from the
first. They have not acquired an extended meaning with
the arrival of Friday. They must always have been applic-
able to objects which could have been described by others,
had there been others, using the same descriptive terms,
so that is what they must have meant to Crusoce when he
invented them. In this case the claim that colour-words
are part of a language which describes only the phenomena
of Crusoe's experience is false, as my first argument
showed.

The heart of our difficulty with Ayer's account lies
in understanding houw, from the beginning, Crusoe could be
said to be attaching words to sensations rather than to
what he saw. In Crusoe's world it is not at all clear
whether this distinction can even be made, Ayer himself
expresses some doubt on this point, saying that Crusoe is
not bound to make this distinction, and that he is not
bound to accept the same criteria of identity for an ex-
ternal object that we do. He says only that "it is reason-
able to suppose that they will be the same" without saying
why this should be reasonable. I assume that Ayer just
supposes that Crusoe's experience will seem to him like
ours does to us, But if my argument is correct so far,
he can have no way of finding that out (if indeed it means
anything to talk about one man's private experiences being
the same as anyone else's without some reference to a shared
system of concepts and judgements). Ayer's supposal here
seems charitable rather than reasonable. At any rate, the
basis for drawing the distinction which Ayer offers is the
variability between different sensations, some of which
will, it is implied, suggest the existence of an external
world to Crusoe. Ayer calls this "the principal distinct-
ion which he is likely to draw between 'external' objects
and his 'inner' experiences", However, apart from the
possibility of Crusoe's constructing a purely theoretical
(and wholly untestable) causal theory of sensation which
might involve the postulation of something called 'an ex-
ternal world'as a causal basis for sensation, there seems
no real likelihood that it would ever occur to Crusoe to

draw such a distinction. For all he has to suggest such
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a distinction to him is the guelitative differences

within the range of his phenomenal experiences., The

very best Crusoe might be able to do would be to label

his most regular experiences 'external experiences' and
postulate 'objects' for them to be experiences of., Accord-
ing to Ayer, Crusoe will recognise that '"his experiences
are transient in a way that external objects are not".
This will be true by definition for Crusoe, though we will
have no idea what he means by 'object' and

'experience', But in any case, this will not give us the
distinction we have. For the distinction between the
inner world and the external world cannot be based on the
fact that some experiences last longer than others, or
that they are more or less frequent than others, or more
regular, or more intense. The distinction does not de-
pend on qualitative differences between sensations at all,
but on a difference between the circumstances which surround
the characterisation of experiences as being of one sort or
another. 1In fact, it depends on whether the judgement of
what the experience is fulfils the conditions for being

an objective one. A dream or a hallucination or a memory
of a rainbow need not be different in quality from what

we ceall seeing a resl rainbow, UWhat separates the two
kinds of experiences is that others can see the real rain-
bow as well as myself. The main thrust of Ayer's whole
argument against Wittgenstein is that the understanding of
all experience, whether public or private, must ultimately
depend on the individual, for it is the individual who
must recognise that experience for what it is. But that
is beside the point so far as we are concerned. The

very possibility of a distinction between inner and outer
experience rests upon others being able to share my
experiences, irrespective of what it means to be able to
recognise an experience., Crusce cannot make this dis-
tinction without the possibility of there being a contrast
between the experiences he shares with others and those

he does not. This possibility exists whether or not Friday
has appeared on the scene, though we could understand

Crusoe not realising this until friday was there and shared

Crusoe's language. 3ut if the possibility is ever to be

there, it must always have been. (The question of whether




Crusoe could ever have invented a language for himself,

or whether what he invented would reelly be a language,
is a separate issue, which I shall discuss elsewhere;

although the belief that an individual could invent =a
private language to characterise his phenomenal experiences
is an integral part of the confusion involved in the

belief that language might refer first to phenomena, and
later become extended to take in references to objects

with independent existences.)

All this must lead us to reject the usefulness of
trying to give an existentially neutral account of colour
phenomena in an attempt to understand the logic of our
discourse concerning colours., A report of seeing a colour
must, as I have argued, be couched in language which
ellows for the possibility of others having that exper-
ience too. It does not follow that such a report must
be objective, though. The person having the experience
may realise, or suspect, that he is having a different
experience from that which a standard judge would be
likely to have in his place. This leads us to see the
point of 'looks-to-me' statements. Such statements have
two relasted functions. First, they state the nature of
the phenomenal experience in terms of its similarity to
the observations of standard judges (which, of course,
implies that the person having the experience is in some
cases at least himself a standard judge). An expression
such as 'this book looks yellow to me' therefore reports
an experience comparable to the experiences of standsard
judges in standard conditions when they look at something
which is yellow. Secondly, the expression indicates
caution about what standard judges would say in this case,
and so invites confirmation or deniel by other observers
about the colour the book really is, or about its real
appearance, That is the qualifying function of the
worcs 'to me', It therefore asserts much less than the
standard judge's expressions 'this book is yellouw' and
'this book looks yellouw'; but it does not report a diff-
erent kind of event., It reports an experience (but not an
inner experience) and attempts to relate it to how things

are or appear in the world, and may indeed succeed in doing

so. For if the judgement is in fact a justified one (es



would be indicated if it turned out that standard judges
agreed uwith it, so theat I could on this occasion count
myself as a standard judge too, in spite of whatever
consideration made me hesitate to believe that I was)

then the book which looks yellow to me really does look
yellow, and my judgement is an objective one. If, on the
other hand, standard judges contradict me, for the good
reasons that make them count as standard judges, then my
experience is a subjective impression rather than anything
which approaches the truth of the matter. I now realise
(providing I accept their judgements as standard ones)
that the book which looks yellow to me only seems to be
yellow, but neither really is it or really looks it.
Neither yellowness nor 'yellowlookingness' is therefore
one of the book's objective characteristics — that is, it

is not one of the book's characteristics at all. It is

instead a feature of my own experience in seeing the book
and nothing more than that, and it would be a mistake to
predicate anything of the book on that account. (This is
how, I suspect, we come to understand the notion of
phenomenal experience, as a contrast developed out of

our notion of experience simpliciter, which is primarily

of public objects. And this is why it is the subjective
and not the objective statement which needs additional
words to qualify it, I shall refer to this point again
in Chapter Five.)

I have now discussed three types of judgement which
may be made about colours — the colours things are, the
colours things may appear to be, and my individual im-
pressions of colour — and tried to show how all three
types of judgement embody reference to the public pro-
perties of objects in the external world for anyone who
has the concept of colour that we have, as is revealed by
the things we actually say about colours. By all being
related to the public properties of objects, these three
types of judgement are all related to one another., This
relationship shows up most clearly in terms of the rel-
ative corrigibility of the different types of statement.
I have already said something about this earlier in this

chapter when discussing the relationship between judge-
ments about the colours things are and the colours things
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look, and also in Chapter Two when discussing the ob-
jectivity of the different kinds of judgement we might
make about the Mlller-Lyer Diagram, Now, however, the
picture may be surveyed rather more comprehensively.
First, it might well seem that one's subjective state-
ments about how things look to one will be automatically
correct, so far as they go. (And even this is not guite
true. O0One can sometimes modify one's own subjective
impressions, by concentrating harder, for instance. Thus
a vague impression of yellowness may give way to a more
precise impression of yellowy-greenness., Are there two
impressions here, or one impression with two descriptions
of it? By insisting on the incorrigibility of sense-
impressions, the sense-datum theorist creates a problem
for himself here, which disappears in my account because
concentrating on the impression one has can be taken as
making a move towards a more cbjective mode of judgement.)
This difficulty apart, the virtual impossibility of being
wrong about how things look to one, which for various
reasons has so impressed many philosophers since Descartes'
time, amounts to no more than the truism that one has what
one has., Although the experiences expressed by state-
ments about how things look to one may be thought of as
being, in Kant's phrase, the beginnings of all our know-
ledge, we should not confuse the most limited and open
form a knowledge-claim can have with what is supposed to
be the epistemic basis for any claim to knowledge derived
through the senses. A statement about how things look to
one is the beginnings of knouwledge in the former, but not
the latter sense. Judgements about these experiences may
not even be about the world at all, except in the atten-
uated sense in which the form of expression that the
judgement takes must admit of the possibility of refer-
ence to objects in the world and their properties, in
that the terms used must be applicable to things in the
world, as already explained., MNow these looks-to-me
judgements are corrigible by reference to objective
judgements about the way things actually appear in the
world, but not vice versa. Thus, while it may be the

case that when I have a subjective experience of colour,
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the experience I have is the experience I have, the
question of whether what I see looks, say, yellow is
settled not by me but by what standard judges say —
except that insofar as I myself am a standard judge, I
may be able to decide the question for myself. Houwever,
my ability to do this depends on my being a standard
judge, and this is only ascertainzble by comparing my
colour judgements with those of others, through the med-
ium of our common ianguage. If, as I have argued, the way
we do in fact use words for colours must involve reference
at some point to how things in the world really are, or
really appear, then 'looks-to-me' statements, in their
primary application, are always capable of being overridden
by statements about how things really look. The objective
statement always corrects the subjective one,

R similar relationship exists between objective
judgements about appearances and objective judgements
about appearances in standard conditions — judgements,
that is, about how things really are. For an objective
judgement made by standard judges in non-standard con-
ditions is corrigible by virtue of the judgements made by
standard judges in standard conditions, plus the recog-
nition that in the former case conditions were non-standard
whereas in the latter case they are not. Again, the |
converse of this does not hold; and again, this is in
recognition of the fact that certain conditions for judging
count as those where judgements are actually capable of
being correct. (In the case of judgements about sensible
qualities, these conditions would in practice be those in
which the largest number of discriminations could consist-
ently be made by the largest number of standard judges.)
Thus we can see that the most correct ansuer to a question
like 'what colour are those geraniums?' would not be an
answer in terms of how they look to me, now, but an answer
in terms of how they would look to standard judges in stan-
dard conditions. Similarly, the most correct answer to
the question 'what colour is before you now?' would be the,
one given by a standard judge in standard conditions, be-
cause 'colour' is a term for an objective property of things,

and the standard judge in standard conditions is the person
best placed to give a correct ansuer,
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But it will be objected by the sense-datum theorist
that one's own impression, however much it differs from

what others might say, is nonetheless in itself not corr-

igible. By saying that, he shows he has missed the point
of what I have been saying. He is confusing his actual
impression . with his description of it in words. However
much it is undeniable that he has the experience he has,
his characterisation of it relies on words which we can
also use, and his use of those words lays his judgement
open to the processes of corrigibility which I have des-
cribed, and which do in fact operate on those words as
we use them., The expression 'l have a red sense-datum’
is an attempt to detach the word 'red' from its real
setting in our attempts to describe how things really
are in a world of public objects and their properties.
The notion of a sense-datum as something distinct in it-
self and something capable of being accurately described
gives a spurious credibility to the hesitant, weak, ab-
errant or uncheckable impressions to which we are all
prone, and which we express, when we are being sufficiently
guarded, in judgements about how things look to one. And
these expressions, as I have said, are corrigible by other
expressions which take more account of the requirements a
judgement must satisfy if it is to be objective, and so
express how things are with a proper degree of correctness.,
In concluding this account of how we do in fact make
judgements about colours, there is one other essential
feature of our capacity to judge which deserves to be
mentioned, partly for the sake of completeness, and partly
because some reference was made to it in the previous
chapter., This is the fact that objective judgements
demand the employment of a relevant sense, I have men-
tioned the fact that light is necessary for colour judge-
ment to occur, but not the obvious fact that eyes are also
necessary, No doubt this is a harmless omission; but if
it were recognised that there were other ways of making
colour discriminations as well as by sight in the presence.
of light (e.g. by touch), the guestion of whether the eyes
or some other organ of sense were involved in the judge-

ment would become an important one, and highly relevant
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to the question whether the judgement was to count as an
objective one or not. For example, shapes are generally
discernible by sight and by touch, whereas weights cannot
be directly detected by eye, although with practice the
appearance of an object can often be a reliable basis for
estimating its weight., This is clearly an inferential
method of judgement; but it is less clear whether the

look of a surface is a direct or inferential method of

judging its texture. In cases where something looks oval
but feels round, or looks heavy but feels light, or looks
rough but feels smooth, it is important to know which, if
any, of these judgements employ the appropriate methods
for objectivity.

But let us imagine a case, like that referred to in
Chapter Two, where a person seems to be able to make colour
discriminations by touch zlone. UWould we want to say that
what this person was judging with his fingers was colour?
To some extent, the answer we give depends on whether we
are prepared to adopt a causal theory of colour which does
not restrict the word ‘'colour' to what is detected by any
one organ, but is prepared to extend its usage to any
method of detection of what is, causally speaking, the
same property of objects. But whether we want to call
such an ability to discriminate a direct or inferential
method of judgement depends on the concept of colour that
we have. Now we certainly cannot deny that an ability to
detect what we would call colour-differences by touch alone
constitutes an inferential visual sense of some sort, as
long as the discriminations available to touch are exactly,
or almost exactly, the same as those available to standard
judges of colour judging by eye alone, This detection of
colours by touch is clearly parasitic on detection of
colours by sight, just so long as it is an oddity. But
if it vere to become commonplace, so that the 'feel!' of
colours became something about which people's tactile
perceptions might sometimes differ, but normally would
not, then standards of objective judgement would become
applicable to 'colour-feels' directly. Assuming that
people could go on making the same discriminations by eye

alone or by touch alone if they chose to, there seems no
reason why we should not call both activities colour per-
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ception. If we did that, the concept of colour we should
then have would be different from the one we have at
present, though the new concept would include everything
our present concept contains except the restriction of
what can properly be called colour to what can be seen.
The point is that if awareness of colours via more than
one sense were to become normal, then felt colour and
seen colours could equally be the subject of standard
judgements about colour, and felt colour would then be
as much an objective property of objects as seen colour
is.

I cannot imagine what it would be like to feel the
colours of things, any more than a congenitally blind
person can imagine what it is like to see the colours of
things. Yet I do not need to be able to imagine what it
is like in order to appreciate what it would mean to say
that such judgements were objective, For I know in gen-
eral terms what it is for a judgement to be objective,
since I know what it is for there to be judgements of
‘mine which are made in an appropriate way and which meet
the standards of objective judgement. They are the
interpersonal standards of proper judgement which people
normally agree in, and which lead us to say that, at
least in the clearest cases, we are aware of things as
they really are,

Now one of the advantages of the account of the diff-
erent types of judgement I have given so far is that it
enables us to see through that venerable fog, the Argument
from Illusion, in at least some of its forms. This
argument, one of the main props of subjectivist scepticism,
is supposed to show that we cannot trust our senses to
tell us about the external world (which, of course, we
cannot find out about in any other way either). The core
of the argument is simply this: we know our senses some-
times deceive us; therefore the senses are inherently
untrustworthy. (Usually, however, the formulation of
this argument is deceptively complex.) 1In its simplest
form, though, the fallacy is transparent. Ffor how do we
know that our senses sometimes deceive us? We can only

know this if we know the difference between what counts
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as getting some judgement right and getting it wrong.
But this is simply the ability to recognise the difference
between making a judgement with sufficient justification
and making it without such justification — the difference
between objective and subjective judgement, that is. And
that is something we do know about. So it does not follow
that our senses are untrustworthy. For the fact that we
can distinguish right cases from wrong cases shows that
we know when we can trust our senses and when we cannot
— or if and when we do not know this, we know that others
will point it out to us, and we will come to recognise
our mistakes.

It will be found that any formulation of the Argu-
ment from Illusion, no matter how complex, rests on a
confusion between the three different sorts of sensible
judgement which I have been at pains to differentiate
from one another in this chapter. Ayer, for example,
presents one form of it, in part, as follouws:

"Now

considering first the fact that appearances vary, uwe
may argue that this proves at least that people sometimes
do not perceive things as they really are., If, to take
a familiar example, a coin looks at the same time round
to one person and, from a different angle, elliptical to
another, it follows that it is to one of them at least
presenting a deceptive appearance, The coin may in fact
be neither round nor elliptical; it cannot in any case
be both. So that if each of these persons judges that he
is perceiving the coin as it really is, at least one of
them will be undergoing an illusion."*

We can see at first glance that here the argument
trades on the possibility of confusion between seeing
the coin as it really is (e.g. as round) and seeing the
coin as it really should appear from a certain angle (e.g.
as looking elliptical). And certainly Ayer is not treat-
ing appearance-statements as carefully as he ought to do.
It would, for instance, help if it were pointed out that

seeing a three-dimensional object other than a sphere as

* A,J.Ayer 'The Problem of Knowledge' (Penguin 1956) p.B87
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it really is involves taking into account the angle from
which it is viewed. Only seeing from certain angles will
amount to standard conditions of observation for judge-
ments involving shapes. So that if we do not take factors
like this into account, ue cannot even begin to talk about
seeing things as they really are, If we cannot do this,
there is no point in trying to talk about failing to do
so sometimes, and the Argument from Illusion cannot even
get started in this form.

However, the really interesting point of confusion
in the argument we are considering lies in the fact that
Ayer regards the alternative to seeing something as it
really is (such as seeing a round coin as elliptical, and
supposing that it really is elliptical), not as a case
of mistaken judgement, but as a case of illusion or
deception. J.L.Austin has taken Ayer to task for a sim-
ilar misuse of words in another work.* Austin reminds us
that "it is important to remember that talk of deception

only makes sense against a background of general non-

deception...It must be possible to recognise a case of
deception by checking the odd case against more normal
ones.,"** Auystin's point is a sound one, but we can go a
little further. Ayer's choice of words is more than just

a confusion or a suggestio falsi; we can see that he does

not recognise the significance of objective apparent judge-
ments, and really believes that the only alternative to
seeing something "as it really is" is to 'see' something
which has no basis or counterpart in objective experience
at all., This is the real danger, not only of neglecting
the possibility of there being objective judgements about
appearances, but, more important still, of failing to
appreciate that even the most subjective description of
a phenomenal experience belongs to a form of discourse
which is founded on our capacity to make objective judge-
ments,

To be fair to Ayer, he does not accept the validity

* 1Sense and Sensibilia' ed. G.J.Warnock (OUP 1962). Austin
is referring to Ayer's 'The Foundations of Empirical

Knowledge', **op.cit. p.11
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of the Argument from Illusion in the form I have quoted
from his writings, although he feels it to have "much
persuasive force". But though he has doubts about the
Argument, the way in which he presents them subsequently,
in the work I have quoted from, shows that he is still in
the grip of a sophisticated form of sense-datum theory,
which makes immediate appearances to the individual the
only possible trustworthy source of knowledge about the
external world. Since Ayer knows, and we know, that an
appeal to the individual's subjective judgement is in-
herently untrustworthy, the Argument from Illusion will
continue to exercise a seductive sceptical appeal unless
the belief that the individual's perceptions by themselves
are the rational basis for knowledge and objectivity is

thoroughly abandoned.

There are, of course, many other examples of this
type of sceptical argument in philosophy textbooks. The
reference to one of them in the last few pages might have
seemed to be incidental to my main argument, but this is
not really so. For apart from emphasising the difficulty
of taking a subjectivist approach to the foundations of
knowledge, it serves to introduce a rather similar argu-
ment about the variability of our experiences, which
presents a problem which my argument must eventually over-
come, It will be remembered that in Chapter Two I put
fd@ard an account of objectivity which rested on the idea
that an objective judgement is one which we are sufficiently
justified in making. In this chapter, on the other hand,
I have tried to describe how we actually do make various
types of judgement in practice, and characterised their
objectivity by reference to the standards that we actually
do employ. It was convenient to do this becauée it led
easily into my criticisms of the notion of neutral sense-
data, and so to the idea that references to colours must
be primarily to the qualities displayed by publicly-
accessible objects, and not to the subjective experiences
of individual percipients. But, as I warned earlier in .
this chapter, it would be wrong to imply that the standards
we all happen to apply to judgements, when we judge in

what we hope is an objective way, automatically qualify

as sufficiently justified forms of judgement just becauses
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we happen to use them, The fact that we all as a rule
judge in the same way does not in itself prove that our
judgements are right. This is something that Bertrand
Russell has drawn attention to in a passage in 'The
Problems of Philosophy', where he is employing a variant
on the Argument from Illusion to suggest that no experie
can be thought of as more real than any other.* His
argument runs as follows:

"Although I believe that this
table is 'really' of the same colour all over, the parts
that reflect the light look much brighter than the other
parts, and some parts look white because of reflected
light. I know that, if I move, the parts that reflect
the light will be different, so the apparent distributio
of the colours on the table will change. It follows tha
if several people are looking at the table at the same

nce

n
t

moment, no two of them will see exactly the same distrib-

ution of colours, because no two can see it from exactly
the same point of view, and any change in the point of
view makes some change in the way the light is reflected
It is evident...that there is no colour which pre-eminen
appears to be the colour of the table — or even of any

one particular part of the table — it appears to be of

tly

different colours from different points of view, and there

is no reason for regarding some of these as more really
its colour than others. And we knou that even from a
given point of view the colour will seem different by
artificial light...or to a man wearing blue spectacles..

This colour is not something which is inherent in the

table, but something dependent on the table and the spec-

tator and the way the light falls on the table. UWhen, i
ordinary life, we speak of the colour of the table, we
only mean the sort of colour it will seem to have to a
normal spectator from an ordinary point of view under
usual conditions of light. But the other colours which
appear under other conditions have just as gbod a right
be considered real; and therefore to avoid favoritism,
are compelled to deny that in itself, the table has any

* OUP 1912, pp.8-10

n
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one particular colour."

This way of speaking of colours is open to some of
the objections I have already made at some length ageinst
treating colours as simultaneously pure phenomena and
properties of public objects., Furthermore, Russell applies
the word 'real' equally to all manifestations of colour,
which deprives the word of its proper role in marking a
contrast between some appearances of an object — the
standard ones — and others, However, setting aside these
difficulties, Russell's formulation of the problem does
have the merit of casting suspicion on what he suggests is
only the normal way of seeing tables and the like; for by
implication he is questioning whether the standards we do
in fact adopt as justified in our talk about the real
colours of things in the external world are to be preferred
to any other standards which might be chosen, perhaps arb-
itrarily, to fulfil this role,

Now it was explicit in Chapter Two, and has been im-
plicit in this chapter, that our capacity to talk of how
things really are, or really look, necessitates reference
to some public standard of application, which will some-
times differ from one's own individual judgement, and
against which one's own judgement stands liable to correct-
ion, If I am right in this, then nothing Russell says about
the equal reality of all colour perceptions can stand
scrutiny. Yet he does raise the difficult gquestion of why
what he calls "only...the sort of colour it will seem to
have to a normal spectator from an ordinary point of view
under usual conditions of light" should be counted as the
standard to adopt. 1In one way, there is an obvious answer
to this by pointing to the most frequent way of seeing
things as being, so to speak, the democratic choice for
a standard., However, this would be a quite inadequate
justification. UWe have already seen, in Chapter Two,
that the standard, whatever it is, must be such that it
can on occasion overrule a majority verdict, and show us
that the majority can fail to be objective in their judge-.
ments. So just saying that the way most people do judge
constitutes the standard of justified judgement will not

do, no matter how precise we are about how people actually
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judge., Even if we say that most people will judge in one
particular way for one particular reason, we still cannot

regard such a judgement as ipso facto a justified one.

The descriptive account of objective colour-judgements
given in this chapter can only be proved to be a correct
account of objective judgements if it can be shown that
there is a correspondence between the way people generally
do judge and the way in which it is correct to judge.
Fortunately, the way in which Russell presents his
argument gives us a tool with which to work on this quest-
ion. For in the sentence which I quoted on the previous
page Russell vigorously conflates two notions which, if
separated, will supply us with the beginnings of an ansuer.
In that sentence, Russell refers to standard judgements
indifferently as involving what is ordinary, usual and
normal., This is most unwise; for the fact that he treats
these terms as equivalent to one another shows that he is
unaware of the real issue here, He uses all three terms to

refer to features of the most common way of seeing things,

and rightly regards that as an inadequate basis in itself
for claiming to have judged correctly, Houwever, the normal
way of seeing things is not, as Russell thinks, necessarily
the most common way of seeing things. The normal may on
occasion stand in contrast to the usual, though it could
not do so all the time. The word 'normal' has two distinct
implications. The first is that it indicates adherence to
some standard; the second is that this standard will in
many cases be widely adhered to. It is owing to this
second implication that Russell is able to treat 'normal!
as a synonym for 'usual'., Yet he completely overlooks the
first implication., But if the concept of normality has
application to our judgements, then it indicates the exist-
ence of exactly what we need to find, a standard of correct
judgement which will be very widely instantiated in the
mass of judgements that people actually make. Now if there
are normal ways of judging colours, the difficulty posed

by Russell's argumenf vanishes. The way we normally judge
things to be will of course correspond to the standard
required for objective judgement, for that is what is im-
plied by calling that way of judging normal. That way of
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judging will also be a very common way in which to judge,
although it need not correspond to the way people invar-

iably judge, and need not correspond to the majority view
in any particular case.

It is, in a way, absurd to doubt whether there is a
normal way of making empirical judgements. For we have every
reason to believe, from our ordinary experience, that in
practice when a number of people look at some object they
will normally (i.e. usually and rightly) agree about what
properties it has, and they will normally (usually and
rightly) all judge as they do for the same reasons, those
reasons being the conditions for correct judgement which
I have discussed and illustrated in this and the previous
chapter. An underlying theme in this chapter has been
that in practice we do recognise the existence of these
standards of judgement, and that we do generally adhere
to them. It is, however, another matter altogether to
demonstrate that the standards we do all adhere to in

practice are the standards which deserve to count as the

correct ones. But now at least we know what we need to

explain in order to show the connection between object-
ivity and the judgements we usually make.

One aim of this chapter, then, was to bring us to
this point of recognising the significance of the notion
of a normal judgement as combining the theoretical re-
guirements for judgements to be objective with our common
practice of judging as we do. B8ut another strand of
thought has also been running through this chapter. This
was the idea that the judgements we make about our exper-
iences are either judgements about the contents of a public
world or else parasitic upon our capacity to make such
judgements. In other words, our judgements are all nec-
essarily ones which others could make and are thus all
capable of being objective. This was suggested by noting
‘how difficult it is for a description of an experience of
colour couched in terms of neutral sense-data to be
distinct from the public language we use to describe the
public world and yet to be connected to that language,
as it must be if it is to serve as the grounds for know-
ledge which others can also have.

Both these strands of thought stand opposed to any
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epistemological theory which takes the individual's own
experience, or his own mental awareness, as the foundation
of knowledge and the basis for his claim to have made any
judgement correctly. Although my arguments have not been
aimed exclusively at the theories of the classical emp-
iricists and their heirs, it is, I think, owing to the
empiricist cast of mind in English philosophy more than

to anything else that the concept of objectivity has been
so much misunderstood, because the routes to knowledge

and truth have been so much misunderstood. Therefore, the
most direct way to reach a satisfactory account of the
basis of objectivity in normal judgement, and the reasons
for the logical priority of objective judgement over the
subject's own experiences, is to turn to a traditional
empiricist account of judgements like the ones I have been
discussing in this chapter, in order to see where its weak-

nesses lie. This I propose to do in the next chapter.
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CHAPTER FOUR

OBJECTIVITY AND EMPIRICISM: LOCKE

So far I have been arguing that we can make colour
judgements (which I take to be typical and representative
of judgements made on the evidence of the senses) only if
we can make them objectively. And I have claimed that ob-
jectivity can be expressed in terms of how it is normal
for us to judge, since this notion embraces both the anal-
yses of objectivity we have made so far, the theoretical
analysis in terms of justified standards of judgement and
the practical analysis in terms of the standards exemplified
by the way in which the majority of us do as a rule judge
things to be. The tradition of English empiricist philo-
sophy from Locke to Ayer has, however, taken a different
view about the status of judgements made on the evidence
of the senses, and in the previous chapter 1 argued against
one aspect of it. As I suggested there, I believe the
whole empiricist approach to the status of judgements to
be mistaken and misleading, and in this chapter I shall
try to show why this is, These arguments against the emp-
iricist outlook will lead us directly to an opposing ac-
count of our capacity to judge objectively which will be
far more satisfactory.

In this chapter I shall concentrate on Locke, because
of his historical importance as a philosopher, but also
because he was a great philosopher. If Descartes can be
said to have been the originator of the sceptical method
in philosophy, Locke was the first major philosopher to
attempt to apply that method thoroughly to knowledge which
is attainable through experience, and the first to begin
to realise that language itself was an important factor
to consider in such a study. Thus it was Locke who
established the direction empiricist thought about know-
ledge and judgement was to take; and whatever his faults,

he is a worthy spokesman for that movement.
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Locke's 'Essay Concerning Human Understanding' (from
which all subsequent references come) begins with an attack
upon the doctrinme of innate ideas, His reasons for the
attack seem to have included a healthy distrust of the
many metaphysical theories which depended on that doctrine,
plus the conviction that a commonsense philesophy could
show that there was no need for innate ideas anyuway, since
all knowledge could be shown to derive from experience.
Locke seems to have thought that this latter point in
itself constituted a disproof of the doctrine of innate
ideas. He was wrong in this, since even if 2ll knowledge
were obtainable from experience, that would not preclude
the possibility of one man's being born already knowing
what other men only find out through the operation of their
senses and their minds. I shall come back to this point
later., The thing to notice here is that for various rea-
sons, not all of them bad by any means, Locke thereby cut
himself off from one type of consideration which might
have rescued his epistemology from many of its difficulties.
As it was, the attack on innate ideas was immensely influ-
ential., Isaiah Berlin has called it "historically, if not
the first, the greatest blow struck for empiricism and
against the vast metaphysiceal constructions which rested
on axioms for which no evidence could be discovered,'"¥
However, as I shall argue, it also deprived empiricism of
one possible way out of the blind &lley of the quest for
an account of knowledge based on experience alone.

Locke asks where the mind obtzins all the materials
of reason and knouwledge, and answers "from experience" (II,
1,2). It is interesting that he considers reason as well
as knowledge to be a product of experience. This may simply
be an example of Locke's incautious phraseology, but there
are other hints in the text which point in the same dir-
ection., The soul, says Locke, '"comes by exercise to im-
prove its faculty of thinking in the several parts of it."
(11,1,20). Here we have the notion of a capacity being
developed by use; but whether the capacity can be devel-

oped in different ways as well as to different extents

* 'The Age of Enlightenment' (Mentor 1856) p.40
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according to the kind of exercise it has, Locke does not
consider, I think he just assumes it cannot. But if the
soul's capacity to reason cannot develop in different ways
in different persons, then Locke is tacitly assuming that
the faculty of reason has a determined structure, although
different individuals may come to have a greater or lesser
ability to use that structure according to how much exercise
they give their minds, and a greater or lesser knowledge

of it according to how carefully they attend to the oper-
ations of their minds, i.e, how sttentively they reflect,
and also, of course, on the stock of ideas of sensation they
happen to have to reflect on., This is the first indication
that Locke's epistemology begs an important question about
the structure of our thought.

The unit of experience for Locke is the idea, though
he sometimes uses this term to refer to types of experience
rather than individuzl elements of experience. 'Idea' is
defined by Locke as "whatever it is that the mind can be
employed about in thinking."(I,1,8). Although the con-
fusions in his use of this term are notorious, what Locke
seems to have had in mind was that ideas all have a common
function of being signs representing to the mind its objects,
of whatever variety they may be. Unfortunately, this allous
him to use 'idea' to refer to the content of immediate
sense experience — what is given in sensation — and &also
to refer to what is perceived, that is, the recognition of
ideas in the first sense as being of the things they are of.
Thus, the various immediate sensory qualities of brouwn,
hard, square, etc. are called ideas, but so is the recog-
nition of these gualities as being the properties composing
& table. This is another dangerous confusion, because it
makes it easy for Locke to move from talk about sensations
to talk about their objects without noticing that he has
made any transition.

Ideas are either of sensation or reflection., The
origin of all ideas is ultimately in sensation, for ref-
lection is "only that notice which the mind takes of its
own operations and the manner of them" when the mind is
"employed about the ideas it has got". (II,1,4). This

employment seems to be confined to the processes of com-
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paring, reconstituting, assembling, abstracting and
remembering, plus the incidental generation of some con-
sequential passions. So ideas, once 'in' the mind, are
rather like filing cards. They can be sorted and grouped
in various ways, and some of the information on them can
be collated on new cards, but the information on them
cannot be supplemented or altered — though cards can,
perhaps, be lost! So although the awareness in reflection
that the mind has produced some new configuration of its
materials constitutes a new idea, it follows that the or-
iginal source of knowledge must be found in ideas of sens-
ation. Locke is not always faithful to this account of the
powers of the mind. Sometimes he recognises that it is
more active than this account would indicate. But if the
mind is more active than Locke has so far suggested, then
my case against empiricism is strengthened. Ffor the more
the mind has to do to convert experience into knowledge,
the less convincing is the clzim that knowledge could be
just a2 matter of absorbing experience as a lone indivicdual,
The claim is even less convincing if the possibility of
shared knowledge requires different minds to have a common
conceptual grasp on experience.

Locke describes ideas as being either simple or com-
plex, and the latter are compounded in various ways from
the former. He gives different accounts of what constitutes
a simple idea. Sometimes he treats simple ideas as what-
ever cannot be analysed into anything simpler, Therefore
any idea which is "not distinguishable into different
ideas" is a simple idea (11,2,1). Simple ideas of sen-
sation would therefore be by definition the basic units
of experience. Sometimes, houever, Locke employs & quite
different criterion for the simplicity of an idea, and
that is one in whose reception the mind is merely passive.
(11,1,25. Also in II,12,1 Locke speaks of "those ideas,
in the reception whereof the mind is only passive, which
are those simple ones received from sensetion and ref-
lection". 1In the fourth edition of the 'Essay', Locke
here inserts a reference to the mind being "wholly passive’
in its reception of simple ideas.) Locke's two main

definitions are not incompatible; for given Locke's
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belief that the mind really does no more than sort and
compare the basic units of experience, that it could not
alter any besic unit of experience would follow analytically
from his first definition of simple ideas, so the mind would
have to be passive in respect of them.

This, then, is the equipment with which Locke thinks
our knowledge of the external world can be constructed.

It is not a very extensive kit, but it does not differ so
very greatly from that which subsequent empiricists have
employed to do the same job, Therefore objections to
Locke's account are, broadly speaking, objections to the
empiricist approach as a whole. There are from our point

of view two major objections to a theory of this sort.

First we may ask whether an individual, equipped as Locke
describes him, could be aware of a world of external ob-
jects at all. Second, we may ask whether this world could
be in any sense a public one. These two questions are

really one and the same, Ffor the definition of 'externel |
object' must include the requirement that an external ob- ‘
ject be accessible to the senses of everyone, and not just
something that figures in the experience of one individuel,
so an external object must be a public object. If a man
insists that there is a tree in the middle of the field,

but nobody else can see it, then whatever the man is auware
of, it is not an external object. But though the conditions
for a world of external objects and for a public world are
the same, it is convenient to treast them as separate qgues-
tions for the purposes of exposition,

On the face of it, there seems to be no possibility
that the individual, equipped as Locke has equipped him,
could distinguish between what is the case in the external
world and what merely appears to him to be the case,. (ﬂ
fortiori, he cannot make the further distinction between
how things really are and public appesrances, which I
introduced in Chapter Three.) Ffor since he can never know
of anything apart from his own ideas, he can never know
whether they have any bearing on what the world is really
like., Locke attempts to resolve this difficulty through
his account of primary and secondary qualities. This

account has been variously interpreted. In saying that % jh\
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primary qualities resemble their objects, Locke has often
been taken to mean that an idea of a primary quality gives
us accurate information about an object in the world in
respect of the quality in question. Berkeley certainly
thought that was what Locke meant. Reginald Jackson, houw-
ever, proposed a different interpretation, arguing that by
primary qualities Locke meant qualities of objects in gen-
eral, and by secondary qualities he meant the power which
the primary qualities of objects have to produce sensations
in us.* He suggests that if this is what Locke meant, at
least most of the time, then primary qualities are, in
fact, not knowable through sensation at all, but only by
their powers to produce sensation in us — that is, by
their secondary qualities., And these, being relational,

do not resemble their objects, as Locke admits. Primary
qualities would thus be postulates in a hypothesis (borrowed
from Boyle's empirical hypothesis about the corpuscular
nature of matter) about the causes of our sensations. On
this interpretation Locke would in fact be saying that
anything we could know about primary qualities would be a
matter of inference from a theory, and not a matter of
immediate awareness at all. If this was what Locke meant,
then he came close at this point to appreciating the
cardinal error of classical empiricism, which is to think
that the individual mind can attain knowledge by merely
assembling and comparing its own immediate experiences.

But Locke seems to have thought that the threat this posed
to other aspects of his own theory could be remedied by
means of a priori considerations. He believed he could
specify certain qualities which were also properties of
matter, being "utterly inseparable from the body in what
state soever it be"(II,8,9). These would serve as directly |
knowable primary qualities, without the need to resort to
empirical hypotheses, Here, though, Locke falls foul of
Berkeley's objection that he confuses determinate (1.8
particular) qualities with determinable (i.e. general and
therefore definitional) qualities. This seems to have been
a genuine blunder on Locke's part, and prevented him from
seeing the correct conclusion to this line of reasoning,

which is that all we can know of objects in the external

* 'Locke's Distinction between Primary and Secondary
Qualities' (Mind 1929/



103

world solely on the basis of the sensory evidence available
to the individual percipient is what must be true by virtue
of the definition of 'object in the external world'; so,
in effect we can learn nothing about particular objects in
the world through experience alone, if experience is under-
stood to be what Locke thought it was.

I1f, however, like most empiricists, we choose not to
accept Jackson's interpretation of Locke's position, the
situation is scarcely better, Then Locke's doctrine will
be taken to be as follows: Some qualities in our exper-
ience do not resemble the objects in the world that produce
them, but some do. The difference is that some qualities
are recognisably relational; that is, they depend for
their quality partly at least on the condition of the per-
son who has the experience. Thus the experience of colour
I have depends partly on the state of my eyes, the tastes
things have vary according to the peculiarities of my
palate, and so on. Such experiences cannot therefore be
expected to give us correct information about what the
external world is really like. However, there are some
qualities which are not relational, and cannot vary ac-
cording to the state of the percipient., Locke lists these
qualities as solidity, extension, shape, motion or rest,
and number. These qualities, being invariable, must, he
thinks, be real properties independent of the observer's
perception of them,

There is no 'must' about it, however. Ffrom the fact
of the invariability of a quality we cannot draw the con-
clusion that it is not dependent on an observer for its
particular invariable characteristic — and it must be
remembered that we are still talking about the experience
of a single observer. That observer might, for example,
just happen always to see objects as extended in a part-
icular way. It does not follow that the objects really
are extended, This argument applies, mutatis mutandis, to
any and all of the qualities Locke has listed, Furthermore,
Berkeley's objection is again pertinent. UWe must note that
the property of invariability only holds for determinable
qualities, It would be trivial to assert that our ideas of

primary qualities resemble real properties of things and

that, as Locke puts it, "their patterns do really exist in
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the bodies themselves" (I11,8,17) if all that is meant by
it is that every budy must have some extension, number and
so forth., But in that case, all that statements about
determinable primary qualities could contain are assertions
to the effect that particular bodies 'really' possess all
those gqualities in virtue of which they are considered to
be bodies. Thus we arrive once more at the realisation
that, on Locke's theory, knowledge of real objects, such
as it is, turns out to be analytic and therefore uninform=-
ative. Locke does in fact assert at one point that "the
particular bulk, number, figure and motion of the parts
of fire or snow are really in them" (II,B8,17), but admits
a little later that he has gone rather further than he
intended into natural philosophy. He recognises that here
(as elsewhere) he is shoring up his philosophical argument
with part of an empirical hypothesis.,

On either interpretation of the doctrine of primary
and secondary qualities, then, we can see that there is no
case for saying that ideas as Locke conceived them contein
informative knowledge of the external world. And indeed
this is inevitable. For the basis of Locke's empiricism
is that the individual's ideas not only form the foundations
of his knowledge, but indeed they provide everything that
body of knowledge can contain. Now, as we saw in Chapter
Three, the terms 'internal' and 'external' mark a difference
for us, but it is not easy to see how they could do so for
the Robinson Crusoe figure, alone from birth, since all he
has to go on are the qualitative differences betwueen the
different sensations he hasX But it is equally unclear
why Crusoe should want to make that distinction, if it ever
occurred to him to do so. For our notion of an external
world is one in which objects are as they are independent
of one's beliefs about them. Since there is no scope for
that distinction to be made by Crusoe, there is no scope
for a distinction between an external world and his internsl
impressions of it either., There is no basis for making that
distinction in Locke's theory either, when all the indiv-
idual can be aware of is the ideas within his own mind. So

Locke's theory not only fails to provide us with information

* gee pp.B0-82
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about the external world itself, It fails to provide us
with the possibility of even making the distinction which
would allow us to discriminate between external objects
and the ideas in the mind of the individual,

The second difficulty I mentioned earlier was the
question of whether the world as understood by Lockean man
could be in any sense a public world. This amounts to
asking whether the possibility that his experiences might
be shared is one that makes sense. Experiences are always
had by individual persons, of course, so it cannot be the
case that two people should have qualitatively and numeric-
ally the same experience. But that is never what we mean
anyway by speaking of two people having the same experience.
There is a strong sense in which we can say that two people
have (qualitatively) the same experience, because they can

both have experience of the same thing; and there is an

attenuated sense in which we can say that people have the
same experience where the experience referred to is not

of an individual thing but of & type of thing. So I can

(in the stronger sense) see the very same table that you
see, and I can have the same (sort of) pain that you had
last week (for you described it to me). There are obviously
important differences between what is meant by 'the same
table' and 'the same pain', differences which turn largely
on questions of the way in which criteria of identity are
available for the objects of these different types of
experience., These differences are not the issue here, for
they present a problem of equal difficulty for Locke's
theory in each case., What matters here for us is the way

in which language and significant behaviour make it possible
to recognise that two people are having the same experience,
or else similar experiences. Obviously, my ability to des-
cribe my experiences is an important way in which you can
find out whether my experience is at &ll like yours. But
the signififcance of language goes deeper than that. For |
language (widely defined as any systematic body of meaning-
ful signs) must be the vehicle through which the possibility
of shared experience is grasped, since it is only language
which has the capacity to convey the sense of experience,

It is not only that I cannot know what another person is
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experiencing unless I know what his words and actions

mean. The very idea of there being such experiences
available to the mind of another cannot occur to me unless
there is a medium through which another's experiences can
find outuward expression. UWords are central to this act-
ivity since, as Locke was among the first to notice, this
representative or signifying function is one of their es-
sential characteristics (although of course words perform
many other functions as well — and even the representative
function of language need not be anything like the sign-
designating-idea model that Locke provides, which is really
a supposedly interpersonal form of the idea-designating-raw-
experience model which is how Locke sometimes describes
sensation and reflection when, from time to time, he talks
as if he is not identifying experience itself as ideas.)

Some refeﬂﬁce to this function of language, then,
becomes an essential part of any epistemology which purports
to explain the possibility of there being shared experience,
This is one reason why Locke goes on to discuss the nature
of language; and for the same reason, the adequacy of his
account is central to the question of whether his epistem-
ology can describe a world of shareable experience, and
hence a world in which objective judgement is possible.

For Locke, experience consists of the individual's
stock of ideas. Words, then, must refer to these. He says
that words are "sounds as signs of internal conceptions"
(II1,1,1) and "in their primary or immediate signification,
stand for nothing but the ideas in the mind of him that
uses them...nor can anyone apply them as marks, immediately,
to anything else but the ideas that he himself hath" (III,
2,2). Hence the only immediete way of knowing what a word
means is to have the appropriate idea available to one's
mind and all mediate ways of knowing must finally come
down to this. Now it is indeed the idea which constitutes
not only the reference of the word, but its sense as well.
But if this is the case, how can words be used to comm-
unicate at all? For in order to communicate ideas to one
another, men must "suppose their words to be marks of the
ideas in ‘the minds also of other men" (I11,2,4). And what

grounds could there be for supposing this? A prerequisite
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of the words being real words, that is, signs with meanings
rather than mere noises that people make, is that men who
communicate by using them must already have the same ideas
in their minds, and must also annex the same words to these
ideas. But there can be no way of knowing that the former
is the case or that the latter is happening. Ffor there is
no way of knowing, except via language, that men have the
same ideas; nor, in these circumstances, would the fact
that one man uses a word be a guarantee that he annexes
the same idea to it that I do when I use that word, (These
two points taken together also ensure that any disparities
need not show up as inconsistencies in what we say.) So
this part of Locke's theory collapses into circularity.
And thus the question of what words an individual has as-
sociated with which (Lockean) ideas is undecideable, if
indeed it is intelligible at all.

Locke evades this problem by slipping into his
familiar empirical stance. There is, he believes, really
a world of external objects which cause men to have the
ideas they do have, and like causes produce like effects.,
Thus all men will have, broadly speaking, the same stock of
ideas, occasioned by the passive reception by their minds
of sensations emanating from the same objects by virtue
of the secondary qualities or powers of those objects.
Words will become associated with these ideas as they
occur in different individuals by being taught in circum-
stances in which the same idea will be excited in the minds
of teacher and pupil alike by the action of the same object
which is present to them both., But of course the exist-
ence of such public objects and their ability to arouse
the same ideas in different minds is the very point at
issue, the very reason why language is being discussed in
the first place. Locke's theory of language is not saved
by recourse to an empirical hypothesis. And since he has
failed to explain how there can be a shared experience,
he has failed to explain how there can be a public world,
because the latter is impossible without the former. And
without the one or the other, there can be no distinction
between subjective judgements and objective ones.

But although Locke's theory fails, we can learn from
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its errors. For Locke assumes throughout that the
meaning of a word, and also that to which the word
refers in its primary signification, is located in the
inner, and to others inaccessible, idea that the indiv-
idual has., The idea is thus not only the referent of the
word, but its relation to the word is what gives the word
sense, Taking these points together, we can see that it
is impossible for a strict empiricist account of a public
experience to be given, precisely because no sign which
could convey an understanding of what an experience is
like from one person to another, could have its sense
located in what is inaccessible to others — the individ-
ual's own stock of ideas = and still count as a sign for
others. The sense of signs, which makes it possible for
us to use them to refer, must be found in some area which
is publicly accessible if communication is to be possible
at all. But if private ideas are inaccessible, and public
objects are only knowable as a consequence of the ability
of individuals to compare experiences, then, paradoxical as
it might seem, it cannot be the Lockean idea which is the
determinant of what is to be communicated if experiences
are to be publicly accessible, (Nor can it be the external
object, as previous arguments have shown that Lockean man
does not have a clear use for the word 'external'. Here
we can see that in addition, an external object, being a
public one, can only be known as a consequence of communic-
ation being possible.) So in some way it must be the mode
of access, language itself, which determines through the
sense its terms contain, what intelligibility shall be
given to what is experienced.

I spoke earlier of words acting as signs for some-
thing else. It is natural to think of this relationship
in terms of the sign being something added to a pre-existing
referent; and certainly that is how Locke thought of the
function of words. The tendency to think in this way is
enhanced by the fact that the choice of the sign is arbitrary
whereas the experience it is supposed to be attached to is
thought of as already existing and, being a given which the
mind passively accepts, already determined., However, if we

step outside Locke's model of language for a moment, and
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imagine the sign as the determinant of the otherwise
inaccessible and so indeterminable quality of experience
as it manifests itself in people in general (and so in
oneself, since one is a person amongst others) we can see
that the reverse of Locke's position is really the more
convincing possibility. But from the standpoint of Locke's
theory, with the idea determining the sense of words, comm-
unication through words is impossible; and with it the
possibility of knowing that others are making the same
judgement disappears as well. Yet such knowledge about
the judgement of others is clearly possible., We take it
for granted that it is possible, and we recognise it to
be a requirement, in the typical case of colour judgements,
for instance, for making the distinctions between appearing
and really being. Since we cannot believe that our capacity
to make such distinctions is illusory, the conception of the
idea as being something which can be understood independent
of the (public) sign we have for it, which lies at the very
heart of Locke's epistemology, must be abandoned. (This
might be taken as implying that sign and idea must really
be one and the same, and that — to put a behaviouristic
interpretation on that — there are reslly only signs.
But I do not mean to imply that, and will in due course
argue for a different interpretation. I do not mean that
an experience which has no sign associated with it could
not in some sense be said to occur, but only that it would
not be intelligible as an experience., A fortiori, no
experience could be intelligible as a shared experience if
there are no words in which the experience could be des-
cribed. The unintelligibility of experiences without
corresponding signs will affect those cases too which I
referred to earlier, where the experience in question is
not one of something which can be shared, but only one
where others can experience something similar., That I
have a toothache, for instance, is an intelligible notion
only if 'toothache' refers to something others can also
have which is qualitatively like what I am having.)

I suggested at the start of this chapter that Locke's
rejection of the possibility of innate ideas is a serious
constraint on the feasibility of his theory. For there




110

are perhaps two explanations of the possibility of diff-
erent minds coming to contain the same ideas which could
be given without going too far from the terms in which
Locke's theory is couched, although the theory would then
be by no means what Locke intended, and it would no longer
be an empiricist theory either., The first of these ex-
planations is that independent objects might exist as the
causes of ideas, no matter whose ideas they are. UWe have
seen that Locke did make intermittent use of this view;
but we have also seen that it is a scientific hypothesis
rather than a philosophical theory. It cannot explain
what gives rise to the belief that the same ideas might
exist in my mind and in yours., It can only be introduced

once we believe this, in order to account for our belief.

Rs we have seen, there is nothing within the framework of
the individual's stock of ideas, as Locke conceived it to
be, which would even lead us to suppose that others might
possess the same ideas as ourselves (and, it might be
added, the conception of there being others like ourselves
is similarly circumscribed). This explanation, therefore,
can be abandoned from the outset.

The alternative is to incorporate the capacity of
different minds to contain the same idea into a feature
of the structure of thought itself., VYet Locke's approach
began by ruling this possibility out. He believes that
there can be no determined structure to thought itself,
since if there were, it would manifest itself as a series
of innate ideas, In Book I of the 'Essay' he argues that
there exists no proposition either of reason or morals that
absolutely everyone knows, which is doubtless true if by
knowing we mean, as Locke does, having the ability to state
the proposition known., He also claims, rather less con-
vincingly, that no principle of reason or morals could be
dispositionally innate; that is, no principle could be
implicitly known, but the knowledge not be expressed or
assented to until men come to the use of reason. Ffor, he
argues, it is not only difficult to see what could be meant
by the claim that a person knows something he cannot state
or assent to, but knowing a principle in this way is indis-
tinguishable from coming to know it by experience, and much

better explained by the latter suggestion.
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In fact, Locke fails here to distinguish the ability
to state or assent to a verbalised form of a principle of
reason from the ability to use or deploy it. Not altogether
surprisingly, Locke actually refers to this dispositional
ability of the mind in the act of denying its existence,
He writes:

"If by knowing and assenting to (innate ideas)

'wvhen we come to the use of reason', be meant, that as soon
as children come to the use of reason, they come also to
know and assent to these maxims; this is also false and
frivolous. How many instances of the use of reason may we
observe in children, a long time before they have any knou-
ledge of this maxim..." (I1,2,12). Elsewhere Locke appeals
to self-evidence or "intuitive knowledge" which he needs
to explain the various abilities to operate which he ascribes
to the understanding, such as the ability to recognise the
similarities and differences between simple ideas., He admits
that "It is on this intuition that depends all the whole
certainty and evidence of all our knowledge" (IV,2,1). So
if Locke is at times unwillingly prepared to admit that
there are structural features of human thought which exist
prior to experience and are not learned from it, his theory
with the addition of some dispositionally innate principles
is now more coherent at the expense of no longer being an
empiricist theory in the strictest terms, for it no longer
depends on experience alone as the source of both form and
content of all knowledge. Furthermore, there would then
seem to be no bar to introducing a number of other innate
principles of reason in order to solve other problems
within the theory, inclusive of the one we are interested
in, I referred earlier to the confusion inherent in Locke's
use of the term 'idea' to cover both what is given in sen-
sation and what is perceived, since the latter but not the
former seems to imply the existence of some thing which is
the object of perception. Professor Mackie, discussing
this, considers the possibility of there being an innate
disposition to see things realistically; that is, he
suggests that there might be an innate disposition to
assemble concatenations of sensations as substantially
based and causally related.* This would certainly solve

* J.L.Mackie 'Problems from Locke' (Oxford 1976) ch.?
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the problems about causation and substance which Locke's
epistemology also suffers from, but again at the expense

of abandoning the principle that the only basis of knouw-
ledge is experience. To make a move of this sort is indeed
to lean towards an important aspect of Kant's eventual res-
ponse to empiricism. For to speak of dispositionally
innate ideas is one rather loose way of referring to the
possibility of synthetic a priori judgements.

From the standpoint of our concern with objectivity,
however, even that modification to the empiricist approach
to knowledge would fail to rescue Locke's theory entirely
from its difficulties. For let us grant for the moment
that there might be an innate disposition for experiences
of whatever sort to be objectified as they are had. Now if
this is to solve the problem of how different men can be

said to have the same experiences, it can do so only by
presupposing a form of sensibility, that is, a structuring
of experience, which is the same for all men. But in that
case, it is hard to see how we can avoid the conclusion that
all men must judge alike in the same circumstances; for the
same ideas will be excited in their minds as a result of
their common sensibility. Consequently, the question will
not now be how men can judge objectively, but how it is that
subjective judgements ever come to be made. If a common
sensibility determines that all men who observe a scarlet
post-box have literally the same idea of scarlet as a res-
ult, then we can only explain the fact that someone might
see the postbox differently from the others (as grey, for
example) by saying that he and he alone had a completely
different idea from all his fellows. (If he then puts his
judgement into words, we can perhaps explain his error by
saying that he has annexed the wrong word to the idea he
has. But then how will we know that it is he who has made
the error, and not the rest of us? We are then no nearer

an explanation than we were before.) But the real problem
is still to explain how his completely different idea orig-
inated, and how it can be reconciled with the putative
existence of a common form of sensibility. For there are
cases of '@ person seeing something different from others,
and yet proving by consistent usage elsewhere that he does
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understand the terms he is using, because in other cases
he does annex the word to the idea as we all do. We touch
here on a particular problem for any theory which tries to
impose a priori mental structures on our capacity to make
empirical judgements, for they seem to leave no room for
subjectivity in particular cases, and leave the problem of
error exactly where it was before, This is a major and, I
think, unresolved difficulty in Kant's solution to the
problem of knowledge which empiricism bequeathed to him,
Thus, at least in the simple form in which it has been
presented here, the introduction of dispositionally innate
ideas solves one problem only to raise another., I have
been unable to find or think of a form this argument might
take which would overcome this difficulty; but in view of
the fact that a more satisfactory solution to this problem
will be given in the next chapter, I do not think I am
guilty of an important failure here,

An alternative response to the difficulties in Locke's
account of the possibility of public agreement in judge-
ments ( and one which may have seemed to be implied at one
or two points in this chapter so far) is to reject his
account of inner experience altogether as irrelevant, If
the possibility of public agreement in judgements makes
us despair of explaining how the sense of words can come
from the individual's own, and to others inaccessible ideas,
then it seems that the sense of the words must come from
something which is itself public., That something will not
be the relation of the word to its reference, the object
itself, or its relevant qualities, since the possibility
of public agreement in judgements is a precondition of there
being public objects or public qualities to refer to at all.
Therefore (since that is all that remains) the sense of
words used in public judgements must derive from the way
in which people actually use them when they make these
judgements. Not any usage will do, though. Usage has

actually to be correct, or our words might mean anything

or nothing., But providing that we can establish what counts
as correct interpersonal judgements in relation to any
particular concept (such as redness) so that we know when

it is correct to say 'that is red' (on this theory, when
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people in general do say it), we have established the sense
of the word 'red', and without the need to refer to ideas
at all. The individual's idea, whatever it is or is like,
drops out of consideration as an irrelevance.

Part of the trouble with this theory, however, is the
requirement that the judgements people make should actually
be correct. For we know that what most people say does
not in itself establish their correctness. If agreement
in judgements is the only basis available for the sense of i
words, we are entitled to ask whether this agreement is |
justified agreement, or whether it is merely a consensus
view, This brings us back again to the problem we faced
at the end of Chapter Three, but now with an additional
difficulty. For not only do we now lack the idea of there
being a justification for our judgements which we could
regard as sufficient, so that we would be reduced to ass-
erting that judgements were objective on the inadequate
basis of how it is usual to judge, rather than on how it
is normal to judge; but in addition we have now located
the sense of the terms we employ in our judgements in the
agreement itself. Aberrant, mistaken or subjective judge-
ments would then be entirely incomprehensible. It would
not merely be the case that someone who said 'this is
yellow', about something which it was generally agreed was
red, would be uttering a falsehood. He would be uttering
something which could not be intelligible, either to any-
one else or to himself, since the criteria for correctness
and intelligibility within this theory are one and the
same., So the price of accepting this alternative to the
empiricist approach would be even greater than the other
alternatives we have considered. Other theories have made
disagreement in judgements puzzling; this theory makes
them impossible. For genuine disagreements require there
to be meaningful alternatives, and this theory allows for
none., Perhaps this theory might be sophisticated to the
extent of allowing some sort of distinction between
correctness and intelligibility to be made; but any at-
tempt to do this could only be effective to the extent
that it contains some grounds other than the agreement of

the majority for coming to make a judgement. And once we
admit other grounds for judgement, or even for understanding
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the concepts employed in making judgements, we are inevit-
ably driven to take account of the individual's experience
again, which really negates the whole point of having the
theory in this form. The mistake of empiricism is to try
to make the individual's experience the sole basis for
public judgement. The mistake of the radical alternative
we are now discussing is to rule out the role of individual
experience entirely., In seeing this, we see also that an
adequate theory of objectivity needs to explain not one but
two things about public agreement in judgements., It needs
to explain not only how judgements can count as actually
correct, but also how the concepts employed in making the
judgements come to have application, which amounts to ex-
plaining how the terms we employ in judgements come to have
sense, Locke wrongly located the answer to both questions
in the relation between the judgement and the idea in the
mind of the individual subject of experience. The radical
alternative tries to locate the answer to both gquestions

in the relation between the individual's judgements and

the judgements of us all., Both accounts are defective
because neither gives full weight to both these aspects of
judgement via the senses, If subjective judgement is to

be allowable, the individual's actual experience must play
some part in his judgement., And if objective judgement is
to be possible, and judgement as a whole is to be meaningful,
interpersonal standards of judgement must impose themselves
in some positive way on the individual's judgements at the
same time.

But though the new question we have raised about how
terms used in judgements have sense, seems only to be a
further complication thrown up by consideration of the
failure of empiricism to explain how objective judgement
is possible, it really provides a key to the solution we are
seeking, together with the notion of normal judgements which
we arrived at in the previous chapter. For when we come to
see just how words for our experiences get their sense and
are able to function in a public domain, we shall also see
why it is normal to judge in some ways rather than others.,
In other words, the reason why we are justified in judging
things to be as most people, most of the time, do judge
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them to be, will emerge from an adequate account of how
the terms employed in our judgements get their meaning.

This, however, is a topic for the next chapter. The
aim of this one has been to locate the inadequacies of
Locke's account of judgement with respect to the problem
of objectivity, and so to lead us to the point where we
can consider a theory which will overcome those inadequacies.
In the process, we shall also overcome the difficulties
inherent in the contrasting behaviouristic theory of
judgement which I have sketched in over the last few pages.




CHAPTER FIVE

RULES AND EXPERIENCES: WITTGENSTEIN

The previous chapter showed us the need for the words
for our sense-experiences to have the same meaning for each
of us if objectivity is to be possible. At the same time
we saw that the extreme, but obvious, form of this doctrine,
the claim that the individual's having of inner experience
is unconnected with his possession of the concepts which
seem to be based on those experiences, involves major diff-
iculties. Ffor belief in the objectivity of judgements is
degraded to faith in the rightness of & consensus of judge-
ments, which is unsatisfactory because calling a judgement
objective does involve more than people merely agreeing in
their judgements, The agreement must be justified agreement,
as we have seen, Furthermore, I have argued that the ex-
treme form of this doctrine makes interpersonal judgement
possible at the cost of rendering meaningful disagreements
in judgements impossible. Thus, even if objectivity were
possible according to the terms of this doctrine, it would
be at the cost of making it impossible for there to be sub-
jective judgements as well. So we still face considerable
problems in explaining how objective and subjective judge-
ments can occur in the way they do.

The work of the later Wittgenstein is highly relevant
to these difficulties., It is widely recognised that in
the 'Philosophical Investigations' he attacks the notion
that possession of a concept depends on acquaintance with
an inner, logically private, sensation or idea.* This has
led some philosophers to interpret him as advocating some-
thing like the opposite view, described above, where con-
cepts have nothing to do with inner experience.** But in
spite of there being some evidence that Wittgenstein may
sometimes have been tempted to think in that direction, I

* tr, G.E.M.Anscombe, 2nd. edition 1958 (Blackwell)

** see for example G.Pitcher 'The Philosophy of Wittgen-
stein' (Prentice-Hall 1964) p.298ff; J.J.C.Smart 'Phil-
osophy and Scientific Realism' (Routledge 1963) esp.
Che4; N.Malcolm 'Dreaming' (Routledge 1959) passim,
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do not think that his argument against basing meaning on
acquaintance with inner experience needs to be interpreted
so radically. In what follows I shall argue for an inter-
pretation of the Private Language Argument which does not
require us to deny either the existence of inner experiences
or that they have a role in the making of judgements. At
the same time this account will dispel the difficulty raised
in Chapter Three, where we encountered objections to our
belief that how we ordinarily judge, as standard judges in
standard conditions of observation, is no guarantee that

our judgements are objective, because there needs to be
justification for our belief that how we ordinarily judge

is how it is normal to judge. UWittgenstein's work offers

us such justification.

The Private Language Argument is deployed by UWitt-
genstein as part of a wider strategy intended to alter our
way of looking at the concepts of meaning, understanding
and communication. This intention, coupled with the writer's
aphoristic style, makes exposition difficult, and it is
often hard to focus on the application of his ideas to one
particular issue. Although most of the following material
is drawn from 'Philosophical Investigations' ss243-304,
other references will be introduced from time to time where
this is helpful.

First of 8ll we must note that a private language, as
Wittgenstein uses the term, is a logically private language,
and not one that it just happens that no-one else under-
stands, We are invited in ss243 to imagine a tribe of
people who use language to speak only to themselves. This
is not a true private language, since an explorer could
come to understand it by observing how the actions of the
members of the tribe fitted in with what they said. He
could come to predict their actions from their words by
this means, This is to assume, of course, that the ex-
plorer could make sense of what the tribesman did, but this
is an assumption that Wittgenstein is prepared to make.

That human behaviour in general makes sense is not for him
an empirical assumption, but one by which the whole notion
of 'making sense' is underpinned. He makes this assumption

cleer in ss206, where he says: "The common behaviour of




mankind is the system of reference by means of which we
interpret an unknown language." The tribal language of
ss243% is thus in essence & public, not a private language.
But, Wittgenstein asks, can we also imagine a language
being used only to signify inner experiences? "The in-
dividual words of the language are to refer to what can
only be known to the person speaking; to his immediate
private sensations. So another person cannot understand
the language." Nor are the words in this language to be
linked to any "natural expressions of sensation" which

might enable another person to understand the words (ss256).

The link between word and sensation is quite arbitrary., "I
simply associate names with sensations..." UWittgenstein's

purpose here is the negative one of making it clear that
the private language cannot be taught to another or learnt
from another, We are so used to the everyday correspondence
between word and sensation that it is easy to overlook the
fact that a private language must be invented for oneself
or else just be with one from birth., Locke certainly failed
to appreciate this point; and indeed, the language that
Wittgenstein is describing here is virtuelly identical to
that described by Locke in the 'Essay' es the model of gur
language, although Locke, as we saw, employed various shifts
to get round the problems he created for himself in making
words stand for ideas in the mind of the individual. One
such, it will be remembered, was to suppose that the lang-
uage could be learnt by making the (unjustifiable) assumption
that the object itself could cause the same idea to be in
the mind of pupil and teacher. I have already argued, in
Chapter Four, that a language composed of such words as this
could not be used to communicate with others; and Wittgen-
stein also makes this point briefly in ss257. So such a
language is useless for the expression of judgements which
others could either agree or disagree with, Wittgenstein's
case is a still stronger one, however, for he argues that
such 'words' could not form part of a language at all. To
call these signs words is to misrepresent entirely what
language is like,

The process of neming a logically private experience
is now examined, Wittgenstein concentrates here (ss257 ff)
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on the example of naming a8 pain, but any sensation could

be substituted for pain as the example. Elsewhere he

talks about sensations of colour in just the same manner,
and his use of the word 'sensation' is, I think, meant to
apply to any mental state or occurrence where the test of
recognition or understanding seems to be a looking inwards
at a sort of 'inner picture' which serves as an exemplar

for the state or process. So he certainly means his argu-
ment to cover all those cases where we would talk of sense
data, pure phenomenal experience or a Lockean idea of sen=
sation. We must beware of letting the specific (and in

some respects slightly misleading) example of pain blind

us to the real point of the Private Language Argument, which
is to deny that the private linguist can possess any concept
which is understood solely by being associated with the
logicelly private sensation which the private linguist has,
Coupled with this denial is another, the denial of the
psychological tendency to feel that not only is the private
sensation the exemplar of the meaning of the term associated
with the sensation, but that the understanding geined by
this means is as complete as it is possible for understanding
to be. Both ideas are contained in the rather cryptic

remark which Wittgenstein puts into the mouth of the private

linguist in ss264: ""Once you know what the word stands for,
you understand it, you know its whole use."" There is also
an echo of both ideas in ss274: "It is as if when I uttered

the word I cest a sidelong glance at the private sensation,
as it were in order to say to myself: I know all right
what I mean by it.,"

In order to expose the mistake underlying both these
ideas, Wittgenstein introduces the device of the diary (ss
258) used to record the recurrence of a particular (logic-
ally private) sensation. Every time the sensation S occurs
the diarist will make a note "S" in his diary. (The diary
is not, of course, a way round logical privacy. There is
no intention, as there is no possibility, that anyone else
should understand from the diary what the sign written in
it signifies. The point of introducing the diary is that
it serves to show up the process which is supposed to be

going on when a privete language is in use.,) UWittgenstein
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first points out that "S" cannot be defined., Its only
sense lies in its relation to its reference, the sensation
itself, since the sense of "S" is given by the act of making
a reference to S. This is "a kind of ostensive definition"
but not in the ordinary sense., Instead of pointing to the
sensation, the diarist does what he supposes to be the men-
tal equivalent of pointing — "I concentrate my attention
on the sensation =—— and so, as it were, point to it inward-
ly", Thus the diarist seems to have created a record of S
for future reference, But this is an idle procedure unless
it has the result of allowing him to identify S when §
occurs again., Wittgenstein remarks that ""I impress it on
myself" can only mean: this process brings it about that

I remember the connexion right in the future." 1In other
words, the process of concentrating on S while uttering "S"
must transform the sign which will mark not only that occur-
ence of S but future ones as well, so that "S" becomes a
word which is able to express a concept. Now it is funda-
mental to the possession of a concept that there are rules
for the application of the word that expresses it., This

is because a sign which is supposed to stand for a concept

yet could be applied to anything in any circumstances would

not indicate 2 concept at all., The user of such a sign
would be showing, by his way of using it, that he did not

in fact possess a concept here, that he did not understand
the concept he believed himself to have by virtue of having
a8 sign for it. Now the private diarist is not in a pos-
ition to use the sign "S" rightly or wrongly at all. To
justify his use of the sign he can only check it against

his memory of what "S" is supposed to 'stand for'. The
difficulty here has nothing to do with the fallibility of
memory, as is sometimes supposed, for the diarist is in

just as bad a situation if he merely believes that what he
now feels or experiences is another occurrence of S. Saying
that he merely believes it implies that this time he has

got it wrong, or might have got it wrong. And the diarist's
ability to make the connexion between S end "S" right or
wrong is precisely what is in doubt. In ss265 Wittgenstein
says "Justification consists in appealing to something

independent." Now in some circumstances, an appeal from
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one memory to another (or even concentrating on the memory
one has) can amount to a justification for the correctness
of the original memory; but this is only because memories
are themselves checkable against the facts, so that we know
that there is a difference between remembering right and
remembering wrong. But in the diarist's case this sort of
distinction cannot ever be made. Ffor only his memory, and
nothing else, can tell him whether he is following the rule
for connecting S to "S" correctly or not. Even if the
diarist retreats one stage further and claims that he has
his own impression of what counts as 'following a rule' or
'getting a designation right', the situation is no better.
For it is still the case that "Whatever is going to seem
right...is right. And that only means that here we can't
talk about 'right'." (ss258).

The private diarist, and thus the private language user,
has the impression that private ostensive definition is poss-
ible because in fact he really does already have the con-
cepts he is supposing himself to be defining. This is
because he already speaks a real language, and has in fact
gained the concepts, and the rules which make them meaning-
ful, from that language. Ostensive definition in general
only works when we already know something of the use of a
word in a language, but are uncertain about how to apply it.
Earlier in the 'Philosophical Investigations' Wittgenstein
wrote: "Ostensive definition explains the use —— the mean-
ing — of the word when the overall role of the word in
the language is clear." (ss30). So the technique works if,
say, a person already speaks one language but needs to knouw
what colour a certain word signifies in another language.
For he has a grasp of the appropriate concepts of colour
and colours through his mastery of his own language. The
technique of ostensive definition also works when we teach
a child its first language, not because we can guarantee
that the child has the right (private) sensation before
his mind when we utter the word (as Locke had to suppose)
but because the child's future use of the word, and his
future behaviour in connection with it, will show whether
he has grasped the concept or not., If he has, his use of

the word will, by and large, correspond with ours, for
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reasons I shall shortly come to. However, here I must
stress again one of the lessons of Chapter fFour., The
agreement of the child's future usage of & word with our
own does not mean that the sense of the word for him, and
of the concept that lies behind its proper use by him, is
the same thing as his ability to use the word as we all do.
He uses a word like 'red' on account of his experience of
redness; but he needs to learn the public rules for using
'red' (and so grasp the concept involved) in order to make
these experiences intelligible to himself and communicable
to others. And that is what the ostensive process is
teaching him, UWittgenstein is not ruling out inner exper-
iences (or any sort of personal experience) in his attack
on private language theory. He is ruling out one partic-
ular model of the relationship between the incdividual's
sensation and the intelligible public sign for it. 1In
doing this, he also shows how firmly the understanding of
the individual's experience is rooted in the public domain,
whether that understanding is of one's own experiences or
of someone else's, This is an insight which is central to
my argument.

According to Wittgenstein, then, the private linguist's
conception of what it is to give a word meaning is such that
the result of his activity could not amount to a language,
even for the private linguist himself; a fortiori, it could
not be a language which he could have in common with other
speakers, This last point has indeed slready been estab-
lished in the previous chapter by other arguments., My
reason for turning to Wittgenstein's argumentson the topic
is that they enable us to see why this should be so. In
rejecting the model in which words derive their meanings
from private sensations which serve as exemplars, Witt-
genstein emphasises the fact that it is an essential con-

dition for a word's having meaning at all that its applic-
ation to states of affairs should be rule-governed, that
there should be a significant difference between using the

word rightly and using it wrongly. He further stresses
that the notion of a rule is only intelligible, and the
distinction between right and wrong usage is only signif-

icant, where the idea of using & word correctly is & public
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