Copyright is owned by the Author of the thesis. Permission is given for
a copy to be downloaded by an individual for the purpose of research and
private study only. The thesis may not be reproduced elsewhere without
the permission of the Author.



DiESCRIFTION AND EVALUATIOW

An Examination of Julius Kovesi's

Philosophy of Language

A thesis presented in pertial fulfilment
of the reguirements for the degree of
Doctor of Philcsophy
in philosophy
at Massey llniversity

John Patterson
1975



ABSTRACT ikl

Kovesi maintains (1) that ihe key to understanding
a term is to be found not in empirical similarities among
observable things and events but in the humen needs and
interests incorporated in what h= calls the formal
elements of our notions, (2) that these formal elements
also provide, where appropriate,; standards for evaluation,
(3) that this is true of moral and non-moral notions
alike, the differences between mcocral and other notions,
between moral and other judgements and between practical
and theoretical reasoning being differences in ingredients
or subject matter rather than in logic, and (4) that the
distinction between description and evaluation has,

traditionally, been incorrectly dravm.

In this essay I cxeaminc these theses ~nd the
argnments used to support thein, and conclude that, if
extended more widely than Kovesl envisages and internreted
with care, they are inherently plausible and are more

attractive than some obvious rivals.

The first chgpter is devoted mainly to elucidating
the technical terms 'form' and 'matter', comparing them
with the more femilier 'necessary' and 'contingent', with
Aristotle's 'form' and 'matter' and with Piato's 'form'.
Chapter two concentrates on Kovesi's theses (1) and (2),
with particular emphasis on the requirement that language
be public and on the noticn of following a rule, finding
that (1) applies not only to terms but also to a variety
of speech acts. In chapters three and four I examine
thesis (3), finding it adecuately supnorted, but dis-
agreeing with two consenuences Kovesi draws from his view
of moral notions. I also consider whether he is committed
to the view that we create the world through the notions
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we form, arguing that despite annearances he is not
committed to such a view, and that the cuestion whether
we do so create the world lacks sense. Chapter five is
concerned primarily with theses (4) and (2), with partic-
ular attention te the auestion whether we must all have
the same notions in order to understand each other, and
to just how the differences in ingredients or subject
matter mentioned in (3) are to be specified. I conclude
that a public language is possible without our all having,
in the appropriate sense, exactly the same notions, and
suggest that the difference btetween moral and other
notions lies not in some single moral voint of view but

in what is regarded as central to the notion of a person.
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Chapter One FORM AND MATTER

1.1 Introduction

Although Julius Xovesi's #oral “otions was published

several years ago, and was described in its only major
review as a 'strongly original' and 'thoroughly disturbing
book' which 'decisively and permanently alters the balance
of power' and 'should lead to some agonising reappraisals'
(Mayo 1969, 285, 292),1 it has attracted little attention

in the literature. In w.::is3 essay I try to afford this

work the detailed examination it merits.

In one resvect the compass of my essay will be
narrow; & considerable part of it will be devoted to
penetrating Kovesi's terse and often cryptic remarks,
assessing them under varions interwvnretations, reconstruct-
ing arguments by which his more paradoxical conclusions
may have been reached, and speculating as to the anteced-
ents of his views. 3But in anovher respect the essay will
have a wide compass, for, although outwardly concerned
with moral notions, Kovesi's book contains an apparently
new account of what it is to understand and use a term of
language in general. The account runs more or less as
follows: it is not empirical similarities among observable
a

Essential references are incorporated thus into the
text. For details see the list of works cited. Except
where some other work is clearly indicated the references

are to Moral Ilotions.




objrcts and happenings in the world around us that
provide the ey to understanding and using a term;
rather, what we must attend tc are the human needs and
interests incorporated in what he calls the formal

elements of our notions.

Peing quite general, this account is meant to apply
to moral as well as non-moral notions. Different sorts
of notions are formed and used for different reasons; the
difference between moral and other notions and that
between moral and other judgements is a difference in
subject matter or ingredients, the logical features, in
perticular the reonirement of objectivity in a public
language, being the same in all cases. And not only does
the formal element of a notion, whether moral or not,
provide the riles for understanding and using a term, but
it also incorporates, where appropriate, the standards by
which an instance is jndged to be good, bad or indifferenf.
It is from these views that Kovesi arrives at his most
paradoxical conclusion, that 'moral notions do not eval—
uate the world of description; we =svaluate that world by
the help of descriptive notions. WMoral notions describe
the world of evaluation' (161). ‘

These are, as it were, the frmits of Kovesi's

efforts. Although provocative and almost paradoxical,

they can be stated in everyday English. This, it appears
at first sight, is not so for much of what he says. His
remarks about language in general and the differences
between moral and other notions, and the arguments he uses
to support the claims above, are expressed with the help
of various technical terms. I turn, then, to two &f these,

with a view not only to explaining them in order to follow



Kovesi's arguments but also to sec vhether they are really
necessary, whether his claims and arguments can be stated

in more familiar terms.

1.2 'Form' and 'matter!'

Kovesi introduces the technical terms 'form' and
'matter' by means of a disclaimer: 'By matter I do not
mean simply the tangible material of the object, nor by
form its shape or appearance', nor does he intend to
introduce any metaphysical entities (3-4). %What he does
mean is explained first by an example, that of a table,
although the terms are clearly intended to have quite
general application. The form of a table is given by anm‘
answer to the question why we call some objects tables
and refuse the term to other objects (4), and this answer
is in terms of the point of or reason for bringing certain
qualities, features or aspects of things, actions or )
situations together under the term (32). The term °
'matter', as applied to tables, stands for 'not only the
various materials out of which we may construct tables but
any characteristic in which the object may vary without
ceasing to be a table' (4). TFor example, whether a table
is made of wood or steel, whether it has three or four
legs, and whether it seats one or ten people, are all
questions abrut the material elcments ~f tables.

How then do we come to understand the notion of a
table? According to Kovesi, we do not perceive the
quality of being-a-tatle, nor do we construct the notion
of a table out of empirically given qualities; there is



no strict rule as to what cualities something must have
in order that we should be akle to call it a tahle,
although not just anything will count as one. We canno%‘
understand the notion of a table without understanding
the need for tahles. It 1is our reasons for having tables
which gnidec ms in deciding whet are tables (1-4). On the
one hand, 'for us to judge something to be a table an
unspecified group of properties and qualities have to be
present, none of which is that property or cuality that
we have agreed to call "table"' (6), and on the other
hand, 'When we are looking for a formal element we are
looking for that which alone is comrion to a variety of"’
things or actions' (114). It is illuminating to see why
there is no contradiction here. What is it that is common
to all tables? Kovesi would say that this need not be
found in the field of empnirical similarities, and in this
case is not. What is common to them all is the purposec -
they are intended to serve. That is why we cannot under-
stand the notion of a table without understanding the need
for tables (this is vecry likc the views found in Cohen
1962, section 8 and p. 87, Hampshire 1959, chapter 4, and
Wittgenstein 1958, pgh 291). Kovesi's discussion of ‘
tables then tells us much about the interded meanings of
his terms 'form' and 'matter'. To understand why some
objects are called tables while others are not is to
understand why it is that we need tables, why we need
level surfaces at a convenient height, etc., and this is
what it is to know the formal element of the notion of a
table. Anything not concerned with our needs for tables,
such as whether a piece of furniture has three or four
legs, will be a material element, for in such respects it

may vary without ceasing to be a table.



The terms 'form' and 'matter' =re apnlied not only
to our notions of objects but also to our notions of human
actions. For example, it is a part or the formal element
of the notion of murder that the life of some innocent
person be intentionally taken with the aim of personal
gain or satisfaction (4), and another part, shared with
some other formal eclemnents, is our need to blame and
excuse pcople (21). Another of Kovesi's apnlications of
'form' and 'matter' to human actions is found in his
discussion of the notion of an inadvertent act. The
material elements are the various ways we can perform
inadvertent acts, such as knocking over the tcapot while
reaching for the salt; the formal element, he says, is
that same thing which all these amount to. We find new
examples of inadvertent acts by recognizing the formal
element, recognizing what it is that they all amount to,
not by seeking empirical similarities amongst the instan-
ces, and here too thc formal elecment involves our need to

excuse or blame ourselves and others (15-17).

The claim that the formal element is that same thing
to which the instances all amount might appear trivial,
for of course they all amount to inadvertent acts. But
they also amount to acts for which the agent is not
morally responsible, however much they might look like
cases of culpable clumsiness, inconsiderateness, lack of
foresight, etc. To claim that an act was inadvertent is
to deny responsibility, and if an act is inadvertent,
then necessarily the agent cannot be held responsible.

To settle a disagreement as to whether an act was inad;_‘
vertent we must decide whether the agent was responsible
for what happened. The formal element of the notion of
inadvertency directs us away from the empirical

—
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similarities betwecon varions acts and their outcomes,
towards the agent's intentions, state of knowledge, degree
of foresight and the like. If, under conditions where ‘
what we observe inclines s to hold the agent responsible
for the outcome of his act, we come to decide that we are
not entitled to do this, we can describe the act as

inadvertent.

From these and other cxamples of Kovesi's a general
thesis may be extracted, but it must be extracted with
care. In particular, it is important to see that tables,
being artefacts, are a swvecial sort of case. The generéiﬁ
thesis is that when, as is almost always the case, a
notion has a formal element, that formal element will be
concerned with whatever point there is in allowing certain
objects, events or states of affairs as instances of the
notion and disallowing others, and this point will in all
cases be connected with certain human needs, interests,
etc. In the case of artefacts, where the notion is of é
type of objcct that has a given function or functions,
the point in allowing some objects as instances and
disallowing others will be intimately connected with that
function. The relation here cannot be said to be that of
identity, partly because we do not want to deny, for
example, that a toy axe is an axe or that a punctured tyre
is a tyre, but the relation is so close in the case of
artefact words that it is easy to think that Kovesi holds
that the formal element of a notion will always be con-
cerned with the function of its instances. This would be
a mistake. It is only in special cases that the instances
of a notion have a function at all. The formal element
is concerned, rather, with the function of the notion

within a language.

—



It secms that Kovesi is repecting Wittgenstein's
injunction to think of words <s tools with various
functions (Wittgenstein 1958, pgh 11). Ferhaps, then,
formal elements are ralated to forms of life. Of course
it is too early yet tc ask cxactly how they might be
related; far more n=acds to be said about formal elements,
and there are difficnltics in interpreting 'forms of
life' (see Hunter 1963). But at least in gencral terms
a relation can be suggcsted. Wittzenstein's forms of -
life are 'the given', they have to be accepted (Wittgen-
stein 195%, p. 226), they are 'somecthing animal' that
'lies beyond being justified or unjustified' (Wittgensteiﬁ
1969, pgh 359). In much the samc sense, the needs and
interests which entcr the formal element of a notion are
given, heove to be accepted, so far as understandiing the
notion is concerncd. There is, then, at least a similar-
ity in the roles played by formal elements and forms of
life, but whether the nlayers of these similar rcles
are themsclves similar is quite another ouestion, and onec
on which no clear answer 1is available, for 'form of life'
is applied sometimes very widely, as for example to an
activity that includes the speaking of a langiage
(Wittgenstein 1959, psgh 23), and sometimes in a much
narrower way, &s for example to the 'comfortable' certain-
ty cxpressed by some uses of 'I know' (Wittgenstein 1969,

pghs 357-359).

Perhans this points to an important difference
between Kovesi and Wittgenstein., Wittgenstein says not
only that individual notions are instruments but also that
a language as a whole is one (Wittgenstein 1958, pgh 569).
Kovesi says only the former, but forms of life go more
happily with the latter (Wittgenstein 1958, pghs 23, 241,
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p. 174). The necds and intercsts which enter the formal
elements of our notions might be thought, individually,
to bec parts of rather restricted forms of life such as
the one of which the language of calculation or of hope
is a part (Wittgenstein 195%, pvn. 174, 226), but insofar
as a form of life is related to a whole language or at
least a langnage geme, while it is individual notions
that have formal clements, the two will be rather differ-
ent. They will not be entirely different, however, for
to snecify the formal clement of a notion we must spell
out the relations of that notion to others within a

langage.

I have supnosed that it is notions that have formaiﬁ
and material clements. Kovesi 1s not gquite clear on this.
He gives the impression that it is classcs, or perhaps
even individuals, which have them when he talks about the
form of a table (4), about defining a thing or act in
terms of its material elcments (3), about various move-
ments being material elements of various acts of murder
(21), and so on. On the other hand, he seems to be saying
that it is notions that heve formal and material elements
when he sneaks of excusing or blaming as being the formal
element of various notions (21), of the material elements
of the notion of vice (21), of the material and formal
elements of a notion (23), and so on. Indeed, he some-
times seems to say that notions and classes of things are
the same, as, for example, when he asks us to distinguish
between the many particular instances of a thing when
these instances are particulars in the world of snace and
time, and the many instances of higher order notions when
these instances are other notions (156). Rearing in mind
first that he talks of the formal e¢lements of unformed



notions ns if the formal celaments were prior to the notions
(32, 11C), sccond that when he speaks of formal and
naterial elements of things it is often clear from the
context that it is not individuals but classes he has in
mind, and thiri, the fact that we arc inclined, when we
speak of notions, to swecak as if of classes of things, I
shall ceontinue to take it that 'formal elemcnt' and
'material elemcnt' apply to notions. Thus, when he talks
about the material elesments of tables, I shall take it

that he means the material elecments of the notion of =&

table, and likewise for the formal element.

Just what are material elements? Stated generally,
Kovesi's claims are that the matcerial elcments of a
notion, S, are: (a) the characteristics in which the
instances of 'S' may vary without ceasing to be an S (4);
(b) the conditions that must be fulfilled for the proper
use of the term 'S' (7)3; and (c¢) the sorts of things that
can constitute an S (38). The problem is to decide whether
Kovesi thinks that these three classes are coextensive,
and thus regards his three characterizations of 'material
element' as equivalent, or whether he thinks that it 1is
the union of the three classes that gives the reference
of 'material element', perhaps with one of the three
classes including the others as subclasses. No direct
clue to his opinion is given. The latter, however, seems
the more reasonable, at least so far as (a) and (c) are
concerned. The class of the sorts of things that can
constitute an S might be thought of as the class of
characteristics which can be characteristics of an S, in
which case it would include as a subclass the class of
characteristics in which an object can vary without ceasing
to be an S, and it seems that this would be a proper
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subclass. But there are still two nroblems. It is not
clear that the class of the sorts of things that can con-
stitute an S will exelude the formal slement of the notion
of an S, which it must do if the distinction betwecn
formal and material elcments is to be nreserved. Nor is
it at all clear how the class of conditions that must be
fulfilled for the proper use of the term '3' is to be
fitted into this account, for this class does not seem to
be a subclass of either of the others, nor thev of it.
Given this unclarity over the rzference of the expression
'material element', I shall take it to refer to anything
not referred te by the expression 'formal element's; or,
more precisely, I shall regard the material elements of -
notion as including everything that can be a character-
istic of the instances of the notion but is not a part of

©

the formal element.

In some respects, Kovesi's distinction betwecn formal
and material elemcnts is like Von Wright's distinction
between formal and material properties: formal properties
are thosec which it is either logically necessary or
logically impossible that a thing should possess, while
material properties are those which it is never cither
logically necessary or logically impossible that a thing
should possess (Von Wright 1951, 27). This is like
Kovesi's distinction at least insofar as it is a
material property of a table that it have three or four
legs, and of a murder that it involve shooting or poison-
ing. That is not quite accurate, but what I want to
follow up is the possibility that what Kovesi says with
the aid of the technical terms 'form'! and ‘'‘matter' can
adequately be expressed in the more familiar but by no
means unproblematical language of necessary and contingent
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truth. Tentatively, I suggest that his talk of formal
and material elcments might amount to this: if being
(a) P is part of thc fermal elemcnt of the notion of an
S then 'S is (a) P' expresses a necessary truth, while
if being (a) I is a matcrial element then 'S is (a) T
expresses a contingent truth or falschood. 1 spcak of
parts of a formal elcment because, for cexample, the
sentences 'Bachelors =re unmarried' and '3Bachclors are
men' both express necessary truths; distinct nearts of =a
formzl element can be mentioned separately.

Does this accord with what Kovesi says about tablegg
The size, shape, number of legs, and so on, are material
elements: whet matters is that the formal element of our
needing flat surfaces at = convenient height bhe met. ‘
Thus it should be =2 contingent metter whether a given
table is rectangular, or has three legs, but necessarily
true that tables are the sort of thing that meet our
needs for flat surfaces when eating and writing. The
first of these is all right, =and the second is at least
appealing, though it raises problems. The problems arc
these: first, we call some things tables which fail to
meet these needs (broken tables, toy tables), and second,
it is not obviocus that it is necessarily true (compare
'Bachelors are unmatrried'). Now for many subject terms
it is very difficult to write down sentences which clearly
express necessary truths, and no doubt the above attempt
could be improved upon in order to meet the objections,
but the suggested connection between formal and material
elements and the necessary-contingent distinction is made
rather more plausible by the observation that Kovesi
admits that it is difficult to specify formal elements (5).
Perhaps the difficulty in arriving at a sentence which is



12

anite srnecific ~nd wwhich do23 express =2 necessary trmth
ebout tables is exactly the samec difficulty =zs that of
saying precisely whot is the formsl elsment of the

notion of a table.

It might be nbjected at this stage that the sentence
I sugzested docs not srnecify a property of tabhles, being
rather about people. There is a sense of 'property' in
which to say that tables meet such and such of our necds, '
or that they are intended to serve such and such purposes,
is not to give a property of tables; such talk is about
ourselves rather than tables. Now although this objection
counld formally be met by specifying a wide sanse of
"property', the distinction between this and a narrow
sense 1is important fecr Kovesi. Without examining in
detail the terms he actuzlly enploys, what he wants to
say seems to be this: that it is a property (in the narrow
sense) of the table in my dining room that it has a
circular top of diameter three feet; that it 1is not (in
this sense) a property of a certain item of furniture in
my dining room that it is a table; similarly, that it is
not (in this sense) a property of tables that they serve
or are intended to serve such and such purposes. The
main reason why Kovesi might bc expected to say this is
that the latter two claims are concerned with our needs,
interests and purposes in a way in which the first is
not, although, of course, these needs, interests and
purposes wonld not be served by 'tables' of diameter three
millimetres, and so even the size of an object is rele-
vant to whether it can properly be called a table. As
far as the objection is concerned, however, it is not at
this stage necessary to settle the cuestion of 'ownershiQL

of properties, because in defining 'formal element' Kovesi

B
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dres not say that vhatever is a vert of the formal element
must be a propirty of the thing concerned. Further, ther:
seems to bec no noint in insisting that a sentence which
expresses a necessary truth must, in any narrcw sense,
express a truth about the class denoted by its subjeet

term.

There arc problaems also with the 'murder' and 'inad-
vertency' examples. It is neczssarily true that murder
is the intentional taking of innocent life with the aim
of personal gain or satisfaction, but the other part of
the formal element mcntioned by Kovesi, our need to blame
or excuse peoplc, 1s not so clearly expressible in terms
of necessity. It is never nccessarily true that we necd
to excuse or blame a varticular nerson, nor is it nceccss-
arily true that we need to excuse or blame ccecrtain indi-
viduals whatever description applies to them. Rather,
as we need or wish to blame some killers and excuse
others, when we form the notion of murder we lay it down
that the description 'murder' is to be applied only to
the killers we need or wish to blamc; we make it necess-
arily true that the killers who come under the description
'murder' are among those we need or wish to blame. Much
the same can be said about 'inadvertent!, although this
term is applied to those we wish or need to excuse.

I turn now to a cluster of general claims about
formal and material elements, starting with the claim
that the material elements of a notion are unspecified
(4, 7), or form a nonenumerable list (8): that we cannot
give a complete enumeration of the conditions that must
be fulfilled for the proper use of a term (7). This is

not, Kovesi says, because there is an indefinite number
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of these conditicns, but becsuse thev have open texture.
It cannot cven be stated how many of then muy be absent,
and so there can be no cntailment rclstion between the
naterial elaements and what we say a thing or sction is
(). It is the formal clement which determines what a
thing or action is; thc nonenumcrable list of material
elements is just a list of the sorts of thing that can
constitute it (8). Compare this with the claim that
there is no 1limit to the number of contingent truths
zhbout & given type of thing. This is true, and depends
for its truth npon the fact that therec is no theoretical
limit to the ways in which we may describas reality or
any part thereof. Jt is contingently truec of the pencil
on my desk that it is eight inches long, is mnainted red,
was made in Australis, and so on: thesce characteristices
are material elements of the notion of & pencil, for
something could be a pencil without any of these being
true of it, and it does not follow from any list of such
contingent truths that it is a psncil. All that is o
reqnired for it to be a pencil is that it scrve certain
purposes; the formal element specifies this muarpose, but
the world and human inventiveness arc such that there is
no determinable 1limit to the number of ways in which it
may be served. This is perhaps what Kovesi has in mind

L

when he says that the material elements have open texture.

Both the formal and the material elcments of a notion
are said to be difficult to specify. In the case of the
material elcments, this is for the reason already men-
tioned, that we cannot give a complete enumeration of
them. In the case of the formal element, Kovesi gives no
general explanation, but refers to some of his examples:
"It is difficult to give precisely once and for all the
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formal element not cnly in thoe case of noftions like
marder but also in cases like the table., With changes in
our nzeds and socizl convintions our rc sons for having
tablzs might also change and consecucntly what will count
as a table and what will not, will also change' (5).
Perhaps it is misleading te say in one breath that both
the formal elenent and the neterial elements are difficult
to smecify, as the rcesons are so diffcrent. On the one
hand, it is logically impossible to give a complete
enumeration of the material clcements, while on the other
hand it is empiricelly difficult to give a precise speci-
fication of the formal elciment. Xovesi's use of the
expression 'onen texture' at lecast makes it clsar that in
the case of the nmaterial zlements the difficulty is logi-
cal, and if it is insisted that it is notions and not
their instances that have formal and material elements
there is not only the logical impossibility of stating all
the contingent trmiths about & particular thing but also
that of specifying all of the characteristics which could

be characteristics of a thing of a certain typc.

In the case of the formal element, the reason given
is not logical. It is likely, but by no means a matter
of logical certainty, thaet with changes in our needs and
social conventions our reasons for having tables might
change, as might our reasons for applying or denying the
term 'murder' to abortions. Now there is what might well
be a corresponding difficulty, again not logical, in
finding sentences which clearly exXxpress necessary truths.
But whether these difficulties are related depends upon
whether it is correct to say that, if and only if something
(P) is part of the point of or reason for bringing
together certain qualities etc. under a notion (S), then
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it 1s necessarily true that S is F. Tf it were possible
to writce down a complete 1ist of the sentences which
clcarly do e¢xpress necessory trmths, and if in each cass
it were possible to dctermiine whether thz aponropriate P
is part of th: neoint of or roason for bringing together
certain qualities 2tc. under the notion concernecd, a
decision could be rceached =2s te the truth of this claim.,
Rut neither of the two reauired moves is casy to make.
In many cases it 1s not easy to determince whether such
aznd such is part of thce point of or recson for bringing
certain gualities under a notion, nor is it easy to reach
agrecnent as to whother a certain scntence expresses a

necessary truth.

This, however, is not unixpected. The difficulty,
by no means unfamiliar, in reaching agrecaent as to
whether a2 sentance cxpresses a nccessary trath, has its
parallel in the difficulty which Wovesi admits is found
in specifying the formal elcnent of a notion, and if
formal elements and necessity are rclated as snggested,
then thesc are precisely the same difficulty, hrought
about by the difficulty in agreeing as to the point of
or reason for bringing together certain cualities etc.
under the notion. Kovesi's attribution of this difficulty
to our changing needs and social conventions has its
parallel in the fact that sentences which at one time
express necessary truths may come to express contingent

truths or even falsehoods, and vice versa, but Kovesi

tries to say not only that this is so but also why it is.

Further, it makes at least a little sense to speak
of one truth as being more neccssary than another with

the same subject term, and what sense there is in this
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carries over to formal clements as follows: the formal
element of a notion can be thought of zs consisting of
several parts, some being more central than others. Fow
Just as it is difficult to =zgree as to which sentences
express necessary truths, and even more difficult to agree
as to which of the more or less necessary truths expressed
by sentences sharing a subject term is the most nccessary,
it will be difficnult to agrec as t~ which parts of

the formal c¢lement of a notion arc the most central. And
even insofar as wc do reach an agreed specificetion, this
will be able to change as our necds and social conventions
change, just as, for example, it is not as necessarily
true as it nsed to be that ladies do not sweat or that

acids turn blue litmus red.

When we are looking for a formal element, Kovesi
says, we arc looking for that which alone is common to a
variety of things or acticns, and this is what brings that
varicty together as instances of the samc thing (114—115):
™is implies that thc formal elcment of a2 notion is that
which brings together a variety of things as examplcs of
the same thing, the 'is' being that of identity. Furthef,
the formal element of a notion is said te enable us to =
decide what should or should not be regarded as instances
of the same (151). CClosely rclated is the claim that in
order to understand why the instances of a notion are such
one must know the formal element of the notion. All of
these may be combined, on the one hand, into the claim
that it is the formal element of a notion which enables
us both to decide what are its instances and to understand
why they are, and on the other hand, into the claim that
it is a knowledge of the necessary truths about a type of

thing which enables us to decide what particulars are
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instances and to understand why they are. This brings to
mind the familiar view that necessary truths provide or
record the rules for the use of words (see, for example,
Ayer 1946, chapter 4), and also the less familiar but
more interesting view that for something to count as a
rule for the use of a word it must enable us not only to
apnly the word correctly but also to understand its

application (see 2.6 below).

This can be rclated to Kovesi's claim that it is the
formal element which gives the material elements their
significance (60), for if formal and material elements
are connected with necessary and contingent truths as
suggested and if necessary truths are regarded as giving
the rules for the use of a term, Kovesi can be taken as
saving that necessary truths give not only rules for the
use of terms but also rules of significance. It is not
a great step from this to the view that to understand the
significance of a term is to know the rules for its
application. Kovesi secms to take this step, for he
claims that to understand the significance of a teyrm is
to know the formal element (20-21). And, if it is true
that the formal element of a notion is given by the sect
of necessary truths involving it and that these in some
way provide or are the rules for the correct application
of the term concerned, then he is claiming precisely that
to understand the significance of a term is to know the

[ ]
riles for its application.

There is no entailment relation, Kovesi says, between
material and formal elements. This forms part of a
cluster of claims about the relations between formal and
naterial elements which, along with his warnings against
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substituting some of the material elements of a notion
for its formal element (33) and against 'reducing' some-
thing to its material c¢lcments (129), could be summarised
as follows: (i) the conditions that must be fulfilled for
the proper use of a term have open texture (8): so, (ii)
what a thing is cannot be deduced from or defined in
terms of its material elements (8, 37); so, (iii) there
is no entailment betwecn material and formal elements

(8, 11). ©Now the first step of this arzument is super-
fluous, as the second fellows directly from the meanings
of 'formal clement' and 'material element'. The other
two steps correspond to these: (a) what a thing is cannot
be deduced from or defined in terms of the contingent
truths about it; and (b) the set of necessary truths about
a thing is not entailed by any set of contingent truths
about it. Both of these are true. In (a) of course we
must not cheat; 'This is a table' can he deduced from
'"This table has four lecgs', but not from 'This has four
legs', and (b) follows from the meanings of 'necessary'
and 'contingent', under any plausible characterization of

the distinction.

Kovesi makes secveral rclated claims about the
relation between formal elcments and our judging particu-
lar things to come under a notion. First, having the
formal element of a notion and being able to find new
instances, or being able to find particulars which amount
to the same thing as the other instances, are one and the
same process (17, 37, 43-44, 114-115). Second, the formal
element of a notion determines which features of a thing
or act are relevant for judging it to be an instance (62,
154). And third, the formal element determines what a
thing is (8), and makes it what it is (8, 118). It is as
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well not to lose sight of the central claim about the
formal element of a notion, that it is the point of or
reason for bringing together certain things as instances
of or amounting to the same. Using the last claim to
eliminate 'formal element' from thec first three: it is
knowing the point of or reasnn for bringing certain things
together which (1) enables us to find new instances, (2)
tells us what fertures are relevant for judging something
to bc an instance, and (3) if it were not for this point

or reason the instances would not be instances.

This is a central part of Kovesi's philosophy of
lenguage, and I am tempted to cxpress it as follows:
necessary truths, or rules for the use of words, must be
related to the point of or reason for bringing certain
particulars together as instances of the same thing.
Yhether this is correct is a difficult cuestion. The
relation is certainly not always obvious. For example,
it is necessarily true that bachelors are unmarried, but
their bheing unmarried does not itself scem to be an
important part of the reason why we bring certain men
together under the term 'bachelor'. On the other hand,
part of this reason might be to assist women to make
certain prcdictions, yet it is not necessarily true that
bachelors are, for example, free to marry. They might be
insane. Here, as in some previous contexts, the suggested
connection between form and necessity does not seem to
hold, and to that extent Kovesi's terminology can be seen
as having a rather different purpose from that commonly
assigned to talk of necessity.

I shall try to say roughly what this difference is.

The necessary-contingent distinction has been used by
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philosophers largcly to identify and climinate confusion
as to whether a propesition contains a factual clain.

For this use, propositions can be thought of as coming to
us already meaningful, and all we have to do is sort out
the necessary from the contingent. To szy that a truth
is necessary is to say something to the effect that it is
about meanings of words rather than matters of fact, or
that it expresses or reveals a rule of language. But
Kovesi is more intcrecsted in why we have the rules we do.
Of conrse he is as concerned to identify and eliminate
confusion as any philosopher, but his aim in introducing
formal and material elements is to give an account of
meanings, not just a classification schemec for propo-
sitions, and an account of meanings nust somehow
encompass what might be called the crecative aspect of our
use of words, our ability to apw»nly words to cemnirically
dissimilar new instanccs. I am not arguing that tradit-
ional terminology is not =adequate for this task, or

that this has not becn a conccrn of contemporary philo-
sonhers; thc later Wittgenstein and the transformational
grammarians are obvious exaavnles; but even so, the
emphasis would have to be on why we adopt one language
game or set of rccursive rules rather than another, if
the intended functions of Xovesi's formal and material
clements are to be fulfilled. This must be done, Kovesi
says, in terms of the point of having one set of notions
rather than another, and this point will in all cascs be

related to human needs and interests.
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1.3 Rclations betwecn form and matter

How, exactly, are formel and material elements
related? First, Kovesi says that they form a series of
hicrarchies; that a thing can be both a formal element of
one notion and a material element of another. For
example: 'As various movements are the material element;_
of various acts of murder, so murder itself, along with
cruelty, robbery and so on, are material elements of
vice. The number of ways in which we can be vicious is ‘
not limited. ©Some of the material clements of the notion
of vice are already formed by us intc notions consisting
of formal and material elements, like murder' (21; see
also 51, 116). Likewisc, the notion of furniture has
sornc of its material clements formecd into notions consist-
ing of formal and material elcments, such as the notion
of a table. TMote that whilc, as Lloyd Thomas points out
in her rceview, Kovesi sometimes scems te think of material
clcments as what is observable as compared with formal
elements as what is rational, or as universals (Lloyd
Thomas 1968, 376), this contrast is improper, for his
talk of hierarchies of formal and meterial elements
requires that such non-observables as the notion of a

table be material elements.

The relation between successive steps of a hierarchy
is not that of the obscrvable to the rational or universal,
but is far more like the relation Searle finds, when
criticizing Austin's distinction between locutionary and
illocutionary acts, between such general verb phrases as

'tell someone to do something' and more specific ones

.—
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such &as 'order soncone to', the relation bteing that of
genus or determinable term to species or determinate term
(Searle 1973, 150-153). If this is the proper analogy
then the rel-tions are logical. PBut is this so? The
relation that Kovesi says holds betwecn being a table and
being an item of furniture is that the first is a naterial
clement of thc second. On the one hand I want to say that
if something is a table then it nust be an item of furni-
ture, which supperts thc view that the relaticon is
logical, but on thc other hand Kovesi says that what a
thing is cannot bc deduccd from or defined in terms of its
material elements, which scems to show that the rclation
is not logical. The way out of this is to realize that
the members of hierarchics are notions, not things. Once
we have the relevant notions and know their hierarchical
relations, then, for example, if we know that a certain
object is a table we can, using thc formal element of the
higher order notion of furniturc, deduce that it is an
item of furniture, although it could be, both also and
instead, something elsc. Thus the relations in Kovesi's
hierarchies, being rclations bectween notions and not

things or propertics, can propcerly be said to be logical.

Kovesi cantions us against thinking that terms which
are wecll up in a hierarchy of formal and material clements
will be vaguer than those below: 'Precision of a term
does not depmend on the number of ways in which it can be
excmplified for the convenience of our perception. We
should look for precision in the formal elemcnt for the
convenience of our rational discourse' (34). For exemple,
although therc are far more sorts of food than of steak in
the perceptible world, to call something food is not to be
vague. It may or may not matter what sort of food it is,
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and if not it is better to call it food than to call it
steak. I wish to add another c=ution, against unwittingly
allowing proner names to cnter hicrarchies of formal and
nmaterial clemcnts. 4 hierarchy nmight contain the follow-
ing: 'famuna', 'celestial fauna', 'mvthological horses',
znd 'pegasus'. Now in poetry and heraldry 'pegasus' 1is
nsed as a general texrm; here it makecs sense to speak of
the notion of a pegasnus and its formal and material
clcments, and this use is acceptable in a hierarchy. But
its mythological usc as a proper name has neither formal
nor naterial elcments (118), and so of coirse cannot c-ntcr
a hierarchy of formal and material elements. UNow if the
distinction between general terms and proper names is
ignored, ceses such as this where a word has both
functions can give the mistaken impression that a
hierarchy has terminated, for the only thing that 'cones
under' the proper name 'Fegesus' is the beast which
cansed the fountain Hipyrocrcne to well forth on Mount
HYelicen. And in cases where the bifunctional word names
something observeble we might draw the doubly mistaken
conclusion that hierarchies lcad dovwn tn, and must stop

at, matters of 'brute fact' about the obssrvable world.

Given that it is notions rather than types of thing
that have formal and material elements, they clearly do
form hierarchies. Less easy to follow, and not so clear1§-
true, however, is the claim that the formal and material
elements of a notion are inseparablc. This claim is made°
several times, perhaps most clecarly on pp. 58-60, where
Kovesi is discussing the ways we can break the rules for
the proper use of our terms. This, he says, can be done
with regard to both their material and their formal
elements. For example, if a person were to claim that he
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had poisoned somconc inadvertently when in fact he had
carcfully chosen and administered a poison, Kovesi would
soy that he had broken thc rulss for the prover usc of

the term 'inadvertent' with regard to its material
clements. This is contrasted with the claim that someone
wes responsible for what he caused to happen while intend-
ing to do something clsec, which Xovesi regards as a case
of breaking the rnles for thc use of the term 'inadvertent!'
with regard to its formal element. In the latter case,

of eourse, it must be suppnosed that the situation was not
onc in whieh we would be entitled t» accusec the parson of

carclessness.

Having contrasted the two coses, Kovesi then says
that the two ways of breaking the rules for the prnper
usc of our tcrms are intrinsically connected, and that to
sec this connection is to see the unity of material and
formal elemcnts. The connecction is found in the way we
try to correct those who break the rules. In both cases,
Kovesi says, we anncal to the formal element, for the
following rcason: fnllowing & rule in using a word is
nothing else than being able to see what are its instances,
and we cannot sce what esre its instences unless we under-
stand why they are instances; we cannot follow a rnle in
using a word on the basis of the empirical similarities
in the material elements of the various instances, so we
have t~ appeal to the significance of the material
clements in order tn claim that certain phenomena or
happenings are or are not instances, and to appeal to
their significance is to appeal to the formal element.
This is why we appeal to the formal clcmen¥ even in those
cases where the rules for the proper use of a term are
broken with regard to the material elements.
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Now Kovesi has quite a lot to say about fnllowing a
rule for the proper use of a term, and his refercnces to
this will become clearcr in chapter two. There is however
one point in the above argwaent which calls for comment:
that is, whcther thc cases he describes as cases of
breaking the rules for the proper use of a term with
regaerd to the meterial clecments are correctly character-
ized. I am inclined to say, in the inadvertency example,
that if his intention was to dcceive his audience, the
poisoner was nnt guilty ~f any verbal mistakc. He wantcd
to lead them to helieve that he had not noisonced his
victim intentionally. One appropriate way of giving this
impression is to describe the act as inadvertent., OF
course, if the poisoner was not trying to deceive his
andience he could he accused of brcaking the rules for
the proper usc of thc term 'inadvertent', but in this
case it scems that the rales would be broken with regard
not to thc material but to the formal element.

Perheps though, when he talks of breaking the rules
for the proper use of o term with rogard to the material
clemrnts rather than the formel elcment, the contrast
Kovesi has in mind is betwecen cases where a misunder-
standing of the formal element results in an incorrect
use of a term and thosc where the formal element is
understood but a mistakec is made in its application. For
example, supposec that it is a part of the formal element
of the notion of nmurder that the act be deliberate. If
a person does not know this he could mistakenly judge an
act which he knows not to be deliberate to be a murder.
The other sort of mistake is to judge an act to be a
nurder because, among other things, it is deliberate,
when in fact it is not deliberate. This second sort of
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mistake could, in turn, bc madc in either nf these weys:
eithcr by mistakenly believing that some part of the
formal element of the notion of a delibcerate act is not
part of this formal elcment, or by mistakenly judging an
action to satisfy that part of the formal element.

I an reluctant, howaver, to describe any of thcse
nistakes as cases of breaking the rnles for the use of the
term 'mmrder' with regard to the material elements. The
first is a clecar case of getting the formal elemcnt
wreng, and in the second, whatever the reason for mis-
takenly judging the act tn be deliberate, the trouble is
that nmurder is a material clement of the notion of a

deliberate act, not vice versa.

in earliecr explanation of why thc formal and material
elements of o notion arc supnnsed to be inseparable avoids
this difficulty. On p. 24 Xovesi says that 'Without the
formal element there is just no sense in selecting, out
of many others, those featurcs of a thing or an act that
constitute it that thing or act', and some of these, some
of the material clements, 'simply would not exist at all';
for example, the byproduct of an inadvertent act. Of
course, were it not for the formal element of the notion
of an inadvertent act it would not make sense to speak
of the byproduct of an inadvertent act; the assumption
seems to be that if it does not make sensc to speak of
something it does not exist. Certainly it cannot be said
to exist, and this might be all that Kovesi intends to
say: that without the formal element we could not say that
there are byproducts of inadvertent acts, not that there
would not be any.
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Perheps the closest Kovesi comes te an nunexceptional
way of expressing kis cleaim is on p. 31, vherc he says,
simply but rather cryvptically, that there rmust be some
differences in the ficld of material elcments betwecen two
things if we want to judge them differently, but that we
would not ¥now what differences wonuld entitle =as to do so
without the formal element. Tut he gnes on immediately
to say that when we select the material elemcnts we do
this bzscausc they constitute that thing or act, while on
the other hand the various material elements of a thing
or aet are its matcrial elcments only becausce they consti-
tute the thing or act, becanse they come to or amount to
the same thing or aet (31-32). This brings up the pnroblem
of what it means to say that a notion, as opposed to a
particular thing, has constituents. I shall discuss this
in chapter three. What T wish to do now is suggest that,
in saying that thc material and formal elements are
inseparable in that thore must be some differences in
material elements if we want to judge two things differ-
ently, but that we would not know what differences would
entitle us to do so without the formal elemcent, Kovesi is
coming very close tn the familiazr view that although
necessary truths arc devoid of fectual content they pro-

vide us with the rules for the proper use of words.

Closely related to this is Xovesi's claim that to
change something we must change its material elements in
some way but that we must refer to the formal clement to
determine in what respcct and to what extent we should
make the changes (68). Now giving an account of changem
has troubled philosophers for some time; Kovesi's
remarks are at least simple, but it is not quite clear

what they mean. I shall try to make their meaning clear,
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first by considcring what appear to be some counter-
examplcs. TFirst, to use an example of Knvesi's (14),
consider a picecce of tinber which is lying unused upon

the ground. If someone picks it up and, employing some
suitable object as a fulcrum, uses the piece of timber in
order te gain & mcchanical advantege in 1lifting a heavy
bndy, he is using the piece of tiuber as a lever, and can
correctly refer to it, at lcast at the time, as a lever.
Without straining our languagc unduly, he can be said to
have changed the piece of timber inte a lever, and may
leter change it into, say, a prop, or let it revert to
being 'merely' a pieoce of timber. Yet what material

elemcents has he ehanged?

Before answering that, censider another exanple.
Suppose that on first meeting one of those short-legged,
drab-coloured, spiny, near-spherical creatures known as
hedgehogs, we declare it to bhec ugly, but when we find out
how well it is able to resist the attacks of cats and
children, comc to regard it as a thing of some beauty.
Now it is odd to describ: this as a case of changing a
particular ugly object inte a bcautiful one, but this is
only because we¢ have not done anything to it such as
lengthening its legs or dressing it in fur. It can be
said, with no more oddity than is often involved in call-
ing things ugly or beautiful, that, like Victorian furni-
ture, it was ugly but is now beautiful. This then is an
example of 'changing' something without, it serms, chang-
ing any of its material elements. We have, in a sense,
done nothing either to the piece of timber itself or to
the hedgehog itself. What we have done in 'changing' the
plece of timber inteo a lever is to use it in a particular

way, and in 'changing' the ugly hedgehog into a thing of
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beauty we have come to regard it differcently.

The reason why these anpear tn be cruntercxempnles is
conncected with the reason why it is a little odd to talk
of changing things without doing enything to them. On the
one hand, whether an objecet is a picce of timber or a
hedgehog depends upon whether certain predicates hold true
of it, 2nd in both cases the important ones arc either
one-place vnredicates or relations into which people do
not cnter. On the other hand, whether an objiect is a
lever cocr is ugly or bcautiful depends uvon whether it )
enters into certain relations with people: in the case of
the lever, between what we might call the object itself,
another object which serves as fulcrun, the load, and a
verson using the object in onc of o limited number of
wayss; 1in the case of a beantiful nbject, between the
object itsclf and its beholders. Once it is realised that
such relations can be material e¢lcaents, these examplces

are no longer tromblcsome.

So much for the first part of Kovesi's cleim that if
we want to change something we must in some way change its
naterial elcments, but that we mast refer to the formal
elenent to determine in what respect and to what extent
we should make the changes. The point of the second part
of the clain is that if we want to change a thing of one
type (Sl) into a thing of another tvve (32) we rust refer
to the formal element of the notion of an S2 to determine
in what respect and to what extent the Sl must be changed
in order that it qualify as an S2. When it is put like
this, the previous problem of whether we must actually do
anything to the object no longer arises, for it is
possible that we should find that some Sl already
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qualifies as an 82. Thus one might find, for example,

that his paperweight gualifies as or just is also a door-

stop, or that his waste paper basket is also an ashtray.

1.4 'Good' and 'yellow!'

The vest majority of our notions, Kovesi says, have
both formal and material elecments, but the prominence of
the formal elcment varies, direetly, with the number of
ways we can exenplify a thing (35). At one extreme is the
notion of yellow (and, presumahbly, other eolours), for
which he says wc dn not need a formal element (35). In
the other direction, the notion of function is alnost
cntirely a formal element (146), and the limit is reached
with the notion of gocd, which can bc exemplified 'in so
many "enpirical" ways' that Kovesi is inclined to say
that it is entirely a formal clement (35). But it is not
at all clear how we are to find out the number of
"empirical' ways in which a notinn can be exemplified,
and even if this were clear, it is not clear why or even
that this number shonld be a measure of the prominence of
the formal element. Indeed, XKovesi is hardly consistent
here, for he admits that vice also can be exemplified in
a vast number and variety of 'empirical' ways and yet
says that it has material elements, such as murder and
cruclty (21).

If thc question whether the notion of good is just a
formal element is approached by way of the definition of
'material element', Kovesi's conclusion is not obtained.
A material element of S is any characteristic in respect
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of which a thing or act can vary without caasing to be an
S (4). Yow since 'zood' cannnt be used on its own but
always, implicitly or explicitly, modifies sone noun, 'S!
nust be taken to be, for exwiple, 'good knife' or 'good
nan'. There arc many charactcristics in respect of which
sonething can vary without ceasing to be a goond knife or

a gond man; hence these notions do have material clements
and are not just formal elements. Of course Kovesi might
reprly that thls does not refute the claim that the notion
of gnod, as opposed to that of a gnod knife or a gonod

man, is just a formal elcnent., However, 'gond' is not the
only term which cannot be used on its own; 'snall' and
'1ong', for example, share this feature, and cxactly the
same arguments apply to them. Samething cen be small in
so many 'enpiriecal' ways that hecre too we might be inclined
to say that the notion is just a2 formal clement, but on
the other hand thc notions of a small pebble and of a
snall star dec have material el@ments. Thus, insofar as

'gnod' is an exccption, it is not alone.

Kovesi does not actually say that the notion of
yellow docs not have 2 formal element, but this is clearly
what he has in mind when he says that 'yellow' is unlike
nost other words in that??ér us to judge something to be
yellow that very cuality has to be present that we have
agreed to call by the word 'yellow', and so we do not need
a formal element hcre (6, 35). In her review of Moral )
Notions, Lloyd Thomas rightly objects that 'yellow' 1is
not the name of a quality; 'it is not a name and yellow
is not a singlec quality in the sense he needs, but a
range, covered by a rule of usage' (Lloyd Thomas 1968,
375). But even if this were nnt so, it would not

clearly be the case that the notion of yellow has no
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formal element. Consider the relation between being
coloured and being yellow. An onject cannot vary with
regard to being coloured without ccasing tn be yellow.
Thus, being colourcd is not a material elcment ~f the
notion of yellow. Whether something is colourcd is highly
relevant to whether it can be yellow, 2nd as it is net a
naterial elcement, it would seem that it has to bc part of
the formel element:; it is a neccessary truth thet yellow

is =& colour.

Naw this docs not satisfy the chaeracterization of
"'farmal clement' given on p. 32: namely, that the formal
elenent of a notion is the point or reason for bringing
certain aualities, features or aspccts of things, actions
or situnations together, for thcir being coloured is not
even part of the reason why we bring certain things
together under the noti~rn of yellow. On the other hand,
under Kovesi's carliocr characterization, that the formal
element is given by an answer to the question why we apply
the term to some objects and refuse it to others, we are
at least entitled tn refuse the term 'yellow' to any
object which is not coloured. And if this is objected to
on the plausible grounds that it is artificial to try to
separate the cucstion why we apply a term to some things
fram why we rcfuse it tn nthers, then the prnblem about
yellow can be put this way: surely Kovesi does not want
to say that there is no point in or rcason for bringing
together the instances of 'yellow' under the term; indeed,
in another context, he admits this (6). Surely there
must be some nececds or interests which lie behind the ways
in which we use colour words (see Cook 1972, 59-61), and
if there are, then thesc notions must have formal elcmaonts,
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One of Knvesi's central theses is that the reasons
why we form and apply notions as we do are rarely solely
in terms of pcrceptible similarities and differences among
the properties of the things to which the notions are
applied. What I am szying is that he ceould safely say
that this is never so. This is becausc verceptible
similarities and differencecs are never, in themselves,
ressons for doing anything, and so cannot in themselves
be reasnns for forming and anplying nntions. For cxample,
if our need to identify the things in the world around us
could be met without attending tn the percentible differ-
enc€ bhetwcen red and yellew we would not need so many
colour words. Also, the reasnn why wve call some things
yellow @nd dcny the tera to others is connected with the
point in having colour words at all, not just 'yellow',
and so it is a nistake to try to give the formal element
of the notion of yellow in isnlation from that of a
colour. Mevertheless, in spite of Kovesi's ncar denial,

the notion of yellow does have a formal elenent.

Far more serious at this stage is the fact that
when, having good grounds frr supposing that a character-
istic rust be either part of the formal element of a
notion or one of its material elements, we ask which it
is, the answer varies, denending on whether the character-
ization of 'formal clement' or that of 'material element’
is used. Kovesi seems to intend these twn terms to have
meanings such that, if something which could bec a
characteristic of an S is a part of the formal element of
the notion of S then it is not a material element, and

vice versa. An argument tn this effect might run as

follows. We have certain reasons for bringing together
groups of characteristics, inventing new terms, and
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crecating new notions. Call such a notion the notion of
an S. The proccss of forming the notinon in a sense
creates thc class of things which cnme under the notion.
If something does not satisfy the reasens we had f-r
initiating and carrying out this process, or the reasons
which we wnuld new have were we t~ do this, it would not
be called an S. Thus, thc recasons we have for bringing
together the gronp of characteristics constitute a
complex characteristic such that, if something varics in
this respcct it ceases to be an S. That is, the formal
clement of the notion of an S incorporates a, if not the,
characteristic such that if something varies in this
respeet it ceascs to be an S. Hence, the formel element
of the notion of an S incorpnrates a characteristic in
respect of which scmething mey not vary without ceasing
to be an S, and so, finally, as 2 material clement is a
charecteristic in respect of which snomething can vary
without ccasing to be an S, it is not part of the formal

elemente.

Such an argumcnt is not, howcver, very convincing.
Tn particular, in describing zs characteristics our
reasons for bringing certain features of thc world
tngether under a notion, it is clear that the character-
istic is not thought of as belonging to the things which
come under the notion, and it is also clear that when
Kovesi 1is speaking of characteristics in introducing the
term 'material element' he has in mind only the
characteristics of the things concerned. It is of course
not surprising that an attempt to justify the assumption
about his characterizations of 'formal element' and
'material element' should fail, in view of the apparent

falsity of the assumption, but thc exercise is not without
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once more lie in some lack of clarity concecrning the

'ownership' of characteristics, in Keovesi's thought.

1.5 !'Porm' and 'matter' in Aristotle and Plato

In the third sectinon of this chapter I madc the
nnderstatcment that philoscphers have for some tine been
worried by change. Nntably this exercised the Grenks,
and in particular Aristotle, who =2lso comes tn mind as a
source of the terms 'form' and 'metter'. I shall now
attempt further elucidation of Knvesi's terminolngy and
claims by comparing his use of these terms with that of
Aristotle, with snch accuracy as is compatible with a

total ignorance of Greek.

'"Form', for Aristotle, sometimes means shape
(Physics, 209b; Parts of Animals, 640b) and sometimes
essence (Physics, 194b, 198b). This is particularly

confusing in such cases as gcometric figures where a

shape is part of an cssence. 'Matter' is defined in an
carly work as 'the primary substratum of each thing,
from which it comes to bhe without qualificatinn, ~and
which persists in the result' (Physics, 192a), and is
seen as a relative term: 'to each form there corresponds
a snecial matter' (Ph sics, 194b). These early uses of
the term 'matter' diffcr from later ones, where 'matter’
should often be recad as 'prime matter' (to which I shall
come soon), just as early uses of 'form' usually mean
'shape' while later ones are more likely to mean

'essence'. It is to these later ones that Kovesi's use
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of '"form' corresponds; specifically he includes the shape
of a tablc amongst the material clemcnts and not as a
part of the formal clement. While Xovesi does not use
the term 'esscence', it is reasonably accuratc to say that
he too thinks of formas as esscnces, in th: sense of
defining cheracteristics (see Topics, 10lb), and both
philosephers at least sometimes observe the worthwhile
convention of talking of essences of notions or terms
rather than things (Metanhysiecs, 1036a).

In saying that he does not mean to introduce any
netaphysieal entities by using the teras 'form' and
'matter' (3), Xovesi is trking what is usually supposed
to be Aristotle's rather than Flato's side on the cuestion
of the ontological status of forms, or, if you prefer, on

he onestion »f forms versus Ferms. For Aristotle, both

forms and matter are irmanent (thsics,209b; On Generation

and Corruption, 32%9a): forms are much the same as

nniversals (Metaohysics, 10362a), and do not exist indepen-

.
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Metaphvsies, 1040b). But I think that Kovesi would have

dently of varticulars (Posterior Analytics,

to differ fron Aristotle's views that forms or essences
are ancreated, indestructiblc, eternal, and properly

1laid out for us in nature, that in defining classes we
must select thc correct characteristics of the natural
world which is already divided up into classes (Physics,
198b-199a). Kovesi characterizes 'form' in terms of

humen nceds and interests, and, unless he holds that these
are sonehow set dovmn once and for all, unless he has some
unstated view of an unalterable 'human nature', he could

not agrece with Aristotle here.



There are somc fairly standard o~bjections to regard-
ing forms or essences as immancnt: intuition is required
for the correct applicetion of general terms; it is not
at all clear what the instances of a term have in common;
concepts are regarded @s being 'razor edged' rather than
standing for ranges; and adjectives are regardcd as
nroper names. All of these might be levelled against
Aristotle, though hec was awarc of at least the second
(Metaphysics, 999; XITII, 10). Apart from his casily
corrected account of colour words, Kovesi would have no
difficulty with the third. The first he tries to meet
with an argument against private language, and I shall

discuss this in chapter two. In answer to the second he
cculd say, on the osne hend, that all they have in common
is that they cone under the sanme formal elcment or
amonnt to instances of the same, but on the other hand
it is we who ferm notions and thereby crcate these formal
elements. That is, he could deny that, in the sense
intended in the objection, they need ton have anything at
all in commen. And in reply to the l=st objectinn he
could say that, nnly in thc very tenunus sense in which
general terms name classes constituted in terms of human
needs and interests could he be accused of regarding

adjectives as proper nanes.

An inteoresting link betwcen Aristotle and Kovesi
concerns what the latter calls the unity of form and
matter. TFor Aristotle's view, note first that he regards
natter as being what has the potentiality of receiving
form and form as what actualizes the potentiality (On The
Soul, A4l4a). He gnes on later to say that the potenti-
ality, matter, and the actuality, form, are somehow one,
in 'each thing which is a unity' (Metaphysics, 1045b).
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Of coursc he has to say something like this; to say that
the ordinary things around us consist of form and natter
docs not explain our cntitlement to regard them as
singlc things or unities, but all wec eare told is that
they are unities, not how they are. Kovesi =zt least
tries to give an explanation, end’for hin the 'glue'
which holds things togecther is the man-made formal
elements of our notions. We bring featurcs of the world
together undasr our notions. For Aristotle, the featureé
and the classifieation arce alrcady there, and the problem
is to account for thelr being as they are. For Kovesi
wve do the classifying and perhaps cven 'invent' or
'‘creste' the features, and the problem is to acecount for
the fact that we can do this in nnn-idiosvncratic ways.
Here Xovesi invnkes arguments abocut the essentially

nublic nature of langunge.

A much clearer conncction between Kovesi and
Aristntle is found in the clained relations between
forms &nd ends, nurposes, functions and the like.
Kovesi's view I have already mcntioned; Aristontle's is
similar, but tekes a while to stste. First, he distin-
guishes fonur types of cause: a naterial cause 1is either
proximate or fundanental substratum or matter; an
cfficient cause (the usual sense of 'cause') is a power
or agency which makes something out of material (e.g. a
sculptor)s; a formel causc is an essence, in virtue of
which a thing is what it is; a final cause is a plan,
aim, end, or function, 'that for the sake of which'.
The last two Aristotle rczards as much the same (Gener-
ation of Animals, 715a), and the last, in particular, is

the form (Physics, 198a, 199a). TFor both Aristotle and
Kovesi, then, forms are connected with ends, purposes or
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fuinctions, and definitions are to be given in such terms
(Topics, 10lb; Nicomachean Ethics, 1115b). The differcnce

is that 4Aristotlc regards nature as purmosive. For hin,

the ends, functions and purposcs belong to things
(Physics, 198b-199a), while for Kovesi these are matters
of hunan necd and interest, so herc too Aristotle has an
casy but implausible explanation while Kovesi takcs a
more roundebout route, invnlving argunents about the
nature of language, in order to support his more attract-
ive theory. And for both philosophers form is nore
important than matter: for Aristotle becausc form is
cause in the sensc of 'that for the sake of which' (Parts
of Animals, 640b; Metaphysies, 1049b, 1055a); for Kovesi
haeausc what a thing is cannot be deduced from or

defined in terms of the meterial elemconts.

Roth Aristotle and Kovesi regard form and matter as
being =rranged hierarchically (Physics, 194b), but while
Aristotle insists that 2 hierarchy should have an end-
point, »nrime matter, the real element, which is devoid
of characteristics nnd never exists by itself (gg Gener-
ation and Corruntion, 329a; Metaphysics, 1029a, 1050b),

Kovesi does not make this move, exept, perhaps, insofar

as he sometimes talks of a world nf 'raw data' (19).

I shall say nore about this in chapter threec. Let it
suffice for the moment to add to my earlier argument

(see 1.2, above) a fairly standard replv to arguments
which point towards a characterless substratum of 'matter!',
or 'bare' entities, namely, that although the term

'entity' and like terms arc indeterminate in the sense
that they can be used without imnlyving what they designate,
it does not follow that they designate something which is
itself indeterminate or devoid of characteristics.



41

If hierarchics of form and matter are followed in
the opposite or 'upwards' dircction, agein a2 limit, in
this case feori without natter, mnight be reachcd, 2nd both
Aristotle and Xovesi say that this happens. I heve said
enough about Kovesi's limit, good; Aristotle arrives et
God. His routc is as f~llows: a potentiality imnlics
the possibility »f changc to the actuality, which is
better (Metaphysics, 1051z); therc ean be no clement of

potcntiality (matter) in = perfeetly changeless being
(Mctaphysies, 1044b, 1045b, 1073a). I am tempted to ask

whether perhaps Kovesl seeks the same absencce of change

in the gonod as Aristotlc dnes in God, but instead I shall
point out not a possible but unlikely eonneetion but an
important and clear diffcrence, For Kovesi, 1t seenms,
every notion consists of formal and/»r nmaterial elements,
the vast majority having both. Aristotle, on the other
hand, apnears to allow that some may have neither; for
example, points or places (Metaphysics, 1044b). Not that

I can find anywherce where he specificelly denics that
these have forms, in the right scnse (thc cssence-shape
confusion runs riot here; see Fhysics, IV, 2), but
equally I find no hint that he wishecs to deify places,
and the only way he can avoid this is by saying that while
God has form but lacks matter, points leck bhoth. Kovesi,
I should think, has not even thought about the question,
given his apparent lack of interest in mathematics, but
he could easily and plausibly give an account of the
formal element of the notion of a place in terms of our
nced to be able to tell people, for example, how to lay
hands on the bottle opener.

These then are some of the similarities and differ-
ences between Kovesi and Aristotle. In brief, I feel



that the similarities, though numerous, are superficial.
RBoth talk of hierarchics of immanent formal and material
elcments; both rclate foerms to ends or purposcs and defi-
nition te forms: hut whilc Aristotle allonws to people
only thc role of arranging and dividing attributes which
are in some way 2lready 'given' in a nurposive natural
world, Kovesi gives teo us the task of, as it were,
creating the world wc live in by forming notions which
reflect and meet our neceds, interests and purposecs.

A similar eompzarison can be made between Plato and
Xovesi, for Plato, too, scems to have a doctrine of
natural kinds (e.g. sce Cratylus, 386-387, 391). ™=ut it
is more intercsting in the proscnt context to make a
general comparison betwecn Flato's ideas nr forms and
Kovesi's formal elcments. In the Cratylus there is =
discussion o2f how a carpcnter should go about making a
shuttle (339). To change Plato's storv a little: if the
carpenter is asked to makc a replaccment for a broken
shuttle, it will be no usc his simply copying the broken
one. Whet is wantcd is a whole shuttle, not two or more
pieces. Likcwisc, in the story, if the shuttle brszaks
while he 1is making it, hec should make another 'with his
mind fixed' not 'on that which is broken' but 'on that
form with referencec to which he wns making the one which
he brnke.' Now in this case 1little harm is done if we
think of the form as a shape, but Flato hastens to point
out, at least by implication, that a shuttle which is
good for making heavy woollcn garments will be no good
for light lincn. Still, the form can be thought of as a

shape; only the sizec nceds to vary.
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Of course I a2m not saving that Plato thought of
forms as a sort of picture. ¥either an I saving that he
thought they are 'loecated! in pcople's minds. For
understanding, the mind has to 'fix' on them, but it does
not follow that they are in thc mnind. 411 I anm saying
is that, in thc easc of sone artcfacts, it is attractive
to think of thes forms as somc sort of shape or picture.
This is plausible when, as a matter of faet, artefacts
hzve to be much the: same shape to fulfil the sanc
function at all well, ?2ut this is not always the case.
For example, anehors for permenent nonrings can he almost
eny shape, In this casce cmpirieal similarities are still
recuircd, as thcy have to be densec, heavy and durable,
but thec point is that, cvcn within the field nf artcfacts,
it will not always do to think of forms as a snrt of
picturc. What mattcrs is knowing thc¢ function, knowing
what 1t is for. This is an objcetion nnt to Flato but to
a possiblec intcrnretation of seomc of his rcemerks, for of
course thc mind can fix on a functinnal specificatinn as

. . 0
casily as non a picturc.

But this account of forms cannct plausibly bhe
generalized. Only artefacts are for anything. I am
making this a mattcer of dcfinition: using 'artefact' not
in the dictionary sense of 'an artificial product' but so -
2s to apply to anything which is made or used for, or
regarded as having, a function. In this scnse, Aristotlz
night be accused of regarding all general words as
artefact-wnrds, but if we are not prepared to regard all
things as having functions, thc next move is not at all
obvious. Plato's approach was to postulatec a strange
species of objecct, indepcndent of pcople, tn which
general terms in at least an ideal language stand as
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proper nares. This raiscs very serious difficulties in
specifying & rclation between these objects, the forms,
end more nundane things. Kovesi's approach is auite
different from ¢ither Aristotlce's or Plato's. For hin,
farrms arc not transcendcntel entitics, ner arc they ever,
strictly spcaking, the functions which mundanc things
nev heve. The formal element of a neotion is solways
concerncd with thc ncceds, interests, purposcs, etc. that
lead us to form and use the notion. If the notien is of
sonc artcfact, the formal elemicnt will be relatzd to the
functinn of th. artefaet, but Kovesi, likec nmost of us,
does not want to say that all gecncral words are artefact-
wnrds. ‘What he 1s telling us is that, even when we
cannot bring ourselves to think of things in the world

as having funections, we can always =sk whet is the
function of & notion., To undcrstand a notion is to
understand its place in our life and language, to under-
stand why we gllow certain things to count as instances

and disallow othecrs.



Chanter Two EMPIRICAL SIMILARITIES

2.1 Recognitors

"o kXnow whet count as correct and incorrect nuscs
nf 2 term, tn know, where appronriate, what cnunts and
what does not connt as an instance, tn know what features
arc rclevant to judging something to be an instence,
Kovesi says, 1s to know the formal eleacnt of thc notion
concerned, thc point of or reason for bringing certain
objects or hapnenings, howevcr dissimilar their percept-
ible featurcs may be, together as instancces of the same.
And to scc the point of this will always involve attending
first to hwien nceds and intercsts rather than perceptible
propertics of things in the world around us. In this
chapter I shall assess thesc claims by exanining his
supnorting cxanples and arguicnts, applying his views to
various specch s2cts which he docs not discuss, and trying
to specify the exact sensec in which a formal elcment can
be said to provide hoth a rule feor the use of & tcrm and
a standard for judging, wherc appropriate, that an
instance is good, bad, or indifferent. 2ut first, I
wish to consider in some dctail whether Kovesi's account

nccts the rceuiremcnt that language be public.

Kovesi insists that it is formal elcments, not
empirical sinmilarities, that enable us to undcrstand and
apply the terms in our languagc. The conmon element
which brings a variety of things together as instances
of the same is, except in speccial cases, not connected
with sensible likenesses among the instances. To help

nake clear just what part such cempirical similarities do
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nlay, Kovesi coins the tcrm 'rccognitor'. The rccognitofé
of a thing arc the featurcs of a thing thaot enakle us to
reccognize it (40). This term is introduccd to avoid what
Kovesl regerds as an unscatisfactory aspect of philosophers'
usc of the term 'critcria'. In philoscophical languagc,

hc savs, it is customary to call thesc featurces of a thing
that cnablc us to recognize it the criteria for the proper
usc of the word that we usc to rcfer te the thing in
aquestion, but these featurcs are not criteria for the
propcr use of the word, for on the one hand, whin we
encounter these featnures we do not have to usc the word,
and on the other hand, wc usc words at times and for
purpnscs othcr than to identify a thing when we are con-
fronted with it. For cxamnle, comets and revolutinns do
not appcar or cccur as often 2s we have occasion to speak
of them (40). A4s the fe~tures of a thing that enahle us
tn rccognize it do not providc us with the rules for the
proper usc of the word which we use to refer to the thing
in auestion, it is misleading, Kovesi says, to think that
they are the criteria for the propcr usc of the word.

We must lo~k elscwhere for the rules. It is tec avoid

this confusion thet Kovesi calls thesc Teatures not

criteria but recognitors.

In a rather puzzling passage Knvesi says that,
roughly speaking, recognitors are the defining character-
istics of the material elemcnts of a thing, act, situation
or phenomenon (41). Why should the defining character-
istics of the matcecrial elcements be those features of a
thing which enable us to reccognize it? The percentage of
imported leaf in a tin of tobacco is a material clement
of the brand of tobacco, yet onc recognizes the brand
by the writing on the tin or the aroma of its contents,
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and these features cannot be used in defining the percent-
age of imported leaf. In his critical notice of Moral
Votions Mayo sugeests that Kovesi might mean the defining
characteristics anong, rather than of, thc nmaterial
clenents (Mayo 1969, 288). This is a step towerds clari-
fying what Kovesi 1s getting at, but as it stands it
contradicts the carlier cleaeim that a thing cannot be
dcfincd in terns of its material elements,xfnr recognitors
de not constitute the eaning of a term or the rles for
its use. To avoid this, the passage should be read as
having protest guotes around 'defining characteristics'.
Kovesi is saying that recognitors arec those of the nater-
ial elenments which have, mistakenly, been thought to be
defining characteristics. The characteristics taken teo

he dcfining by thnse philosophers who concentrate on
empirical similarities are meterial clencnts, and so can-
not be defining characteristics. i proper definition
must involve the formal elenent (8), end thus bec in terms
of the roint of making thc classification concerned,

which will usually be connectsd only contingently if at

211 with cmpirical similarities.

YMuch of what Wovesi says about recognitors is in the
context »f examples, but can be stated in a general way
auite clearly. 4 term is not mercly shorthand for the
rccognitors of the thing or things which it denotes, nor
is it shorthand for all the possible rccognitors, for =
disjunctivec statement of them all. When we introduce a
new word into our vocabulary, we dn this not because we
went to save time but because we want to say more than
would be said by such a disjunctive statement, because we
want to say that it deoes not matter which of the recog-

nitors are present as long as one of them is, as they all



come or amount to the same. There is & point in selecting
the recogniters, and from that point all the diffcrent
instances arc the samc. This is not expressed cven by
stating all ths possible rcceongnitors (46).,

In introducing the term 'recognitor' Kovesi switches
our attention, perhaps dc¢liberately, fron tcrms to things.
"he¢ philosophical use of the term 'criteria' focuscs our
attention on the terms we usc, for it is only terms that
can have criteria. Kovesi's complaint is that the
features of a thing thet enable us to recognize it arc
not thc criteria for thc proper nse of the appropriate
term. For thesc we must look clsewhere. Thus when we are

speaking of the fezturcs of a thing that cenable us to

0y

rccognize it, the rccognitors of the thing, we can be
quitz clcar that it is the thing in cquestion, not the

ternm we use to refer to it, about which we ~re sveaking.

The prncess by means nf which recognitors and their
significance are established must, Kovesi says, he
public, for these rcasons. First, other people have tn
be able to usc our tcrms. Second, not even the inventor
of a notion could use a word in a consistent way without
sharing its use with others. Further, 'the possibility
of anyone being able to use a term in the same way is the
guarantece for the fact that the recognitors and their
significance have becen properly selected and established!
(55). As a move towards clarifying thec claim that the -
proccss must be public, but not disputing it, I wish to
question the second of Kovesi's reasons. It seens quite
possible that the inventor of a notion could use a word
in a consistent way without sharing its use with others,

however pointless such an activity might be. There is no
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sason why one could nnt fora a new notinn (nnt a whole
language), coin a new wrrd, not share the use of the
wonrd with anyone else, 2and yct use thc word in wnrivete,
ss it were, aquite consisteontly, without in fact being
understond by anvone e€l~e simnly beccausc no onc elsc has
been given the oponrtunity of understsnding thce word
(sec iAycer 19545 Hervey 1957; Garver 1959). If it is
rcplied that, although thce process described is in fact
posaible, it wnuld not be corrcct to describe it as the
invention of a notion unless the process were made public,
then our attention might profitably shift to the notion

of something's being public.

My claim is that there is ne reascon why the process
shonld in feact bc m~de public, in the sense that the new
word is in foct used in the presence of other pcople.

It need nnt bc published. Insisting on this would involve
the impossiblce task of deciding, for example, on a
minimun number of pecple vho st share the use of a word
for its recognitors and thelr significance to be properly
established. The typc of universality reauired herc is
not numerical (56-57). On the other hand, unless the
process of establishing the recognitors and their signi-
ficance is the sort of process which is public in the
sense that it 1is not as a matter of logic the work of

one particular person, then the term in quecstion cannot
properly be said to stand for a notion. It is, as Kovesi
says, the possibility of anyone being able to use a term
in the sams way which guarantees thet the raccognitors

and their significance have been properly selected and

[}
established. Only the possibility necd be insisted upon.



50

I an aware that what I have just said appears tn
conflict with the views of soric of the commentators on the
so-cnlled private language arguncnt in Wittgenstein's

Philosovhical Investigations (especially Rhees 1954),

But the privacy in the case outlined above is not logical
privacy. an often-madc point bears rencating: insofar as
Wittgenstein's arguaent is a response to scepticism as to
the logical prssibility of corrmunication, it nced only
show that communication is logically possible, that our
thoughts, notinns ctec. are longically or in principle
public. Further, Xovesi 13 here talking about the recog-
nitors of things and not the criteria for the use of
words, Although it does not follow from the fact that
'recognitor' applies to things and 'criteria' to words
that the two arc nnt connccted, therc is at least one
inportant difference: namcly, that while as a -aatter of
logic the correct application of a criterion cannot yield
a wrong rcsult, this is never so in the case of recognit-

ors, which, after all, are only unaterial <lements.

Even when we gn out of our wayv to make the instances
look alike, this is so, as for examnplc in the case of
coins. The rccognitors of a particular denomination of
coin are dcliberately made as uniform as possible, but
although the presence of these recognitors cntitles us to
apply the appropriate tern (c.g. 'New Zealand two cent
picce'), it does not as a matter of logic or even in some
cases of fact ensurc that such an application will be
correct. A counterfeiter too will take pains to get the
recognitors right, but even if he outwits the experts
his products were not struck in the mint. To call them
genuine New Zealand two cent pleces may be warranted but

is false.
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Lnother important nnint is that Xovesi is not trying
to estahlish that the criteria for the use of tcrms must
be public. When hc says that it is the nossibility of
anyonc being ablc to use a term in th: saznc way which
guarantecs that thc recognitors and their significance
heve boen properly selected and established, he is
accepting that langusge :mst be nublic (53, 111), and
trying to clarify what it mcans t2 say this. Here he is
not entirely successful (57, 72). While it is enlight-
cning to distingnish betwecen anyone and cveryonce being
able to use a term in the samc way (56-57: cf. ayer 1953),
these cxprossions themselves heve complex logical features
(sece Vendler 1967: Cresswell 1973, 217-224). ‘Without
attempting a formal analysis of these cxpressions, I shall
pnint out some ambiguitics that hinder clarity, but first
I wish to suggest that there is a2 familiar sensc of the
word 'public' which corresponds almest cxactly to that
eomploved in any pleusible cleim that language must be
public.

The sensc of 'public' T havc in nind is the one
invelved in saying, for exanmple, that a2 court sitting is
public. %o say this does not imply that everyone can
attend. If morec pceople turn up than can be accomriodated
in the courtroon, if some are prevented from attending
by illness, or even if nobody 1is interested enough to
attend as a spcctator, the court sitting can still be
described =2s public. But if anyone is denied entry, or
if some procedure is employed which is aimed at denying
entry tn some individual or to individuals under some
description, even if without results, the sitting is not
fully public. It could still be open to a section of
the public (e.g. if children cre not admitted), or it
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might not be clearly either public or private (e.g. if
only relatives of the partics are zdmitted), or it might
be private (e.g. if invitations have to be produced).

For it to be fully public it rmmust be the case that anyone
can attend.

Roth 'anynne' and 'cveryone'! feature rclevent ambi-
guities. 'Can anyone climb Mount Lverest?' can be used
to ask cither whether therce is at lcast one person who 1is
a2 good enough mountaineer tn rcach the top or whether
there are restrictions on wvho is allowed to try. 'Can
everyone climb Mount Tverest?! can be used to ask either
the latter or whether there is room for all at the ton.
Of course part of the ambiguity here is in 'climb!', but
still it is not surprising that the sense in which
langnage must be public is not precisely cxplained by
distingnishing bctween 'enyone' :tnd 'everyone'. Recause
of thesc ambiguitics it is very difficult here to be
both precise and idiomatic. Xonvesl smmetimes lacks
nrccision (e.g., 52) and sometines uses awkward exXpress—
ions (e.g., 72), but he is by nn means alone here (see,
for exanplc, Wittgenstein 1958, pghs 261, 277; Hampshire
1952, 10).

The choice of examples is important. Because it is
hard tn imagine a person who is fond of or indifferent
to pain (not mere whipnings but full-blooded pain) it is
casy to confuse the contingent fact that everyone wants
to avoid pain with the logical fact that, if the wish to
avoid pain is tc be included in the formal element of a
notion then this must be anyone's wish. Although he
makes this clear in the case of pain (58), Kovesi is con-
fused when he talks of parricide: 'If I did not also

disapprove of the child's murdering his father I would
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not understand the notion of parricide' (72). Tven if it
is the case that cveryone disapproves thosc actions
which are called cases of parricide, it is a contingent
and net a logical truth, compatible with the clain that
anyone night approve or be indifferent. Of course if
someone calls a particular action a case of parricide he
is saying that it is wrong, but he does not heve to
celieve that trere is anything which counts as a cnse of
parricide to understand the notion. Ferhaps 'hBlaspheny’
is a bettor cxample. Someone who holds nothing sacred
would not admit that there arec cases of blasphemy, but

hes could still know what would count as a casc and so
nnderstand the notion. Therc is an important differeﬁce
between believing that a notinon has instances and knowing
what 1t wonld he for it to have instances. Onlyv the
letter is relcvant to understanding the notion, but in
cases wicre as a natter of fact we all hclieve that there
are instances, and particularly where we agrec as to

what are the instances, these arc easily confused.

2.2 Scnsations

Notwithstanding what I have just said, thcre seems
tc be something special about sensations. While it is
casy and natural to think nf tables and teclephones as
existing independcntly of oncself in a public world, one's
sensations seem to be private possessions, even logically
privatec nossessions, for whereas I can sell or otherwise
dispose of such possessions as the chair on which I am
now seated, I cannot, as a matter of logic it scems, do

anything analogous with my present headache. But perhaps



it i1s r mistake to think nf scnastions as posscssions at
211 (sce Cook 1965). Gronted, we say 'I have

just ws we say 'I have a chair', but w. nocver nocd to say

a pain'

the former., Insterd, "¢ can say 'T @i in pain', and Tor
clarity s should usc this form of words. If pains are
nnt possessions ther cannnt tec privote nasscssiens. The
relevant diffeorcenece between my father's coat and ny
fether's nain is not that the latter is seonms nmystorinus
logically privete abjocet which we nlone can ponssess but
thet 1t just 1s nnt =2 posscssion. Pat 2ven he can have
his pain in the secnss that he can have his coat. Smell

vondcr then that nobndv clsc can hove his pain,

If this is 8o for #1l scnsations thon we shounld usc
scnsation-werds onlv as nredicstoes,.  The onl
spcnch which commit s t~ the cxist €
thoso which contain substeative scneation--words, such as
'T heve a pain' and 'It is better now!' (s¢e Onine 1948:
Cohen 1962, scction 34). If thesc can be clinintted in
favonr of foarms of spzecch vhich contain only predicative
acnsation-words, such s 'I 22 In pein' snd 'T =2n loss
vained now' we novar noed cerezlt oursclves to the exist-

c¢nce of sensctions.

Rut even 1if tho mnves offered in this arguncnt are
formally correct and opecn te us, thae argunent deces not
show that thcy should bc mede. Idiom aside, substantives
can in 2ny particular cese be climinsted in favour of
predicates. The argumcnt, then, ceould be applied to any
of th: substrntives we employ (though not of course to
all of them at once). If logic allows us to avoid
cormnitment to the existence of scnsations, 1t dones the
sarnc for tceclephones and tables. Tut cven those whn favour
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~n ontolngicnlly srarse landscane vust, if they are to

say anything, =2lloaw it somnc vopulation, for no statcement
cen be made without at lcast implieit use of o substantive.
"he argument, thoen, offirs o chnice but no guidancc. If
scnsatinns can be ¢xplaincd 2way as being ontologically
inferinr to, s#y, thc cntitics of @ndcrn nhysics, this
cholecc el be made lightly, but a person wis holds that
scnsatinns are at l-a8t as rcal =2s mesons will end neced

not be moved,

as the gcneral argumcnt will not show why e vant to
trcat scnsations ~s 2 spceizl ense, ennsider what is
invnlved in aseribing a scns=tinn to onesclf or to
anothery, It is cosy ¥o assumc that such rseriptions are
~11 much the samc in that ther arec reports of something
thet is gning on, bnt if we os% vhet is tha voint of

aseribing a scnseati~n to oncsclf or to another there is
o

k3|
B

cuite 2 variety of answers. Fe exarmple, to sav that a

ny
s

perscn has o headache night be rcguest for symmathy, an
¢xnlenstion of nr cxensc for his irritebility; te say
that a pocrson fecls nouscous might be a mrning to stand
clecar, a reouecst for a basin, an cxplanaticn of or excuse
for his eructation; to say that a person frcls hnt aight
be an erplanation of or cxcusc for his undressing, a
sugsestion that the heating he turned dovm, a reanest

for 2 bcer. Thus it would bc a mistake t~ think that
ascriptions of scneations arc always mere reports of what
is going on. Even when thc sensc-tion is present its
~gcrintion can be far more then a report. UWuch talk of
sensations could not be undcerstood without knowing that
it is &imcd at, or cven is, a way of changing a person's
sensations, and much of the bchaviour associated with

sensations too should be secn in this way; screwing up
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the face is not just an expressicn or manifestation of a

headache, but often helns to relicve it.

It fnes not of course follow that there can be no
such thing sns 2 merc sensation-renort, but there are
rersons for saving that this is so. The recas~ns are
enite general: it alweyvs nmalics sensc to 2st why an asscrt-
inn is madec, a cuestion asked, ~nd so on, ~nd the mininal
conprchensible answer is 'I thought yon wonld like to
know, be able to tell ne, etc.' Even in the case of
asscrtions onc is not mercly reporting, for a mere report
wonld heve to» be eonally apt whrtcver the intendced
andience, This might be onc pcrson or it night be a
gronp, whosc membership may not cven be Xnown prcecisely
exccpt nnder a description such as 'friends' or
'psychologists', but cven in the anlikcly casc in whieh
the proffered descrintion is 'menkind', whet is soid
would be addresscd not to all pzoplc but to onyvonc who
night be intercsted. We¢ address onr remarks widely when
wo 4o not know exectly which individuels will be inter-
csted, but cven hcre we ar: addressing them to those whn
arc interested, not to cverybody. ¥xcort in very special
circunstances a revly by a child aged five to a papcr in
Mind would quite properly be igneorcd, and likewise its
author would not be entitled to take unmbrage at his
paper's being ignored by a physicist. Wow if what I have
said 1s correct, sceptical arguments which take sensations
a8 special cases loasce nuch of their opoint, for what would
nattcer in the casc of sensations is not whether we can
know just what other people's sensations are like but

whether we can get donce the things we want to get _doned
when we telk of sensations, and there is nothing logically

privatc about calling for silencc or for a bger.
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So far T have not asked whether there is any relcevant
Aifferencc between first and third person ascriptions of
scnsations. Is thcre any possible case in which one
persen, 4y, just could not do what anothcr, B, dnes when
B says, fnr exanple, 'I have a headache'? In all cascs
of conrsc thero is onc thing which 4L cannot do: as a
natter of logic hc cannot ascribe B's scnsatinn to himself.
But this is not & relcvant difference. The only sort of
diffcrence between first and third porson ascrintions
which would be¢ relcvant is one which is ceonfined to what
~re suppnsed to be special cascs in this context, and the
one I have mentioned anplics not only tn the supposedly
snecial casc of scnsations but to many other things as

=N

well., Tn a monogamous society 4 cannct have S spousec,
but the differcncc betwecn 4 saying 'C is B's spouse' and
B saying 'C is ny spouse' does nnt incline wus to think
that differont things arc being said in thesc cases.

At most, thc statemcnts invelve different presuppositions.

I am net srgning that there is no difference
hetween, soy, pains and spouscs, but ncrcly that therc
is nn logicel differcnce reclevant ton the supnosed problem
of privacy. Kovesi's terminology can be uscd te clarify
sonc of thcse ancstions. 4 person can tell that another
is in pain, more or less accuratcly depcnding in part
upon training, by obscrving his behaviour (including
speech), and so we might say that certain sorts of bchav-
iour are rccngnitors of pain. On the other hand a
person does not nced to observe his own bchaviour to know
that hc is himsclf in pains here the rccognitors are
diffcrent. Now whilc it may be unusual for therc to be
two sorts of rccognitors, this does not constitute a

special case, since, for examvle, a layman looks for the
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letter 'HY' on o weather map to find an anticyclone whereas
the meteorologist uses different recognitors. O0f course
there are diffecrences. We want to say that we cannot be
mistaken about our ovn pains btut can abont enticyclones,
but this diffcrence is not rclevant. The fact renains
that, cven if we cannot be mistaken about wheother we

arc in nain, as opneoscd to the proper description of our
own pains, having a pain is neot a criterion for the )
proper usc of 'vain'. As with Kovesl's comuets and :r'evofz
lutions, w¢ de not btave to usc the word 'pain' whenever

we have a pain, nor arc wg herred fron using it properly
when we have no pain. My point is thet if the two sorts‘
of recognitors of pain arc scen as rccognitors, we will
then know tc look clsewnere for the formal clement of

the notion.

Insofar as the philosophical dispute about pain
and other scnsntions has been whether they consist of
having an expericnce or cxhibiting (or being disposcd
te exhibit) certain behaviour it has becen radically
nisguided, as would a dispute as to whether anticycloncs
consist nf the letter 'H' ~n a wcathcr map Hr certain
readings nf instruments. The formal celement ~f the
notinn nf an anticyclone is connected not with thesec,
but with such things as our nced to know whether to go
on a picniec, when to plant our crops, and the like.
Sinilerly tho formal elcment of the ncetion of pain is
conccrned not with either behaviour or simply having
certain expariences, but, as Kovesi says, with the necd
tr avoid certain expericncces (58). Of coursc the formal
clencnt i1s complicated. Sometimes we are morc interecsted
in who 1is in pain than in what sort of pain hc has; from

this point of vicw all of a person's pains are the sane
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in thot they are his. At other times we are int-rested
in certain sorts of pain rather than who is in pain;

fron this medical »oint of view 211 hcadaches, say, are
the same whoever has them. But so far as sccecpticism is
concerned the important question now seems tn be

whether 1t is a nmaticr of contingent fact or of logic
that we nced tweo sorts of recogrnitors of pain, and cither
way, nain dnes not seenm to be interestingly orivate.

For if this is a matter of ceontingent frct, as some
stories involving cxtra-sensnry percention night

persuade us, then the privacy is not logical, while if

it is a mattcr ~f logic 1t differs 1little from the trivial
cleim that, as o motter of logic, laymen and cxperts

nust employ diffcrent recognitors for anticyeclones.

Farther, even if this 'little' difference turns out
to be important, th: fact that there are two sorts of
recognitors dncs net entail that they have no conceptual
conncctions. 4n argunent of Hampshire's zbout communi-
cation in gencral can be rephrosed so as to conncet the
tvin sorts of recognitors inscparsbly. Coamunication,
Haripshire says, 'essentially involves thc use of
sentences tn convey statcments by an zuthor to an actual
nr potential audience, in such a way that all users
[_i.e. any uqer_7 of the language, in denying and con-
firming, may change from the position of audience to
author in respect of any statcment made' (Hampshire 1952,
10). Although wc do nced two sorts of recognitors of
pain, we could not know that cithecr was a rccognitor
without knowing that the other was, for in ascriptions
of pain we use onc nf them when a author and the other
when an audience. The reanircenent - of interchangeability
then unites the two, and leaves no significant difference

between first and third person ascriptions,
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Sensatinns, then, arc not & special casc in any
respect that is relevent to the public nature of language.
Even first person =scriptions nust and can comply with
the gencral reauircment of involving only notions whose
rccognitors and foarmal clements are public in the required
sensc, not of being shared by everyonc but of being under-
standablc by ~nyvone. To understand scmeone elsc's
sensation repert onc does not have to have his sensation.
Of course, knowing whether another perscn's sensatinn
reports are truc is enother matter. Here there can be
two snrts of disagrecement: we can agrecce that there is
some sensation but disagree as tn its prowver description
(is it an ache or a pain?), and we can agrec that if there
is a sensation a2t 2ll it will com~ under a ccrtain
descrintion, but disagrcc as ton whether there is in fact
e scnsation at all (is he rcally in pain or is he pre-
tending again?). But if the notion of truth is to do any
work herc there have te be tests, however complicated or
difficult to evply. Relying on expcrts is not raled out,
as, in the anpropriate sense, anyone could bec an expert,
although we would not bc cntitled to call something a
test if, as a2 uaatter of logic, we had to rely on the word
of 2 vparticular pcrson. But tn understand ancther
persnn's sensation reports, as opposed toe knowing whether
they arce true, all onc has to do is know what would and
what would not cnunt ss an instance of his having that
sort of sensation, not whether there is in fact an
instance. As far as this is concerned, the person who
has the sensation is no better qualified than anyone
else to say what would and what would not count.
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2:3 Porm ond empnirical sirdilarities

Kovesi's clainn that wc need a formal elcment, not
cepirical sinilerities, to explain why we rcgnrd a vaeriety
of things =as instancecs of thce same thing is supnorted
largely through exsnples. Some wrrds, such as colour
words and Plato's 'fingcr' give the impression that we
can form and use 2. notion by following enpirical similar-
itiss alone, withant a forral clencnt (3%; sec Ronublic’
523c—d), but wherees colours and fingers can be exempli-
fied in only cneé enpiricelly rccognizable way this is not
the case fer the greet majority of our notions. Thus the
choicc ~f exemples is importaont. Plate was wrong, Kovesi
says, about Parmenides' 'dirt' (Parucnides, 130c-d) not

involving (in Kovesi's terms) a formal clement. WNot
only does the notien of dirt inply stenderds, but we
would not bc abls to continuc a list of examples of dirt,
to think of other examplass of the samc thing, unless we
understood why we would include custerd on a waistcoat
and sand on & lcns but not custard on a plate and sand on
a beach. 'Unless we understaend why the first two arc
cxamples of dirt', 2nd hcre cmpirical similarities are

no use, 'we do not understand what they arc cxamples of,
however much custard or sand we have the opportunity of
observing' (38).

Another supporting exanple is drawn from what Kovesi
terms an often used method of teaching how words acquire
meaning (c.g. see Schlick 1938, 194; Russell 1940, 157).
Suppose, hc says, that a philosopher in a classroonm
coins a silly word, 'tek', znd then draws on the black-
board various figurcs, some of which have a pointed

projection, and teaches his students to apply the word
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tak' to and only to the figures with the pointed pro-
jection. Fovesi maintains thot the students would not
have learncd the meaning of 'tak', even though they would
ne able to say whether a ncwly eravwn fignre is to be
called a tak. Fis claim is that thoe students wnuld not
have any idceca what to do 1f they met 2 tak outside the
classroons they wonld not know tho point of the word
'tak'., Without the necd frr the word in a way of life,
he says, we will not start forming the notinn or using
the word, and thc word will not acauire meaning. The
teacher gave the recngnitors of taks but not the criteria
for the use of the word, for when we encounter the recog-
nitors w2 do not have to usec the word, and we may use

the word at times (such zs this) when the recognitors are
absent. Answering ounestions like 'Is this a tak?' is not
the only activity invnlving words, is not the only
language geme. The rules for the propcr use of a word
erc¢ the rales of those activities in which the word is
nsed. Wc do not form 2 notion by first inventing a2 word
and snecifying recognitors, and thcen finding a use for
the word. The process is the rcverse of this (39—42;

cf. Wittgenstein 1958, pghs 257-260; Hare 1952, 100).

Kovesi says more 2bout the 'tak' cexample, but the
remsining points are more clearly and briefly presented

in another cxample:

'We do not often have occasion to speak, as of
an indivisible whole, nf thc group of phcnomcna
involved or connected in the transit of a negro over
a rail-fence with a melon under his arm while the
moon is Jjust passing bechind a cloud. ™Put if this
collocation of phenomena were of frequent occurrence,
and if we did have occasinn tn speak of it often,
and if its hapwnecning were likely to affect thc money
narket, we should have some name as a "wousin" to
denote it by. DPcople would in time be disputing



63

whether the existence of 2 wousin involved necessarily
a rail-fcnce, and whether the term could be applied
when a whits man was similarly rclatecd to a stone
wall.' ( ']_4)

Th:. reason for such disputes, Kovesi says, is that the
story does not tell us the voint of having the word
'wousin'. The correct order in forming such notions is:
first we notice some event (say, on the nmoncy nmarket)
which we want to promote or prevent or at least to under-
stand; then we notice crnnactions between this cvent and
thc phenomcna described in the story; only when we think
of these phenomena as rezsons feor the occurrence of the
event on the money market weuld the term 'wousin' be
cnined; cestablishking the recasons for this event is
preciscly the same process as forming the rules for the
proper use of 'wonsin' (44-45). Lnd the process must be
public: 'Th: ressons for the occurrence of the cvent nmust
be publicly testable and ecceptablc by anyone. Otherwise,
peoplz could not nse the word in the sane way, the word
could not beconc part of our langucge. The way, then,

in which the word bocomes part of our lengusge is at the
saiie time the way in which we publicly check that we have
correctly sclcected ccrtain phcenomena a2s the reasons for

the occurrencc of cvent x' (45-46),

The 'tak' and 'wousin'stories are ezamples of notions
fermed about the inanimate world. To approach more
closecly our morel notions, Kovesi produces an cecxample in
which a noticon 1is formed about oursclves:

I expect the reader is familiar with thosc
little machines which are used by bus conducters in
some places for printing thce tickets. WNow suppose
that a passenger n~sked for a fourpenny ticket and
for some¢ rcason the conductor dialled five, thus
producing the wrong ticket. He neade another ticket
but kept the fivepenny one as he had to account for
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all thc tickets printed. Somc tine later somcone
else =sked for a fivepenny ticket and wos given the
onc printed earlier. So far so good, but trouble
arose when the inspecctor boarded the bus, for since
the ticket h~d been printed sore time before the
passcnger got on the bus it had by now cxpired, and
the conductor had to be callcd on tn cxplzain. All
this was rather a nuisanc: as it trok up the con-
ductor's time while nther nasscngers were getting
nn and off; besides, he felt that the inspcctor
must havec thought him carceless and incfficicent.
When he canc off duty hce stayed to have a cup of
tea at the cantecen where he told the story to a
group of other cenductors who replied with similar
stories. (46-47)

Eventually, in the story, the conduectors come to use the
word 'nisticket' to refer to these haponcnings:

Now if it 1s only thc econductors who talk together
over their cups of tea the word will boconc nart
only of trelr voeabulary, but if they share their
discussions with the inspcctors it will become part
of their vocabulary =s well. In the first case the
ward could only function as a 'nuisance-vwerd', in
the second, it counld function as an 'exzcusc-weord'.
Whet I mecan is that in the first case a conductor
conld net use the new word tn the insvpect~r when he
wants o short-hand explanation to excuse a passcnger
and hinsclf; hc could only usc it among the other
conductors when he wants tn sny that this trouwble
has come up again. In the sececond crse, however, he
can tell the inspcctor: 'There is a =misticket in the
back', thus achieving what beforc thc existence of
this word nceded 2 long explanation. (47-48)

Kovesi gnes on tn say that the new wnrd refcrs tec the
experience of any conductor, incorporates those features

nf expericnce that any conductor may have, and, when
functioning as an excuse-word, will excuse any conductor,
however unskilled in argument or disliked by the inspector.
The formation of thce notion of a misticket, as opposed to

a mistake, is intended to bypass a process of justifica-
tion (cf. Austin's first method of defence: fustin 1956,
2
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At this stage in his story Knvesi assumes that it is
agreed that mistickets be cxcused, and rightly insists
that this is necessary for their cexcusability te be auto-
matic. Tut later he says that if thce conductors and
inspectors did not come ftc an agreemcnt 'there cannnt be
such a notirn as misticket and the conductors cannot nake
mistickets, although thecy will continuc to makc mistakes
in printing their tickets' (52). I am not surc what he
neans by 'agrecemcent' here, but hc should not insist on
universal cgreciient as a conditinn for the formation and
use of the notion. Thc presence of a single inspector
who regards all such mistakes as c=scs of culpsable
inefficiency cannot prcvent the formation of the notion,
nor is he¢ barred from understanding it. Although he will
not agree that it has any instanccs, he can come to know
what would count as an instance; he night, for cxample,
alloew a malfunction of the machinc but not an error on
the operatnr's part as an instance. Of course cven if
there is agreement somcone ceuld subscrmently question
whether mistickets shnuld bc cxcus<d; hi nay seec a new
noint relevant tn their excusability, or they may have
hecomc more frequent. These changes, Kovesi says, are
connected with the formel element of the notion of a
misticket, part of which is that mistickets are excusable.
If other ways of producing nistickets werc found, or if
me.chines which operate differently were introduced, the
material c¢lements would change. 4And although it is built
into the story that the number of ways in which one could
make a misticket, as compared with the number of ways in
which nne cnuld make a mistake, is limited, this does not,
Kovzsi says, make 'misticket' a descriptive term or more
descriptive than 'mistake'. So far as the 'descriptive-
cvaluative' distinotion is concerned it is the formal
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together some features of the vworld or of our behaviour
(50) .

To brinz the discussicen closer to %ovesi's cliaim
that when we form a notion we do not lcok for empirical
similarities among a variety of things but for that which
brings a variety of things together as examples of the
same thing, consider a final examnle:

Let us suppecse that in hospital and medical circles
the term 'tetnrotect' 1is used to state that since
noise is a mortal danger to tetanus patients
appropriate measnres should be taken when such a
patient is in hospital. If the decctor uses this
term to state what the nurse should do, then if the
nurse understood the term she understood not only
the 'what' hut also why the recuest was mede. Ve
can also see a familiar feature of our moral notions
in this exanple. 'Tetorotect' can be exemplified
by putting sawdust on the rcasd outside, by wearing
soft shoes or by shutting the door. ot only should
the nurse understand why she should do something if
the deoctor tells her to enforce or bring about
tetprotection, unless she knew Tthe reason she would
not quite know what to do and she would not %now
that all these different activities are examples of
the same thing. Without such a term the doctor
would have to tell the nurse simply what to do.

(39-90)
T™e claim that empirical similarities need not explain
why various instances are instances of the same thing is
not the same as Wittgenstein's 'famnily resemblance'’
account (Wittgenstein 1958, pghs 67-77). Xovesi takes
Wittgenstein to be 'looking for empirical similarities
between A and Z though it is not one thread that runs fron
A to Z2. A, B and C are connected by one similearity, B, C
and D by another and so A is linked te 7 though they do
not look alike at all. The similarities are connected
like threads in a rope' (22). This account, Kovesi says,
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is both too strong and too weck: too strong because under
it we could connect any twn things by finding a suitable
chain of similarities, and too weak because it does not
explain the connecticons, such as that between football

and chess which makes both of them garmes. What we need

in order tc understand a notion is not a rove of empirical
similarities but a formal elezent, that which enables us
to follow a rule in using a term. Following a rule is a
rational activity. We know what an object is only insofar
as we know that it is the szme as various other ones, and
we cannot know this nunless we know why they are all the
same, Only then can we follow a rule in looking for new
examples (22-24).

The claim that we need o formal element, nnt empiri-
cal similarities, to explain why we regerd a variecty of
things as instances of the same thing, is supported not
only by exemples but also, and criginally, by general
arguments, which Kovesi brings together thus:

At the beginning of the first chapter we had
to introduce what I call the 'formal element'
becanse without it we cannot decide what are and
vhat are not instances of a thing or action. This
is gn for scvernl connectcd reas~ns: we cannnt give a
list of materieal elements that would entail what the
thing or action is; various instances of things and
actions do not resemble each other empirically
except in cases where such similarity is reauired
for fulfilling the same function; our terms must be
onen for hitherto unknown instances of the same
thing, and there are always new ways of producing a
thing or performing an act. Towards the end of the
chapter the same claim was made by saying that,
without the formal element, we cannot follow a rule
in using a term. (37)

There are, of course, cxccptinns. First, as Kovesi notes,
there are cases where empirical similarity is required for

fulfilling the same function. Second, we sometimes
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choose to simplify rnle-following by following empirical
similarities, as for example, when we make it a 'principle'
never to eat sausages because they (sometimes) give us
indigestion (1C1l), or make our coins look alike. Very
Closely relnted are those cases where rules and regulations
are deliberately formulated sco that veople can follow them
on the basis of empirical similarites =2lone. There are
logical and practical reasons for this: if someone does
not know why he should do something he can only follow
enpirical similarities, and it 1is easier to enforce and
ohserve rmles and regulations which are formulated in
terms of emnirical similarities (24). Thec final class o}
exceptions Xovesi mentions is ceclour words; here we do not
need a formal element, for we can follow a rulc in using
such words simply by observing empirical similarities (35).

I have already tried to show that, 1if he means that
colour notions do not have formel elements, he is wrong
(see 1.4, above). Consider then his claim that what he
says about colour words is not affected by what a follower
of Wittzenaetein might rightly say, 'that even the naming
of a colour and the subsequent mnse of that colour-word
involves the eristence of a way of 1life where there is a
need for talking about colours and a language in which
there is a place for colour-words' (63 cf. Wittgenstein
195%, pgh 241). At first sight, this hardly accords with
the claim in the 'tak' story, that the students in the
classroom did not know the meaning of 'tak' because they
did not know the point of the word, because they saw no
need for it in a way of life (40). Surely the same is
true of colour words. Although we can learn how to
answer questions such as 'Is this yecllow?' on the basis

of empirical similarities alone, the term 'yellow' cannot
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have neaning for us unless we know the point of using it,
unless it nlays sone part in our way of lifc. And just

as the point of the word 'tak' was not just that of class-
ifying, not because in the story the word had some other
point bnt because classifying ailone is a pointless
activity, thc point of terms such as 'yvellow' is not just
that of enabling ns to point at varions objects and utter
the appropricte cnalcur words. Just as, as Kovesi says,

we talk of r=cvolutions not only during revolutinns, so too
do we talk of tho colour yclleow when vie ars not confronted
with it. The rules for the use of a word are, as Xovesi
says, the rmles of gll th¢ activities in which the word

is employed. Colour words arc empnloyed in activities
other than classifying the objects aronnd us.

Xovesl is, of course, corrcct in saying that we can
apply colour words corrcctly on the basis of empirical
similarities alone, but this is truc of meny tvpes of
word, such as shapc words and cven sone farniturec words.
One need do nc more than look at the objcct upon which
onc is abont tn sit to tell that it is a chair, just as
cene need 4o no more than look at the flowers ountside the
window to tell that they are yellow. Of course the terms
rmust be understood, but once they are, many types of word,
though not all words, can be applied correctly on the
hasis of empirical similarities alone. Thus Kovesi's
claim that we need no formal element in the case of colour
words 1is true, but uninterecsting, when taken to mcan that
once we understand them we can apply them correctly on
the basis of empirical similarities alone; it is false,
however, when taken to mean that we can in the first place

understand these words without secing their point.
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2.4 Spiech zcts

S0 far, in assessing Kovesi's views on langnage, I
have followed his exanprle in concentrating upon assert-
nrial speech acts. What I now propose to do is ocutline
a method for envnlying his views to all sorts of sneech
act. Start with terms; his clainm is that to understand
a term is to know what things or =zcts, however dissimilar
empirically, would count as instances. This can be
cxtended from terms to specch acts, the important task
being to sprcify, for cach sort of speech act, what
corresnonds t~» the sneech act in the wey an instance of

a term corresnonds to the term.

Tn the case of asscrtorial specch acts, what corre-
sponds to an instance of a term is, I belicve, the
evidence for or against what is being assesrted; to under-
stand an asscrtorial swmeech act, whatcver its subject
metter, is to know what wounid coun?t as evidence for or
against what is being as=erted. Vow some who have
accepted this have made the mistake of thinking that any-
thing which apprars to be an assertorial speech act but
for or against which ncthing counts as evidence, must be
devoid of literal meaning. The proper avproach is to
regard this as a first step, and to extend it to other
tyves of speech act. Before outlining how this might be
done, though, I should remark thet the distinction between
evidence for or against what is said and reasons for or
against saying it should be borne in mind. It is only
the former which 1s relevant to the meaning of an assert-
ion. Note also that, in different fields, the criteria
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for what would count as cevidence f~r or sgainst vhat is
asserted differ. Thz only overall requirsment is that
the criteria be public, in thc scénse outlined earlier in
this chapter. They do not, for cxample, have as a matter

of logic t~ be in terms of what we can perceive.

The prorer analogy for crxtending this to non-asscert-
orial specch acts is that used in extending Kovesi's
account of understanding terms to cover assertions. In
all cases the relevant question starts with the words
what would count'; the differences arc to be found in
what follows these words. To take somc examples fron
the countlecss types of smecch act (sec Wittgenstein 1958,
pgh 23): in the casec of a question, to know what it mcans.
is to %Xnow what would count and vhat would not count as
an answer; in thec casc »~f a command, to knovw what it
means is to knew whot would and what would not count as
obeying it; in thc case of acdvice, to know what it means
is t2 know what would and what would not count as follow-
ing it. In 2ll cases the 'is' 1is that of identity. )
This is an acceount of what it is to know the meaning of
a sveecch act, not mecrely e test for whether somczone knows
the meaning.

Rather than work out the detail rcaouired to turn
what is es yet little more than a formula into a full
account of what it is to understand a speech act, I shall
consider an objection toc the whole enterprise, hoping
thereby to hint at soms further steps. The objection is
that such an account ignores the fact that a sentence
can mean the same when used in various sneech acts.

'The house is on fire' can be used to make an assertion,

to issue a command, a warning, or perhaps even a
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challenge, yet one does not have tn know which of these
is intendcd to know what it means. In the terms Austin
uses, illocutionary forces arc not meanings (see Cohen
1969, 4403 Warnock 1973a, 763 Searle 1973). This is very
plausible, but is it an objection? Herc I do nnt share
Austin's renorted distaste for propositional ahstractions
(sec Strawson 1973, 62). Without claiming that any one
tvoec »f specch act is prior to the others, what I want

to say 1is that 1f one understands any one of the speech
acts which can be performed by using a zgiven sentence
then one understands the sentence, in the sense relevant
to the apparent objection. In Kovesi's terms, what is
comaon to all the uses of a sentence, call it a propo-
sitional abatraction or & factual content or what you
will, has & formal elemnent. Tc know why we nced or wish
to use the scntence now to make an assertion, now to ‘
issuc advice, and so on, is to know this formal clemcnt, |
and some~nc who knnws this formal clenent will bec able |
t2 flesh out the 'and so on'. In fact this formal

element will be of a notion, albeit a complicated one.

In the example, the notion is that of the house being

on fire.

Of course a speech act is not just a propositional
abstraction. To understand a propositional abstraction
is to know what would and what would not, whatever the
print of its use and however empirically dissimilar they
be, count as an instance of thec same propositional
abstraction. To understand a specch act is to know alsc
what would and what would nnt count as an instance of
the same act. Here, as in Xovesi's examples of buying
flowers and leaning against a door frame (60; sce 4.6,
below), the appropriate question is what the speaker could
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have done instcad which would amount tn the same thing,
and it nced not ever involve speaking. 4&s a very crude
cxamnnle, supnosc that someone utters the single word
"'fire'. If he could have donc the same thing by handing
somienne a wet sack and nointing to the smouldering
carpet he was asking or telling him to extinguish the
fires; if hec could have done thce same thing by signalling
with his right hand he was giving an order to shonot; if
he could have done ths same thing by making an unexpccted
loud noise he was trying to frighten someonc. In each
case, to know what would and would not count as instances
of the same act is tn know the formel clenent of that
typve of act. My point then is that it is wrong to
concentrate solely eithcer on propositional abstractions
or illocutionary forces. TiInderstanding a specch act
invnlves both undeystanding the form of words used and
understanding what it is used for. 4t lzast in a ‘
language as flexible as ™“nglish, formal clements of the
two sorts I have mentionsd arc reguired: that of the type
of specch act concerned and that of the state of affairs,
actual or not, which is the 'subjcct matter' of the

specech =2ct.

I shall examine these two kinds of formal element
in a 1little more detail by means of cexamples. The first
is this: without lying, I boast that I used to ve able to
run a hundred yards in ten seconds. To understand the
speech act invnlves knowing what doecs and what does not
count as running a2 hundred yards in ten seconds. This
is the 'subject matter'. It also involves knowing what
counts and what does not count as a boast. On the one°
hand, I could have performed the same typc of speech act
by mentioning ny former prowess as a boxer. On the other
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hand, mcnticning my frrmer sovrinting abtility might have
amnunted tn a difTcrent tyne aof speach act; T might have
been encouraging a dcspondent snrinter rather than
boasting.

Tow change the exanplc by suprosing that in fact I
never was avle to rn so well. The sunject aatter is, in
a sensc, unchanged. The difference is that the specch
act 1s now abont something that might have hapnened but
did not. So long as I do not clain anything very
unlikely there is a chance that the boast will succeed.
Although to give a full descrintion of the specch act
invelves saying thot it is a boast, which is fleshed out
by nentinning ny desirce for the esteem of my audicnce
and my bhelicf that it will bc obtained this way, it is
of coursz cssential that the audience be unable tn give
the full description, for thcy will not think well of a
brnaster. That is why I said that I cculd run a hundred
yards in ten seconds, not nine.

The noint of boasting is to make others believe
gsonething which will make them think well of onc. If no
actual state of affairs or event will serve this purpnse
we can, within limits, indulge in a 1little inventiveness.
The limits depend unon the supnoscd beliefs of the
audicence. I might succeed in boasting to a young child
that T could rmn a hundred yards in nine seconds, but I
know that no athlete would believe me and so there the
boast would nnt achieve its purpose. Tut while boasting
is limited in this way to what the audience 1is supposed
to regard as being likely, not all speech acts are subject
tn such limitations. With cuestions, we can go further.

Here we are not cven linited to what we think to be
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cmpirically possible let alens likely. Other snecch acts
can be nnfettered even by ingic. 1Pach noetry, for cxample,
wonld be not plaein false but cquite incohcrent if taken as
simply asserting that such and such is the case, for the
crmbinatione of words used just do nnt refer to anything
which could or cnuld not be the casc. But ths point

here is not tr make asserticons. Tt is not that seort of
speech act. Its purpnse is diffcrent, and any combination

nf words which meet this purpnse will do.

So far, in the examvlcs, nrdinary language adequately
serves our purposes. ~2ut in some cases, as for example
in vure mathenatics, we¢ can do what we want t~ do only
by extending our lengusge. The nation of a2 point in pure
mothematics, foar axenaple, th-ugh based on or develnped
from notinns which meet our everyday nccds, has a different
job to deo. The universc 2f discourse here, the subject
natter, neced not be the world as it is or even as it
might in fact be, but can be scnething ve invent for a
narticuler purpose. Likewise, the mathematical nntion of
a pronf is developed from but not the same as our evoryday,
legal 2nd scientific notions »f proof. TIn daily life a
proof is meant te convince snneone of the truth of a
pronnsition, whereas in pure methematics we sometimes
atteapt to prove propositions which, like 'Two plus two
eauals four', are already accented as true. Here the
point is to find logical relations rather than to convince

people. Puch the same can be said of theclogical proof.

I do not claim tn have estavlished that Kovesi's
account of what it is t» understand a notinon works for
all subject matters and all sorts of spcech act. That

would recuire a detailed examination ot least as long as



76

the present essay. All I have triecd to dn is show how
such an cxamination conuld procced. In brief, ny belief
is that not only such notions as those of being yellow
and of a table, but alsn nore cenplex ones such as that
of a housae being on fire and higher lcvel ones such as
th=st ~f a boast, hceve formal elcments. In all cases, the
formal element will incorporatc human nceds and interests.
In all cases, ths overall reguirement of having public
criteria must be met. But the specific needs and
interests incorporated in the formal clements, and also
the specific nature of the public criteria, can vary
widely. In particular, wc should not expect obvious
perceptible sinilaritics in the things around us to
feature nrominently either in formal elem:nts or in
public criteria. The grcet strength of Kovesi's approach
is that, while a2llowing diversity in these matters, it
nevortheless offers a unified account of what it is to
understand & notion, however complex or abstract and

whatever its subject nattecr.

2.5 Argument A

I turn now to anothcr aspect of Kovesi's contrast
betwecen colour and other words: 'in order for us to
judge something to be yellow, that very auality has to
be present that we have agreed to call by the word
"yellow"' (6); 'while it is possible for two cbjects to
differ only in their colour, it is impnssiblc tr say
that two objects are exactly the sane in every respect°
except in this, that one is good and the other is not'
(6-7). Likewise: 'twn acts cannot be the same in every
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rospect excopt in this, thaet one of them is right and
the other 1is wrong: ner can we say that two situations
are exzctly the sane cxcept that in one I am nnder an
obligation te do sonething, but not in the other' (28);
'It is cqually inprssible to say that twe pleces of
furniturc arc exactly the same in every respcct cexcept
in this, that on: is = table and the other is not' (7).
This form of argunent is referred to by Kovesi as
'argument A' (cf. Fume 1838, 575). A corollary is that
when we judge an act to be sometimes right there must be
a relevent difference between two instances if one is
right and the other is not, and if these relevant facts
cre not specificd we sre not entitled to judge an
instance cecither right or wrong (121: cf. Hughes 195%,
120).

So far as the furniture examplc is concerned, it
would be unfair net to nnte that Kovesi's main claim is
that 'over and abeve or beside the unspecified material
clements that need te be present in order thet an object
mey qualify as a tablc, thcecre is no extra quality,

being-a-table, which may be prescent in one object but

not in the other' (7). This claim is not being challenged.
However, the rather different claim that twe picces of
furniture cannot prroperly be said to be the same in
every resnect oxcept that none is a table and the other
is not, is not obviously true. What is to count as a‘
respect here? Supnose that it became common te use
objects, made te the same plans and specifications as
tables, not only as tables but also as beds. Although
we might coin a compnund word for such bifunctional
pieces of furniture, wc could continue to call them
tables or beds, accerding tr their location and use.



78

If told that the tvpewritcr is under the bed we would
know not to look in the dining room. Lik%ewise, it is not
absurd for a person t~ rcfer to a2 two-inch iron cube upen
his desk as a paperwcight and to the same thing when
placed upon the flonr as a doorstop. Arc we then to
count the uses to which objects are put as raspects in
which they may be said tr differ? Kovesi gives 1little
indicatinn ~f his views on this matter. In =z rather
different context he says: 'It would bz absurd to claim
that the only differencc between two otherwise identical
nhjscts or accts 1s that we 1lik%e one but not the other,

or that we metre different decisions about them. The fact
that we likc or dislike, or make different decisions
about, or express diffecrent sentiments towards otherwise
identical objects or acts cannnt constitute a difference
between the nbjects or the acts' (27). It would be
rceasnnable tn suppose, although this does not follow

from thc zbove remarks, that he would also hold that the
fact that we use otherwisce identical objescts fnr different
nurposcs cannnt constitute a difference between the
nbjects. This would prcclude his saying that table-like
cbjects used as bads do differ fron those used as tables,
and in the abscnce of any relevent differcnce between

thern he would have to bring then all under one tern.

Such a move is hardly dcfensible. Whether or not an
nbject is call-d a table ‘is nsually decided on the basis
of its shepe, size and construction, but the reason for
this is that there is a clonsely limited range of shapes,
sizes and constructinns which meet the particular
purposes for which we make tables. The more spccialized
the usc of an artefact, the closer such limits are. For

exanple, it is highly unlikely that nne should ever
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simply coma across an objcet thazt would serve as 2
fruntain pen but was not made for thc job, &nd adults at
least find fcw nscs far fountain pens other than writing.
At the nther cnd nf thc scale, 1t is highly unlikely

that on2 should troubls tn make or purchase a papcrwceight
or a dnarstop, 1nlcss onc alse wanted an ornament.

Tables crmc¢ betwecen thesc erxtremes; usually we build or
buy an object Ior this puroosc, -nd usc it for non other,
but somotines, as when on a picnic, we nse any rwre or
less conveniently shavned nbject as a table. The point is
this: though it may not elearly be thc case with tables,
it freomently is the ease that the usc tn which an

nbject is put is relevent whcn deciding what predicates
anply t» it, &nd thus we snnuld be vwrepared tn count such
uses as respects in which nbjocts nay be said t~ differ.
Vach the same noint can be made in the terms used in
chapter one where I talked chout levers and hedgehogs.

To use an object is to enter intn a certain reletion

with it, and such rclstions can be admitted as respccts

Y

in which objccts may be said to differ.

S50 nuch for tablcs. Kovesi's vicws on cnlours
are rather nore complex thon the simple claim, mentioned
above, that it is possible for two objects tn differ
only in their colours.

An object may be yellow becausc we so painted
it. We may scrape nff this paint and put on another
coat, say, a coat of rcd. In these cases there is
no connection between the colour ~f an object and
its other provnerties. One box may be painted red
and another yezllow, while all their cther properties
and features remein the same, and we might call both
of them 'letter boxes'.

Thcre are cases wherc therc is a connection
between the colour of a thing and its cther provner-
ties. There is a connection betwecen certain chemical
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propcrties of a leaf a2nd its conlour, or betwecen the
vhysical propcrtizs of a prism and its colours.

But these arc contingent empirical conncctions.
There is a c~nneaction that we do not find hetwecn
the colour of an object and its other properties:
we never call an object 'red! nr 'hlue' because of
the presence of some other propcrties in that
object. (5-6)

First, the letter box cxample nust be dismissed. Granted
thet boath are letter boxes, but onc has the property,
which the other has net, of having a pigment with a
certain mnlecular structure an its surface, and so there
is a cennection between their colours ond their other
properties. We would always cxpect this to be the case,
and physics strongly suggests that it is; when two objects
diffecr in c~lounr we expect at lenst to find diffcrences
in the beheviour of the electrons ~f their surface
molecnles. 4hn object cannot simply change colour, in the
absence of any nther change, «ither in its surface or in
the light by which it is illwwminated.

It might be objected thet thesc are hardly rccogniz-
abln rcspscts in which objcets nay diffcer, but we do have
incenendent cvidence for vwhat we say about ce¢lectrons and
the like. If we dn n~t regard thecse as recognizable
respects, ve wonld have tc say, for exenmple, that
electrcns and positrons do not differ in any recognizable
respect, and for practical and theosrctical reasons we do
not want to say this. O0f course there is at any time a
practical 1limit to such procedurcs, as when the only
respect in which an clectron and a positrrn can be said
te differ is that one has a ncgative charge while the
other's is positive. 3But there is no logical reason why
we must stop at any particular point. There is nothing
absurd in looking for further differences between
positive and negative charges.
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A1l this, however, strays from what seems tn be
Kovesi's main point. Doubtless he would put the connect-
ions betwcen electron bchaviour and cnlours on a par with
those between the chenical preopertics of a leaf and its
colour, corrcctly classifying both =zs contingent and
empirical. What, thon, is Kovesi's main woint? What
nther type nf connectinn docs hc sunposc may be found
batween ane property of an objecct and another? Forhaps
it would help to distinguish between prcdicates and
properties. Kovesi's remarks about argument A, and my
discussion sn far, invnlve two rather different sorts of
case: (1) cases where we call something an 4 becausc it
is 2 B, and (2) cases where somcthing is an A because it
is a B. He seens to hnld that the relation between A
and B 1s logical in the first and contingent in the
second. It is &t least initially plausible, then, to
say that 4 and B arc predicates in (1) but pronperties
in (2): plausiblc insofar as we are inclined to say that
it is always a contingent mattcr which properties go
together in the world, whereas relations between predi-
cates, between thc descriptions we apply to the world,

arc conceptual or logical.

™is brings up scveral important and difficult
questinns (see Armstrong 1973, 123-130), but I shall
discuss only thosc which clecarly impinge on what Kovesi
sayse. It scems tn be his view that there are some predi-
cates (colour words, at least) which can bec applied
because nof the nresencc in an object nf properties for
which they stand directly, but that these are exceptional
cases. We apply most of our predicates, such as 'gnnd!
and 'table', not because cecrtain objects have single
properties dennted by these terms but because certain of
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their propertics meet the needs ete. incornoratcd in the
frrmal clencnts »f thc netions cencerned. Whether he is
right about colour words is not very imnortants; whet is
impnrtent is tn rcalize that thore is no need to supposec
thet t~ cevery proedicate therce corrcsponds a distincet
property. Fuarther, aven if it were the casc that twn
cbjacts could be exactly th: samc in ovsry respect except
that one had the property of being yellaw while the other
did net, this would b:s nn nor: than a contingent matter,
for the reesnn given beforc: that there is na logical
rcoson why any property of an objcecct should not depcnd,

contingently, upon some other propecrty.

The distinction between predicates and propcerties
allows srzumcnt AL to be stated quitec generally: if and
only if a prcdicate ('P') stands for a single property,
we can s&y that two objcets are cxactly the same in
every respect cxcept that one of them is (a) P while the
other is not. WVow it always nckcs scnsc to ask why a
predicatc applies tn onec thing rather then another, and
although it is admissible tn answer this by saying thet
nne heas a property that the other lacks, this can never
‘be logically true. Tven if we are unable to speecify any
further difference, it is always wossible that there be
nne. In this scnse it can never be shovm that a given
predicete does stand for a single property. Within a
conceptual scheme, we can postulate single propecrties for
which certain predicates stand, but we cannot at the sane
time step outside nf the scheme to make sure that we have
as it were grasped the properties that arc really out
there in the world. In the light of this, argument A can
be regarded as having two functions. Within a conceptual

schcme, we can use it to find out which predicates are
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taken as aponlying to singls propertics. 2ut conceptual
schemes can be changad. In this context it can have the
status, somctimes attributed to the ceusal principlce, of
e heuristic maxim or lecading principle »f investigaticn
(see Aver 1961, section 20), reninding us that it is
nlways possible that the propertics we roegerd as funda-
mental in fact depend unon other nnes, previonsly

unthought of.

Kovesi's interest, however, is lcss in th~ argument
itself than in whet he calls its misuscs. He says it is
a misusc of the argument tn suppnse that it divorces
evaluative judgermceats from faetual considerations. There
is =z percceptible factual differecnce between a yellow and
g brown objcct, but os we cannat point to goodness the
way we wnolnt tn ceolorurs we might say there is no factual
difference betwcen an object which is good and onc which
is not. 72ut, 'to say this is just as strange s tn say
that vhile there is & factnal differcncc between a yellow
table and a browvm table, there is no factuel 4ifference
between a tzblc and & chair, fHr while we can point to
the nrescnce and absence 2f the yellow colnur in the
respective tables we cannot point to the presence and
absence nf tableness and chairness in the respective
objects' (29).

His pesitive claim is that =srgunent A ties evaluative
judgements to factual considerations: 'If wc judge sone-
thing, X, to be good thcn unless we can point to a rele-
vant (and according to this argument observable) differ-
ence in another object, y, we must judge ¥y to be good
also. But not any difference would absolve us fron

judging y also good, it must bc a relevant difference
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that entitles us to say that y is not zood' (29). This
is more than a ralc ~f consistcncey: 'Arzument A is
certriinly bascd on our rationality. 32ut rationality
dncs not begin with onr subscquent judgenments after we
have judged somcthing ghod, it is even doubtfml if we
arc ratisnal in bcing consistent if our first judgement
was not rational' (29). Argmment 4 applies when we
judgs something to bz zond for the first time: 'if we
4o not claim that x is good thoen we mast be able to
noint to a relcvant diffcerencc in y if we want to clain
that y on the other hand is good' (30).

The clainm that argunment & 1s more then a rule of

c~nsistency - v be taken as an objection to the vicw that

jon]

the factual differences between 2 gnod objeet and a ba
one dn nn morc than cnablec us t~ recognize vaot objects

we have slreadv judged to be good and to teach others

how t~ judge accordingly (29-30). A more impertant
objection to this view, =ccording t» Kovesi, 1s this:

Since in thasc caseés one cannot follow a rmle in
n=2ing 2 term by observing emmirical sinmilaritics,
nnc cannct say: 'things that heve siuch and such
empirical similaritiecs I rasclve to judgs vicious,
do so as well'. ... 90 besides recalizing that not
just any factual diffecrence will do for the rceauire-
ments of argument A we rmist also understand that we
do not select these factual differences from the
factual peoint of vicw. This is how thc material

and formal elements are inseparable. There must be
somc differences in the fiecld nf material elements
betwecn x and y if we want to judge them differently,
but we wnuld not know what differences would entitle
1s to do so without the formal element. (31) °

Fuch of this, as Kovesi admits, sounds cryptic at this
point. On the onec hand wc select thc material clements
because they constitutz such and such a thing or act: on
the other hand, they arc its material clements only
becausc they constitute the thing or act. It is for the
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latter reason that Kovesi intrediaces the formal element,
the point or reasnn for bringing together the material
§ D o

clements of a thing or act (32).

The point that concerns us hcere is made more clear
a littl

Let us consider s»oiteone cxplaining to us why a
certain nbjeet is a kettle. Ye will point to
certain features of sn object that are reasens for
calling it a kettle. After having done this he
cennot nnint te annther objesct and say that it has
the same features but it is not a kettle. This
would be saving a2t the same time that certain
featurcs are and arc not reasnns for calling somne-
thing a kettle. Thus, this argument dnes not only
call for consistency, and does not only tic our
judgements that something is such and such to the
naterisl clenents: if also shows us why we have to
e consistent by showing how the material elements
are tied to ~ur Jjudgcments. We have tn be consist-
ent becausc ~f the way in which we give rcescns for
claining that something is such and such. (61)

©

later when Kovesi revives argument A:

Mote that the carlicr claim that arzumcent A ties
cvaluative judgcnents ta faoctual considerations is but a
special casc of the nmore general claim that the argument
ties any judgemnent thet something is such and such to
the material clements of such and such. The factual
considerations which we give as rceasons fer saying that
onr act 1s gnod whilc annther is not are material
elements, as are thnse we give as reasons for saying

that one object is & kettle whilc the other is not.

What precisely is the relation betwecn argument A
and the formal elcment? When talking about the misuses
of the argument, and with particular reference to judging
something gnod, Koveal says that we nced the formal
element in order to know what differcnces in material
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elements entitlc us to epply = tera tn one thing and
refuse it t2 annther (29-31). This argumcnt is quite
genaraly; rcefercnce tz eur not selccting factual differ-
ences from the factual vnint of view (31) relates to the
particular cxemple he is discussing. What he neans,
presumably, 1s that when we select certain factual con-
sidcrations es being reclevant to whcthoer something is
gnod and as entitling us tn say sc, we se2lect then from
the point of view of the goo~dness or otherwise of the
thing in question and not, say, from thet of its age,
shape ar colour, which may bud necd not be relcvant to
its grndness. Argmcent 4L, then, shows haw the material
elements of a type of thing or act are ticd to our
judgenocnts, thrrugh the reasons wec have for meking the
judgenents, and whether a feature ~f a thing or act is
a rclevent rcason for making a judgement is determined
by the formal elcmnent of the notion in questinrn. For
exarple, in the casc of kcttles:

Obviou%ly kottlecs can bc made nf sevecral materials
and they do not have to be round. But when it was
uXDlulnod t~r us why a certain object is a kettle,
its round shape was not given as 2ne of the ressons
f~r calling it a kattle, znd so wc are not going to
contradict ourselves 1f next time we voint ter g
square object and call that a kcttle too- Ageain,
thet 1t should be made of tin or stecl is given
ornly under the formal aspect of 'non- 1nfla1nable
naterial! which allowe fnr a certain variation of
m: terial clemints. In turn, it is the formal
elemcnt of cur notion nf a kcttle which determincs
that a kettle should bc maade of non-inflammable
naterial, Ye decide what are thc relevant features
of a kettle by referring to the point of having
ketties. The features which wg have tn look for are
those that constitute x's being the sort of thing
which scrves the purpose that kettles were invented
to serve. So nnless we can point tn reclevant differ-
ences bhetween twn ObJCCuS. if one of them 1is to be
called a kettle, so is the other. (62)
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2.6 BRulcs

When Kovesi says that the formal el ment of the
notion of o kettle determines thet a kettle sheould be
nade of non-inflammable m-terial, he secas to intend the
cxpressinn 'should he! to have subjunctive force. That
is, the frrmal elenent is a rule for the use of the term
'kettle', rether than 2 guide to the construetion of
kKettles. Yow supnnsce that someonc makecs a kettle-like
nbject out of cardboard (it i=, by the way, nossible tn
boil water in such a vessel). If this interpretation of
Knvesi is corrcct, he would have to say that its maker
had failed utterly to make a keattle; thet he had tried
to make one but had failed, n~t that hc had made = bad
kettle. Of chirse we cannot say dngnatically that this
is wrong, f»r thers is in our languagc mo clecr boundary
line between what may and what may not be called a
kettle; thc cardboard vessel, 2s npposed say to a kettle-
shaped nmbject made nf butter, is neither clesrly a
kettles nor clsarly not a kettle. But suppose now that
the vessel were mndce not of cardboard but ~f magnesium,
by scnceone who was not aware that this metal burns easily
in air; surcly in such a casc it wonuld be gquitz proper
tn say that he had made a kettle, albeit a dangerous one.

On the other hand, Kovesi's claim that we need the
forrmal element in ordcr t~ know what differences in
material clements entitle us to apnly a term to one thing
and refuse it tn another (31) supprrts the subjunctive
interprctatinrn. One »f the rcasons given for saving that

without the formal clement of a notion we cannnt decide



what arc and what arc not instances of a thing or zction
is that no list of meterial clcnents entails what a thing
or nction is (37), 2and hence, 'thcrc is a decisinn in
claining what a thing is cven in the standard, let alone
in the brrderlinc cascs. In a&ll cases it is the formal
elecmnent which cnables us te follow a rile, enables mus to
decide what should or should nnt be rcgarded as instances
of "thc sane”"' (151). It is central to Xovesi that the
formal clement ba connected with the point ~f having the
nontion. In s~mec cascs, especially thosc of artefact
words, this is clecsely related to the point of having the
sort of thing that comes under the notion. But while the
formal celencent tells us the peint of 2 notinn, and sone-
timcs alsn that ~f a sort of thing, it does not tell us
whether a candidate instance measures up to this, and so

we mist make a dccision.

There 1is an ambiguity in thc cxpressien 'enables us
to follow a rulc' akin tn that in 'determines that a
kettlc should be made of non-inflemmehle material'. The
most natural interpr~tation, particularly in view of the
distinction betwcen criteria and rccognitors, is that the
formal elenent is a sufficient condition for conrrectly
following a rmlc for the use of a term. But if this is
so there is no need for decisinnsy all we need do 1is use
the formal clement. Kovesi's claim that a decision must
be made in standard as well as borderline cascs, if taken
serinasly, entails that tho formal element can b2 nn more
than & neccssary cnnditinn for the correct use 2f a term.,
0f course it is a very impnrtant one, for our decisions
are guided by the formal clemcnt. We encounter an object
with certain properties in crrtain dcgreces, consider the

cxtent to which thesc fecatures are relevant to and will
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ncet the nceds, interests etc. incorporated in the formal
clement, ani on that basis decide whether the term applies.
3t how many decisions arce invoalved? Supovonsc that the
fornal clement cnncaerned is that of a tres; the relevant
pronerties would include having branchcs, lcecaves and
ro¢ts. If = dccision is required to determinge whether

an nbject with some of thesc properties is a tree, surely
another decisinn is reouired te determine whether it has
branches, leaves, or ronts. Xovesi's insistence on a
decigirn in standard -~s well ~s borderline crsce thus
aprecars to involve him in a rezgress, which will be
infinitc nnless he can shew that there mre sone terms

which can be epplied without thc need for a decisinn.

Clcarly he thiniks that colour words =2re in this
cataegory, and thc argamcnt night persuadc him to add
others, such as snme shane and nuiber words, but I have
already shown that whet he says about crlour wnrds is at
hest difficult to reconcile with his othecr vicws. The
best way oant ~f this guandary is t~ follow Wittgenstein's
advice and stop talking, scrinsuasly at lcast, about
decisinns:

It is nn act of insight, intuition, which makes
us usc the rule as we do at the particular point of
the scrics. It would be less confusing tn call it
en act of decision, though this teoo is misleading,
for nething like an act of decision must take place,
but possibly just an act of writing ~r sneaking.
ind the mistake which we here =nd in a thousand
similar cases arn inclinecd to make is labelled by the
word 'to make' as we have used it in the sentence
'It is no act of insight which makes us use the rule
as we do', beceuse therc is an idea that 'somcthing
rmust make us' dn what we d~. And this again joins
on to the confusion between cause and reason. Ve
need have no reason to follow the rule as we do.
The)chaln nf Tecasnns has an end. (Wittgenstein 1960,
143
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Ty avonid the roagress, and thce confusion betwceen
cansc and reason, Kovesi should not say that we nust
nake a dceclsion in standard as well ns horderline cases,
nor cven that we must be able t» give @ reason. OF
conrse, in a sense, tn pnint out tho fornel clements of
the notions conncerned is to give a rcason, as, for
Wittzenstein, to duscribe 2 form of life is te give a
rcnson Tor applving terias as we do (cf. o2, above). 7
Put within o language, or when engaged in a form nf life,
2 chain ~f reasons has tn crne to» 2n end. This is not
to say that it dres not maoke scnsc to ask for further
rcasons. Indeed, it always does. We -mst not think
th:t what is 'given'®, the unauestinned foundatiecns of
our notions and forms »~f 1life, is ungucstionable. There
is nothing wrong with trving to dig decwer, with trying
to change the foundations, and n~thing conuld be shovm to
be a pnint boyond which, as a matter of logic, wc cannot

g0

In these tcrms, what Hovesi is sceking when he
contrests colour words with othcers can be made clearer.
When asked why o certain actinn is callcd a marder we
can pnint tn certain fertures it has, but not to any
property of being-a-murdcr, which, in terms of the formal
clczent »f the nntion of murder, are rcasons far calling
it nnec, but when asked why an object is callcd yellow we
cannot point te any other features. However, the fact
that we cannct dn this does not imply that it makes no
sense to ask why caertain things are called yellow whilce
others are not. Although we do nnt often have to ponder
over the auestion whether something is yellow in the way
we freguently have tn ponder whether some action is a
nmurder, this is not the cecntral point. If this sort of
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deccision making were relcvent then 'murder' w-uld be the
nnusual case, nnt 'yellow'. The point is that Kovesi
belicves that 'vellow' stards for a single property
while mnst predicatces dn not. Tdiow if it is accepted
that a predicatc dous stand for a single property then
the rceson for apnlying that vredicate can be just that
the proverty is oresent. Kovesi's point is that few
predicetes are like this: 'yellow' is; 'table', 'good',

and thc najority of our terms, are not.

Althcugh I heve agrced with Lloyd Themas that he
is wrong atout 'ycllow' standing for a property (sce 1.4,
above), this does not matter very nuch. Indeed, whatever
c¢xample he were to give, somaone c-~uld dispute 1it,
becausc fror an exanple t~ bc accepted it has t~ be
agreed that the predicate docs stand for a single property,
and trarc 1s no language-independent mcans of demnon-
strating this. Ior exanple, the reason why 'gnod' does
not stand for a single property is not that we cannct
point to goodness. On the one hand, we can casily point
to groups nf properties such as =2re found in, say, any
table, and ocn the other hand, we cannnt point te such
single orrperties as positive or ncgative elecctric
charge. Indeed, it is things, actions, events and the
like we can point to, neot their properties. This dnes
not ncecan that any agrecment as to which predicates are
takan as standing for single propertics is irrational,
though. The notion nf a single property has a formal
elecment. If it suits our nceds -and interests to regard
yellow as a single propcrty, then we need no further
reason for calling something ycllow. 3But if this is not
cnough, as, for example, it is in fact net cnough for the
pigment chemist, then we must seck further rcasons; we
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must try to find out what nakes certain things ycllow and

others rcd.

Tarmal clements arc meant tn provide nnt only the
rmles for the use of words but #lsc the standards agsinst
which particulars arec teo b- evelusted: 'We¢ can cvaluate
srricthing as an x cnlyv when x tells us vhat the thing is
supposed tn be, and this can be done only by =2 description'
(156) . Tor cxanple, th- formal element of the noticn of
a kettle determmines that kecttles should, but will not
always, he made nf non-inflamable material. i gocd
kettle will not burst intn fl=ames when it berils dry, but
nthers, anfortunately, night. There is point in saying
that a persnn who dncs not know that a magnesium kettle
is nnt, for this rcason, o gond kettle, but who does know
that magncsiwan burns cesily in air, dees not understand
a2t 211l well thc notisn of a2 kettle. There is also point
in saying that it is wrong tn insist that & vessel made
of magnesiun just is nnt 2 kettle, for this rules out a
n-rfecectly acceptable usce of the cxpression 'dengeromns
kettlc'. Pormel clenents, then, have at lcast two jobs
t~ do, providing both 2 rulc fer the nse of a term and
a standard to which a thing mmst approximate for the
term tn be applicd at a2ll end which it must meet in order
to be called a gnod instance. 4s Kovesl nowhere shows
how it is that a formal element can do both nf these, I
shall try to~ do this for him.

This question can nerhaps be clarified by first
reviving thes comparison between the form-matter distinction
and the necessary-contingent distinctinn. Does the set
of necessary truths cxpressed by sentences with a conmon

subject term provide, nn the nne hand, rules for the usc
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of thet term, nr, on the other hoand, a standard ft~ which

21l instanccs approximatc and which gnod instances mect?

"x=nples supporting the first view spring readily to
mind: the sentence '3zchelors arc unnarricd' expresses a
n~cessary truth and nrovidos a clear rilc for the use of
tha tern 'bach:ilor'. It is not very difficalt tn find
nther noecessary truths about bachelors which will conplete
a set nf nccessary and jorintly sufficient cenditions for
the use of the torm. Of coursc this ignores the type of
rcnark that Kovesi wonld rightly make, that we have
nceasion to usc (not just mention) th- torm 'bachelor!
not nnly to refer tn cur fellows in the world. TBut ny
prcscent point is sinaply that it is implrousible to say
that the neces=mary truth that bhachelors arc unmarried
provides ~r helps to provide 2 standrrd te which all
bachclors approxinate but vhich only the gond examples

ncet.

Other examples supwort the sccond vicw. Tt is
neccssarily true that man is retional, and this preovides
a standard rather than a rulc for thc use of the term
'man', for although reticnality is cxhibited by mcn in
widely differing degrees, therc are crcéoturcs which
cxhibit nn ratinneality but t~ which we would neot wish tn
deny th: term 'man'. One thing that this shows is not
that I have just contradicted nysclf in saying that it is
necessarily true that man is ratimnal although nnt all
nen are rational, but rather that this is not a very
important or central necessary truath about man. Now it
would bz pointless tr try to complcete a 1list of necessary
truths about man, for varions reasnns, but the logical
point hcre is that werc we to agrec upon a certain sct of
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snch necessary traths, then a man would be said to be

good as a man, a grod example »f a man, tn the extent to
which he exhibited the prornerties in cuestion. The set
of necessary truths would provide the standard to which

all men approxinate mnd which gonod men uncet.

The difference botween thesec cxanples is, of course,
that whereas 'gend' can be used tn modify 'man', there is
no straightforward corrssponding use of 'gnhnd' to modify
'bachelor'. As Katz says, Enzglish nouns divide into two ’
exclusive categnries: thnse which can and those which
cannnt except 1in specinlly concncted circunstances be
nodificd by 'goed! (Katz 1966, 292-293). Xovesi cruld
rostete his views on formal elemonts providing standards
tn allow for this. Hs dres nnt have tn say that, for
each and cvery substantive, thce farmal clement provides
baoth a ™Mmle of application =znd a standard for ceveluation,
but only thet in thosc cases whceroe there is a need for
a standard as well as a rale of applicatinn the standard
is incorporatcd intn thc f-rmal clemcnt. We nmast not
think, as Plato has becen accused of thinking, that o
standard is a paradigna particular, like the instances
only better than them all (but see Crombie 1963,
262-271). Yhen we need standards wc do not make then
nut ~f platinum and keep them in Paris; we incorporate
the rules foar thce usce of 'geod' etc. as applied to the
term concerned, along with the rules for the use of the

urmnodified term, into the formal elcment.

I conclude this chapter with some further rcnarks
on what Kovesi has to say about feollowing a rule. Tn
understand the significance or the mcaning of a term in
our languagc, he says 'wc have to be able to ferllow a
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rmile in using that term, net to be able tn perceive an
ontity of which our term is a name' (20). It is the °
fnrmel clement which c¢nables us tn follow a2 rule, and
this is a rational activity:

What should be seid is that we know what this
object is nonly in so fzr as wc know that this is
th> same as that, and that and that. If I could
not folinw 2 rule I would not know what 'it' was,
though in suitebl: cnnditi~ns I might be ablec

tn perceive 'it', or I night be accuainted with 'it'.
How, =nlcss I understnod thet the two wnstances I
cited as cxamples nf murder are cxamples of the
same thing, I would not kneow that they were nurders
hawever 1nng I stared at cach of them. Nor cruld

I understand that they were examples of the sane
thing unless I could undérstand why they were, .and
only when I could undcrstand why they werc could I
frllow 2 rule in losking for new exanples. (23)

Following & rulc in using a word 'x' is nothing
clse than boing able tn sace what are instances nf
¥, and wc cannnt scc what are instancces of x unless
wc understand why they are such. (60) -

For this we nced the faormal elciaent nf the notion of

an x. Or, more precisely, understanding why the instances
are instances and h:ving the formal elcnent are onc and
the same thing. Thus, t~ know how to follow a rulc in
using & term 1is the same as knowing the appropriate

frrmal element.

However puz~ling scme nf Kovesi's rcmarks about
following a rule might seem, then, they can be seen as
giving an cxpansion of his clain that the formal elcnent
of a notion is the key tn understanding the significance
nf a term. The stages are as follows: tn understand the
significance ~f a term one nust be able to follow a rule
in using thc terms; this is the same as being able to tell
what are and what arc not its instancess; in ~rder to tell

what are the instances one nust understand why they are
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~ understend why they a«re instances
Q

instancess; in oxrder t

nnce rust know the formal clement. The second step
suggests that all refecrence to the frllowing of rulcs
comld be delcted. Now, while it 1s casy to swmeak as if
nne w.rc muking roference to an activity called following
e rmle, it is often very difficult to say preciscely what

¢ re the rules which arec suppesedly being followed. For
example, when Kovesl says that t~ be zble to undcrstand
the significance ~f a term we have t~ be able tn follow

2 rul~ in using the tcrm, onc tends to resp-nd by thinking
nf a term which one frequently uscs and whose significance
onc takes t~ bc understood, and to ask preeciscly what are
the rles for the use of the term. If, as is corrmon, one
is 2t @ loss t~ answer this guestion, then if Kovesi's
clain is taken serinusly, onec becgins te doubt that one
docs understand the significance of thce term (cf.
Wittgenstein 1958, p. 53).

Wittgenstein eand his commentatcrs, tronsformational
grammarians, and philosonhers ~f law, have gecmnerated a
substantial litersture on thc topic nf following a rule.
On onc recading, Kovesi is morely adding to this literature
and to the nystery. Even if it is a coherent and
logically sufficient cormment on the situation described
in the last paragraph tn say that one can follow a rule
without being able tn state it, so long as rulcs are
thought of as being the scrt of thing that could be
written down, thc mystery remains. But there is another
rcading of Knvesi. He can be taken as saying thet
following a rule in applying a term is not connected with
the sort of rules that can bec written down, but is nnthing
over and above the ability to tell what arc and what are
not the instances of the term. UVow he does nnt try to

\e

(=
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justify this claim, to weigh it against cther contenders
such as the riles nf transfornational gramm~ar, but he can
at lecast boe regerded as trying to reducc the mystery
involved in much tzl% ~f rulcs rTather than 24d4ding to it.
If following a ™mlc sinply is tzlling what ~re and what
are not instances, and if an adeauatce account ~f what arc
and what 2re not instances is provided in Krvesi's talk
~nf formael and material elamonts, then an adequate account
has bcen given of the cnncept of following a rule. 4And
if, as Candlish argucs, sections 185 tn 242 ~f Wittgen-

stein's Fhilosophical Investigations are intended to show

that languoge is rule-governed in the sense that it is
possible t~» make and cnrrcct mistakes but not necessarily
to farmulate any rules (Candlish 1971, 2), then Kovesi's
clains about rules arc aln~st exactly tho samne =s those

nf Wittgenstein.

0f course, rmuch philnsovhical talk »f rmlcs of

language 1s a rcaction to the sunrositinn that, to have
significancec, words must namc. Tut an over-reaction
mist be avoided. The underlying srgumcnt is, in brief:
& language must be eithcer naning-based or rule-bascd:
rurs is n~t neming-bascd; thercfeore it is rule-hased.
e rensnns for ~ccepting the secornd premiss are lergely
nantolngical, but therc scem at first sight te be similar
reesons for rejecting thes conclusion if, as appears to
be the case, the rules nf our langunage cannnt explicitly
be formuleted. Unformulatablc rules nmight seem as -
nbnoxious, ontnlngically, as Platonic forms. The way
out nf this anandary is t» realize that, nn the one
hand, in thc sense of 'rule' brought to mind say by alge-
braic formulae, the first premiss is false, the disjunct-

ion is not exhaustive, while on thc other hand, in the



sense 2f 'rule' outlined in the previous paragraph, the
conclusinn is harmless. Understending the rules for the
nse ~f a tgrnﬁdncs nnt involve being able t~ write down a
formulas ftuiﬁleves knowing what crunt as corrcct and
incrrrect nses of the term, knowing, where appropriate,
what counts and what dres nnt count @s an instance, know-
ing what fentures are relevant for judging something to
be an instance. Xovesi's thosis, which I have tried to
assess by apnlying it nore widely then hc does, is that
to dn these things is to know the formal elements of our
notinns, thc print of or rcason for bringing certain
things, acts or situations, however dissinilar their
percentible festurcs may be, togecther az examples of the
same, and to see the peint of this will always involve
attending first to human nceds and interests rather than
percentible vroperties of things in the world around us.
Although not nuniversslly established, such an approach
works well for a wide variety »f speech acts and of

subject natters.



Chapter Three MOEAL AND OTHER NOTIONS3

3.1 Moral notions

Kovesi's meccount of langiage is meant to apply to
all notions. The difference between moral and other
notions is to be found, he says, not in their logical
features, as has so often been supposed, but in the needs,
interests etc. which are incorporated into their formal
elements (53). 3Between the limiting cases, 'good! which.
is just a formal element and 'yellow' which has no formal
element (my previous objections are beside the present
point), we find, among others, our moral notions. The
notion of murder, like that of a table, has both formal
and material elements. The simple comparison which
philosonhers have made between the logical behaviours of
ths notions of good and yellow (e.g. Hare 1952, 130f) has
obscured the fact that our moral notions are, on the one
hand, different in their logic frcm each of these
extremes, and on the other hand, the same in their logical
behaviour as the vast majority of our notions (36). The
formal element of a notion has two roles: it determines
what qualities are relevant to the applicability of a
term (and where appropriate to its modification by such
terms as 'good'), and it tells us what sort of notion it
is (154). 1In the case of non-moral notions the formal
element, the point or reason for bringing together certain
qualities, features and aspects of things, actions and
situations under the notion, includes our wants to ident-
ify, buy and sell things, while in the case of moral
notions it includes our wants to avoid or promote, to

excuse or blame people (13-15). o
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Some d=tailed comparisons are given to make clear
the differences between moral and other notions. TFirst,
a comparison of moral with scientific notions:

With scientific notions, our interests--such as
the desire to understand, predict, manipulate things
or haprenings—initiate and guide the selection of
the recognitors, but the recognitors are of the
inanimate world, or of hnuman beings onlv in so far
as we are also part of the inanimate world. Our
interests, wants and needs enter our social and
moral notions twice. As in the case of scientific
notions, they initiate and guide the selection of
the recognitors--though these interests are not that
of wanting to predict or manipulate bt of wanting
to promote or avoid certain tuings--and secondly,
the recognitors themselves are selected fram our
wants, needs, likes and dislikes. (53-54)

A minor noint: 1if we are prepared to admit, for example,
that psychology is a science, and can be distinguished
from the other hiological sciences, this is not gquite
right, for then it would not be thz case that the recog-
nitors of scientific notiens can be of humans only
insnfar as w~ are alsc part of the inanimate world. The
immortant distinction for Kovesi is not that between the
animate and the inanimate but that between the human ard

the non-human.

At this stage, though; the céntral point is Kovesi's
claim that moral and other notions are distinguished not
by their logics but by the ingredients of their formal
elements. This is open to more than one interpretation.
In particular, it need not involve the view that the
ingredients of the two sorts of formal element have to be
totally distinet, and it would be a mistake to insist on
this. TFor example, the formal element of the moral
notion of murder and that of the non-moral novion of
marmalade-making overlap at least insofar as both include
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the idea of a deliberate activity. BBut ir .o Limzs is
placed on such overlapping, what Xovesi says does nod
provide sufficient grounds for distinguishing moral

notions from others.

Although he does not say so, I believe his view is
that it 1s possible to give a set or range of ingredients
whose incorporation in the formal element of a netion
makes 1t a moral notion, whatever else might be incorpor-~
ated. However, unless this set or range of ingredients
is specified, this claim is trivial, for accoxrding to
his account of formal elements, the formal clements of
any two notions must differ. Of coursec he is conceracd
as mch to argue against the view that the difference
hetween moral and other notions is logical as %o zZive a
detailed account of what he claims the differeuce .

And even when he does try to outline the detall, saying
that moral notions include in their formal elerenic cur
wants to avoid, promote, excuse or btlame, thal they are
about ourselves insofar as we are rule folicwing irational
beings, he admits that this is not erough, i2r this class
also includes such notions as 'clever', 'consistent' and
'learned', which he regards as non-mcral (13-15, 147).

3.2 lMoral notions and objectivity

Even if not fully specified, the difference between
moral and other notions has, Kovesi says, threce imporvant
consequences:

(a) moral notions have to be public 4wice ovex: they
not only have to be formed from the point of view of
anyone, but they also have to be abous those fealtures
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of our lives that can be the feature of anyone's
life; (b) they provide not only the rules for our
thinking about the world but also the rules for

our behaviour, while other notions are not at the
same time rules for the behaviour of their subject
matter; (c) partly as a consequence of (b), if other
notions did not exist those events that are their
sub ject matter would still go on happening, but
without moral notions there would be nothing left

of their subject matter. (147-148)

The first of these is perhaps best approached by
way of Kovesi's criticisms of the view, which he hesitat-
ingly attributes to Hume, that in the world there are
hard facts recognizable by reason, but that our reason
eannot justify us in making moral judgements or forming
moral notions; we just have a feeling towards some facts
and not towards others, the facts remaining the same
(69-71; cf. Hume 1888, 468-469; see also 3.5, below).

His first criticism is to claim that not only non-moral
but also moral notions are formed by reason, that the
rule-following activity which: is essential for the form-
ation of any notion is the same type of rational activity
in both cases (71-72). It would be clearer here if he
were to speak of making rules rather than fellowing them,
but this is not very important, for his point is that

for all notions, the activity, whether that of forming
or applying notions, making or following rules, is
subject to the same criteria of rationz2lity.

The general claim that without the formal element
of a notion there is no point in selecting the material
elements, some of which would not even exist, is said to
be especially important in the case of moral notions:
'While in using descriptive terms we have to follow
interpersonal rules in a public language to talk about



103

aspects or rclationships of thc inanimate world--or if we
talk about men and animals we do that in so far as they
arc part of the rest of the world--in using a moral term
we have to follow interpersonal rules in a public language
to talk about some aspects or relationships of those very
beings whose lives are regulated by interpersonal rules’
(25). Rut this is too neat. Although he does not here
say so, Kovesi plainly supposes that the interversonal
™Mles we have to follow in using a moral term in a public
language are the same as the interpersonal rules that
regulate our lives. 1In the next section of this chapter
I shall argue against this supnosition. It is perhaps
worth-while here to recall the lcgal distinction between
enabling and prohibiting rules. Poth sorts of rule can
be said to regulate our lives, though the term 'regulate'
applies more happily to the latter. But the snrt of rule
we follow in a public language is more like an enabling
rule than a prohibiting one. In their very different
ways, Rawls' 'practice' rules (Fawls 1955), the trans-
formational grammarians' recursive rules (e.g. Katz 1966,
122-123) and Wittgenstein's forms of life (Wittgenstein
1953, pgh 241, p. 174), fit the model of enabling rules.

Put Kovesi's main point is that moral notions need
not be less objective than others. Whether we are object-
ive or subjective depends, hc says, not upon whether we
talk about objects or subjects (people) but upon 'whether
we form and use our terms according to intermnersonal
rules' (54). If anything, the fact that only those
features of our lives that can be features of anyone's
life and are recognizahle by anyonc can be incorporated
into our moral notions, and the fact that the notions

must be formed from the point of view of anyone should,
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he says, mrke our nmoral notisns more objective (55).

My remarks in chapter two about the public nature of
language and tre distinction between 'anvone' and 'every-
one' should not be forgotten herc. To bz objective is
te form and use our terrms according to interpersonal
rules, but this does not mecan that sveryvone has to be
involved in forming or using the term. All that is re-
quired is that anyone might be involved, in thc sense that
there is nothing in the manner in which the rnles for the
nse of a term are formul:ted which, as a mstter of logic,
prevents anyvone from following them. Someone might not
have nne of the needs etc. incorporated in the formal
element and hence will not have occasion to use the term,
et least in the first person, but this is a contingent
matter. Anyonc who has the appropriate needs can use the
term. The notion is formcd from the point of view of
anyone; that is, from the point of view of no one in par-
ticular. This does not rule out the possibility of a
notion which, as a matter of fact, is confined to one
person because, as a matter of fact, he is the only one
who is, say, sufficiently intelligent to understand it.
Somec of the notions of reletivity theory apnroach this
extreme and are not, thereby, suspect. Hence Monro is
wrong in claiming that Kovesi's account excludes egocent-
ric terms, that it implies that sensations must be the
same for everyone (see Stace 1932, 31; Wittgenstein 19583,
pegh 273 et seq.), and that it implies that we all
approve and condemn the same things (Monro 1969, 290).

At least at this stage Kovesi imposes no such limitations.

Kovesi's claim is that for a term to be ised object-
ively there must be a public test for the presence of the
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fecatures of onr lives incornorated in the notion, that
only throse featnures of our lives for whose presence there
are public tecsts may be incorporated in the notion. When
discussing snme of the traditions:lly difficult notions,

he claims that for intentions to feature as relevant facts
of a situation they must be publicly knowable (132), and
when criticizing Hume, says that although feeling is an
additinnal clement in moral notions, it is not my feeling
expressed tnwards a happening. This feecling is irrelevant
becanse 'The moral agent is not a lonely observer contem-
plating an inanimate world, not even a lonely observer
contemplating other human beings. The relevant sense of
feelings, etc., is the one in which these are anyone's
feelings, including /Tin Hume's story of the patricidal
acorns_/ those of the murderer, the murdered and the

observer' (72).

All this 1s intended to ensurc that onr moral notions
are objective and were Kovesi to say no more than that for
us to form a notion objecctively we need agreed publicly
accessible criteria for the use of the term, then his
argument would succeed. 3But this shows only that our
moral notions must be formed objcctively, not that they
must be so employed, or even that they always can be.

He a2llows, for example, that an agent's avowals of feelinér
and intention as well as his behaviour can be counted as
recognitors, but of course these can be inconsistent with
one another and with other recognitors, from the point of
view of a given nontion. For example, when we suspect a
person of having committed a murder, we rarely find that
his avowals about his past intentions accord with other
ecvidence, and this can lead to cases where we cannot

honestly decide whether the term 'murder' should be
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apolied. Of coursc in the law it is highly dcsirable to
rcach a decision, and partly bacause of this the legal
and moral notinrns of nurder do not quitc cnincide, but
even in a non-legel context, where the evidence is con-
flicting and the rules for thc use nf the term do not
determine whether it should hc used, wc can usc the term.
To dn so is, in Xovesi's terms, not to be objective, but
it is a plain metter of fact that even in cases wherc we
heve considered all the rcelevant evidence it is possible
for us to form a2 subjective impression, say of the honesty
nf a witness, and avpply the term. Novw the important
voint is that this does not show that the notion is not
formed objectively. Fcw terms have apnlication rules
that decide all cases. To apply o term corrcctly
according to the rules in ceses which they do decide and
when there is some noint in using the term, is to be
nbjective; to anply the term incorrectly, breaking the
rales, is to be stupid, deccitful, ironical or irrational;
in cases which the rules deo not decide one must choose
between apvlying the term on the basis of a subjective
judgement or refraining from uttering, and the latter

counrse 1is by no means always the morec rational.

3.3 Moral notions and rales

W—

The second alleged conseduence of Kovesi's wiews on
the difference between moral and other notions is thet
while other notions are not a2t the same time rules for
the behaviour of thcir subject matter, moral notions
provide not only rules for our thinking about the world
but alse the rmales for our bchaviour (148). The claimed
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connection betweecn moral nntinns and rules is of coursc
crne of logic, and so any causal overtones of 'provide'

shonld be ignored. The same apvlies to 'affect' in an

earlicr passage where a similer claim is made:

Another difference hetwecn our moral notions
and those about thc physical world which fnllows
from this is that the latter do not affect the world
which they are about. The rmles for their proper =
use are &t the samec time rnles for our thoughts
about, or activities in, that world but they are
not rnles for the behaviour of the objects. The
rinles for t“e proper use of ~ur moral notions,
however, are at the same time rnles for what those
notions are about: they are rales faor our behaviour.
If Humc's oak trees had formed the notions of
perricide and marder their lives would bc governed
by rules as wcll as by the 'laws of nature'. (56)

Although Kovesi sayvs that one view is a consequence
of another, he does nnt make it clear precisely what is
the antecedent. The most 1likecly contender, of the verious i
aspects of his account of thec differences between moral ‘
and other notions, is the claim that moral notions, unlike
others, are not only formed by ourselves but are also
about ourdelves. But does it follow from this that moral
notions, unlike others, are the rules for the behaviour
of their subject matter? Certainly, if Hume's oak tree;— .
(Fume 1888, 467) had formed the nntions of parricide and
murder their lives would be gowerned by rnles as well as
by the 'laws of nature', but wenuld this be because they

had formed these notinns about themselves?

To answer this auestion, consider what Kovesi says
about murder: that even if we did not have the term
'murder' in our language we should need to discriminate
against some types of killing as wrong, and to do this
is te be 'well on the way toward the formation of the
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notion of murder' (27). If he is being ceutious here,
and holds that we should then in fact have the notion of
murder, then all is well, and it is guite plausible to
naintain that whether we have the noticon of murder does
not denend cn whether our langnag: contains the t=amm
'murder'. But if, on the other hend, the remark is to
be taken literally, as saying that although we should be
well on the way towards the formation of the notion of
murder we still would not auite heve formed thc notion,
then he would be claiming thet cven if we had not formed
the notion of murder we¢ should nced to discriminate
against some types of killing as being wrong. This conld
be done by having riles against some types of killing.
Of course, without the notion of murder thesc could not
be descrihed as murders, the rile could not be expressed
by such a sentence as 'Do no mmurder', but precisely those
types of killing could be prohibited as are by the rule
expressed by this sentence. That is, the rule could be
the same in both cases. Thus we could have the same
rule against certain types of k“illing without having
formed the notion of murder.

This objection depends upon the identification of
the anteccdent of Kovesi's argument, and this cannot be
done with any certainty, so the objection should not be
given much weight. The conclusion is that moral notions
unlike onthers are rulcs for the behaviour or their subject
matter, rules for our behaviour. To avoid going back
over the nrevious objection, suppose that we have in fact
formed all the moral notions which we requirc. Then we
will have a host of rules such as those expressed by 'Do
no murder', 'Do not exact rcvenge', and 'Do not blamec

people for inadvertent acts'; indecd, all of our moral
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rules wonld b: expressible in terms of moral notions,
znd in this sense moral notions wonld be rules for our
behaviour, for to understand such notions invnlves under-
standing thet murder and revenge are wrong, that those
who act inadvertently should not be blamcd, =znd the like.
Tt what Kovesi says is that moral notinns are Eﬁgf
rules for our behaviour, not just some of them. This *
dnes not seem to be the case. or example, thec British
Army once had, and still may heave, a rule that only
officers of field rank mey weear bezrds. This rule is
not connected with any of our moral notions, but affected
the lives of many peonle, such as junior members of the
British Army, who had to shave. Another rile which
governs our lives and is not connected with any of our
moral notinns, though when it was madc it might have
been, is the m™ile, reputedly to be found in New Zealand
law, against suffering (or whsoteover it is that one does)
g stallion to serve a marc in the sight of the public on
a Sunday. If it be objected that these two rules
govern the lives of but a few pcople, whereas moral rules
govern the lives of all, it must bz replied that thec two
rules govern the lives of anyonec in precisely the samc
sense as do moral rules. An orphan cannot commit parri-
cide, but it is wrong for anyone who has a father to kill
him, and prohibited for anyone who is in the British Army
and not of field rank to wear a beard. Thus, while
moral notions are scme of the rulcs for our behaviour,

there zre others.

Pcrhaps, though, Kovesi does not literally mean that
all of the rules for our behavicur are to be found in
moral notions. On p. 56 he says that moral notions are
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rulcs for the behevionr of the world which they are about.
The next move, to saving thet they are the rules for our
behaviour, vhile not crrrcet if taken literally, could
anite plansibly be takcn as meaning that moral notions
are the rules for thosc =z2spccts of our behavi~ur that are
relcvant from the moral noint of view, 11y becards and
atallion examples work only if the rules involved are

not regarded as moral rulcs. We inherit a host of rules
in which, as perhaps in the stallion example, wec now seec
no moral vnoint, but dn not always thercfore abandon them,
Also, wc makce rules for a host of purposes, and some of
them, as perhaps in thc beards example, involve no moral

considerations.

A final comment which is a little more eonstructive,
nn the claim that while mcoral notions are rules for our
behaviour, other notions are not at the same time rules
for the beheviour of their subjcct matter: in the sensec
in which the first part of this claim is true, the second
is false. For cxample, consider the nantion of a table,

If we take the subject matter of the notion of a table to
cover not only ccrtain nhysical objects but also sueh
human activities as manufecturing, buying, selling, eating
off and making inventories of such objccts (13-14; sec
3.4, below), then clearly the notion does involve some

of the rules for somc of these activities. One just coulé
not make inventorics of tables without understanding the
notion of a table, becaunse unlcss someone who did under-
stand the notion had carcefully sr~rted out the objects

nne was listing s» that they could be distinguished on

the basis of simplc empirical similarities, say by painting
all the tables green and everything else yecllow, one

would make mistakes which one could not correct.
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Another countercxamrle to the claim that our notions
about the physical world dn not affect that world is
found in the notion »f a weed. Wc climinete lupins from
the rosz garden @«nd clover from thce lavm but not lunins
from thc herbsceons border or clover from the cow paddock.
Partly es a result of our having t»is notien, although
not, a2las, without our assistancc, the physical world is
afTected, in 2 menner and to an cxtent which depcnds in
part upon the nature of the notion. Somc of the hapoiest
men are thosc who do not understand the notion of a
weed, and in their 'gardens' the 'natural' world goes
its own way. Of coursc it requires more then thc notion
of a weced to eliminate clover from the lavn, but likewise
it requires more than the notion of a vendetta, a moral

notion, tn put the Mafia out of businecss.

The rcason why this criticism mey be called con-
structive is that it reminds us of how Kovesi explains
our understanding of all notions, in terms of the formal
element, the point or reason for bringing tngether
various things, acts or situations undcr the notion.
This pecint or reason is tn be found not in the world of
sensible qualities but in thec rezlm of our wants, nceds
and interests. To this extent, all nctions arc not only
formed by ourselves but are alsc about oursclves, and
we shounld therefore expect this parallel between our

moral and our non-moral notions.

3.4 Moral notions and existcnce

The third alleged consequence of the difference
between moral and other notions is related tn the claim
that without the formal element of the notion of an
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inadvertent act some features of an inadvertent act, such
as its byproduct, would not exist (sce 1.3, ahove). 3But
the orezent claim is stronger, for while in tho case of
inadvertency, which ¥avesi regards os a moral notioan (13),
he gayvs that some of the festures of the thing or act that
constitutec it that thing or act simply would not exist at
all (24), he now says that without moral notions there
wold bc nothing left of their subjeet metter., Here the
terminology pnscs problems. What is meant by 'the subjzct
natter of moral nntions'? TElsecvhere Kovesi says that the
snbject matter of morsls is the hwnhan beings who live that
doral life (119), ibut i3 this the same as the subject
matter of moral notions? The expression 'subject matter'
is imprecise, but not sufficiently so to make it at all
plansible tn claim that the subjcct natter of morality

end that of an individual moral notion are the same. The
subject matter of morality is, indecd, peeple, hut that

of the notion of incdvertcncy is more restricted. One is
temnted t~ supnose thet Kovesi intends his expressions
'the features of a thing or act that constitutc it that
thing or act' and 'the subject matter of a notion' to be
co-extensive. If this is so, and if his claim about the
disappearance of subject mattecr is meant tn apply to

moral notions individually and not just jointly, thcn his
present claim is far stronger than the earlier one. Not
merely some but all of the subject matter of a moral
notion would not exist in the absence of the notion.

My present task is te understand Kovesi's position,
to observe his performance on the ontological tightrope,
rather than to embark thereon myself. But some hagzards
should be noted. In contrast with the case of moral
notions, he says, if non-moral notions did not exist
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those events that are their subject metter would still

go on haprnening. This cleim is clearly intended to be
more general than stated, applying to whotever may count
as part of the snbject matter of a non-moral notinn, be
it an event, an object or whatever. Also, the clainm
seems to be meant to anply to each individual n~n-moral
notion, nnt to all »of them cnllcctively. Taking ~nce
more some risks with the cxpression 'subject matter', it
secns that Kovesi is committed to the view that if, for
example, tha notion of a table did nnt exist, nnt ~nly
conld thosc physical objects that we now describe as
tables exist, but also such events as those which we
describe as bnilding, buyving, cating off and making
inventories of tables conld still occur. To take another
cxample, this time avniding artefact words: in the
absence of the noticn of a2n articyzlone not only certain
atmospheric patterns but also thosec cvents which w=
describe as predicting thet an anticyclone will soon move

onto the centre of Wew Zealand, could continue t~ occur.

If it be objccted that the svents mentioned fall
nutside of the subjcct matter of the notions concerned,
we must turn to the sort of account Kovesi would give of
these notions. The formal element of thc notion of a
table, he says, is given by an answer to the question
why we call a large variety of objects tables and refuse
the word t~ other objects (4), and the answer is in tcrms
of our needs not only to heve level surfaces at a height
convenient for eating, writing and the like, but also to
manufacture, buy, sell and make inventories of the objects
which serve these purposes (13-14). A Kovesian account of
the formal element of the notion of an anticyclone would
mention among other things our need, fulfilled alas too
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rarcly, te predict the wecather.

But why include in the sutjccet matter of a notion
its frrmal element rathcecr than its material clements?
Kovesi clsevihcere talks of 'ingredients' of notions, and
is clearly referring to parts »f the formal elements:
the difference betweecn moral and nther notions is to be
found in thelr ingredients, the cornstituents of their
formal ceclements (cf. B 35 53). 7y cnntrast it might be
thought that 'subject matter' is intended to refer to
the meterial clements of a notion. But Kovesi says that
without moral notions therec would be nothing left of
their swbjzct matter. In the case of an inadvertent act,
what wonld be lost if we did nect have the nntinn?
Surely one cruld still knock over teapcets vhile reaching
for the salt; such events could still ocenr, but their
consegucnces, soaked tablecloths, scaldcd laps and the
like, would not be byproducts »f inadvertent acts. DNow,
clbows coming in contact with teapots, soakcd tablecloths,
scalded laps and the like are =2mong the naterial
elements of inadvertency, while calling them byprnducts
is connected with the formal elcmont, for part of the
point of having the nntion is that therc arc some
ovents, some cases of snaked tablacleths and scalded
laps, for which we do not want to hold anyonc responsible,
or at lcast feel that we are not entitled to do so.
Tinder this interpretation, 'subject matter' seems to refer
to the formal rather than the material elements of a

notion.

Wy argument, then, is this. If the subject matter
nf a notion is its formal element, Kovecsi is correct in

saying that without moreal notions there would be nothing
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left of their subject matter, but he could have said
exactly the same of non-meral notinns. Without the notion
nf a table or of an anticyclone therc wnuld be no such
cvents as cating off & tablc or predicting that an anti-
cyclone will snon nove onto the centre of Mew Zealand,
although onc might still placc one's breakfast on a con-
venient level sunrface nr hope that the sun will shine

tomorrow,

DY
1

3.5 Language and cxistonce

So far I have given little attention to the meta-
nhysical guestirns which have seemed te arise out of
Kovesi's work (e.g., sece 1.3 and 1.5, above), but it
would be a mistake tn iznore them cntirely. Despite his
disclaimer that by introducing 'form' and 'matter' he is
not introducing any metaphysical cntities (3), at least
one apparently serious metaphysical question undcrlics
much of wh:t he says, and surfaces with his remarks
about the existences of the subject matter nf moral
notions: the qucstion whether the world exists and has
its nature independently of thought and language. I wish
to argue that, despite appearances, Kovesi is not committ-
ed tn denying any metaphysically serious version of this
‘nestion, and that this is just as well, for the question

itself is devoid of sense,

Without claiming that any philosopher has held it,
I shall start by outlining in a crude form the view which
Kovesi appears tn deny, and which I wish to argue lacks
sense. It is this: languagc and the world are at least
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conceptually scparable: what is left when this is done
is a world of hard facts, or brute facts, or atnmic
facts, or raw data; language is or sh~muld be about such
a world. According to this view the world as it really
is cxists and has its nature indcrendently of our
thought and language, and if we wish tc describe the
world corrcctly wc rmst not impese on it any extrancons
langnage-denendent patterns. Cleearly Kovesi is opoosed
tn at lcrst some aspccts of this nicture of wrrds and
the world (29, 146, 149), and here he could well have
becen influenced by Austin's rcjcction of a logically
perfect language (see 2erlin 1973, 14-15). 2ut Xovesi's
argunient would simply be that we want to use our language
for purpcses other than giving neutral descriptions of
some language-indecvendent world (19-20), and although
correct, this places no restrictinons on thosc who are

sno inclined from pursuing such an ain.

A completely different sort of argument womld be
needed to show whether this guest could succecd, tn show
whether such neutral descripntions are possible. OFf
course this is by no means a new question (e.g., sce
Wittgenstein 1961, 6.341), but Kovesi's views on lan-
guage snuggest a new answer. First, distinguish two
senses of 'neutral': a ncutral description could be
thought of as one which uses only notions which involve
no human needs or intcrests, or as one using only notions
which involve anyone's needs or interests. In the first
sense, if all notinns must incorporate some human needs
or interests, there can be no neutral descriptions, and
Kovesi is by no mcans alone in believing this to be the
case (e.g., sce Wittgenstein 1958, pghs 149, 257). 3But

o . . 4
in the second sense there can be neutral descriovtions.
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Indeed, in this sense all descriptions must bec neutral:
for example, something which purports to refer to an
entity which can,'aﬂ a matter nf logic, be known only by
acguaintancec and only by onc particular person, Jjust can-

not bs used in a description.

RBut even if this argument is correct, desnite its
brevity, it would be a mistake tn» infer that the existence
or nature of the world depends upon human thought,
perception or language. Certainly it looks as 1f an
account of what it is tn understand a notion which, like
Knvesi's, cmphasizes the part played in our language by
human needs and interests, including only where approp-
riate our interest in 'given' emvirical similarities,
somchow divorces language from the world. Even if on
the roundabonts we have gained an acconunt of what it is
to understand a term or grasp a nntion, on the swings we
scem to have lost our grip on just what it is that our
notinns are about. Such app=ssrances, however, are _
deceptive,rand the trouble springs from an attempt to
answer the question what is the relation between words
and the world, without knowing precisely what 1is being

asked. I wish tn» argue that in fact nothing is asked.’

As I have worded it the cucstion contains two
nccurrences of the definite article, each of which hides
a presupoositinon which either 1is unacceptable, or at
lecast in nced of supnort, or renders the question
meaningless. The first of thesc is that there is
precisely one relation between words and the world. If
this 1s accepted without question, a natural next move
is to enquire as to the nature of that relation, and an

answer which was once common is that the relation is
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that of naming. Such an answer would now be regarded as
naive. Accounts of how wnrds relate to the world should
nnt involve only a single relation, as it just is not
plausible tn say that t~» cach word or sentence there
corresponds a unique item in the world, in any usual secnse
of 'wnrld'. Of course 'world' can be used in a speccial
way in order to preserve a single relation between words
and th~= world, but that either changes the questicn or
offends common sense. On the one hand, th: question was
not originally, at least nonly, about a world of Platonic
forms nr universals or propositions or ideas in the minds
of men or gods; if the wnrld contains any of these thcen
of conrse thec answer to the guestion must be true of
them, but on the other hand it rmast also be trie of
whatever else the wnrld contains, and there clearly are
mnre mundane things. My objection is not just to
theories which say that all wrrds name things in some
world or other, but to any theory which supposes that

there is a single relation between words and things.

Although the first occurrence of the definite
article in the question now causes little trouble, the
same cannot be said of the second. There is still a
strong temntation to think that there is a single,
language-indepcendent world 'out there', and that one of
the uses of language, if not the only proper use, is to
talk about that world. We are still inclined to believe
that language and the world are at least conceptually
separable, that language can, to nse Austin's phrase, be
prised off the world (Austin 1950, 118), isnlating the
two and enabling us to see them and their relations as
they really are (a correspondence theory of truth goes
happily with this). All this I believe to be guite -
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wrong. We can, and I beclieve Knrvesi dnes, avoid this
mistake by refusing to draw a sharp distinction between

objects znd the wzy we react to thoen. e

The important point is that such a refusal need not
be accompanied by either of the apparcnt alternative
vizws aborut the relatinons between words and the world,
even if at first sight it appears to inrly that in some
sense we create the world or worlds in which we live by
forming notions which suit our needs and interests. To
understand what is said about thc world we live in we
must know what these necds and interests are. Thus, for
cxample, to understand what it means to call something a
byproduct nf an inadvertent act, we have to know about
certain of our needs tn blame and c¢xcuse people, and to
understand talk about tables we have to know about needs
such as that for flat surfaces at a height convenient for
dining and philately. Put for all of this we nmust appeal
to what 1lrok like simple matters of fact about the naturai
world, mainly from the fields of sociclogy and psychology
in the casc of inadvertent acts and from anatomy and
physiclegy in that of tables, and always with some history
throvm in. Thus, when spelled out in any detail, this
version of the view that we creaste the world we live in
lcans heavily on support which is incempatible with it,
upon evidenec which can be stated only by viewing penple
and their languages as belonging to, rather than creating,
the natural world.

My claim then is that no ultimate or motaphysicali;
serious distinction can be drawn betwecen what goes on in
our thought and language and what goes on in some inde-
pendent world of fact, and thus that it makes no sense
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®
to ask hew the two are rclated. Kovesi is not tempted to

make such a distinction in the casec of vhat he calls the
wnrld wc live in, but he does at times appear to talk of
an independent world of hard fects (24-25, 62, 70).

Here however hc i= using others' terminoleogy to help break
down the distinction between descrintion and evaluation

as commonly drawn. In these passages the only philosopher
cpenly criticiscd for his views on facts is Hume, but
rather than repeat the criticism (sce 3.2, above) I shall
examine two rccent sttempts, or at least apparent nnes,

to make such a distinction, and then try tn state a

general argument against any such attempt.

The first example comes from Austin. A little
reluctantly he distinguishes hard facts from conventicnal
facts; a hard fact is on2 that is 'natural and unalter-
able, or anvhow not alterable at will', while a cnnven-
tional fact is 'one which "thinking makes so"' (Austin
1950, 122). The trouble with this is that, on the one

end, many ~f the facts which Austin would want to count
as hard facts (such as the fact that contemporary
English speakers usec the word 'elecphant' in such and

such a way), are aquite a2lterable, so the 'at will'
condition really matters, but on the nther hand, even in
the case of facts which Austin would count as conventional
(such as the fact that the ¥®nglish word 'elephant' means
such and such), the will alone is never enough te bring
about an alteration. Not only dn Christian earthmoving
contractors have tn use machinery to move mountains, but
even linguistic cenventinons cannnt be changed solely at
will. Of coursc Austin night reply that the expressicon
needed here is 'by will', not 'at will', but this does
not help, for, in vnrecisely the sense in which linguistic
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conventions can be altered at (as oppvosed t~ by) will,
so tro can 'hard' facts be altered. In both cases we
can always opt for change ('at will'), but in both cases
we have to dn more than thinking to make it sos; we have
to enploy more than our wills to implement the change
('by will'), and the conservatism which can thwart
attennts to change linguistic c~nventions may be just as
fittingly called & hard fact as may the aguicksand which
can thweart our attempts teo build a highway.

Annther attempt to distinguish between what goes on
in our thought and language and what gncs on in some
independent world of fact can 2t least be read intn the
work of Searle. In support of his claim that a full
description of, in the case of his example, a game of
fontball, cannot be given in terms of 'brute'
nathenatico-physical facts, he cleins aquite preoperly
that such a descrintion wenld have tn leave out 'all
those concepts which are backed by censtitutive rules,
such as touchdown': that is, 211 of the 'institutional'
facts about the game (Secarlc 1867, €2). 3But even if all
of thcose facts are incorporated in the description, we
have still not said what is going on until we have said
that it is a game, rather than, say, a religious festival
or a battle (cf. Schwyzer 1969). A full description
must say what it is all about, whet it is for, what is
the point nf it (cf. Wittgenstein 1958, pgh 564). To do
this, tn flesh out whet it is to be a game, would involve
talking about certain human needs and interests, needs
which are in feect shared by many people, not only the
players, and which could be anyone's.

If this is done, 1f the description is completed,
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the distinctinn breaks dowvm, for the supposcdly insti-
tutional aspects nf the description must be floshed out

in terms of facts which, under thc distinction, 1lnok as
brute as any. That certein penple have thc relevant

nceds end intcrests, and that ccertain constitutive rulecs
and cnncepts sufficc t» form a structure within which
these necds and intcrests can bhe met, can just as pronerly
be called brute facts as can the fact that certain geo-
metrical configurations of yellow and green objocts

appcar nn the field at such and such a time. Roughly,

tn give a full description of the game requires not a
combination of institutional and brute facts, but rather,
facts of psychology as well as physics. Of course tn do
this is n~t to give a full explanatinn of the game, for

nn doubt other sets of rules and concepts would equally
well meet the nceds 2nd interests concerned. An explan-
ation wonld heve to show why one set of rmles has been
adopted rather than another, for which history in addition
would havce to be consulted. But 2 dcscriptisn need not

be an explanation; it need nnt rule out other possibil-

ities.

I mentinn the distinctions made by iustin and Searle
only as possible examplcs of a osnce widespread and not
quite extinct set of beliefs amongst nhilosaphers: the
beliefs that we can prise languagse off the world, that we
can detach th: sense nf the wnrld from the world, that
therc rmust be some werld which is independent of langiuage
even if wc cannct say anything about such a world. I do
not of conurse claim that the distinctions Austin and
Searle try to draw are not illuminating when used for
other purposes, but simply that any metaphysical use of
a distinction betwecen facts about people and their
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language and fercts about somce languagcec-indepcndent world
will fail.

Wy cleim is not that the beliefs I mecntioned are
false but that they lack sense. The general argument
in support of this is as follows. First, cven if there
werc such o world, nnthing could be scid about it. Thié
is nf course strongrr that a claim ¥ovesi wonld make,
that as a matter of fact our languagc is not about such
a world because wc arc not interested, only, in it (19-20).
What I am saying is thet no language conuld be about such
a wnrld, that there can he no genuine synthetic statements
here. The rcason for this is familiar; nothing could
count as evidence for or against a statemcnt about a
world which is guitc indcpendent of langnage, because
evidence itsclf has tn bc statable in a public langsage.
Hence it makes no scnse tn say that a statement conveys
any information about such a world; there can be no way
nf showing that a claim is being madc about that world
as ovpnscd tn any other. It might be thrught, though,
that it can at lcast be szid that there is an independent
world, even if what its nature is cannot be said. But
cven this lacks sense, for, ex hypothesi, nnthing cnuld
count as evidence for or against the existence of a
world which is genuincly independent of language, nor
conld anything c~unt as c¢vidence for or against the clain
that there is one such world rather than two. Thereof,
indeed, nne must be silent, even te the extent of not

saying whether or not it exists.

Not only, then, can we not say wheat a world of
'brute' facts would be like, but we cannot even say that
there is such a world. The first would regnuirc a
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language which cnruld be shown to picturc nr reflcct
cxactly the structure nf that werld, and this cannot be
shown as nnthing would count as evidence for or against
it; likecwise nothing wruld count as evidencc for or
aganinst the existence of such & world. This, ir brief,
is why it is a mistake t~ think that a distinction can
be drawvm, for mectaphysical purposcs at least, between
facts about language and facts abnut 'the world', and
what it shows is not that the world is in somc way
dependent for its existence and nsture upon our thought
and languagc but that the auestinon whether this is so
lacks sense. The same gnes for the distinction between
knnwlecdge by acquaintance and by description insofar as
the former is thought of as being langnage-indencendent
and the latter not, frr nothing could crunt as evidence
for or against the claim that an iten of knowledge is
language-independent. Of necessity, the idcntity and
individuationn criteria for items of knowledge involve
language, just as dn these ferr 'worlds' and their

inhebitants.

This argumont assumes that for meaningful discourse
tn be possible there must be individuation and identity
criteria for the memhers nf the universec of discourse.
Quin: and others have persuaded me that this is so (e.g.,
sce Quine 1948; Hanpehire 19593 Cohen 1962, scction 34),
and although it does not come easily tn me to use the
sort of terminolngy favoured by Quine, a comprromise in
this direction might help. Early in this section I -
nutlined a three part picture of language and the world:
langnage can be 'prised off' the world; what is left is
a language-independent world cf fact; language is or
should be about that world. Substituting 'universe of
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discourse' for 'wnrld', whet I belicve is wrong with this
picture is that it suppeses thet languages can always be
individuatced and identificd without mentioning a universe

nf discorursec.

C:rtainly, w can try t~ abstract off on the on: hand
a se¢t of rules =2nd n~n the other hznd a universe of
disconurse, and somctimes we¢ succeed. But even when vie
do, I sce ne point in saying trhat what we arrive at is
in all cases the language proper plus a universe ~f
discnurse, rather than that we abstract the rules and
the universe of discoursc ~Aff the language. This 1s not
just a verbal issue. The perint in calling sormething
lenguage A rather than language B may be in part related
to the sort nf rules involved, but even in cases of
isomorphisr: there still can be »noint in saying that
there arc two distinct languages. TFor example, onec
languege might be used to formaliz: snme ideas about
spatial relatinons while the nther is concerned with
numbers. If they turn out t» bc isomorphic, that in
itself is interesting, and we cour vaik about such conn-
ections in =2 language whnsc rules govern such relaticnal
words as 'is~morphic' and whose universe of discourse is
the rules of various languages. This is related tn what
I said about Searle's foctball game; teo give a full
description of a language wc have tn say what is its
peint, and this can and often does require refecrence to
a universe of discourse. In this scnse, words cannot
always be prised off the wnrld, leaving a language-inde-
pendent world which is the 'subject metter' of language.
Rather, it is often the case that both rules and universes
of discourse are involved in the criveria for identifying

and individuating a language.
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At the level of a world of 'brute facts', I have
argued that it lacks sense either to affirm or to deny
that the world depends for its nature and cxistence unon
the notions we form. 4Lt the level of the world we can
and dn describe, the imvortant point tn realize is that
we and our language frrm part of that world, and our
language is at least in part about those parts of the
warld in which it is f~rund. 3ecause this is sn, becausec
linguistic behavinur and thought form part nf the subject
matter of languagc, 1t is a mistake tn think that, by
prising language off the world, we will obtain a more

true picture of the world.



Chapter Four PRACTICAL REASONING

4.1 Deduction

I accept Kovesi's claim that there is no logical
difference between moral and nther notisns. My criticism
could be summed up by saying that thec non-logical differ-
ences which he thinks can be found between them arec not
there. The objectivity required is the same for all
noticons, and in the sense in which it is true that moral
nnticns provide rules for the behaviour of their subject
matter and the ground of i1ts existence, this holds for
2ll notions. In this chapter I turn tc twn very general
claims of Xnvesi's: the claims that, contrary to what
for example Hume and Hare say, facts in thes world can be
reasons for dning onc thing rathcr than another (73, 81;
Aume 1888, 468-469; Harc 1952, 46), and that practical
ressoning is not deductive but is analogical (114).

There is, Kovesi says, no 'gap' between something
being yellow and the judgement 'This is yellow', or
between cecrtain anglc measurcments and rectangularity,
but these arec cxceptionel cases. There is a gap (that
is, we do not move with such case) between something _
having four 1lzgs and a flat surface on it and the judge-
ment 'This is a table', and betwcen someone being pierced
by a knife and the judgement 'This is murder'. For
material objects, he says, this 'gap' has been treated
as a problem in the theory of knowledge, and philnsophers
have talked of constructinns rather than inferences,
while for actions the 'gap' has been treated as a problem
about inference. But the problem of the 'gap', he says,
is the prerblem of connecting what is given to the senses
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with what we Jjudge a thing or act to be. It is the same
for both descriptive and evaluative terms, and it is
printless tn try tn create an entailment reclation between
meterial and formal clearents by creating a major premiss
(cf. Waismann 1946, 218-219). Sone moral philnscphers
heve tried t~ do this, *Yinking that the gap they were
trying t» bridge is that betwecen description and cvalu-
ation (10-12).

The reas~n why it is peointless tn~ try tn create an
cntailment relatinn betwecen material and formal elements
by creating a major premiss is that what a thing is
cannot be deduced from nr defined in terms of its
matecrial clements (8), and thc reasnon for this, Kavesi
says, 1s that the conditinns that nust ve fulfilled fonr
the proper use of & torm have open texture, with ccca-
sinnal exceptions as in the cases of colour words and
geometric terms (7-8). Colour wnrds arc exceptions
as they are said to hove no formal elements, and geo-
metric tecrms arc cxceptions because, Xovesi meintains,

in genmetry there are no open tcxtures (9).

Waismann, whn c~ined ths cx¥pression, says that a
cnncept whose rules do not cover every possibility by
blocking every nook and cranny against entry of dnubt,
has npen texture (Waismann 1946, 215), and Kovesi conld
mean much the same by the expression when he says that
the concept of a table has open texture not becausc
tables can shade in other pieces of furniture (that is
vagueness) but becausc even the unmistakable tables can
be made in a variety of ways and manners (10). He als&a
takes nver part of Waismann's claim that mathematical

cnncepts do not have open texture (9; Waismann 1946, 215),
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but here some clerification is regmired. While it is,
hopefully, true tn say that a geonmectric term such as
"triangular' will not have open texture within a formal
system of geometry, mathematicians heve no copyright
over all geometric terms. When used outsidc of a formal
system thoy arc just &s pronc v~ open texture es any of
the other terms we usce to describe the world around us.

As 1t is the latter sort »f use of geonmetric terms
which cnncerns Knvesi he shnuld drop his claim that they
do not have open texture. This would not affect his
argument. Indeed, he does not have teo talk of open
texture at all, as I said earlier (see 1.2, above), for
his claim that what a thing is cannot be deduced from or
defined in terms nf its material elcmcnts follows from
the meaning of the expression 'material clement'. Any
charscteristic in respect of which something may vary
without ceasing tn be an S is a material clement of the
notinn nf an S. Although a 1ist of cervain nf these
characteristics nmay give a rough and rcady guide to
deciding whether something is an 2, <21 even quite a
reliable guide if it includcs the rccognitors, such a
list will not pronvide a definition of what it is to be
an S, for something could be an S without having the

listed characteristics.

It might be argued that the usual state of affairs
is this: of all the material elements a few will be
central to whether something is an S; anything which has
mnst of these central ones will be an S, anything which
has few of them will not be an S, and there will be
bonrderline cases, for mosv terms. However, so long as

the talk is in terms of matcrial clements, the previous
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ergunicnt hnlds, and thc best that the proccdure just
mentioned can do is provide us with a means of deciding,
usuelly but not always correctly, whether somcthing is
an 3. It will no~t tell us what it is f~r something to
be an S. This can he drnc »nly by the formal clement of
the nntinn. Of coursc it is possiblc that the formal
element of a nntinn shnuld be cornccrned with a list of
'central' material c¢lements, particularly when part of
the print of the notinn is that of snrting objects into
convenient groups in terms of obsecrvable characteristics
(31, 84; cf. lrmson 1950, and 2.1, abnve), but this is
certainly not often the case, and any attempt to use
such a nrocedure tn arrive at a definition must be
indcpendently justified, with reference to the formal
element ~f the notion concerned. What a thing is, then,
cannot be dcduced from or defined in terms of its meterial
elenents, 2nd sn it is pecintless tn try to create an
entailment relation between material and formal elemcnts
by creating a major premiss. Talk nf open texture is
relevant not t~ this argumcnt but only to reminding us
that except in cxceptinnal coscs vhere the neoint of
having a notinn includes that we bz able tn sort objects
inta groups in terms of abservable charactcristics, we
must attend to the point of the notion rather than
empirical simileritics wken giving an account nf what it

is tn be a such and such.

S0 much for Kovesi's rewmarks about deduction itself.
His thesis, so far as practical recasoning is concerned,
is that practical reascning is not deductive but is
analongical. This is claimed to be generally true, but
not universally; exceptions are found in the case of

obeying commands, riles and rcgulations (81, 97-98), and
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in one case of beheaving according to principles (97-98%,
100). The impnrtant thing is, he says, to realize that
these are ecxccpti~ns. Philesophers heve taken them to
be typical examples, thereby giving what Knvesi regards
as an incorrect account of practical reasoning. To
aporeciate his criticisms of those accounts, however, it
is neccessary first tn examine at some length twn related
palrs nf technical tcrms: 'discriminater' and 'rcminder',

and 'complecte' and 'incomplete'.

4.2 Complete terms

Except in special circumstances, Kovesi says, there
is no need to re-cmphasize that murder, say, or stcaling
is wrong. If someone understands the notions, to say
that murder and stealing are wrong does not give hin
any more informatinn. ¥Xovesi expresses this by saying
that in the sentence 'Murder (or stealing). is wrong' the
term 'wrong' functions as a r:eminder. This is contrasted
with the sentence 'Killing is wrong', where 'wrong'

- functions as a discriminator. Terms such as 'wrong'
function as reminders only when. applied.tn what he calls
'fully devecloped' or 'cemplete'! moral netions; otherwise
they function as discriminators (26-27). Another
example is provided on p. 103, where he says that when
we justify not doing somcthing by reference to such a .
judgement as 'Lying is wrong', 'wrong' functions as a
reminder; it is ennugh to say 'But this is a 1lie'.

Although Kovesi applies his distinction between
discriminatnrs gnd reminders nnly to sentences with moral
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predicate terms, it scems qQuite natural t» extend its

use. Juat as in the sentences 'Killing is wrong' and
'Marder i1s wrong', Kovesi scays that 'vrong' functions as

a discriminatrr in thce first and &s a reminder in the
second,fit could be said that in the sentence 'Priest;&-

gre unnarried' the term 'unmarried! functions as a —

-
1

discrininstor, while in achclors arc unnarried' it

(-]
functions as a reminder. When thus extended, the force
of thc discriminator-renindcr distinction secms tn be
much the samc as that of the familiar distinction between
contingent and nccessary truths. Certainly, whether
pricsts are unnarried is a contingent matter, while it
is necessarily true that bachclors are, and therc is
some point in saying that, likewisc, it is a contingent
natter whether killing is wrong but nccessarily true

that murder is.

When a tcrm fanctions as a reminder, Kovesi says,
it is not thereby supcerflunrus: 'when we say "murder is
wrang" it deres not merecly remnind us that riurder is murder,
but of the rcason why such otherwisc dissimilar activities
as muardering, stecaling, lying get into thc ssame class
ins~nfar as thcy arc all wrong or vicinus.' On the one
hand, there is nothing common tn them all cxcept that
they are wrnng, =nd on the other hand, 'To understand
what we mean by saying that they arc wrong is t»~ under-
stend what it is which alnne 1is common to all thése acts,
and thce test of whether we undcrstand its meaning is
whether we are able tn recognize that an empirically
different new aet .also amounts to the same, i.e. that it

is alsn wrong' (32).

The extension of the distinction helps to make clear
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what Kovesi is getting a2t when he says that reminders

are not superfluous. The knnwlecdge thet 'wrong' func-
tions as a2 reminder in 'murdcr is wrong' dones not tell
us, for the first time, why lying, for exanple, as well
as murder, is included in the class of othecrwise dissim-
ilar activities which are tha same insofar as they are
arc all wrong or vicious, for we cannot be reminded of
something we have never known. Tn change the example:
when we say 'Sgnares arc four-sided' the tecrm 'four-sided'
reminds us, provided that we have at some time known
this, why it is that squares, rhombi, rectangles, etc.
get into the same class insofar as they are all four-
sided, but it does not tell us this for the first time.
Likewise, I an sure Kovesi would say, if one nnderstands
the teorms of a sentence which cxprcsses a ncecessary

truth one will understand not only that the predicate
necessarily 2vplies tn the subject but also why it dnes.
To learn, parrot-fashion, that a bacheclor is an unmarricd

man, is not tn learn thec meaning of 'bachelonr'.

Terms such as 'right' a2nd 'wrong' are used as remind-
ers, Knvesi says, when predicated of a term which stands
for a type of act selected completely from the moral
point of view. The corresponding notions he calls
'complete'. 'Incomplete' moral notions are not formed
completely from ths moral point of view, and so 'right’
and 'wrong' are applicd tn them as discriminators,
'selccting from a mixed class the types of acts that are
different from the moral point of view' (109). The
terms 'fully déveloped' and 'open' arc used as synonyms
for 'complete' and 'incomplete'! respectively (26-27, 51).
The relations betwcen complete terms and the distinction

between discriminators and reminders, then, are as
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fnllows. A tecrn ia complete if and ~nly if there is a
scntence in which it accurs as subject term and whose
proedicate term funetions as a reninder, while a term is
incomplete 1if and only if there is nn such sentence. OFf
course therc nceed be nnly ~ne such sentcnce for each
crmnlete term, =nd it would be rcasonable to cxvect that
sentence tn express a necessary truth. Thus in the cese
~nf the comnlete tecrm 'murder', 'wrong' functions as a
reninder in the szntence 'Murder is wrong', and this
sentence cxpresscs o nicessary truth, and, using the
cxtended discriminator-reminder distinction, the express-—
ion 'common in Australia' functiens as a discriminator
in the sentence 'Murder is comnon in Australia', and

this exvresses a contingent truth.

If the apnlicetion nf the terms 'discriminator' and
reminder' is extended os suggested, then it is natural
t~ do the same with the related terms 'complete' and
'"incomplete', for net nnly nmoral tcrms such as 'murder'
setisfy the characterization just given. For exanple,
the term 'bachclor' is the subject term of the sentence
'Rachelors are unmarried', whose predicate term functions,
in the extended scnse, 25 a rcainder. Wow Kovesi calls
'murder' a completec mnral term becnuse it is applied to
a tvpe nf act sclected complatcly frem the moral point
nf view, from the point nf view of the rightness or
wrongness of the sct. Clearly 'bachelonr' is nnt a con-
nlete moral term, but although Kovesi dnes not speak of
complete terms which are not meoral terms, it scens
legitimate to extend the usc of 'complete' so that it
applies tn a&all tcrms allocnted to types of act or thing
vwhich are selectéd completcly from any narticular point
of view. Thus, if it is rcasnnable to say thrat the term
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'mmrder' is applicd tn 2 typc of act sclected completely
from the point of view nf the rightness or wrongness of
the act, and thus thet 'murdcr' is a complete term, it is
conally rcasonabhlc tn say thet the tcrm 'bachelor' is
applied tn a typc of pecrsnn sclected completely from the
noint of view of his marital state, end thus that
'bachelnr' is a complcte tcrm. And while it would be
tiresome to alloncate nnmes to «ll of the points of view
we do or might a2dnnt when clessifying things and acts,
onc could call 'bachelor' a complete marital term, just
as Knvesi cnalls 'murder' a complete moral term. The
centrael nnint is that when one has to decide whether some
predicate term aprlies in order t~ bc entitled to anply

a c~rtain subjcct tcrm, then that subject term is complete
and the predicate does nnt discriminate between the
various instances of the subject term; it functinns only

as a rcminder.

Knvegl at least hints that he would accept this
cxtension when he remarks that all tcrms, not ~nly noral
ones, function logicelly likc begs we might usc to hold
merbles of different colours, and that when they do the
connection between the 'bag' and ite contents is concept-
nal. In the passage concerned (123-124; sce also 26-27,
109), he gnes straight onn tn talk about completc terms
and reminders, which is alsc abrut the necarest hc comes
t» using the standard 'nccessary-contingent' terminology.
Put whether he wonld take these liberties or net, it
shnuld be nnted that cven if, as hc s8ays in the same
passage, for appropriate substitutions for 'S' ('sharp
knives' would nnt dn), the judgenent 'S is always gnod',
if true, tells us thet 'S' is & complctc moral term, it

is not the case that if the judgencnt 'S is always F' is
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true then 'S' is 2 complete term. Jt is true that all
bachclors are nnnerried and thet they are all under the
agec of twn hundred years, but the latter tells us nnthing
aborut the lngic of 'bachcloar', cven though 'bachelor’' is

a crmplete (narital) term.

Kovesi's statement that a term is incrmplete if
further stccifications arc nceded tn onable us to make a
judgement, while 2 term is complete if these further
specifications have becn includcd in the term (51),
rcsembles the view that contingent judgements have fact-
unal cnrntent while necessary truths do not. ™ make a
contingent judgement is, in Kovesi's terms, teo make a
judgement which tells us more than that the subject term
applies, to provide further specifications about the
itcem dennted by the subjcet term. Of course we can
assert contingent judgemcnts by micans 2f sentences with
crmplete subjcct terms, such as 'lurder is common in
Australia', but only if the term is not complete in
respect of the typc of characteristic dennted by'the
prcdicate term. So perhaps, in the light of the extended
comnlete-incomplete distinctinn, Kovesi's claim should be
cxprassed thus: a term 'S' is incomplete in respect of P
if further specifications arc necded to enable us to
judge whether an S is P, while a term is crmplete in
thet respect if thesc further specifications have bcecen
included in thec meaning of the term. Much the same is
said, though in rather a different way, by some nf the
transformational grammarians (e.g. Katz 1966, 301-302).

Nloscly related to this is Kovesi's claim that
incompletec terms say nothing about the relevant facts in

certain fields. Fnr examplce, the term 'lying', which he
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reogards as norally comnletce, says nnthing about the
pnrense of the deceptinn involved. In the case of
commlete terns, the rnly relevant facts are thosc that
will affcct the proper use of the term. If an act is
specificd by an incomplete moral notinn, he says, we
h-ve t» bring additi~rnal facts which are relevant to its
rightness or wrongness if w.» want to justify the act,
while if it is spccifi=d by = complete moral notion we
have to bring such additinnal facts if we want tn show
that the term is inapplicable (127). Wow in the last
cese Knvesi of course cannct insist that the act be
correctly specificd by thc crmplete notion, for he allows
the possibllity that, by bringing additional facts, we
can show that the term drnes not apply, that the original

siecificatinn was incnrrect.

Yhat happens, then, if we fail to agree as tn whether
certain facts are mnrally relevant? How are we to resolve
a disputc in which onc persnon says that a certain fact is
norally rclevant and thus that a certain complete noral
term applies te an act or situation, while another says
that the fact is nnt meorally relevant and thus that the
term drnes not apply? Thaore is no indication of what
Kovesi wnild say nof such a dispute. Telfer, in her
review of Moral Notions, asks whether, if one man calls

a particnlar abortion a murder while another does not,
one is right and the other wrong, and if so, whether they
have grasped the notion of murder to different degrees.
These questinns, and others such as whn is tn decide
whether a n~tinn is complete, arc not answered by Kovesi,
she says (Telfer 1963, 11-13). Of coursec one night
simply say that such disputes cannot bc settled, but this
would be distasteful tn Knvesi, whon, I am sure, thinks
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that his remarks about the pablic noturc of language
nrovide the answers t~ a2ll such questions, nnt only

moral ones, including, for example, disputes as t» whether
heving drawers is relevent t~ whether an iten of furniture
is a desk nr just another table. I shall outlinc a way

nf answcring such auestions in the last chapter, when I
discuss the questinn whether we nust all heve the same

notinns.

In a way thc cxpressinn 'fully developed'! is prefer-
ahle to 'conplete', for when he calls a torm complete
Kovesi doos net mean that it is formed entirely from one
point of view te the cxclusion of all others, but that it
is completely-formed, or fully developed, from at least
onc point of vicw. Tn take an exanmple which is rather
unnsual in this respect, the term 'murder' is completely
formed from two points of view, the moral and the legal.
The claim that reminders, in the extcnded sense, arc not
supcrfluons, is enlightening here; nnt only does the
presence of 2 word functioning as a reminder in a sentence
indicate that the subjecct term is crmplete, but also it
indicates in what respecct it is complete. Compare
"Murder is wrong' and 'Murder is unlawful'. For moral
terms therc are few such rcspects, but under the extended
use nf the complete-incomplete distinction the number of
such respects will equal the number of noints of view
from which we can form notions, and this should cegqual the
number nf types of sharablc human interests, needs and
purpnses, or perhaps, in Wittgenstein's terms, the
number of forms of lifc (Wittgenstein 1958, pgh 241,

p. 226).

I am tenapted at this stage t~» ask whether we can say
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that every term mmst be comrlete from scome noint of view
nr sther. It is reasonablc tn supoose that each noun

can fceoture as the subject term ~f at lcast one sentence
which cxproessces a ncecessary truth. It is alsn reasonable
te sunnese that all other words corrcspond tn some actual
or pnssible noun »r norun phrasc, in the way that 'slow',
'slowly', ctc. cnrrespnnd tn 'slowness', 'and' to 'con-
junction', and even 'the' tn 'tho definite article'.

That is, we secm tn bc ablce, with some inventiveness if
ncecessary, to nmake any wnrd the subjcecct of some sentence.
Now if thesc suppositions are mniversally true, and if we
worc tn maintain nnt nonly that & scntence with a complete
subjcct tcrm and a remindcr as predicate expresses a
nccessary truth but alsec the converse, and we have not
done thce latter, then it would clearly bz the case that
all terms are complcte from some nnint of view or other.

One ~f the claimed differences bcetween conplete and
incnmplete terms is that the former do and the latter do
not specify something about tho rclevant facts in all
pnssible ficlds, and so in the case of cenplete terms
the only relevant facts are those that will affect the
proper usc of the term (127). T think that by 'possible
fields' he means those that arc relevant from the point
of view from which the notinn is formed. As regards the
type of example Kovesi has in mind: if 'S' is o cnmplete
mnoral term then it will be necescarily true cithor that
it is right or th:t it is wrong, that it is good or evil,
whereas 1f 'S' is an inccmplete moral tera this will not
be soc. Thus in tho case of complete moral terms but not
otherwise, all ~f the facts which are relevant t~ the
rightness or wrongness of a thing or act are relevant to

whether the term aonlics. Tn ignore any such fact is to
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raon the risk »f nisapplying the term. Whot Xovesi is
not saying, dasnite occasional anpearances, is that
knowledge thaet a moral term is complete, knnwledge of
the avnreopriate necessary truths, will in itself enable
us tn decide which particular acts srec right and which
arc wrong. A necessary truth tells us only that if one
ternm applies then sn docs annther, and furtker, the
prorblem of how we are to resnlve a dispute as tn whether
certain facts are relevant tn a term's anvlicability is
mirrored in the problem of hew to recsolve a dispute as

tn whether & certain triath is necessary.

4.3 Imperatives

One of Koveci's most effective uses of the distinction
between discriminators and reminders and that between
complete and incomvnlete tecrms is in his criticism of
deductive accouants of prectical reasoning. Consider
first his remarks about Hare. They start with a disclaim-
er. The aim, he says, is elucidatory rather than polen-
ical; he claims only tn be criticizing a pnssible inter-
pretation of what one nf Yare's exanplcs could be said
to exenplify, withnut committing Hare to that interpret-
atinn (73). The exanple is that of smoking in a railway
conpartment (Hare 1952, 176-177), =znd Kovesi's interprect-
etion i3 as follows: an active principle. = connand or
imperative, should in practical reasnning be provided to
bridge the gap between a f:i.ctual minor premiss and a
moral judgement; the difference between imperatives and
moral judgements is simnly that while the former at least
inmnlicitly refer to individuals, the latter are universal;



141

if an imperative or command is made universal it thereby
becomes equivalent tn a value judgement. Roughly, then,
according tn this interpretation, moral judgements are

universally addressed imperatives (72-74).

This, Knvesi claims, is not a correct account of
moral judgements. Before I discuss his criticism, I
should mention some remarks he makes about the relation
between moral judgements and moral notirns. At one
point he says that moral judgements may but need not
involve moral notions; 'Lying is wrong' and 'Promises
nught to be kept' inveolve moral notions but 'It is you
who should stay with your mother and your brother should
join the resistance movement' does nnt (92). Presumably
he is referring to the subject expressicns nf the
sentences; 'lying' and 'promises' are moral terms while
that of the third sentence is not; for all three of his
examples involve moral nntinns, the higher order moral
nntions of wrongness and obligation. Kovesi's point
then must be that to make a moral judgement one need not
be able tn bring the act or situation under a mrral
snubject term, let alone a complete nne. And when, later
in the book, he says that moral judgements are those
judgements which are made by the use of mnral notions
(148), he can be taken not as contradicting his earlier
claim, but as pointing out that a sentence used tn make
g moral judgement must contain a moral term snmewhere,

although not necessarily as its subject term.

FPor Kovesi, then, the distinguishing mark of a moral
judgement is what it c~ntains, a meral term, not its
mond or its range of application. As with moral notions,

the difference is nnt one of logic. His monst general
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criticism nof the view he nporses 1s this: to say that 'a
moral judgement must express a genuine want in the agent
(nr whatever else a first-person command addressed to
oneself means) and at the same time it must be addressed
tn the whole world' inv~lves the false supposition that
each nof us speaks a private language (57-58). Kovesi
admits that our wants and needs enter into the forrmation
of our notinns, but not as your wants onr my wants, nor
as everyone's wants, but only as anyone's wants (56-57).

Quite indevendently ~f this, however, Kovesi has
imprrtant detailed criticisms of his intervpretation of
Hare. This view, he says, fails tc recognize that there
arc twn ways in which imneratives may be particunlar:
they may apply only tn certain penple (as in military
law), or they may apply only to certain places (as in
local body bylaws). T®ither of these ranges may be
extended (73f), but such extensions dn not yield moral
jud&ements: 'When a dictator aspires t~ address his
commands to a2ll men over the whole world, he is not
aspiring t» turn his commands into moral judgements'

(83). ¥ovesi maintains that in Hare's exanple of smoking
in railway compartments, it is nnt because of some
universal principle, some universally addressed impera-
tive, that one should not smoke in the next compartment
either, but because, in the example, the presence of a
child or a sign in o compartment has already been accepted
as a reason for not smoking (75-76: Hare 1952, 176-177).
Now this is a crucial step in Knvesi's argument. One of
his major theses is that facts in the wrrld can be reasons
for doing one thing ratter than another. Hare denies this
(Hare 1952, 46), and vet, as Kovesi points out, in his

railway example facts in the world are accepted as reasons
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for drning one thing rather than another. The story pre-
supposes thet the presence of a child or a sign in a
crmpartment is a reason for refraining frrm smoking.

The presence of a child and of a sign are, Kovesi
says, different sorts nf reason for nnt smnking: 'The
sign, urlike the child, is a reason for not smoking only
if we refer t~» a general principle like "No one is tn
smoke in a compartment where there is a sign like this
put up by a competent authority". But the sign by itself
is nnt, as the presence of a child is, a reason for not
smoking' (77). In the sign caese an imperative (which
here is a regulation, not a command) does provide a major
premiss in a deductive argument concluding in an injunct-
ion not tn d» something. But the presence of a child 1is
a different sort of reason. In Hare's story, 'If we
read the example carefully, we see that the person
addressed lecoked rnund, noticed the child and so under-
stond the re:.son. We remarked already that the reason
why he then could not say that he will smoke in the next
compartment where there is alsc a child is not because
there is a further gecneral principle beyond what he
alrecady undecrstnod, but because if he accepted the reason

he could not at th=z same time reject it' (77-78).

At this stage I am tempted cither to say just the
same about accepting th« presence nf a sign as a reason
for not smoking, or tn claim that in the case of the
child reference is made to some general principle. The
first requires saying that a pnerson who was told he
should not smnke in a compartment should look around,
notice a '¥n smnking' sign, understand why he should not
smoke, and understand that he should not smoke in the
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next compartment wherc there is also a sign, not because
there 1s somc gecnceral principle bevond what he already
understands but because having accepted the presence of
a sign as a reason hc cannnt at the samc time reject it.
This seems just as plansible as what Knvesi says about
the child case. An imprrtant point tn note is that this
does not rule out the person's acceptance of groneral
principles. Tt is quitc consistent with his referring to
the regulations made by the competent authorities in
first accepting the prescnce of 2 sign as a reasnn for
not smnking. What is denied is that he need refer to
somc general principle bcyvend what he already understands
when he first accepts the prescnce of a sign as a reason

for not smnking.

Sn far what I heve said hardly affccts Kovesi's
arcument, but what is there in it that rules out the
accepting of gecneral principles in the casc »f the child?
The casecs are less dissimilar than Kovesi supnnses. In
both casecs all that is rulcd cut is referencec to any new
general principle when talking about what should be done
in the next compartment. Oncc o child or a sign has
been accepted as a reason for not smnking nne cannot
consistently reject either as a reason. But while Kovesi
is right in sayving that the sign itself is not a reason
(here reference tn the regulatinns is required), his
srgument deres not show that this is nnt so alsn in the
child case. This is important, for he wishes to estab-
lish that facts in thc world, such as the presence of a
child in a railway compartment, can be reascns for doing
one thing rather than another. Hare cnuld thus defend
himself by claiming that reference tn some gencral

pri iple Mever smoke 1 1e proescnce N i is
inciple, 'Mev oke in the p c f a child', i
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required also in the child case.

0f crurse this ~nly shows that Kovesi has not yet
established his view that, contrary t~ what such philo-
snphers as Hume and Ware say, facts in the wnrld rather
than, say, gencral nrinciples or fcelings or imperatives,
can be reasnns for doing ~ne thing rather than another
(73, 81). It dres not c-ntradict his claim that a mnral
jndgement is nnt obtained by cxtending the range of
application of an imperative:

With moral judgements the question of univers-
ality does not arise. They are not commands that
can be addressed in some or all people, they are
claims about situations in which something should
or should not be done. The validity of these
claims can be impugned only by reference to the
relevant facts of the situation. So unless a person
by becing in the situation makes a relevant differ-
ence to the situation, the claim applies to him.
They are not addressed tno everybody, they apply to
anybody. If the same situation is present again
we have to make the same judgement. This is not
universality but rationality. (83)

The latter argunent contalus an ambiguous claim,
that unless a person's presence in a situatinon makes a
relevant difference to the situation the claim applies
to him. As far as the arsumeunt is concerned, this
follows from thc previous move only if we take it as
involving what is claimed as opposed t» what is true of
the person, and similarly later when Kovesi talks about
moral judgemcnts applying to anybedy. Put I suspect
that Kovesi has in mind als~ tn say that unless a person
by being in a situationn makes a relevant differcence to
the situatiorn then thc claim mav als~ be truly made
~f him, and that moral judgements apply truly to anybody.
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Tn sort this matter out, c¢rnsider the difference
betwecn moral judgerents which invnlve a moral subject
trrm and thoase that do not. In the casc of a complcte
term the judgement applics truly to anyone to whom the
subject term aprplies (assuming that is, that the judge-
ment is logically respectablec: for cxample 'Murder is
wrong' rather than 'Murdcer is right'). In the case of
an incrmnlete moral term, provided that the judgement
cannnt be overruled on nther grounds, the same is so; if
onc has tnld a lie then one has acted wrongly unless for
example the likely good cnnscquences ~f onc's lie are
considerable. This cannnt be said in the case of
complcte moral terms, where such considerations affect
only the term's applicability. WMalking a moral judgement
without emvwloying a moral subjcct tecrm is very like
simply applying 2 moral term to an act »r situation.

For examplec, tc judge that, in picking up and retaining
some money which did not bclong to him, somenne acted
wrongly, is t~ judge that he stole the moncy, that what

he did is a case nf stealing.

Thus, talk of t~ whom or what moral judgements
apply contains a further ambignuity. Moral judgements
with cormplete mnral terms as subject terms are necessary
truths (or falsehoods), and those with incomplete moral
terms as subject tmrms arc taken as being trnc unless
there is evidence t~ the contrary, and so it is a little
odd in either casc to spcak ~of thc judgements as applying
to individual people; they are true, unconditionally or
conditionally, of anycne. It is the moral terms, not the
judgements, which may nr may not apply to people or their
acts, and here the parallcl is with tho arplication to
penple or their acts »f moral judgements whose subject
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terms arec not moral terms. An exeminetion of what Kovesi
says about complcte moral notions (127-128) will bear out
these remarks, and show that the first interprctation of
the expression 'applies te! is the more consistent with

the rest of what he says.

Tt is imprrtant t~ distinguish, as Kovesi does,
between complete and incrmplete moral notions, but I
wish to auibble with nnc ~nf his examples. When talking
abont prejudice, he says 'the only possible relevant
fact that one could bring up in order to justify one's
cnondnct wruld be gnod gronnds for treating people differ-
ently in a certain case, but then we can no longer call
this a case of prejudice. This is why it is possible’
to say "this is an act of lying but go ahead and do it",
but one cannot say "this is prejudice but gn ahead and
maintain it"' (127). Exactly what is wrong with sayving
this? Accepting for the sakce of the argument that
'prejudice' is a crmplete moral term, then meoral consid-
erations are relevant only tn its applicability, but
Kevesi dees not make it clear that 'relevant' here refers
tn facts or considerations relevant to the rightness or
wrnngness nof hnlding certain beliefs and nerforming
certain acts, and not, say, to the eass with which and
crmfort in which one can gn about one's sccial 1life.
From this point of view 'prejuadice' is nnt a complete
term. Becaunse Kovesli talks only of complete moral terms
he does not bring out clearly that the sense in which one
cannot say 'This is prejudice but go ehead and maintain
it' 1s that in which telling someone t~ go ahead is to
declare it to be morally acccptable. But the remark need
not have been made from the moral point of view; it could
mean, for cxample, that although someone is prejudiced
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he will find his social 1lifc morc bearable if he maintains
his prejudice. It is a vnlain matter of fact, hnwever
nnfortunete, that expressinns such as 'gn ahead' are used

for many purposes, n~t just for moral exhnrtation.

The view that facts in the world cannot be reasons
for dring nne thing rather than another might in »nart be
2 resnlt of crncentrating ~n the wrong sort of fact, unon
wvhat it is that we do, shutting the door for example,
rather than why we do it, because there is a tetanus
patient who must be protected from nnise (87). In the
case nf commands, rules and regulations, where we are
tnld te dn sormething, the reason for doing as we are teld
necd not be in thc situatinn about which the command,
rule or regulation is made: 'Thus, for instance, we do
not find trhe reason for the presence of the "No Smoking"
sign in the compartment where it is placed. Similarly,
although there are reasons fer issuing commands, they are
not necessarily in the situation about which the command
is made. An officer in the army could command one morning
"Tse the starting handle" and next morning command "Run
arnund the block". The rercson for the command was to
make the recrnits fit ~r to make them obedient' (79-80).
These cases arc contrasted, respectively, with giving a
warning not to~ smoke, beccause of the vresence of inflamm-
able material, and giving advice on how to start a car.
In these cases the reason for what is said must he in the
situation about which thc warning ~r advice is given.

The same, Kovesi says, is true of moral judgements:

Moral judgements ere like pieccs ~»f advice in that
they are made on the basis nf the relevant facts of
the situntion. The reasons for doing what a piece
nf advice or a moral judgement tell us tn do are
the same relevant facts nf the situation and not
some logical features of the speech act, that is,
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not that the advice nr thc moral judgement is an
imperative or command. Ye¢ need on give advice nr
make a moral judgement if the person addressed does
not know the relevant facts and/or their significance.
Otherwise the justificaetion for giving advice and for
doing what is advised is the same. It is not the case
then that we necd a reference to a command or to an
imparative in explaining why we do scmething. PFar
from commands being the rcason for even deing any-
thing, issuing crmmands is just one of the things

thet we do. ... If we consider that even to make a
descripntive statenent is t~ d~ something, we realize
the fundamcntal inadequacy of explaining why we do
something in terms of commands and imperatives. (82)

This is Kovesi's reply tn Hare's possible defence of
his railway compartment cxample. Reference tn an impera-
tive does not help in the case of the child: indeced it is
not a 'final' reason even for obeying the railway regu-
lations, for an impcrative in itself is never a reason

for dning anything.

4.4 Principles

Sharing and perhaps inheriting Austin's reported
distaste for Hare's attachment to 'princivles' (Warnock
1973, 40), Xovesi seeks further sunport far his claim
thaet practical reasoning is in general analogical rather
than deductive by examining thc part played by principles
in our lives, arguing that while sone patterns of reason-
ing bchind acting on principle lend thcemselves to being
represented in deductive arguments (97), and so might
seem to support the claim that practical reasoning is
deductive, reference tn 2 principle does not meke an act
a moral act (98). ™heso are the bones of the argument.
The details are worthy of attention.
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We are first warned tn take cnre when using the term
'orinciple' in moral philosnvhy. The term has a long and
rich history, shapcd by sciencc and mathematics as well
as sur moral life: 'Thce wse of a single umbrella term to
cover a wide varicty of judgements and other performances
can be convenient if it is a ncutral technical term which,
however, the term "moral principle" is not. Its use
could commit us to a particnlar view of our moral life
and languagc' (93). In mathcmatics and science and even
for example in cookery the term is applied to propositions
and practices which are, as 1t were, very deceply embedded
in the subject, prnpositions and practices which consti-
tute its frundati-ns, from which all else follows. In
the moral field, though, Kovesi aims 'ton show that being
a principle is not a prop2rty of ccrtain judgements; it
is people who regard certain things as matters of princi-
ple, who adopt certain principles nr bechave nccording to
principles. Censcquently the term "moral principle"
shonld be used with caution as a term in philosophical

analysis' (102).

The main distinction Kovesi draws amongst the various
uses of 'principle' is between the sensc in which judge-
ments like 'Lying is wrong' can be called principles and
the verious patterns of acting on principle. In the latter
type of use, 'We can decide tn make a principle about
almnst anything. We can dccide t» get up every morning
at the crack of dawn, or not to eat tomatocs, or nevcr to
lecave kerosene heaters alight in an enmpty house, on
principle' (94). Such acts may or may not be done on
principle, and the appropriatec ways of questioning their
wisdom differ:

Whenever referencc is mad t~» a principle the
argument 1is shifted away from the ncrits or
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demerits of the action in question te a different
field.

A person may think that tomatoes are both
delicious and hcalth-giving, but since he disapproves
of the activitics of the Tomatn Marketing Board, he
refrains from buying and eating tomatoes on princi-
ple. It would bec out of place to tell him about
the merits of eating tomatoes because he knows that
tomatoes are gnecd and even likes them. The only
voint on which we can argue with him is his disapp-
roval of the Marketing Board, but then we would
shift the argument from thc merits of eating
tomatoes tn the merits of the Marketing Board. (94-95)

To test whether it is on principle that somenne is not
eating trmatocs, we should ask what alternatives are open
to him that wnuld amount tn the same act. If he is
nbliged tn eat tomatoes, and, for example, pnurs seasoning
ontn them to counteract their taste, his refraining from
eating tomatoes was not done on principle, but it was so
done if he pickets the offices of the Marketing Beard in
nrder to try to changec its policy (96).

Kovesi singles out for particular attention three
patterns of acting on principle. Twn are illustrated by
mecans of the tomato example, and the third by means of
the kcroscne heater example. The first pattorn is exemp-
lified where thc person refraining from eating tomatoes
'dees not mind if his acts do not affect the Marketing
Board: his not eating tomatnes is the expression of the
genuineness and sincerity ~f his disapproval' (95). In
the sccond, more likely pattern, 'the person who disapp-
roves of the Marketing Board would like to effect changes
in the Bnard. If his acts are tn have any significance
they must take on the pattern conforming tc the pattern
of water restrictions and clean air rcgulations in so far
as his act must be part of a corporate act. He must make
the principle universal: "nobhody should e¢at tomatoes"!
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(95). The functinn nf universalization here is not that
he wants everynne t~ perform the same act but that he
necds most pcople's cononcratinn tn perform an act at all
(97). The third pattern is exemplificd by someone's
adopting the principle of not leaving ~ kerosene heater
alight in an empty housc 'because one dres not want to
rcly on the actual reasnns for putting the heater out
each time. We might nnt be able tn ascertain all the
facts, some unknown contingency could arise, we might be
careless or complacent, so it is better to lay down a .
firm rule and on principnle never lcave heaters on in an
ompty house' (99-100). In this pattern rulec following
is simplified by following cmpirical similarities (100).

One nf Kovesi's theses, already mentioned, is that
reference tn a principle dnes not mske an act a nmoral
act (98). This is borne out by thc part played by
universalization. In the first pattcrn »nf scting on
principle, universality is net rcanired. It might occur,
but any attewnpt tn achiecve it would shift a case into
the second pattern. In the sccend pattern universaliz-
ation is required in onrder for the act tn have any
significance, while in the third pattern the sense of
universality is that of always doing something (102).
Neither of these is the type nf universality required
of moral judgements, despite what some nutilitarians have
said. Knvesi criticizes Moecrc for attributing to moral
Judgements the type of universality appropriate to the
second pattern of acting on principle (B4-85; Moore 1903,
156-157); the fact that the gencral insecurity which
wnonld ensue if murder werc a gecneral practice is not the
reasnn for refraining fron murder is shevn by constructing
a parallel argument, for ~xample, about studying music to

the exclusion of medicine.
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Xovesi compares his sccond and third p: tterns with
patterns »f behaviour invnlved with rules, regulations
and commands. Therc are rees™ns for making things
metters of principle just as there are reasons for issuing
rules, regulatinons and commands (94). Although, as he
says, thc crmmanding authoarity is abscnt in the case of
principles, it is rather surprising that someone so
concerncd with our corporate lifc should fail to observe
the part played by its parallel in the second pattern of
acting on principle. Reference to a commanding authority
is necessary but not sufficient in explaining why we
obey commands. The parallel to the authority in explain-
ing why we join in corporate acts of doing certain things
non principle, in the second pattern, is the person who
persuades us to take part in the act, to act on principle,
and in both cases it is npen t~ us t» gn our owvn way, to
disobey the command or to recfuse to take part in the
corporate act. The third pattern of acting on principle,
Kovesi says, is similar tn the patterns of behaviour
involved in obeying rules and regulations rather than
commands, and, as is the case with rules and regulations,
discrepancies between acting on principle and following

our moral judgements are pessible (102).

When we act on principle, Kovesi argucs, we regard
our act as amounting tn a different act. In the first
pattern this is straightforward; the refusal to eat
tomatnes cannot be imderstnod as heing dnne on principle
unless it is secn as a sinccre expression of disapproval.
The second pattern is a little more complex, for herc
disapnroval is coupled with a wish tn effceect changes.

The same act could be pcrformed not by pouring seasonings
on tomatces to counteract their taste bhut by picketing

/
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the offices of the Marketing bBoard, and to persuade
others to join in the act one would talk about the Board
and not tomatocs. Even in the third pattern of acting
on princinle, 'One could arsuc thet here again we are
performing a differcnt act if we do what we dr on
principle. As in the previous case the movements of
consuning the vegetable came under the formal element of
disapproval of certain policies and not under the formal
clement nf cating, so now the movements of putting out
the flames come undcr the formal clemcnt of cautiousness
and not under that of fire prevention' (100). Rather
than ascertein and act on the likelihnnd of fire each
timc one leaves the house, one is cantious and always

turns off the hcater.

Now the point of this is that, although the reasoning
behind acting on princinle lends itself to being repre-
sented in a deductive arument, this is a red herring:

What we are asked to do when we arc asked to do
these things on principle is nnt to take note of a
me jor premiss from which certain obligations may
follow but tn regard our act as amounting ton a
diffcrent act ... An appecal to a principle
functinns like a lever that shifts the rcason for
one's acts tn n diffcrent ground. (97-98)

In the third pattern, however, 'the reference to a
nrinciple does not shift the rcecasons so far away from

the actual reasons for not leaving heaters on in empty
houses' (99). Although the recasoning behind the third
pattern can be represented in & deductive argument, if

we conduct our lives according te principles of this type
the reasons for nur acts and decisinns are not the .
relevant facts of the situations; these only enable us

to recngnize the cases which fall under our principles
(cf. Urmson 1950). And if this is taken as the typical
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way of following a rmle, arsmment A appcars to be a guide
for those who do not know the reasons for d~ing something
(101).

Kovesi's ponint here is that, although this pattern
of behaviour is sometimes called for, it is irrational to
g~nvern the whnle of one's 1life by such principles;
further, there may be discrepancies between such principles
and one's moral judgements (102). Thus, although the
pattcerns of rcasnoning involved in acting on principle
lend themselves t» being represented in deductive argu-
ments and sn might seem t~ support the view that practical
reasoning is dcductive rather than analogical, reference
to a principle does nont make an act a moral act: 'Whether
the act 1s moral or not cuts across the distinction
between doing something on principlec or not on princivle:
it depcends on the sort of rdédason wec have for doing some-
thing either way' (93-99).

So far I have examincd only one sense of 'principle';
there rcmains that sensc in which judgements such as
'Lying is wrong' can be called vrinciples. Does what
Knvesl says appiy herc too? First, although thcre is a
sense in which once can be said to act on such principles
as 'Lying is wrong', Xovesl ncver ncans this by the
expression 'acting on princivnle'. Indeed, he smrmetimes
uses 'principle' sn as to exclude the sense in which
'Lying is wrong' is a principle, as when he claims that
being a principle is not a preoperty of certain judgements
(102). Were hc has in mind only the sense of 'principle'
in which people are said to act on principle, but else-
where he applies the term 'principle' tn such judgcments

as 'Lying is wrong', albeit reluctantly.
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Why this reluctance? It is because Kovesli regards
the distinctinn betwecen moral judgements and moral
principles as being far less impnrtant than that between
both of these, on the onc hand, and acting on pnrinciple,
on thc other. The distinction between 'Lying is wrong'
as a moral principlc and 'Killing is wrong' as a noral
judgement hinges only con their subject tecrms: 'The
difference between moral judgements and "moral principles"
is that in the latter wc have complete moral notinns.
Moral judgements ex hypothesi do not contain complete

[N R —
moral notions. This is why wec have tn make judgements

by using the words "right" or "wrong" as discriminators
and not as reminders' (109). This is very like saying
that moral judgements are contingent while moral princi-
ples are necessary, and here the analogy with scient-
ific and methematical nrinciples can prnperly be drawn,
for these arc so deeply embedded in their systems that
they can be regarded as necessary truths. The formal
clement of a complcte moral notion then enables us to
follow a rle from the moral point of view, and in this
sense provides us with a principle, but & person who
refers tn this sert of principle is not acting on
principle (109-110).

Presumably this can be generalized: the formal
clement of any completc notion will enable us to follow
a rule from the appropriate point of view, the point of
view from which the noticn is complete. But all notions
are suppnsced to enable us t~ follow a rule; what then is
special about complete nontions? Here I should like tno
revive the questinn whether all terms are complete (see
4,2, above). If it always makcs sense to ask from what
point nf view a rule is followed, and if formal clecments
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all cnable us tn follow a mle, then enmplete notinns are
not a spccial case. All terms would then be complete

Tfrom sorie or other point of vicw.

Therce are, ¥ovesi says, few moral principles, few
judgements of the form 'S is right (or wrong)!' or 'S ought
(or ~rught nnt) t» be d ne'. Their number is restricted
by the nunbcr of terms which may be substituted for 'S!
(104), and only comaletc moral terms qualify. Thus even
'Lying is wrong' might be challenged, but that would bhe
2 purcly verbal quibble, for Knvesi clearly wants us to
understand 'lying' in the light of his 'savingdeceit'
exanple (107f), to take 'lying' as a compnlcte mrral term.
This done, 'We wwmld alsn now have = new "principle":
"savingdeccit is right (nr good)", and in situations
where wc would perform an act of savingdeceit we would
no longer be confronted by a "conflict of principles"'’
(108).

Is Xovesi saying that conflicts ~f principnle can be
resolved linguistically? Consider somc detail of the
'savingdeeccit' story. 'Lying' is a mnral ncetion, but not,
at present, a complete one. IMost acts of lying are
wrong, but some, such as giving false information tn a
homicidal meniac in order tn save somecne's life, are
right. If we coin a new tcrm, 'savingdeceit', to cover
the right cases, Kovesi says, 'lying' becomes a conmplete
term and then lying is always wrong. Thus we nnw have
two complete terms: 'savingdeceit', all of whose instances
are right, and 'lying', all of whose instances are wrong,
whereas before wec had no complcte terms in this field.
Beforec 'savingdececit' was chined, when confronted with
the need for a decisinn whether to tell the maniac the
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truth and thus endanger somconc's 1life, or tell a false-
hnod and thus tell a lic (o0ld sense), we could not sihply
infer from the relevant descriptions which of these is
the right thing t» do. This, it scens, is what Kovesi
would regerd as a case nf conflicting principles, although
striectly spcaking, in his terms, there are nn principles
here, as ncither 'saving lifc' not 'lying' (0ld sense) is
a complete term. 2ut morc importantly, how are we ton
pick nut the 'situations where we would perform an act of
savingdececit'? We know what to do in clear cases, but
what 1f the victim is 2 cat? My vnoint is that in such
cases we nust judge whethcr it is worsc to lie (nld sense)
than to endangcr somecnc's nr something's life. Indeed,
this gnes on even in the clcar cases; even here the
aucstion nceds answering, however nbvious the answer
might be. It is the results of such jJjudgemnints, over a
wide variety of situations, that clarify the boundary
betwcen lying (new sense) and savingdeceit. Werely
coining the terms does nnt tell us where the boundary

lies.

I think that Krvesi would agree with this. The
impnrtant issue, however, is whether he has succeeded in
showing that practical roeasnning is not in general
deductive. I belicve thet he has. His argument, in
brief, is that it is futile to try to construct a deduct-
ive argument by bridging the gap between a factual minor
premiss and a moral judgement with a rule, regulation or
command as major premiss, and the same apnlies tn
principles. On the ~ne hand, acting on principle does
not exhibit the type of universality required for a moral
judgement to be deducced, and on thc other hand, he says,
a judgement with a complete moral term as subject term
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'cannnt be usced as a major nremise in a deductive argu-
ment. Without this "principle" we wonld not be able ton
rccengnize what the act is which shenld be stated in the
"minor premise". But once we know what is th2 morally
relevant descrintion of onr act we do not need a major
premise tn come th . conclusion' (110-111). The important
part of practical reasoning is deciding upon the morally
rclcvant descrintion of an act, and no deductive argument
can neke this decision for us. The tyvre of reasnning
required herec, Kovesi says, is nnt deductive but is
analogical.

4.5 Decisinns

Kavesi's claims that practical reasoning is in
gener. 1 analongical and that facts in the wnrld can be
reasons for dning nne thing rather than another (73, 81,
114) can 2lso be anpronached through what he says about
the role of the individual with respect to practical
reasoning. In chapter three I said that to say that a
notinn is objective, mcaning that it is formed object-
ively, with intcrpersonal rules for its application,
bascd on publicly recognizable fcatures of the world and
our lives, 1is not tn say that it always can, let alone
will, be applied ohjectively. But while penple can be
unob jective, our notions mmst be objecctive. What place
does this leave far persnnal decisions in our lives?
Kovesi claims that the fact that moral notions like all
notions must be objcctive dnes not eliminate personal
decisinns frrm our lives: indeed, 'without a personal

decision one's act is not a moral 2ct'. But on the other
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hand, 'our moral life cannrt bc based on decisions, nor
nur moral philnsophy nn thc crncept of decisinn. With-
"3t ~ur maral mhtinns thecre would be nothing to make

decisions abnut; thcre would not even be a need tn make

decisiens' (111).

It is of coursc the existentialists he has in mind
here, and nowhere is his aim of elucidatory rather than
polemical use of others' views (66) sn clearly evident.
While in the case nf intuitionnists, positivists and
others he does briefly refer to the wnrks of philosophers
to whom these titles hrve been appended, not nnce does
he rcfer t~ a particular cxistentialist philnsopher or
work. His claims about existentialism, then, are vcry
general, and may be summarized as follcows. It is because
language is public that moral notinns reflect the needs,
wants, aspirations or idcals nf asnyrne. This does not
eliminatec personal dccisinns from our nrral 1life, but
without mnral nntions thare would be nnthing to make
decisinns about, we w-uld nnt cven be in situations.

A1l that the existentialists' exeamuples show is that we
do not have single terms to sum up sone situations; they
are only a monre complex versinn of the 'savingdeceit!
story, and there is nn reason why the relecvant facts of
such crmplex situations should not be grouped together
into one notion (111-112).

Thus the existentialist-type situations cannot be
logically unique, as alleged, for they are describable
by the help ~f terms, new if necessary, consisting of
formal and material clements, and sn it must be possible
that therc be other instances of the same situation (155).

The new fact that is relevant to the rightness nr
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wrongness nf what one nf the characters in the situation
is about to drn, the fact which wc might say makes the
situation uniqne in faet but not logically, cnables us,
along with somc high«r order formal elenent, t~ lonk for
other examples nf tho same situatien (116-117). The
existentialist, then, can claim that 'principles' are of
nn hclm in nne's moral decisinns only if the situation
is such that it cannot bc describced by o complete moral
term (142). ™ut nnthing prevents us from crecating a
crmplete moral term teo describe thoe situation. Then it
will be necessarily true that that type ~f action for
that type nf participant in that type nf situation is
right, or that it is wrong. In this sense 'principles'

are nf help in nne's mhoral decisions.

The details nf Knvesi's attack on cxistentialism
merit attention. He starts with a simple example:

“en we have tn decide whether we should tell
a lie in order tn save someone's life, we would not
be confronted by a nced forr a decisinon unless we
knew that lying was wrong and that we have to save
peoples' 1lives. Without these principles ... there
would be nnthing to make a decision about, there
woruld not be a nced for a decision, we would not
even be in a situation. It is only by the help of
noral principles or other moral judgenents, or at
least by thr help of complctc or incemplete moral
nrtions that an existcntialist can prnduce his
exenples nf extranrdinary situatinns where no
principle can help the moral agent to make his
deccisinn. What these extrasrdinary cxamples show
is nnly that we have nnt gnt a2 single term tn sum up
the whole situation in which one onrught t- dn one
thing rathcr than another. %We need a whole nnvel
to state all the rclevant facts. (111-112)

In his wnrking cxample, Kovesi sparcs us the novel.
The plot is as follows: 'Genrges is condemned to death
by due process nf law, and Philipne, the exccutioner,
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alone %nows that Gerrges is innncent. 3But Philippe also
knnws that Georges works for the Gestrpo and is very near
tn discrvering whn asre thce lecders of the local resistance!
(112). The existcntialist would say that Philippe would
have tn make his nwn decisi~n, 2s there is no principle

on which he conuld 2ct. Kovesi says that he would not

have to makc a decision at all were he not convinced that
tn execute Georges w~nld be rmrder and therefore wrong:

Without accepting the validity of mnral principles

nr the force ~f moral nntinns hec would not be in a

compl ¥ situatiorn. One conld say that he would not
be in a situation at all. He would merely be in an
excellent position tn dispose of a Gestapo agent.

One of the relevant facts incorovrnrated in the
notinn of murdcr is that the murderer has nn legal
right to take life. Our executicner has such a
legal right technically. But is he nmurdering all
the same 1f he knnws that the person so condemned
is innocent? His prnblem and decisimrn is meaningful
only within our conceptual framcwork, which frame-
wark is nnt the result ~f his decisimrn. Again, when
he knows the man to be innoncent of one crime but
n>t of ancther he not only makes his decision by
the help nf our moral notions such as 'innocence',
but he has to mcke a decisinn because of the force
of thesc notinns. Without the appropriateness of
one or another description providing him with
reasnons for dning ~ne thing rat»er than another he
wnn1d not have to make a decision. (112-113)

Tt is important nnt tn recd tne much into these
claims, for theyv need apply only tn what, for the want
of a better term, might be called moral acts. It is not
universally true that when a person is in a position to
do something but not in a situation he does not need to
make a decision. Indeed, if he is in a position tn do
aomething then, provided hc knews that he is in such a
position, he rust decide ot lcast whether to take

advantage of his pnsitinn. Now the expression 'take
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advantage' heas different connntatinns in different
contexts. Were we t~ say that Philipne must decide
whether to take advantagc of being in a pnsition to
dispose nf a Gestapn agent, Kovesi cnruld rightly point
nat that te say this precsuvnpnses moral notions. But
such is nnt sn, for example, in thc case of being in =
positinn to g~ away an vecation; to talk of taking

advantage of such a positinn is morally ncoutral.

Bearing in mind, then, that Kovesi is concerned
nnly with mnral decisions, and nnt with run-of-the-mill
decisinns such as whcther tn have jam nr honey on one's
tonast, we can procced with the argumcnt:

Our aim was t~ show that exawmples ol extraordinary
situations can be prnduced only by the help of
rnoral notinns and both the predicament and the
decision arc intelligible only in terms nf these
notions. The validity o~f our moral principles

and other meoral judgements cannot be denied in
these extraordinary situations because withonut
their validity the situations would not be extra-
nrdinary. Thesc exanples arc only more complex
versinns ~f the snrt nf problem we cornsidered when
wo coincd the tecrm 'sovingdeceit'. What these
examplces show is only what we have secn already,
that there can he complex situations the relevant
facts of which arc not grouped together into one
notion. But there is nn logical reaso-n why this
could not happen. (113-114)

Even withorut - a térn corrcsponding to such a nontion, we
could think of annther exrcmplec ~f the same situation.

For example: 'A civil scrvant's task happens to be to
send out notices t~ penple who have been selected for an
extended ovcrsecas servicce. He observes that someone's
name was sclcected by mistake. He knows however that this
person is engaged in an elaborate scheme tn wreck some-
onc's marriage and nothing but his removal from the

country could save that marriage' (114). The reasoning
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here is annlogical. TIn lroking for a formal elcment we
are lonking for other instances of the samc situation;

the processes are identical (114-115).

Although the situation docs nnt come straightforwardly
nnder any of our leoewer order moral notinns, the search for
a formal clement is gunided, as 1is Philippe's decision, by
a higher order moral notion, that of right (or wrong);
'Without thst it wnuld nnt be an c¢xtranrdinary moral
situatiorn. From other pnints nf view, other than the
moral point of view, our situation may be the samec as
straightforward meral situations, or two situations that
are the same from the moral point of view may not be the
sane from other noints of view. We are in an extra-
ardinary moral situation preciscly becausce we have found
a new fact which is relevant to the rightness or wrongness
of what w» arc about to do. This, along with the higher
formal clement enables us to look for other instances of
the same situation' (116-117). The higher order moral
notionn, Kovesi says, makes the situatinn differcnt from
nthers, makes it extraordinary; therefore, 'We nmust be in
possessi~n nf two sets of relcvant facts, the facts that
make a situatinn diffcerent, and those that would make it
standard, from the mecral point of view!' (117), and if we
find that none of the available descriptions are approp-
riate, and this is precisely what we are said to find in
the existentialists' examples, 'it is only because we
have found some new relevant facts that would make all
available descriptions inappropriate. But these new
facts must be the sort nr type that would be relevant
for deciding between pnssible alternative descriptions.

So the facts that would make a situatinn allegedly
"unigue" arc the sert of facts that are relevant for



165

deciding whether a situation should or should not come
under a ccrtain description, that is, they do not make a
situatinon logically unique’ (117). Whatever term we use
tr refer to the situation will functiom as a descriptive
expression, nnt as a proper name; 'By being able tn think
of ancther Munich we arc able to rccognize what made
Munich what it was, but in this case "Munich" is not the
name of a city or even the name of a sitniation. What in
fact hapnened at Munich was but one example of a
"Manich". In time it may turn ocut to be nnt even the
best example. ... There is a difference between intro-
ducing another Herr Quisling at a party and thinking of
ancther Quisling' (118).

Kovesi says thet to ask a mnral agent who has made
a decisinn in a comrlcex situation whether he thinks that
anvone else ought to d» the same, is t» ask him not the
empirical aquestion whether such a situation will occur
again but a logical guestion: whether his decision was
made because of his being what he is nr hecause of the
relcvant facts of the situation. If the latter, he would
say that anyone elsc should dn thc same (118-119). It is
not auite clcar why Knvesi talks of moral agents here.
Clearly he does not imagine that the sorts of agents of
whom we can request explanatinns of decisions divide into
two types, moral and non-moral. Perhaps he is trying to
envhasize that it is moral decisions he is discussing,
but his remarks apply quitc gencrally, and the question
whether anyone else ought tn do the same necd not be
confined t» moral matters. It applies equally, for
example, tn methods of building a housc, which can be
decidcd on not only on the hasis of the relevant facts

of the situatinn, climate, carthguake risk and the like,
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but alsn, within limits, in tecrms of the pcersonal whim

or even prejudice of the ovmer, architect or builder.

If the Jecision is made on thresec grounds, the appropriate
answer tn the auestinn whether anyone else should do the
same is negative; the decisinn is made neot on the basis
of the relevant facts of thc situation but because of

the nwner, architect or builder being what he is, a

person with certain fancies or prejudices.

However, some fecatures or aspects of a person's
being what he is can be relevant facts of the situation.
In the case of building houses, the nwner's fancies and
prejudices, but not those nf the architect nr builder,
are tn be taken intn accrunt. Kovesi puts the general
point thus: 'Annther person, however, by his presence
could make a difference to the situation itsclf.
Situations are not out therc in the world, existing
indepcendently of us, s~ that human beings could just
step in and out of them. Situations are not like puddles
that we can step in and out of; to be in a situation is
tn be related to other human beings in a certain way'

(119). There are, as it wcre, n-~ situations vacant.

Kovesi claims that 'situation' is tn some extent a
moral notion (119). This claim is not explained, let
alnne defendcd, but what he has in mind is what he says
about, for example, commnands and moral judgements; the
reasons for issuing a command nced not be in the situation
about which the cormand is made (79-80), while the valid-
ity of mnral judgements can bc impugned only by reference
tn the relevant facts of the situation (83). Later on he
says that only a description of & situation can result

in one's being under an obligatinn (160). The claims
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anvont moral Jjudgemnents =nd obligations lend somc weight
tn the view that 'situation' is a moral nontinn, while
the clain abeut commands, in admitting that we can talk
of situations independently of moral questions, prevents
him from saying that 'situation' is entirely a moral
notion. However, hc sometimes talks as if this were so,
as when he says that without accepting the validity of
moral principles or the force of moral notions, Philippe,
in the existentialist story, would not be in a situation
at all (112), and when he says that terms such as
'situation' and 'predicament' carve out some of the human
relationships relevant for nur moral notions (119-120).

Kovesi should at least have distinguished betwecn
those situations about which moral aucstions can be
asked and in which dccisions with moral implications are
made, and the nuuerous situstions which are of no moral
import. There is a world of difference between saying
that when one is under an obligatinn the obligation
depends on the relevant facts of the situatinn, and
saying that when one is in a situaticon what one ought to
do can depend on the relevant facts of the situation.
Knvesi makes the first of these cleims, and would certain-
ly agrec with the second, so long as 'what one ought to
do' is mnot confined to thc moral 'onught'. The danger
lies in not sceing that this term is used in a wide
varicty of contexts; there are situatinns where a builder
ought tn make flonors of wood and those in which he ought
tn use concrete, just as there arc situatinns in which
one ought to tell the truth and those in which one ought
at least to hold nne's tongue. In saying that 'situation’
carves out some of the human rclationships relevant for

our moral notions Kavesi comes close tn overlooking this.
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His treatment nf intentinns is very like that of
decisinons. The subject is broached through a possible
objection: 'It may be assumcd that accnrding tn my views
we can simply redescribe our acts according to our
inclinations. Furthermore, since the proper analysis of
an act implies the notion nf intentinnality and since
the agent himself can claim tn» know his intention in a
way thet nobody elsc can, the sgent can be the final
arbiter as te what he is doing' (129-130). To counter
this objectinn Kovesi maintains that, as is the case
with dccisinns, the intentinnality which is and must be
built into nur moral nntions is not the intention of any
one persnn performing an act. We can intend nnly within
a cnnceptual framewnrk; '''hen we intend to do something,
nr mean tn do something, we can intcnd to dn only what
is describable by terms that embody rcferences to intent-
ionality, or, if there is no available term, we can
intend tn do something only if we know how our act wnuld
significantly dififer from an act which is describable by
our available terms' (130-131). And since a cnnceptual
framewerk must be governed by interpersonal rules, the
appropriateness of different descriptions cannot depend

upon the agent's personal intention (131).

Now Kovesi puts this rather unfortunately, for of
course he does nnt want to say that whether, for example,
'murder' or 'manslaughter' is the apopropriate description
nf an act dnes nnt depcnd upon what the agent in fact
intended. The agent's intentinns, as he says, can
feature amnng the rclevant facts of a situation, but can
do so only insofar as they are publicly accessible
through the agent's bchavinur or his avowals. Further,
'"For the agent himself, his intention must become the
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objecct nf his reflection to form part of his assessment

of whet he is doing. ‘When an apneal to a personal intention
does succeed in changing the proper description ~f an act

it succeceds by virtue »f inter-personal rules that gnvern
these procedures, and not by virtue of the fact that the
agent knows what he intends to do in a way that nobody

else can know it. Even if we coruld never be mistaken as

tn our own intentions, we can be mistaken as t~ the

proper description of our act' (131-132; cf. 2.2, above,

and Hampnshire 1952, 10).

The point eof thc last remark is, presunably, that
in making his intention the object nf his reflectinn in
order to orrive at the proper description of his act,
the agent can make mistakes in his appnlication of the
interpersonal rules which govern the notions he employs.
Hence his vositinn with regard tn his intentions, while
different from that of anyone else, is not impregnable.
T™e difference is that the a2zcnt can deliberately mislead
others through his avowals or his becheviour, whereas
although hc can be mistaken as t~ the proper description
of his act he cannnt be said tn mislead himsclf deliber-
ately, at least in the way hc can do this to others.
All this is of course auite compatible with Knvesi's
position. Thec proper description of an act depends on
the relevant facts, not fictions, of the situatinn,
including the agcnt's intentions. If an agent falsely
declares that hc did not intend to kill s~menne, for
exanple, it is not a fact of the situation that he did
not intend to kill, although his saying that he did not
intend to kill is a fact of the situation in which he made
his declaraticn, and is relcvant tc the proper description

of that situation.
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"ho questicn just discnssed, Kovesi says, must be
distinguished from the case of the well-meaning verson
with gnod intentions: 'Somctimes somecone may be sn radic-
ally unsucceéssful in doing what he ought te have dnne
that the only thing left for us t» say is that his
intentions were sincere or that he had good intentions.
This seems tn me tr be quite a different sense of
"intention" frem thosc wc wcre considering. Intending to
do what is gond is very differcnt from having good
intentions. We cannnt intend tr dn what is good without
intending to consider all the rclevant facts, but we can
have gonod intentions and be guite irresponsible’' (132-133).

RKovesi's remarks about dccisions arise out of his
criticism nf the existentialists, insofar as they claim
thet therc can be complex situatinns in which an agent
must simply decide t~ do one thing or ancther, ungnided
by moral 'principles'. The cexistcentialists' chief
rmistake, he says, is tn suppose that the material elements
nf their complex situations cannot be brought under an
existing nr new complcte morei notvion. The remarks about
intentions lecad to criticisms nf some other theories nf

ethics:

Some theories of gthics claim that we just-
ify our acts by refercnce to intentions, while
others claim that we justify them by rcference to
consaquences. In assessing the conflicting claims
of these thenries it is important to remember that
different terms specify rclevant facts in different
ficlds and lcavc facts in other fields unspecified.
If a term leaves the field of consecquences unspeci-
fied, then what would make the act referred to by
that term right »nr wrong could be the consequences
of that act. Rut this is so only beczuse the
intention has already becn specified by the term.
If the intentinn is unspecified by a term, then an
act refecrred to by such term could seem to serve as
an example supporting a theory according to which
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we justify our acts by reference to intentions.

(133)
The parallcl to Kovesi's treatment of the existentialists

wonld be tn take examples of each type of term and form
for each case a new complcte moral notion. As, in ceach
case, the act was justificd by rcference to either conse-
quences or intentions, and referred to by a term specify-
ing relevant facts from the other one of these fields,
facts from bonth fields must in both cases be relevant to
whother the act is right. Thus, the complete moral
nntions formed wonld have to svecify the relcvant facts
from both fields, and so the original examples would no
longer cven appear tn suppnrrt the intentinn-based and
cnonscquence-=based theorics. Likewise for intuitionisnm,
which gains apparent support from crmplete terms (133),
one nerely has to suppose nur language to be devoid of
crmplete terms, which would be an inconvenience but not
an impossibility. In a language which does not contain
such terms as 'murder' and 'steal' an intuitionist theory

is most implausible.

It should be noted, however, that some intuitionists
have been aware nf the distinction between complete and
incomplete terms. PRoss questions Ayer's use of what he
calls the questinn-begging term 'stealing', pointing out
that whereas tn say 'You acted wrongly in stealing that
noney' 1is tn say no more than that you stole the money,
as the term 'steal' already connontes wrongful action;‘to
say 'In saying that which you did nnt believe you acted
wrongly' is to say morec than that you said something you
did not believe (Ayer 1946, 107; Ross 1939, 34). Although
in the introduction t~ the second edition of Language,
Truth and Logic Ayer rcfers to the section of Foundations

nf Ethics in which this criticism is made, he appears to
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miss the point, commenting merely that criticism has

been directed mnre often against the positivistic princi-
vles on which thc enotive theory of ethics has been
assumcd tn depend then against the theory itself (Ayer
1946, 20). '

Certainly Ross dnes make the former type of criticism
to0, but not exclusively. Turther, Ross' first criticism
I mentioned is prcecisely the one Kovesi levels against
the positivists: that a pnsitivist can claim that words
like 'wrong' add nothing significant to ~ur judgements
only if (Kovesi says'if' but must mean 'only if') what
we judge to be wrong is described by a crmplete moral
term (142). !'Stealing' is a complete mnral term; 'saying
that which ynu did not believe'! is not. It is necessarily
true that stealing is wrong, and to say that something,
which has already beecn judged to be stealing, is wrong,
adds nothing significant to the judgement, nor does
Ayer's 'tone of horror' (263 Ayer 1946, 107). On the
nther hand it is not a ncecessary truth that saying that
which you do not believe is wrong, and to say that some-
thing which has alrcady bcen judged to be a case of
saying that which you dn not beclieve is wrong does add
something significant tn the judgement, and a tone of
horror in the voice docs not do justice to what is added.
In Kovesi's terms, which accord well with what Ross says,
in the former case 'wrong' functions as a reminder and in
the latter crse as o discriminator. (An equally brief
but very diffcrent rcfutation of emotivist and command
versions of positivist thenries of ethics is eontained
in Hughes 1958, scction I; seec also Scecarle 1969, 139).
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4.6 TFacts and reasons

At the beginning of the chapter I mentionad two
very general claims made by Kovesi: the claim that,
contrary to~ what for example Hume and Hare say, facts in
the world can be reasons for doing one thing rather than
another (73, 81), and the claim that moral reasoning is
not deductive but is analogical (114). Having examined
Keovesi's treatment of thceories which deny them, I shall
now attend to the part wuich these two claims play
in his own account of practical reasoning.

Facts in the world are freaquently mcntioned as
becing rcasons frr dning something, as frr example when
Kovesi says that the presence of a child or a 'No smoking'
sign in a railway conmpartment is 2 reas~n for not smeking
(76); and scveral of Kovesi's general theses involve the
claim, as for cxamplc when he says that the reasons for
following advic> and nnral judgements must be the relevant
facts of the situation in which the act is performed
while those forr following rules, regulations and commands
and for acting on principle necd not be (79-82, 88, 94),
end in the ceasc of moral judgements these same facts are
2lsn the rcasons for what is said (82, 90). Other
examples are found in his rcference tn onc's disaponroval
of something, and tn one's desire tn c¢ffect changes or
one's wish not to rcly cach time on the actual reasons
for doing something, as reascns for doing something on
principle (94, 99).

However, not all ~f Kovesi's rcferences to rcasons
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for deing sonmething clearly invonlve facts in the world:
for example, he talks of referring tn a general principle
as a reason for not smoking in compartments with a 'No
smoking' sign (77); he says that a moral judgenent con-
taining a mnral notinn gives the reason for doing what

we are told tn do (88-39): he says we may call certain
judgements principles becausc they give the point, ration-
alc or reason for what we do (108-109); and in the kero-
sene heater example onc night say that the reason for
~dopting the principle is not a fact but is a probability.
Now it should first be nnted that Kovesi does not claim
that the reasons for dning what we do nmust always be
factss he o2nly denies that they never are, and so he can
allow other sorts of reasons. The most likely candidates
are prnbabilities, as in the kernsene heater example, and
judgements, as in the case of 'Lying is wrong' which,
containing a moral notion, is said to give us the reason
for not lying (89). Some simplification appears possible.
There is no good ground for distinguishing between facts
and probabilities as rcasons for acting, as on the one
hand matters of cmpirical frect arc ncever logically
certain, and on thc other hand it weculd be irrational to
accept as a reason for n2cting anything but the most likely
of a set of rclevant pnssible statecs of affairs. As ton
judgements, thzse provide a reason for acting only if
their subject terms apply te the situatinsn, and thus
insofar as it is a question nf fact whethcr a term does
provide the cnrrect relcvant description of a situation,
in the end the rceason for acting is given by facts. OF
course, tn support the stronger claim, which Kovesi does
not explicitly make, that the reasnns for doning one thing
rather than another arc always, as opposed to sometimes,
facts in the wnrld, weruld reanire a far more thorough



175

cxanination of what can be cited as reasens for doing one

thing rather than annther.

What is central to Knvesi's argumesnt is the question
of how it is that we apply general terms, the subject
terms of the judgements just mentioned, to various partic-
nlar things, acts and situations. It is here that his
twn theses connect, fnr this is the move that is made
analogically:

By analogiceal recascning I do not mean that we have
certain paradign cases that wc know t~ be good or
right, and then by analegy we work out what tn do
in similar cases. ... When we are lnoking for a
formal clement we are lonking for that which alone
is cormmon tn a variety of things or actions. This
common element we are looking for is not one of the
cmpiricel similarities but that which brings a
varicty onf things tngether as examplcs of the same
thing. Things, hanpenings and situatinns differ
from and resemble each nther in many ways; what we
rcgard as the same decvcends on the formal element

nf our notinns. But s~metimes the appropriate
formal clement is precisely what we are looking for.
We can direct our attention tn the appropriate
formal clement by trying to consider what we would
or would not regard as instarccs of the same some-
thing. 3By trying t- think of another instance of
a situation that would be the same we are trying to
think what mekes the sitnation te be what it is.
(114-115)

This passagec irmmcdiately follows a discussion of
existentialist-tvpe situations, and refers explicitly to
the formation of notions rather than their application,
but it apyplics also to thr latter. In particular, the
tvpe of analogical reasoning Kovesi has in mind, where
we 'direct our attention te the appropriate formal element
by trying to consider wh~t we woruld or wrmld not regard
as instances of the same somcthing' is, in Kovesi's view,

precisely thc snrt of rcasoning we employ when trying to
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decidec whether one of our cxisting vocabulary of notions,
not ignering those well un in a hicecrarchy, should be
appliecd tn a thing, act or situation. 'Suppose someone
is trying te buy flowers, but cannot find any. If he
then buys a packet of paper streamers we can say that he
was trying to buy dccorations, but if he comes home with
a box of chocolatbs, we can say that he was lonking for
a present. If we wont to find out what someone is doing
who 1is, say, leaning against a door freame, we need to
find onut what he would dn instead which would amrunt to
the same thing. Tf hc sits down, thcn we can say that
he was resting; if hc stands a beam against the frame
then we can say that he was supporting it' (60). It is
hecause Kovesi's claim applics tn the application of
notions as well as their formation that his twn theses,
that frets in the werld can be reasons frr doing something
and that moral or practical reasoning is not deductive

hut 1is analogical, arc clesely connccted.

Note also that Knvesi's claim, about analogical
reas~ning should anply tn 211 ~mar nntions, not just to
mnoral nntions. It is ccntral to his whnle account of
language that when we decidc what is the correct descrip-
tion of a thing, act or situation we should ask what we
would or wounld not rogard as instances of the same. He
states explicitly that prectical reasoning is not a
special case: 'In order tn arrive at this practical
conclusion about any~cne as against a theoretical conclu-
sion about any thing, we d~ nnt nced to turn tn additional
rules nf rationality but to a different field of the
application of the same rules of rationality (159-160).
Just as we are tnld to se¢ck the differencc between moral
and other notions not in their logic but in their
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contents, sn we arc tnld t~ seek the differcnces between
practical and ather rcas~ning not in thcir rules but in

thair ficlds of aprlication.

Of course, Knvesi does nnt say that all reasoning
is analogical. The tc¢rm '"reasoning' apﬁlies tn a wide
range of activities. Frr thc present it is sufficient
to distinguish betwecen twn types c¢f application: on one
hand, the term is apnlied t» the activity of judging one
thing t~ be thc same as another in a certain respect,
and on another it is apnlied t» the activity ~f argument-
atinn. It is only tn the former typc of activity that
Kovesi's claim applies. If, unlike Kovesi, I were tn
attempt to state the argument in very gecneral terms, it
would run as follnws: argumcents are used to move from
cene prepnsition to annther; here it can be proper tn
speak nf deductinn; but arguments cannot provide their
own prenisses; tn asscrt a premiss invnlves judging that
a certain predicate in fact applies t» some thing, and
the appropriate type of reasnning for making snch judge-
ments 1s, ultimately, not deductive but is analogical.



Chapter Tive DESCRIRING THW WORLD OF EVALUATION

5.1 Description and cvaluation

So far T have crncentrated ~n one nf the twn major
themes in Knvesi's mnral philnsophy, that the differences
between moral and othcr notinns, between moral and other
judgements, and between practiceal and therretical reason-
ing, are differenccs not ~f longic but of subject matter.
I turn now tn the nther majrr theme, his criticism of
the traditional distinction between description and

evaluation.

In the preface tn Moral Notinns Kovesi says that he

studied in Oxfrrd (vii); apart from his interest in and
nften oppositinon tn Hare, a major influence scens to

have been Austin. Kovesi has inherited Austin's distaste
for clear-cut dichotomies (Austin 1962a, 3-4), and in
particular that betwcen description and evaluation

(Austin 1962, 148). 1In ncither case however is the
distinction simply rcejccted. Austin's work can be
regarded as depicting the intertwining of fact and value
ar of description and evaluation, rather than discrediting
the distinctinn (see Cohen 1969, 441-444; Quine 1969, 90;
Strawson 1973, 66-68). Likecwise, Kovesi says not that
there is nn distinction bectween descriptinn and evaluation
but that the distinctinn has traditionally beon incorrect-

ly drawn.

Before attending t~ the detail I shall summarize
Kovesi's position. ZEarly in the bnok he says that the
difference between 'zonod' and terms like 'yellow' and
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'rectangular' is not the seme as that between description
and evaluction, for on the cne hand 'goond' is not a
typical evaluative torm and on the other hand colour
words and geometric terms are not typical descriptive
terms (1-2, 9). Evaluation, he says, 'is not an icing

on a cake of hard facts' (25): it is not the casec that
sn—callcd 'descriptive' statemcents state how things are
in the world whilec munral judgemcnts express our attitudes
tn that wenrld, foar meral judgements are nnt about that
world; neither is it the casc thet moral judgements
express nur attitudes, evaluations or whatever to or of
another wnrld, the world of our interpersonal life (148-
149). The prnper ficld of the activity of evaluation is
not that of nur moral life (149), for in it we are not
cvaluating: 'When onc mekes & moral decision one does

not choose the gnod instancc nf an act that falls under

2, certain description but works out the proper description
of the situation on the basis of the relevant facts, and
nnderstands the significance of the description' (157);
if the description involves moral notinns then evaluation
is redundant, while if it dnes nnt 1nvolve them then
evaluation is irrelevant (157-159). Thc activity of
moral evaluation, as nppeosed tn typical evaluation where
we pick out the gnnd or bad instances of what comes under
a certein dcscription, is carried out when we consider
and decide what i3 relevant to making 2 particular act
right or wrong (122). What Kovesi tries to show is that
'moral notinns do neot cvaluate thc world of descriptions
we evaluate that weorld by the help of descriptive notions.

Moral notions describe the world of evaluation' (161).

A crude exnmple: suppnse that we suspect that an act

was an act of murder. What we niust do is decide, on the
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basis ~f the cvidcnce, whether certain descriptions such
as 'killing', 'sanc' and 'intentional' apply and whether
certain others such os 'provoacation' and 'duress' do not.
On the basis of this wc evaluate the act, decide whether
it is right, wrong or indiffercnt, and if wrong, whether
it is very wrong or just a little. We can then describe
onr evaluatinn of the act with a moral term such as
'murder', 'killing' or 'tyrannicide'. This secems tn be
about what Kovesi has in mind when he says that our
moral nntions dn nnt evaluate the world of description
but describe the wonrld of cvalustion. Now some detail.

If the proper field of the activity of evaluation
is not that of our moral lifc, what is it? Two activities
which might appcar to be evaluation are dismissed by
Kovesi. The first of thesc 1is exenmplified as follows:
if, in response tn a claim like 'This is murder' we ask
for a description of what hns happened, we are not
contrasting description with evaluation; wec are asking
for the relevant facts, asking whether the matcerial
elcments which entitle us to usc the term 'nurder' are
present, asking far a substantiation of the original
descriptinn (149-151). Secennd, and similarly, it is not
the casc that when we say 'This is a table' we arc
describing while when we deliberate whether a particular
object is a table we arc evalusting; again we arc concern-—
ed only with the aucstinn of the proper description, for
which wc have to be in possession of the relevant facts
and of thc appropricte fermal element, and a decisinn is
called for, Kovesi says, in standard as well as borderline
cases, for a statement of the natecrial clements never
cntails a statecment of what a thing is (150-151; but see
2.6, above).
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Kovesi makes o related pnint cearlier. There is, and

indcecd mnst be, a comiinon descriptive clement, 'your
’ P y ¥

shutting the donr snnn', in the speech zcts in which I

command yeu tn shut thc dnor, or advisc y»u tn, or say

that
door

5-6) :

you nught tn, or predict that yoru will shut the
(his exanplc is the samc ns that in Pitcher 1964,

We mey call this the 'what' of these spcech acts,
since it tells us whet it is that we should or
shall do. The 'what' in ~ur examples s» far does
not tell us why we should do what we arc told to
do. %When wc are intcrested in the connection
between 'descrintion' and 'evaluzation', we are
interested prccisely in this gquestinn, namcly
whether wo can give reasons for saying that you
must or ought to do somecthing by rcfercnce to some
facts thet can be stated in 'descriptive statements!
Since as wc have scen in our examples, the 'what'--
the supposcd 'descriptive clement'--dnes not tell
us why we should dn what wc should do we may cone
ta tho wrong canclusion that no description can be
given as the rcasnn for doing something. 3ut the
'descriptive clement' dercs net give us the rceason
why we should do what wc are told to do--net because
it is a 'descriptive clement', but becausc it is
not the reclevant description we arc interested in.
The 'what' tells us only whnt we should do, and

the set of facts we should be interestcd in is the
sct that gives us the rcasons for doing what we are
told tn do. Exemples of this other set of facts
could be in this casc that there is a draught and I
have a cold or that there is noise and we want to
discuss something, or in the case of a moral judge-
ment, the fact thot there is a tetanus petient in a
hnspital rnom who shnould bc protected from noise.
Rnt in nonc of thesce casces does the 'what' tell us
why we should dn or say sconaihing, not even in the
casc nf predictinns, unless we are clairvoyant. (87)

This is very like what Strawson calls Austin's

'viewing with a fairly cnld e¢ve the notinn of the propo-

sitinnal abstraction' (Strawson 1973, 62), but Kovesi's

reason is not like thce relevant one given by Strawscen,
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"that just as the facts nt the case becar on the truth or
falsity »~f a constative, sn the facts nf the case bear

rm the warrantcdncss nr unwerrantedness nf an imperative'
(Strawsen 1973, 65: sco Austin 1962, 141, 144); Kovesi's
point is that the facts which are relcvant ton the truth
nf & constative arc not the same as thnse rclevant to

the warrantedness nf an imperative nr other performative
speech act with the samc 'descriptive content' (86-87).
In terms of the currcent 'is-ought' controversy, then,
Kovesi is in a way on the side of those who say that we
can nove from an 'is' tn an 'nught', but, and the proviso
is important, hc accuscs them nf concentrating on the
wrong fects; of coursc we cannot move from 'The cat is

on the mat' to 'The cat ought tn be nn the mat', but

this is 'nmot because onc is a "dcscriptive statement" and
the nther is an "nught judgement", but beciuse the fact
that the cat is on the mat is not a rcason for saying
that the cat ought to» be on the mat. If there are
reasnns for saying that the caet ought to be on the mat
they are a different sct ~f facts' (38).

So mmech frr unsucccssful candidates for the activity
nT cvaluatinn: 'Tho preoper ficld of the activity of
evalunation is not ... when we have tn decidc about
alternative descriptions but when wo have to decide
about thc aualities nf particulars falling under one and
the samc description. We always evaluate under a certain
description. We judgc srmcthing tn be a grnnd such and
such' (151). 1In this crnnection we are told to 'distin-
guish between the many particular instances of a thing
when these instances are particulars in the world of
space and time, and the many instances of higher nrder
notions when thesc instances are onther nntions. The
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proper field of cvaluatinn is the field nf particulars

in the world of snecc and time, and nnly in very theor-
eticnl discussinns d~ we occasinnally ecvaluate notinns

as instances of higher order notions. ... Only in theor-
etical discussinns would we say that tables and chairs
arc gond instanccs or cxamples of furniture' (156-157).
Also, for evaluntinn tn be possible, it must at least be
pnssible that therec be morc than one instance of a thing.
This is nnt because we nced severnl instances for compar-
ison, but because 'We can evaluate something as an x only
when X tells us what the thing is supposed t~ be, and,
this can be done nnly by a description. Descriptinns,
unlike proper names, can provide standards. It is sig-
nificant the nhilosophers who claim that in the wnorld
there is no value attenpt to "describe" that wrrld by a
process more akin tn naming than describing. The
dichotomy between descrintinn and cvaluation should be
called the dichotomy between naming and evaluation' (156).

These ere the conditions under which evaluation is
possible. But if the so-callcd 'dichotomy between
description and cvaluation' as traditionally drawn is a
phil~sonhers' mvth, what is the c~nnection between these
two activities? Kovesi's answer is that 'there is a
closc logical conncctinn between description and the
cvaluation of particulars falling under the description.
The formal elemcnt of a notion determines what are the
relcvant qualities falling under a description, and we
judge particulars tn be grod or bad by refcrence tn their
aualities relevant t» the description, so it follows
that the formal clement of a noticn is lngically connected
tn the evaluatinn of particulars' (154; sce 2.6, above).

The samc pnint is made earlicr, when Kovesi says that
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argument 4 tics evaluative judgements tn factual consid-
crations, becausc if wc judge one thing t7 be gond then
unless we can point to o relevant difference which
entitles us tn judgce another object differcntly we must
judge the other tn be gord also (29). Of course it is
the f~rrmal element that tclls us which differences are
relevent and entitle us tn say that the other nbject is

nnt gond.

It might et this stagec bo thought that if what
Knvesl says is correct we should be able to list such
relevant fects, t» give 2 1list of 'gord-making' charac-
teristics for each formal clement, or, rather, for the
farmal clement of each nntion which can be modified by
gnnd'., The formal clcment of 'table', for example,
should tell us what characteristics arc relevant to some-
thing's goodness as a tablc, and so we should be able to.
agree non and list these. Likewisc not only for knives,
chairs and so on but alsc for theatrical performances
and beverages. Yet it is true to say that we do not
always agree, cven when we can think of candidates.

Were I to reply on Kovesi's behalf, an obvious first move
would be tn recall that the formal clement ~f a notinn is
difficult to specify. Thus one rcasnn why we might fail
ta agreec to a list of 'good-making'! characteristics could
be that we hed failed tn find even a list of candidates.

This would not cover the frecuent cases where we
have candidates all right, but each of us has his cwn.
Far onc of us a painting should be¢ representatinnal, for
another abstroct, for onc it should be vividly csaloured,
for another subdued, and so nn. Of what help is attending
t~r the formal element nf the notinn of a painting in
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rcsnlving such disputes? The obvinous move open to
Kovesi hcre is tn say that in such casces there is not
just onc formal clement, that different pcople have
rather diffcrent nntirns of a painting, thcatrical per-
formance nr beverage, or at lecast regard different parts
nf the formal clement as being central. This does not
endanger the public nature nf languagce. Penple do not
neced t~» have the sanc nntions, in the appropriate scnse
of 'have', to understand cach other. It is nont a
condition nf putting yourself in snmcone else's shoes
that the feet be the samc size (see 5.2, bclow). DNote
tno that disagrecnmcnts as to what is a gnod instance
need not he accompanicd by disagrecements as tn what is
an instancc at all. In those cascs where 'gnnd' can
properly modify a term, theo formal element's function of
providing a standard can be thought of this way: of all
the consideratinns which are reclevant to whether the
torma applies, some are rcgarded as being more central or
important than nthers (see 1.2, above; cf. Wittgenstein
1964, pgh 74). If all of thc important ones are met by
somcthing it will be a superiative instance, if mnst of
them are, a gnnd instance, and 8o on. But disagreement
as to which consideratinns arc most important can be
quitc independent nf disagreement as tn which are relevant
at all.

As I heve said, Xovesi maintaing that the proper
ficld ~f evaluation is that of particulars in space and
time, that we always cvaluate those under a certain
description, judging them te bec a good such and such, ~nd
that in this wc are assisted by the formal element »~f the
nntion of a such and such. The last point is put differ-

ently when he says:
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Thc evaluatinon of particulnrs is pnssible not
because we valuc s~mathing in sn far as it falls
undcr a decscriptiosn but because thce descripticn
functions like a standard t~» which particulars
approrximate. We saw in thce first chapter that no
term can be rcduced t~ a statenent of, or an enumcr-
2tinn of, its material elemcnts. This alsn means
that wi can nover cquate or identify what we say a
thing is with any of its instances nr examples, and
that all observable varticulars arc instances or
cxamples of what they are. I am clciming that
apart from such exccptinnal cases like the standard
metre in Paris, therc are no paradigm prrticulars,
but rather that, as a suprosed paradigm case wonald
serve as a standard for other particulars, our
nntions of things scrve as standards for all the
respective particulars that cormc under them. The
varinus particulars cexemplify morc nr less what
they are supposed tn be under a ccrtain description.
It is by virtue of this fact that we can evaluatc
them. (155)

The claim herc zabout paradigm cases connects with
one of Kovesi's rcemarks nn Aristotlc, whom he thinks to
be cnrrect in saying that the meaning of 'gord! is tn be
explained by analogy, but mistaken in thinking this to
be a rcfutatinn of rather then an elucidation of Plato's
views (Nicomachean Ethics 1096b); for what the Greck

means is, accrrding tn Kovesi, that to find out what we

mean by saying thot s~mething is gond we do not judge by
analngy with a p=radign case but consider what is common,
for examplc, tr sight being in the bndy and intelligence
being in tho mind (32-33). The standard is not, as it
were, cxternal tn our nntions. What is common is t2 be
found within them, in the nceds and interests incorporated
in their formal elemcnts. Indeed, even a2 so-called para-
digm particular could not functimn as & standard indepen-
dently of nntions. For example, thce standard metre in
Paris is e piece of platinum which, in itself, is of no

use t2 us in mcasurement, for ton usc it we must know to
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attend tn its length rathor than its mass ~r colour or
its potential a&s a wcapon. We nced, that is, nont only
the standard metrc, but also the notirn nf length.

Recall Kovesi's carly claim that the prominence »f
the frrmal element of a notinn varices directly with the
number nf ways we can cxemplify a thing, and that some-
thing can be gnod in s» many 'cmpirical' ways that one
is inclined t~ say thet 'gond' is just a farmal element
(35). Recall alsn that, nn differcnt grounds, I did not
share Xovesi's inclination (sce 1.4, above). Nor was I
happy with his applicati-n ~f argument A, but I argued
that apparent counter-examples cnruld be accommodated by
allowing relatinns as well as nne-place predicates as
material clements (sce 2.5, abave). There are good
rcasons for saying that 'gond' is not a one-place predi-
cate. For example, to cxplain the saying that a bird in
the hand is worth, ~r is as gond as, twe in the bush, we
must do two things: specify the description under which
the birds are being cvaluated ('as a meal'), and explain
how a bird's 1lncation is rclevent to its eveluation
nnder this description. Whether a bird is gond as a
meal depends not nnly -n such one-place predicates as
its size, weight and texture but also on the relation
between its 1lncatinn and that of the consumer, for if it
is ton far away it is no good as a meal. Of course to
substantiate the genceral clnim that 'gnnd' is not a
onc-place predicate wrould require more than one examples
I shnuld have ton exaninc other descriptions under which
things can be evaluated, along with other uses of 'gond'.
Fortunately this work has alrcady been done, for my claim
that 'grnd' is nnt a nnc-place prcdicate is couivalent to
the claim that 'gned' is a syncategorem, or that it is
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attributive, which have bcen plausibly argued elsewhere
(sce Katz 1966, 288-317; Geach 1956).

Although the standard expressinrn used in the evalu-
ation nf particulars is 'a gnod such and such', this is
not the sole expression thus employed; 'Other construct-
inns and pkrascs nusing the word "gond" fall intn the
pattern of "a good snch and such" with one notable excent-
ion, when "gnnd to ..." 1is used meaning good towards and
not gond with an infinitive. In this case we are not
saving that somenne or something is a gnnd instance of a
such and such but are telking about human reletionships
that can bring us back to the field of morals' (151-152).
The other constructions Kovesi mentions are as follows:

We do not use the phrase 'good for' when the
object is for what we would want tn judge it good
for. We do not say that telephones arc good for
ringing up people ... We can say however that tele-
phones are good for, say, keeping the dnor open.

We use the phrase 'grod for' when we use something
for what it is not for, when we want to evaluate
soncthing under a different description, e.g. in
this case good as a doorstop. The phrase 'gond as'
should be followed by a descriptinn, and the phrase
indicates under what description we are evaluating
something. Sometimes nn single term exists for a
ncew description and this may obscure the fact that
all these phrases conform to the pattern nf 'a good
such and such'. To evaluate skills we use the
phrase 'gnod at'. ... 'Good to ...' when it is
follrwcd by a verb, f2lls intn the sane pattern:
what is good to eat is good as food or as nourish-
nent. (152)

All this is essentially correct, although usage is
not quite so uniform as Kovesi supposes. We dn, for
exanple, say not only that aspirin is gnod as medicine
but also that it is good for relieving pain, and if what

Kovesi says about 'good for ...' were always true then we
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should nnt say the letter, sincz relieving pain is just
what cspirin is frr. RBut this is a minor matter. The
important and undisputed point is that we always evalu-
ate particulars under a certain description, and that
the expressinns 'a good ...', 'good as ...', 'good feor
ves'y 'gond at ...', and 'goed to ...' followed by a

verb, are used in this activity.

5.2 Complete terms and evaluaticn

Sonc other uses of 'gond' are quite different, being
conccrned not with the evaluation of particulars but with
certein lngical features of our notinns. OConsider the
'savingdeceit! example: it is not always wrong to 1lic,
but by forming the notinn of savingdeceit we exclude
those cases that arec not wreng; we can then say that
lying is always wrnng, or simply that lying is wrnng,
and that savingdeceit is right or good (106-108); we have
turned the nntion of lying into a completc noral notion.
But, as Kovesi says, 'we have not made lying any worse
than it was before, nor would an act of lving be any
better if in the absence of these refinements of language
we could only say that lying was sometimes wrong' (121).
This last voint is most important. Tn say that something
is always wrong nr always good is not to say anything
about how wrong or gnod it is, but is to say snmething
about the notion rather than what it denotes. 1In a
dispute as to whether, say, lying is always wrong, we
should not attcnd to how wrrng the varincus instances of
lying are, but to whether the notinn of lying is formed
so as tn exclude all the instances of saying what is nct
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the case which we regard as n.t being wrong.

Knvesi gnes on tn state his claims gencrally:

Let us say that a, b, ¢, 4, are instances of
an act X. If a and b are good while ¢ and d arc
bad we can say that X is snretimes good. IT by the
hele of two new terms we scparated the first two by
calling them Z while we call the second two Y, then
we cnruld say that 2 is always good. 3But just because
Z is always good, 1f we did Z we wonld not be per-
Torning a better act than if we did X when it was
gnnd t~ do it, for in both cases we would be doing
a or b. Nor would we be any less culpable nf doing
cither c or d if we did them under the description
of X just because X is sometimes grod. (122)

Like 'always wrong', thc expression ‘always good' tells
us somecthing about the term to which it is applied, and
only sccondarily about the merits of the particular
things, acts nr situationg to which the term applies.
Certainly they nmust all be gnod, but how goond they arec
is beside the point.

There =ire, howevcr, differences bctwecn particular
things and acts; 'To make a particular thing which is
sometimes good intn one which is always gond we have teo
use A screwdriver or some other means in nrder to effect
changes in it. ™o meke an act which is sometimes good
intn onc which is always grond we do not exert some special
effort in the pcerformance of the act to make it betters
instead, wc have to spccify the circumstances under which
the act would be gond, or prnvide the relevant facts
that were nissing from the description and without which
we could not judge it to be always gnod' (125). For
excemple in the 'savirgdeceit' story, by further specify-
ing the relevant facts we mnde lying always wrong (121).

Kovesi considers the possiblce objectinn that we can
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never succced in specifying the relevant facts sufficiently
to make an act always good (125). First, he says that our
task 1s cased by the fact that, of the infinite number of
facts one could mentinn in connectinrn with anything, nnly
facts which can make a diffcrencce to the situation arc
relevant; therc is a limited number of types or categories
of facts, and whols catcgories can be ruled out as being
irrelevant (126). Presumably by 'limitcd' he mcans
'"finite', for he gives nc argument to show that there are
no more tham, say, sevcentecn, or seventeen thousand,
categnries of facts. And, as finite numbers can be large
(in mathematicians' lanznagc, without limit), this move
hardly solves the practical problem on hand. Of course
Kovesi might believe that we can enumerate some finite
list of all the catecgrries ~f facts and show that there
arc no nore, but he ncither says nor cstablishes this.
Indced, he does not seem to realize that a snlution to

his problem regquires nnt that we know that the number »f
categorices of facts is limited but that we know what the
limit is, and theat it be reclatively smell. Knowledge of
the first sort allnws that therc be categories of facts

other than thnse on our list.

What we arc ~2iming at, of course, when we arc trying
tn specify the rclevant facts snfficiently to make an
act always good, 1is a completc term, for such a term
specifies something about the relevant facts in all the
pessible fields; the only relevant facts arc those that
will affect the proper use of the term (127). If we have
a complete moral tcrm, the type of =mct tn which it refers
will be always good (nr bad). The problem then is how to
arrive at such a term. Kovesi's methnd will not necess-

arily work, and cruld necver be shown to have worked, and
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if it does not work the only approach would seem to be
to deem a certain term to be complete. Three problems
arise here. The first is that if we start off without a
comnlete term and somehow arrive at one, the new term
will not refer to precisely the same particulars as were
referred to by the original one. This being so, it will
not be strictly correct tn say that we have made an

act always good or alwawvs bad, always right or always
wrong. Jn the 'savingdeceit' example, the reference of
'lying' changes, and so the act which is always wrong at
the end of the process is not the same as that which was

only sometimes wrong at the beginning.

An apparently more serious problem is that making a
notion complete in a way fossilizes it (cf. Wittgenstein
1969, pghs 656-657). Consider the 'savingdeceit! story
once more, where Kovesi says that by further specifying
the relevant facts we made lying always wrong. Now to
be ouite sure that we will not come up with another class
of acts, like acts of lying but not acts of savingdeceit,
which we will not want to say are wrong, we must rule
out the possibility by fiat. We must stipulate that
lying is always wrong (cf. 4.4, above). This, as it
were, fixes or fossilizes the notion of lying; it is no
longer so free to change as our needs and interests
change. Of course this resistance to change is not
anbsolute. Certainly, if 'lying' becomes a complete term
we can apply it to and only to acts which we regard as
wrong, but we are still free to change our minds as to
what facts are relevant to the rightness or wrongness of
the uttering of falsehoods. We could come to regard as
relevant facts from fields hitherto considered irrelevant,
and vice versa. And Kovesi could agree with all of this.
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After all, he is simply peinting out that 'always good'

etc. tell us about the logic of the terms to which they

apnly rather than the merits of their instances. In no

way 1s he advocating the use of complete terms; rather,

he is at vains to point out the nhilosophical dangers of
attending unduly to these terms (142-143).

The third problem is logical. KXovesi's views on
the expressions 'alwavs good' and 'always wrong' seem to
imply that these expressions can apply only to complete
terms. Is this so? JTf someone disputes a claim that a
certain type of act (S) is always wrong, is the only
correct way of settling the dispute to determine whether
the term 'S' is complete, formed completely from the
point of view of the wrongness of the act? Certainly
this wonld sometimes bhe the correct coursc, say if the
term were 'murder', but is this always so? For example,
pneople disagree as to whether masturbation is always
wrong. Some hold that it is prohibited by Holy Writ,
and others hnld that this, even if true, is not relevant
to whetrer it is right or wrong. Now one possibility is
that the disputants have rather different notions of
masturbation, or regard different parts of its formal
element as being central, so that one thinks that it is
a comnlete moral notion while the other does not. If
this is not so, then one of the disputants is contradict-
ing himself when he says that masturbation is (or is not)
always wrong, or else 'always wrong' can be anplied to
terms which are not complete. These are the logical
possibilities. ¥ach of them presupposes that such dis-
putes can be settled, be they verbal or not. On this
auestion Kovesi dces not commit himself, but I am inclined
to say that in one sense the disputes, if verbal, can be
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settled, while in another they cannot. The sense in
which verbal disputes can be settled is that in which we
can come to understand each others' notions without in
fact having the needs etc. incorporated in their formal
elements. The sense in which it may be impossible to
settle them is that in which we cannot always have, as
opposed to understand, cecach others' notions. No one can
in fact have all of the nceds and interests incorporated
into the formal elements of all notions, but there is no
logical bar to knowing what it would be to have any of
them.

Kovesi considers three classes of use of 'good':
'a good such and such', 'good as ...', 'good at ...',
'good for ...', and 'good to ...' followed by a verb,
are used when we evaluate particulars under a decscript-
ion; 'always good' and 'sometimes good' tell us about the
logic of the terms to which they apply rather than about
the merits of the particulars to which these latter terms
apply. The third class is, 'unconditionally good',
'good in itself' and 'good without qualification', which,
along with 'always good', arc contrasted with the
expression 'highest good', as follows: despite many
philosophers' beliefs tn thec contrary, the judgements
that a certain act is always good, or good in itself,
or good without gnalification, or unconditionally good,
do not imply that the act is the highest good. 1In
prenaration for this, Kovesi makes some remarks about

particular acts.

The first of these I have already mentioned. An
instance of an act which is always good need not be
better than a good instance of an act which is only
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sometimes good: 'An act of sayving something that is not
the case with the intention to deceive, when it 1is
good,--1if for instance it saves your brother from a
maniac--may be much better than an act which is always
good, like consoling a distressed child' (123). The
samc of course anplies to people. The little girl with
the 1little curl, in the nursery rhyme, was by no mcans
always good, but when she was good she was very very
goods; another little girl might be good always but never
as good as she, at hcr best. In this respect judgements
about human acts are unlike judgements about particular
things. For example, a motor car which is always good is
better than one which is only sometimes gcod, and there
must be something wrong with a particular thing if it is
only sometimes gnod. But in the case of acts, one which
is always good need be no hctter than one which is only
sometimes gnod, and we cannot even talk of particular
acts as being sometimes gnod or right (124-125). This
he says is because 'Human acts are not identifiable
narticulars in the way in which animals and marbles

are' (123).

Infortunately Kevesi does nnt say why this is so.
A reason which is consistent with what he says is that
animals and marbles arec persisting objects in the world
of space and time whereas particular human acts are
events. Onr methods of identifying objects and events
differ. Wnen we say that a particular object is some-
times good we are thinking in terms of duration, just as
when we say that the weather in Wellington is sometimes
good. MNow we might say the same of a particular event;
we might say that our holiday was sometimes good but
mostly not, meaning, as with the car or the weather, that
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it was gond some of tha time. We just could not mean in
cither case that some but not all of the instances are

or were good, for we are talking about a particular.

The distincticn which matters for Kovesi's argument
is not that betwecn human acts and particular things,
however this may be spelled out, but that between classes
and individuals. The claim that something which is
always gnod need not be better than something which is
only sometimes gnod arwplies to all classes: for example,
Peugeots are (almost) always good and Jasuars are often
no good at all, but a good Jaguar is better than any
Peugeot. In fact, the claim involving 'good' is but an
instance of a more general truth. Another instance is
this: rubies are always red, but it does not follow that

they are any redder than roses, which arc only 'sometimes’

red.

Kovesi makes the same claim about the expressions
'good in itself', 'gnod without oualification' and
'nnconditionally gonod'. %e must not, he says, yield to
the temptation of thinking that what is unconditionally
good 1s the conditinn of, and thus better than, other
goods. As with 'always gond', it is to complete terms
that 'good in itself', 'good without gqualification' and
'nnconditinnally good' apply. These phrases do not
express an extra evaluation of particular things or acts,
but tell us that the terms to which they apply are formed
completely from the point of view of goodness (134-135):
'an act specified by a complete term can be said to be
good in itself. It is good in itself because all that
we need to know in order to judge it good is incorporated
in the term that specifies that act in question. The



197

sam~ 1s true about "good without cualification" and
"unconditionally gnod". ‘'l have tn give further quali-
fications to an incomnlnte descrivtion or specify certain
conditions in order t» be able to judge these acts always
good. Once these gualifications and/or conditions are
incorporated in a term then an act referred to by that
term can be said t2 be goed without qualification or
unconditinnally good' (135). The conclusion, then, is
the same as in the case of 'always good': 'We have seen,
however, that an act which 1s describable by a complete
term may not be as good as an act whose description
reanires a host of oualifications. So these judgements
are noct about the merits or value of our acts but about
the logical features of the terms that we use in talking
about our acts' (135-136).

Many philosophers, Kovesi says, have tried to find
& highest good, and scme of these, including Moore and
Kant and, in Aristotle's mistaken opinion, Plato (136-
142), have thought they have found this in what is always
good, good without qualification, good in itself, or
unconditionally goond, thinking that these must be better
than what is not always good, good only with certain
qualifications, not grnd in itself, or not unconditionally
good; 'Somecne may go even further than saying that these
acts are bectter, and claim that an act or state of affairs
which can be descripbed by these tecrms must be the highest
good or one of the highest goods. Indeed, if somecone
were to look for a highest good he would not settle for
anything less than what can be described in these terms,
and once he found such a thing, surely, he may think, he
mast have fonind the highest good. It may even be assumed
that we could find the foundations of morality this
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way, for what is unconditionally gonod must surely be the
condition of all other goods' (134-135). Kovesi's argu-
ment, that the difference between that which is always
good and that which is sometimes good, and likewise for
'good in itself', 'good without aualification' and
'unconditionally gocd', 1s not one of degree of value or
merit but degrce of specification (136), thwarts all such
attempts to find a highest good.

5.3 Evaluation and valuing

Kovesi warns us not to confuse the evaluation of
particulars under a description with valuing things for
wh:t they are, but before examining this distinction, I
wish to consider some rather obscure remarks he makes
about value: 'In an important sense, in the world therec
is no value and there arc nc marders, tablcs, houses,
accidents or inadvertent acts. But our language is not
about that world in which there is no value or no tables,
houses, accidents or inadvertent aets. That world, the
world of raw data, cannot be described for the sense of
that world also lies outside it and the very descrip-
tion of it, likewise, lies outside it. Thereof one
really cannot speak' (19; cf. Wittgenstein 1922, 6.41, 7).
He goes on to say that the nearest analogy in our language
to words which would mirror the world of data are colour
words. Mayo comments that he seems deliberately to
ignorc the question whether there are any otter words
which do this (Mayc 1969, 287). Certainly he does ignore
the guestion, but even if he does so deliberately, the
move is deofensible, on the grounds that, cn the one hand,
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colour words arc said to be but an analogy to words which
would mirror the world of data (and if my criticisms are
in order, the analogy is not so closc as Kovesi thinks),
and on the other hand, the everyday activities of
description and evaluation are not conccecrned with that

world.

In contrast with the world of raw data is the world
we can and do describe, the world in which there is value
and which is populated with murders, houses and accidents
as well as colours. Not nnly is this latter world the
only world in which there is wvalue; it is the only world
whose contents can be evaluated, for to evaluate something
we must know what it is supposed to be, and only descrip-
tions can do this. 'Descriptions, unlike proper names,
can provide standards. It is significant the philosophers
who claim that in ths world there is no value attempt to
"describe" that world by a process more akin to naming
than describing' (156). These same philosophers, Kovesi

complains,

succeed in their various ways in distilling all
value from our ordinary life and language, lcaving
them empty of value, concentrating it into a ‘'purely
evaluative element'. TFor an intuitionist like
Prichard the consideration of facts is not a moral
activity but is 1like any other empirical consider-
ation: the moral act is the sct of intuition. The
positivists only substitute an expression of attitude
towards, in place of an intuition about, something
which they think can be empirically ascertained. In
other systems the 'purely descriptive' statement of
our acts takes either the form of a minor premiss
with which our obligation is deductively connected
via a major premiss, or the form of a causal state-
ment with which our obligation is causally connected
via a highest gnod. The existentialists are no
exception and provide another variation of this
pattern. Their world is without values and the
nurcly cvaluative element is there in the claim
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that we create values by our decisions. We have
sccn that what is created in these situations is
that formal clcment in the absence of which there
could not be a complete moral term. (142-143)

Kovesi draws the distinction between valuing and

the eveluation of particulars as follows:

Onec way of making the distinction is to say that we
can avaluate particulars as gnnd or bad instances

nf a such and such, but then we also value or detest,
seek or avoid or are indifferent to things in so far
as they are such and such. ... In cases where we
value or detest something in so far as it is a such
and such we do so bccause we formed the notion of a
such and such from the appropriate point of view.

We form notions from other points of view than those
nf valuing or detesting, secking or avoiding certain
things but my observation applies generally. In
cascs where we ore indifferent to things in so far
as they fall undor a certain description we heve no
reason tn value or avoid them under that description,
otherwise w2 would have formed different notinons of

them., (153)
In this passage there are several related claims. One of
them may bec expressed by saying that we evaluate particu-
lars (under a descrintion) whereas we value classes.
This is true (and realizing thav it is true casts light
on the Analysis decbate of Gcach 1956, Hare 1957, and
Duncan-Jones 1966), but some details of what Kovesi says

about the latter activity reauire clarification.

Consider first the clain that in cases where we arec
indifferent to things insofar as they fall under a certain
description, or belong to a certain class, we have no
rezson to value or aveoid them under that description.

This does not mean that there is no reason for doing so.
For examplc, many of us are quite indifferent to butter
insofar as it falls under the dcscription 'saturated

hydrocarbon' and yet there is a2 good reason to avoid it.
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And if, as a result of the combincd efforts of medical
researchers and public health publicity agencies, we
come to recognize that there is reason to avoid it, our
notion of butter could change; another point of view
conld enter into its formation. This connects with
Kovesi's next point, thcet if we had rcason to value or
avoid, or, as I prefer to say, were awarec of a reason to
value or avoid something insofar as it falls under a
certain description, we would havc formed a different
notion ahout it. Certeinly we could have done so, but
to say that we would have presupposes that we are,
collectively, auite rational, and in varticular that we
form our nctions from all known relevant points of view,
There is strong evidence in favour of saying that such a
view is unduly ontimistic. For example, it is well-nigh
universally agreed that we have good reason to avoid
smoking cigarettes, yet cur notion nof smoking them is

only starting to take account of this.

As is sn often the case with Kovesi, some care is
needed in working out prccisely what relationships he
claims do hold. Concerning the relationship between
our valuing somecthing because it is a such and such and
whether the notion of a such and such is formed from the
point of view of valuing, Kovesi says both that we do
the first because of thec seeond and that if we do the
first then we will have done the second (153). The
relationship then is twe-way; to value something insofar
as it is a such and such is to form the notinn of a such
and such from the point of view of valuing. If this is
so then it is impossible to value something insofar as
it is a such and such without the notion of a such and
such being formecd from the point of view of valuing.
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Mow, 1if we all have the same nntinns and agrce about
what are their instances, it would follow that it could
not oc the case that some peonle would value something
insofar as it is a such and such while others would not
(my carlicr vpoint about disagrecing as to the good
instances does not affect this; see 5.1, above). In the
language of classes, this is to say that if we all have
the same notions, and agrce that a particular thing is

a mcmber of a certain class, then either all of us or
none of us must value it. But it appears that what this
argument rules out does occur, so the premisses must be

examined.

First, then, nmust we agrece of a particular thing
whether it is a member of a certain class? In other
words, must we agrce as to whether a particular thing is
an instance of a certain notion? In saying that the
formal element of a notinon enables us to follow a rule
for the use of its term, Xovesi secms to say that if we
all understand the notion wc must agrec what are its
instances. But we do nnt always agrec. How then are we
to decide who 1is correct? The recasoning employed here
is analogical rather than deductive, but would he say
that analogical reasoning, like deductive, must be either
corrcct or incorrect, or would he say that it admits of
degrecea? We do have agrecd criteria for the correctness
of many sorts of deductive argument, but not for analogi-
cal argumcnts, and even if unlike deductive arguments
they admit of degrees of correctness, it would be a
misuse of the word 'argument' to say that two gnod or
satisfactory anelogical arguments could lecad from shared
premisses to incompatible conclusions. It is precisely

because they allow this that Kovesi objects to what he
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understands to bc Wittgenstein's 'family rescmblance'!
arguments (223 sece 2.3, above). Thus, although it is
not clear what Kevesi's view is, thec most plausible
interpretation is that he would not allow outright dis-
agrcement as to whether a particular thing is an instance
nf a certain notion. To admit this would rob his talk
of formal elements of much of its value. Insofar as we
do disagrcc as to whether something is an instance we do
not have exactly the same notions, or at least do not
regard the same parts of thcir formal elcments as being
central (assuming, that is, that no straightout mistakes
have been made, such as econfusing halliards with sheets
or believing that all birds can fly). Thus one of the
ways in which he might have allowed that some but not
all people could value something insofar as it is a

such and such, 1is apparcntly not open.

It seems, then, that he would have to accept my
claim that wc can understand each other without having
exactly the same notinns (sce 5.3, 2bove). At first
sight this might seem an unlikely admission; Kovesi says
that our notirns must be nublic, being formed from the
point of view of anynne, and this is surely correct.

The necds and intcrests which our notinns incorporate

must be those of anyone. Jut he is at pains to point out
that they do not have to be these of everyone. Whether
all people in fact share a certain need or interest is
beside the noint; the point is whether, in the formation

of the notion, the possibility of any person's not having
that need or interest is ruled out as a matter of logic.

It is only if we do this that a notion incorporating that
need or interest will be bharred from entering our language.
Thus, we do not 21l have to have thc same notions. Take
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for examplc the word 'preycr'. There arc theose who need
(or at least say they nccd) tn believe that there is at
least one intelligent being whn is net a human being and
with whom communication is possible, and there are those
who do not need (nr at least say thev do not need) to
believe this. The term 'prayer' is used by some members
nof the first group t» refer to an activity which they
belicve to be that of communicating with such a being,
and is used by some memhers of thc second group to refer
to an activity which they believe to be not that of
communicating with such a being but that of falsely
believing oneself to bec doing so. Between these extremes
there is a host of intermecdiate beliefs. Now it is quite
plausible to say that the two groups have different
notions of praycr, and this is quite consistent with

what Kovesi says. Anyonc can understand both notions,
for each is formed from the point of view of anyone
(though not everyone). TFor cach person, it is possible
tn have cither or ncither of the beliefs mentioned, and
it is a matter of fact, not logic, that some have one,

some the other, and some neither.

Much thc same holds for Wittgenstein's remarks
about forms of life. First, although the exact relations
arc not made clear, f~rms of life are meant somehow to
entcr into or determine our noticns. Given this, and
the claim that they are given, or have to be accepted
(Wittgenstein 1958, p. 226), we might suppose that they
have tn be the same for cveryone, or at least for all
speakers of a languagc. This is reinforced by his carlier
remark that, although we nced not agree in our opinions,
we must agrce in forms of lifc (pgh 241). Now it is hard
to tell what he means hecre, and in particular, whether he
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is saying that we¢ cannot -inderstand each other unless we
have the same notions. He goes on to say that we must
agrec 'mot only in definitions but also (Qqueer as this
may sound) in judgements' (pgh 242), which looks like a
straightout contradiction of the former rcmark. Stroud,
though, maintains that this agrcement in judgements is
not 'unanimous acceptance of a particular truth or set
of truths', but is 'the universal accord of human beings
in bchaving in certain ways--those "natural reactions"
which we all share' (Stroud 1965, 516).

This interpretation removes the apparent inconsis-
tency, but still scems to imply that the users of a
language must have the samec notions. But why is it
necessary tn say that they all share certain 'natural
reactions'? In Wittgenstein's own terms, would family
resemblances not sufficc? If overlapping sets of simi-
larities between our 'natural rcactions' would permit
understanding, then there necd be no universal agreement
in any particular form of life, among the users of a
languagc. Of coursc this would not appeal to Kovesi,
who rejects family resemblances. 1 think the proper
move hare is te note that what is natural need not be
universal. Certainly, as Stroud says, forms of 1life are
natural, but although they have to be the sort ~f thing
nr activity that is recognizably human, it does not
follow that they must be shared or ecngaged in by all the
speakers nf a language. In a particular casc, a speaker
could know what it would be tn cngagc in a form of 1life
without ever doing so (cf. 5.2, above). What I am trying
to give is an interpretation of Wittgenstein much the
same as that of Rhees, who says tuat the agreement is
not in reactions but 'has to do rather with what is taken
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tn make sense, or with what can be understood: with what
it is possible tr say tn nenple: with what anyone who
speaks tre language might try to say' (Rhees 1959, 186).
If this is what Wittgenstein has in mind, his view is

almost exactly the same as Kovesi's.

Still, it is largecly a matter of taste whether we
describe the outcome of the 'prayer' example as a case
of different groups having different notions of prayer
or as a casec of there being two or more different notions
nf prayer which we all sharc. The former relates primar-
ily to our beliefs, the latter to our understanding.
As far as the argument about values is concerned, it is
our beliefs that matter most; in this semnse Kovesi's
views on the public nature of language allow that we
need not all have the same notions in order tn understand
each other, and thus he can avoid the false cnnclusion
that we must agree as to the value of something insofar

as 1t is a such and such.

However, in a case where we do not agree as to the
value of something insofar as it is a such and such and
have different nntinns nf a such and such, there is a
strong temntation to say that we are not disagreceing as
to the value of one and the same thing (cf. the argument
about making terms complcte in 5.2, above). In the
"'prayer' example, somc 2f us value prayer and some 4o
not, but is what is valued by thnse of us who do value
prayer the same as what is not valued by those of us who
do not? This looks like a casc of using onc word to
describe two rather different activities: that of truly
believing oncsclf tn be communicating with an intelligent
non-human being and that of falsely believing this. If
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we admit, then, that we do not all have precisely the
same notions, we could say that what we have called
disagreements as tn the values of things are a case of
disagreeing as to whether a term has instances (ef. 2.1,

above) .

Recall now that Kovesi distinguishes between a
world of 'raw data', about which ex hypothesi there can
be nn disagrecment because we cannot speak about it, and
the world in which there is value, which is the world we
talk about and abhout which all our notions are, from
various points of view, formed (19). Disagrcements as
to whether a notinn has instances, as to what there is,
can be concerned solely with the latter world. But why
say that there is just onc such world, over whose contents
we may disagree, rather than that there are or at least
can be many such worlds? Why not say that corresponding
tn each possible sct of notinns there is such a possible
world, and that, insnfar as wa dn not all have precisely
the same notions, we do not 'live' in precisely the same
waorld? Such talk dnes not bring up thc spectre of
logical privacy, of course, for on the one hand it is a
matter of fact only that a person has a certain set of
notions (or 'lives' in one world rather than another),
and on the other hand we could not as a matter of logic
admit a set of neotions if there were any logical restrict-

inns on who could understand thcm.

Much the same can be said in terms of forms of life,
if we ignore the difficulties in individuating them, for
these 'pnssible worlds' can be thought of as sets of
farms nf life. I heave distinguishcd between having a

notion, in the sense of having the needs etc. incorporated
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in its formal clcment and sceing the point in bringing
together the instances as c¢xamples ~f the same thing,
and understanding the notion, in the scense of knowing
what would count as having thosc needs ctc. and sceing
that there could be point in bringing the instances
together. Likewisc, there is a distinction between
understanding a form of life and engaging in it, and
just as a parson can understand a notion without having
it in the seunsce specified, he can understand a form of
life without engaging in it. The world he 'lives' in
will be constituted by the forms of 1lifc in which he is
from timec to time engaged, but it dres not follow that
we all 'live' in the same world, nor does it follow that
worlds in which we do not 'live'! are beyond our ken.
And if this is so, Winch's thesis that the standards of
rationality of a form of life cannnt be assessed from
without (Winch 1958 and 1964) scems untenable.

5.4 The moral point onf view

On+ ~f Kovesi's central theses is that the move we
make from material cecleoments to what we judge a thing or
act to be, for example a table or a murdcr, is not a
move from description ton evaluation, even in cases like
the latter. We describ~ thc features of the world for
different purpnses, and thc contrast which is of import-
ance is not thet between description and evaluation but
that betwcen describing from the moral ponint of view and
from nther points of view (63). Moral nntinns are those
which rre formed from thc moral point ~f view (157);
complete moral notinns arc those frrmed completely from
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the moral voint ~f view (109). But to say that the
differcence between moral and other nntinns is that moral
notinns are nnt nnly formcd by cursclves but are also
about nursclves insofar as we are rational beings is not
sufficient, f~»r so arc some non-mnral notions, such as
'clever', 'consistent' and 'learned'. TFully to explain
the difference between moral and other notions, which is
not a lngical differcnce, would recuire zn investigation
of the differcnce between thc moral point of view and
others, and such an investigation, Kovesi says, is not
his cencern (147). H~wever, although it would require a
work on a scale more ambitinus that Kovesi's and this,
his talk about notions foarmed about onrsclves insofar as
we are rational beings suggests an outline for such an

investigatinn.

Consider first a context within which we use the
expression 'point of view'. When discussing, for
cxample, where to route a new highway, we might say that
a, certain route would be fine from the farmers® point of
view, giving them quick and easy access to a port, but,
being more expensive than the alternative, not so good
from thc point o~f view of the funding body. We could
scek expert advice to find out just how gecd a route is
from variocrus points »~f view. Assessing it from ve&rious
noints of view is the same as evaluating it under various
descriptions: as an intecr-city highway, as an investment
of public funds, &s a picce of long-term military
strategy, and sn» on. This 1is very like saying that to
look at a problem from a certain noint »f view is to
engage, ot lcast in the imagination, in wvarious forms of
life. In many cascs some training is needed for this.
For example, the sct of activities, linguistic and others,
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which charscterize the farmers' or the military strate-
gists' form of 1life cannot immcdiately be engaged in by
the 'man in the street'. 3But in the appropriate sense
they could be cengaged in by anyone. Any limitations
here, due say tn 2 lack of aptitude, interest, training
nr intelligence, are purcly contingent. And more import-
antly, as I hove already argued, onc does not have to
engagce in these activities in order to know what it would

be tn do so.

Thus, although wc somctimes rely on cXperts or
specialists in assessing a project from various points
of view, this is only becausc and tn the extent that no
one of us knows enough about all nf the rclevant facts
to assess it under all of the relesvant descriptions.
Expert advice is often necessary, but never logically
necessary. And it is not in seny sense sufficient. We
arc entitled, and wise, te place special weight on the
judgement of an expert only within his field of expertise.
From the point of view of the whole community, the best
highwayv might not be the one most favoured by any of the
cxperts; it might not be the best from any more restricted
point of view. Further, the expert, gua expecrt, is in no
better pnsitinn than anyone elsc tn judge whether his
specialized appraisal is relevant to the overall merits

nf a pronject.

The cxpression 'moral point of view' sharcs this
feature with 'pnint of view of the whole community', in
that here too, althrugh the advice of varinus experts will
often be rclevant, assessing something from the moral
point of view is thought somehow to transcend all fields
of expertise. It is thought of as leaving open the
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pnssibility that, however desirable srmething may be

from any nther vpoint o view, it is still the wrong thing
tn do., But this dnes not, as it were, specify a differ-
ence between the moral point of view and others. To go
back a little: Kovesi says that we wnuld expect only
those features of the world that are rceclevant for forming
a notinn t~ be incorporated in the notion (64), and that
the difference betwecn moral @nd nther notions is to be
found in their ingredients, in what is incorporated in
the nntions, rather than their logic and structure (53).
The problcm, as Kovesi sces it, is specifying this

difference in ingrecdicnts (147).

Mow if we ask what features of the world can be
incorporated in onr moral nctinuns, which of them can have
moral significance, the answer scems tn be that any of
them can. We might not at present sec their significance
(for cxample, it was not until recently suggested that
it might be wicked to usc aernsols), but our inability
tn sce the significance of something does not mean that
it has none. This is prebably true not only of moral
notions, but that would nnt affect my argument. The
view which I am suggesting is wrong is something like
this: that the features nf the world (including, of
conrse, thosc of our lives) break up into fixed classes:
that we can te¢ll once and for all which features will
have, for cxample, medical or moral significance.
Further, even if somec or all other sorts of notion are
likcec moral notions in this respcct, in the casc of moral
notinns nnt only must we leave open the possibility that
any feature of the world might have significance, but
alsc it i1s hard to see what wnould count as showing heyond
rerssornable doubt that s-mething has ne mnral significance.
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Agein, this might be the case in nther fields as
well, but at lcast whcn some aim or purpose can be speci-
fied, as for example in medicine or enginecring, there
arc ways of telling whether a particular sort of fact
can safely b2 ignorred without seriously jenpardizing the
aim of thec activity. 7But apart from certain formal or
hypnthetical restrictions (c.g., if a person cannot do
snmething he can be under no obligation tn dn it),
nothing like this scems possible with questions about
moral significance. 1y noint then is that it is not at
all clear that any attempt to delimit the ingredients of
moral nntions, or to specify the moral point of view,
can succeed. Of coursc moral notions must be about
onrselves, and about ourselves insnfar as we are neople,
but the same question arises here. What are, as it were,
the boundaries of the notion of a person? Surely anything
vhich we are prepared tn regard as a moral agent we will

also be preparcd teo regard as a person.

I am nnt of course saying that therc ars no questions
worth investigating here. If my suggestions are correct,
auestinns about 'the' moral point of view, which appeared
tn be central to moral philosophy, are bogus questions.
But we can still profitably discuss and assess what
various peoplc and groups take to be the meral point of
view, and here I think that the connection with the notion
of a person will be worth parsuing, for it could well be
that what s~menne rcgards as being central to the notion
of a person will vnrovide the %cy ton his moral notions,
to what he takes as being the moral ponint of view. If,
for cxample, srmennc takes the will as being central to
the notion of a person, then for him the highest virtues

and decpest vices will probably be cnnnected with its
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opcratinn, and likewise for the intellect, the pursuit of
hapniness, bliss cr aalvation. Even the notions Kovesi
wants te exclude, 'clcver?!, 'lecarned' and 'consistent!,
cold be moral notinns., The formal 2lement of the notion
of a pcrson is meant to determinc not only what counts as
a person but alsn what gunalities arc rclevant for

judging s~meone t~ bec a gnod or bad person, and likewise
for the reilated notinn nf a human actinn. If there is
not one notion of & person but many, or at least
disagreement as tn the most important parts of the notion,
all formed hewever from the point of view of anyone and
therefrre understandable, in principle, by anyone, it
wonld be a mistake tn expcct there to be any single
differcnce between moral and other notinns. And as one's
notiorn ~f a persnn is usually very complex as well es
ever-changing, we should not cxpect even the question of
what it is that any particular perscn takes tn be the

moral noint of view to be easily answered.

This chaptecr has been concerned with Kovesi's
attempt to re-draw the distinction betwecn description
and evaluation: with his claims that what wec evaluate
are particulars while what we can value are classes;
that we use our descrirptive notinns to evaluate particu-
lars, tn eveluate the wnrld of dcscription, by building
intn their formal elements, where appropriate, the
standards which something must meet to merit being called
a gond instance; and that our moral notions are used to
describe tho wnrld of evaluetion, to report the outcome
0of these activities in those cases where the evaluation
is done from the moral point of view. This is correct
and important. In conclusion, however, I wish to suggest
that the formula Xovesi uses to sum up his findings is
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a little misleading: that cven in his terms it is not
quitc apt tn say that moral notinns describe the world

of evaluation.

My claim is not that it is false tn say that moral
notions describe the world of evaluation but that it is
nnt only maral notirns which arc used thus. First, as
Knvesi insists, wec do not always use a moral notinn to
report our evaluatinns of particulars. For cxample, ‘
when we say that this is a gnod knife or that is a bad
egg we are describing our cvaluations of particulars,
but not with the help of moral notions; in such cases
'gnod' and 'Had' are not moral terms. Thus it is not
nnly moral notions and terms like 'gnnd' and 'bad' that
we use ton describe the world of evaluation. For all
notions, as Kovesi says, the formal clement tells us
what qualities are rclevant to our judging that something
is an instance. “ven when we call something a knife or
an egg without claiming that it is a good or a bad one,
we are saying that wce have found it tn have ennugh of
the relevant sorts of cuality, that it measures uvn to
the standards incorporated in the formal element. To
weigh up censiderations relevant to whether a term can
be applied is the same sort of activity as weighing up
considerations reclevant to whether it can be modified by
tgood', 'bad' and the like. All notinns, in this sense,

can be used tn describe the werld of evaluation.

Mow if anything different is to be said about moral
notions it must bhe that moral notions describe the world
of moral evaluation. This of course is circular, but no
mnre so than Kovesi's claim that moral notions are the

notions formed, about oursclves insofar as we are rational
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rulc-following beings, from the moral point of view. To
break out onf th: circlc an anzlysis gf 'mnral evaluation'
or 'mrral point of vicw' 1is required. Swuch an analysis
must nnt seck longical diffcercnces between describing
from the moral pnint of view and from other points of
view, yet it must sccount far both the importance we
attach to moral nntions and our frequent disagreements
ovcer thelr proper use. My suggestion is that moral
notinns describe our evaluations of people as people

and of human actions as human actions, while other sorts
of notions describe our other snrts of evaluations.

This leaves, as a major task nf maral philosophy, a
dctailed analysis of the various notiecns of a person.
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