INVESTIGATIONS INTO FACTS AND VALUES:

GROUNDWORK FOR A THEORY OF

MORAL CONFLICT RESOLUTION

by

Anna-Marie Cushan (now Taylor)

Thesis for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy
in the Department of History and Philosophy of &ce
University of Melbourne
1983

Published online by Ondwelle Publications,
29 Charlotte St, Blackburn South, 3130, Victoriaiskalia.
www.ondwelle.com
April 2014

© Anna-Marie Taylor (1983 and 2014)



INVESTIGATIONS INTOFACTS AND VALUES ii A-M Cushan (1983 / 2014)

TABLE OF CONTENTS

ABSTRACT iii Ch.5 — THE LEGITIMACY OF NON-DEDUCTIVE
EDITOR’'S FORWARD iv REASONIN.G o1
References for the Forward Vi Introduction , oo 51
The role of non-deductive reasoning in the
INTRODUCTION 1 confirmation of theoretical judgements 51
- Empirical studies of science 54
Ch'slt;J?OBfStl—S';‘nc;gg (Model-Building) 33 The distinction between the logic of discovery and
. the logic of justification 55
Lrnedzr:)?lgzlsstracting g Legal Re_asoning S5
. Moral philosophy 55
Wﬁgllg;tzg;asﬁgacmg 53 Psychological processes
Emergent properties - and nqn-deductlve reasoning 56
: . Assessing non-deductive arguments 58
Abstracting and naming 8
Abstracting and analysis 9 Ch.6 — THE RATIONAL ASSESSMENT OF
VALUE JUDGEMENTS 62
Ch.2— VAI.‘UE JUDGEMENTS 11 Facts and values — similarities 62
Introductlon . 11 1. Both facts and values involve abstracting in
Th_e af?a'y.s's of value Judger_nen_ts o 11 virtue of containing names. 63
P-implication — (Presumptive-implication) 1 2. Both facts and values refer to or are about the
The three conditions for bellng a value judgement 13 world. 64
L Speakgr has some att!tude t(.) X 13 3. Both facts and values involve sensory
bea;)lgftijeusdgement credits X with relevant 13 information and hence interpretation at the
- perceptual level. 64
3. Value-Judgement implies a standard for X 4. Both facts and values involve non-
(see §2'77' p.19) . 14 observational components. 64
The funcnon of valge judgement§ 14 Facts and values — differences 67
Value J_udgements In the aesthetic sphere 15 1. Factual properties involve analysis and value
Value !udgements in the mqral .s.phere 15 properties do not. 67
Val_ue J_uplgements n th_e_SC|ent|f|c sphere. 16 2. Value properties are newly emergent whilst
Objectivity and subjectivity 18 -
Condition Three for being a Value Judgement: factuql predlcates_ are not. 67
. ) : 3. The different functions of facts and values. 68
—a st_andard . 19 4. The different modes of expressing facts and
Assessing value judgements 22 values. 69
In the aesthetic sphere 23 : .
In the moral sphere 23 5. Facts are true whilst values are appropria@. 7
In the scientific sphere 24 Ch.7 — MORAL JUDGEMENTS 73
Ch.3 — FACTUAL JUDGEMENTS: a special case? 26 !gtrOdu,Ct.'on N /3
. ught’, ‘moral’ and ‘right 73
The ngtgre of factual judgements 26 Rationality 79
ﬁnalytlcmt/ inst ticit 2930 Internally-derived data and introspection 81
rggmen‘s'agalns anay.t|C|’y . . Rationality and acting out of impersonal regard for
Ordinary ‘direct-observation’ — in science? 33 others 83
Ch.4 — TRUTH AND KNOWLEDGE 39 Rationality and morality 86
Introduction 39 The role of value judgements in moral normative
Truth 39 arguments 88
Tarski's account of truth 40 Ch.8 — SOME SUGGESTIONS TOWARDS A THEORY
Strong empiricism and the notion of reality-as-it- OF MORAL CONFLICT RESOLUTION 91
appears 41
Summary 43 BIBLIOGRAPHY 98
Weak empiricism and interpreted reality 44

© A-M Taylor (1983, 2014) b..



INVESTIGATIONS INTOFACTS AND VALUES iii A-M Cushan (1983 /2014)

ABSTRACT

The legitimacy of non-deductive reasoning is
argued for on the grounds that it is necessaryoand/
sufficient to justify conclusions within both sctéit
and non-scientific contexts. It is concluded that
factual and value judgements are significantly Emi

The rationality of moral judgements is such that if factual judgements are rationally
demonstrated firstly by showing that there is @retl 555essable so are value judgements. It is athaed

means,viz. non-deductive reasoning, of arriving at &ne differences between them do not warrant rejgcti
moral normative conclusion of the form ‘One ought tpis conclusion.

do X'. Secondly, it is demonstrated that moral
normative judgements are non-deductively justigabl
on the basis of factual and value judgements.

In this thesis the main aim is to lay a philosophic
foundation for the conclusion that moral confliesol-
ution can be rational. Some requirements for natio
moral conflict resolution are then briefly consielér

An analysis of moral normative judgements is
provided whereby it is concluded that moral norneti
judgements presuppose moral intention as welltas se
Itis argued that value judgements as well s of factual judgements relating to the circumstarafes

factual judgements are rationally assessable. the judgement. It is then suggested that insafar a

in order to provide a conceptual framework in teofis gtandard for what is morally right to do is and wisa
which value judgements can be satisfactorily amalysqra) is what is rational to do and what is ragion

explained in terms of the notion of abstracting, support such a conclusion is provided.

whereby a value predicate refers to an emergeht par o ) ) _ _
(technically defined in terms of wholes) of theual Finally, it is argued that if what is rational is

object which is abstracted from objective featwkis. accepted as a standard for what is morally righitfan
what is moral, then both factual and value judgdsien

Value judgements are analysed in such a way thgfe required to justify moral normative judgements.
(i) they p-imply pro or con connotations in rel&ii®  The requirements for rational moral conflict resiain
the value object; (ii) they p-imply objective redece; gre priefly considered. These include articulatimey
and (iii) they p-imply a standard. Factual judgetse factyal and value judgements on which moral
and truth and knowledge are discussed in the 88ht ormative judgements are of necessity based. More
an epistemology termed rational empiricism, a View generally it is argued that moral conflict resauti
which draws together conclusions reached as atreSL'lbquireS philosophical skills of articulating, stturing
of contemporary developments in philosophy of  anqg comprehension — and psychological requirements
science. which include self-knowledge; ego-stability; good
will; empathy and other skills involved in
interpersonal relations.

© A-M Taylor (1983, 2014) b..
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EDITOR'S FORWARD

Between 1951 and 1978 there was a major revolutiomvhich we just have to live with — so we had beger used

in the Philosophy of Knowledge, whereby its experts
(epistemologists) lost all hope pérfect certaintyn the
rigorous use of logic. For practical day-to-datiaiy that

to it and develop ways of coping, or even take athge of
this new insight. .
Indeed this revision could be a blessing in disguis

need not have mattered much, just as it is nosastér that at least in its implications facientific method For one
we can't express or V2 as exact decimals. However it didhing it offers some rationale for what all scistgihave

create important differences for longer term polcyl the
psychological outlook of those involved.
Those differences led tosacond phasahich is still

under development. It forntke main theme of this present

thesis — a better appreciation of less-pretentiati®nal
thought and | shall say more about that shortly.

One early forewarning about unreachable certainty
arose with Gddel's famous paper (1931) showingghah
perfection was impossible within mathematical logic
But it was Quine (1951) who then argubd impossibility
of “purely analytic” statementgsupposedly free from all
guesswork and dubiously-supported evidence); arfthKu
extended this argument (1962). Thilisstatements must
be more-or-less “synthetic” — depending on some
reasonable-but-unprovable assumptions. Dr Cushan
discussed this in 1983; see chapter 3 below, wiiighs a

been doing partially anyhow — perhaps with somét,goii
simply with a dismissive shrug at the naive peifeegoal
of the interloping “logisticiens” (e.g. Piaget, 194
Secondly it could show how the super-caution of the
old research procedures has unnecessarily hobbled
scientists while they wait for ideal textbook cdratis
which may never come.

Here | like to re-quote a simple puzzle task officog
Ross Ashby (1960; 811/5): The challenge was & $iome
randomized procedure to open a “combination lodKLGDO
on/off switches, each trial taking one second. foial test
time varies vastly according to strategy, thus:

(i) If we could see all mechanisms, the solution colde tasec
(ii) If we could save partial successes, we expeout500 sec.
(iii) If we are so perfectionist that we demandainothing, then

summary of those “phase 1” developments. — Mearawhilthe investigation is likely to take0**'seconds(i.e. 2°* seconds,

the chief proponent of the old view had admittefibdeon
BBC TV just a few years earlier (Ayer, 1978).

or 3-5x10°°* centuries) — and of course that effectively = “never’!

Likewise overzealous Popperian rejection of imparfe

In fact this thesis should have been published ptym Partial-success can kil off promising “synthetiw/entive”

in 1983; but of course publishing conditions weifeedent
then, and many a worthy dissertation languishedusty

archive shelves. As it happens though, Dr Cushards

core themes are still live issues, and both seemedad of

further in-depth support.

One might have thought that the above “phase Litiss

was settled, and perhapsisbeen resolved for philos-

theories. Such rejects include Hydén (see Traisb 89,
2012 &), or P.S.Callahan (Traill 2005c, 2008b) — and |
could list a queue of perhaps six more such cabeshw
have not even got to that stage of tentative reiiogn
e.g. those mentioned in Traill (2010).

Probably the trouble is that ffommittee X of some
Science/Funding Establishmergally still believes

that the message has yet penetrated to sciemtigisrieral,
nor especially to their funding bodies and journaigithout
that understanding, progress within “phase 2"kisl\i to be
difficult, as we shall see.

Many short papers have appeared oiQthiae /
“phase 1" topic, but | am aware of only one post-1983
major work on this theme: (Parrini, 1995/1998) —
appearing some twelve years after Dr Cushan’sghesi
My impression is that, while it does cover the raoracro
field comprehensively, it lacks some of the systierfane-
detail analysis offered here, e.g. in chapter 1.

Dr Cushan’s main theme is to offer tipdtase 2n
which such hard-to-define concepts as “value”,
“subjective”, “induction” and “attitude” are givesome
respect and analysis, at least within philosophy.

True, these concepts entail fallibility, but thesbmething

disdainful of any plebian procedures for dealinthwi
“crass imperfection”!

Dr Cushan herself puts it this way (82.57):

“It is in the scientific sphere that the role of
value judgements has been most difficult to
recognise and accept. This is in part because
of empiricistdoctrine regarding the nature of
value judgements, in particular that they are
not susceptible of rational assessment.”

She continues:

“With the extensive revision of views about the
nature of science that has taken place ... this is
slowly changing.”

Well maybe! That was three decades ago, but watmig
feel that the emphassill lies with the word “slowly”!

b.. Forward © R.R.Traill (2014)
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But apart from that tricky matter of scientific rhetl,
we come to those other hard-to-define “Arts Faéutipics
which one hardly expects to be infallible or fullgalytic
anyway. That means that here there should beraotdi
worry about the attacks from Godel or Quine, thoiigloes
mean that thard scienceshould also (technically) be
admitted into the Arts bailiwick as well — eversifch
refugees will not always be entirely welcome!

Anyhow Dr Cushan here deals in detail with those
value-judgement topics of Aesthetics, Moral philasn
Legal reasoning, Psychological ProcessesHapters 2
and 5 — with chapter 7devoted specifically to
Moral judgements. Meanwhile, earlydhapter 5 she
offers an important detailed explanation for whetin
deductive reasoning” reasoning is legitimate —tidoig
reasonable-but-unprovable assumptions about rétyular
within reality.

v A-M Cushan (1983 / 2014)

Reschefs book, reviewed edifyingly by Lawlor (2005),
does raise occasional interesting points. (Onh &
quaintly termed “respect ”, which any mathematiciaould
interpret as “vector component” — and his complaint
“respect neglect” amounts to sayifspme measures are
multifactorial, but we cheat and try to represem tvhole
manifold by a scalar’” Meanwhile he does not actually
mention the word “vector” at all.).

More seriously, as Lawlor indicates, Rescher'salai
that things always work out for the overall-bestrae
bizarre. — It reminds one that Voltaire (1759) weratsatire
to counter similar views from Leibniz (1710); abd also
suggestive of extreme free-market propaganda fhem t
economic rationalists, maximizing “value”-as-profit
(though isn’t profit usually a scalar!?). One abalgue
that he might have a case if “value” were interpueds
“entropy” — a scalar whose maximization does indeed
predict how an engineering system will evolve. Bdbubt

The question about recent developments then arisestnat this would seem helpful to anyone in the docia

again: “What other substantial works since 1983%hav
tackled thisvalue-judgementpic of phase 2?" — “And
have they made comparable progress?” — | carifden
two candidates, and both use the term “axiologyé (t
science of value): Edwards (ed. 1995), and Req2065).

TheEdwards book is centred around “Part 11,” a
posthumous collection of writings by Robert S. Hah
(1910-1973), reputed to be “the founder of modern
axiology.” In fact Dr Cushan cites an early Hartnveork,
along with Maslow (see her endn@tim chapter 2).

Not surprisingly, the two treatments have muchammon.
Hartman’s own 30 pages could hardly go into theesam
detail, but | recommend them as a useful adjunct.

Part Il contains material by Edwards. This (amdieed
the key activities of the Hartman Institute) seemtoed on
“Value mathematics” and “Measuring intangibles.”
That differs a bit from Dr Cushan’s treatment, ibseems
a worthy digression.

sciences, and it conflicts with his own impliedl ¢at the
use of vectors/respects! At best, Rescher ledigsssue
unresolved.

In any case, as Lawlor remarks, one gets the irjmes
that Rescher’s book is more a string of short legic
somewhat lacking in overall in-depth integratiarhus |
don't see it as serious competition to Dr Cushactount.

In short, Dr Cushan’s thesis could have been ground
breaking in 1983 if it had been published then - &n
could still be ground-breaking today and beyondpite
the long delay. However publication is only thesffistep.
Publicity and motivating come next — and that istaer
daunting task.

Robert R. Traill (15 April 2014)

b.. Forward © R.R.Traill (2014)
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INTRODUCTION

Resolving moral problems in science and medicinécorresponding to  Hume’s “matters of fact’).
has become increasingly important as the problem‘é” other judgements were cognitively meaningless.
increase in number and complexity. This increase i The principle of verifiability was ultimately rejtsx
due primarily to the technological dilemma: asin spite of many modifications. However, the esisén
technology becomes more sophisticated, it bringls ivi  distinction that it articulated between scientditd non-
greater power of choice in regard to possible @it scientific judgements has remained as a tenet of
action. Wherever there is a choice in regardtowse empiricism. It has resulted in, amongst otherdhjra
of action, where the outcome affects a valuabléyent sharp fact/value distinction and a sharp distimctio
there is a moral choice to be made as to whettar thbetween factual and moral judgements.  Moral ¢ddg
action should be taken or not. Advances in teagwl ments and value judgements are not capable of being
increase the number of possible actions in regard true or false. Therefore they cannot be rationally
which such a choice has to be made. In medicime, a assessed.
other scientific fields, such as genetic enginggriince
the actions in question involve other valuable teg]
the choices involved are moral choices.

Classical empiricism and its latter-day develop
ments such as logical positivism have been under
comprehensive and sustained philosophical/empirical

Therefore the question of the rationality of moralgttgck particularly, since Kuhn's ground-breakingrkv
discourse becomes urgent. Insofar as people discuphe Structure of Scientific Revolutionsinsofar as
moral questions, this implies that they are belietdebe  empiricism, in whatever form, has implications in
capable of rational discussion. Yetthe ratiogabf regard to moral discourse it follows that rejectioh
moral discourse is frequently denied. This creates empiricist assumptions opens the way for a revisibn
problem in regard to moral discourse, since therani yjews about moral discourse. However, whilst iiris
inconsistency between the avowed belief and thiefbel general accepted by philosophers of science that
implicit in undertaking discussion of moral probkem empiricism is not defensible as an epistemology] an
This inconsistency has a philosophical foundation.  whilst historians and sociologists of science hbagen

Classical empiricism as a theory of knowledge hagorthcoming with empirical support for such a carl
implications in regard to the philosophy of scienceon, revision of views about the rationality of rabr
insofar as the latter is concerned to understaigthtiiic ~ discourse has been much slower.
knowledge. However, it also has profound implimag

_ . Thus the major aim of this thesis is to establfsdt t
in regard to moral philosophy. One of the

. e _ moral discourse can be rational. This is done lbyth
d.ev.elor.)ments of classical empiricism, given Hume Ssystematically rejecting those empiricist assunmgtio
distinction between truths of reason and mattefaa that prohibit acceptance of the rationality of niora

was the .prlncuc?le .of vgrlflabllltﬂl. This was als? a. discourse; and by providing positive reasons tepice
demarcation principle, intended to separate sdienti the conclusion that moral discourse can be rational

from I’IOtI;-SCIentIfIC Judgemenfs.” Only thqse Secondarily, given acceptance of the view that mora
judgements were regarded as cogritively meanlngfuldiscourse can be rational, suggestions hove beele ma

that were either analytic (correspondlhg to Hume In regard to the requirements for settling moraiftict
“truths of reason”) or were observational judgersent

_ _ _ rationally.
were appropriately related to observational judgesie

© A-M. Taylor (1983, 2014) b..
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The philosophical groundwork that is necessary in
order to extricate moral discourse from the limioo t
which it has been relegated within the empiricist
framework, has been the primary focus of this thesi
Having established that moral discourse is rational
in principle, it is clearly of the first importaacto
investigate how to make it rational in practice.
Therefore although, of necessity, the discussion of
rational moral conflict resolution in this thesiashbeen
brief, it what is ultimately seen to be of the desa
significance in terms of its ramifications for tkelving
of moral problems in practical areas such as meelici
However, serious work on the rational solving ofrato
problems cannot begin, philosophically or prachgal

A-M Cushan (1983 / 2014)

NOTES for the INTRODUCTION

until it has been accepted that moral discourse i& Theterm judgement will be used throughout to

rational.

The basic structure of the thesis is as follows.
In Chapter One an analytic framework based on the
notions of abstracting, abstraction and wholes e
developed. In Chapter Two this framework is used t
develop an account of value judgements.

In Chapter Three factual judgements are discugsed
relation to contemporary developments in the philos
ophy of science, including rejection of fundamental
tenets of empiricism. In Chapter Four the concepts
truth and knowledge are revised in the light of a
proposed epistemology termed rational empiricism.

In Chapter Five the
reasoning is defended.
establish the rational assessability of value jutkg@s.

legitimacy of non-deductive

Chapter Seven investigates moral judgements and the

relationship between rationality and morality.

In Chapter Eight some suggestions aradenin regard
to developing a model of rational moral conflict
resolution.

Chapter Six is concerned to

emphasize that utterances are abstracted fromxtsnte
of use by people. While this abstracting may be
desirable for particular purposes, it also involaes
change of perspective and loss of information.
Statements are linguistic entities capable of beaid
to be true or false and are related to other Istiyi
entities not so capable. In the last resort, h@ndvwoth
are used by individuals. In addition, they arenbot
products of the rational psychological processes of
individuals. Just as the term ‘utterance’ emptessthe
‘use’ aspect of linguistic entities, so the term
‘jludgement’ is intended to be a reminder of the
psychological and psychic origins of linguisticigas.
For the purposes of the present treatise, thitiseo
first importance, hence the use of the term ‘judgetn
throughout.

2. Hume (1962), p.354.

© A-M. Taylor (1983, 2014) b..
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Ch.1 — ABSTRACTING (Model-Building)

Status of the analysis

1.1 The present account of abstracting caniba/ed in two
distinct but related ways. The notiohabstracting is used
within empirical psychologyo refer to a psychological
process which has nbhbwever been empirically exploréd.
The term'abstracting’ can thus be interpreted firstly as
referring to a psychological process. This is tetkehave a
neurophysiological basis as do all breiecesses. It does not
follow however that an accouaf this, or of any other
psychological process, coubé given solely in
neurophysiological terns.

1.2 Viewed this way the present analysisabktracting is

a philosophical extension of a concejith as yet minimal
empirical content which neverthelaedses have a place in
empirical theory. Furthgshilosophical exploration of the
concept may thuksave heuristic value.

1.3 The second way of regarding the presearglysis is as
a philosophical investigation of tlwencept of abstracting for
use not just iexplicating psychological notions but
philosophicalones, particularly in explicating factual and
value judgements. The present account candlsasbe seen
as an analytic model with explanatqgwer that offers the
prospect of clarifyingproblems within philosophy.

1.4 The two ways of regarding the present analgsisin
one respect independent. Even if the notibabstracting did
not already have a use wittémpirical psychology, it might

A-M Cushan (1983 / 2014)

Kinds of abstracting

1.7 The selecting involved in abstractingaisvays
essentially the same — a process of separétong the
background context. However the sortgoirfiing involved

can differ. There are basically twinds of joining involved

in abstracting —unifyingandcollecting

1.8 (a)Unifying abstracting This involvesconceptually
selecting and joining something iraavhole or unity in the
sense that a persontable, or a painting can be conceived or
perceivedas a unity or as a single objéche products of

this kind of abstracting are. particulars (objects)and

ii. properties(qualities or relations).A property while
generally not being regarded athing in the same sense as a
table, has a unity insofas it is identifiable as a property or
an aspectf a particular and can be re-identified on other
occasions as being the “same” propértyhateverelse can

be said regarding the ontological stabfiproperties they are
conceptual unities. Thus fexample redness is selected and
unified as a propertgf a table; height is abstracted as a
property of gperson etc.

1.9 (b) Collecting abstracting This involvesconceptually
selecting and joining groups pérticulars (or other
abstractions since abstractican be recursive) which are
conceived of as discresad are collected to form a set or a
group. Themembers of this group do not lose their individual
identity in the process of being collected. Tinaifying
abstracting results in a unity whiksbllecting abstracting
results in a group dhdividuals is the main respect in which
collectingabstracting differs from unifying abstracting.

still be argued thahe analysis was justified by its usefulness

in explicating philosophical problems. However thet that
the notion of abstracting has psychological-emairic
relevance, strengthens the caseafguing that the analysis of
abstraction should beccepted: not only because of
explanatory usefulnedsit because of its empirical validity.
1.5 Thus while the account of abstractimgsented here is
intended to be evaluated primarifyterms of its internal
coherence and itgpplicability to the problem of explicating
valuejudgements and factual judgements, there is qom&a
facie independent support for the condapofar as the

Products of abstracting

1.10 Just as there are twmodesof abstractinditself a dual
process of conceptually selectiagd joining) there are two
productsof the procesef abstractingwholesandsets

Wholes are thoseonceptual entities which result from the
unifying mode of abstracting.Both particulars and properties
can be conceived of as wholes. Sets are thmseeptual
entities which result from the collectimgode of abstracting.
1.11 Both wholes and sets can be furtbistinguished in
terms of their internal structuréd/holes can be either

present account is consistent witie concept of abstracting asjifferentiated into parts amdifferentiated.

used in psychology tefer to processes involved in
perception andognition?

The analysis

An undifferentiated whole imdistinguishable throughout its
extent! A differentiatedwvhole has distinguishable parts.
An example of each would be:

1.6 Abstracting is a dual process: it involv@s selecting Differentiated Undifferentiated
and(b) joining. These are not necessasgparate in time. | Particular) human being space

The notion of demarcating somethifegg.fencing a garden) | Property | revolving and being red
implies at once separatiagd at the same time unifying. Itis having seven

intended thahbstracting be regarded as such a process of segments

simultaneous selecting and joining: the one takilage in
virtue of the other.

© A-M. Taylor (1983, 2014)
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1.12 Sets can be regarded as either collectidnsirelated 1.16 Those objects which are abstracted as instasfces

objects in accord with the basiotion of a setor their particulars can be seen as instances of particté&@aBve-to-
members can be relatdd.this latter case it seems useful to a-time? Hence particulars can be regardsceither “old” or
talk of astructured seti.e. an abstraction formed by “new”. “Old” particulars are thosthings already conceived
collecting (so that the members retain thedividual of as unities. “New” particularare those objects which have

identity) whose members are relatecdsmh other. Ordering only recently come to beonceived of as wholes.

the members of a set is oway of relating them. However For example, the earth conceivefths a biosphere would be a
there can also bather more complex relationships between new particularAn ecological niche could also be regarded as
memberse.g.causal relations. An example of a set would be newparticular. Electro-weak forces, those that bind

the set consisting of a real number, an imaginamber and electrons to the nucleus, would also be new pdatisu

a tennis ball. An example of a structussd would be Bohr’'s In general referents of any new theoretical termldibe new

model of the atom, consistirgf a nucleus with electrons particulars.
revolving around it irconcentric orbits. 1.17 To talk of old and new patrticulars is justexmphasize
1.13 The two modes and four products of abstractéug be the flexible and changing nature of @manceptual schemes.
displayed as follows: Explanation of these changes bade sought in history,
psychology, and linguisticas well as in philosophy.
Mode Product 1.18 ii. Properties A property is an abstraction which is a
Unifying | i. Particulars concept of a separate, unified constituerda phrticular.
ii. Properties ‘Constituent’ will be used asgeneric term for ‘that which
Collecting | iii. Sets belongs to an abstractiofProperties are generally those
iv. Structured sets aspects of particularghich are conceived of as a unity.
Properties can b&een as aspects or constituents of a
Each one of these products of abstracting will hew particular or agroup of particulars. These constituents are
discussed in more detail. generallyabstracted from the particular and are identifiable
1.14 i. Particulars The concept of a particular is an independently of it They can be said to “belong” teany

abstractionit is the concept of a separate, unified portion of particularsj.e. be identified on other occasioas being the
space-time. What are regarded as instances ebtieept of  “same” aspect. Properties are generaliyholes, being the
concrete, physical particulaesg.rocks,tables and human  result of the unifying mode afostracting”

beings, are portions of space-ticenceptually abstracted as 1.19 Properties are not, as a rule, regardesbgects which
unified entities owholes. Not all instances of the concept ofhave the same ontological statusascrete, physical
aparticular are “concrete” or “physical” in tisense above. particulars. It could be arguen the basis of an extension of

It seems plausible for instance, giegople’s inner the above analystbat particulars and properties do have the
experiences, to suggest that there also instances of the ~ Sameontological status. There is no attempt madgette
concept of mentgarticulars, which can themselves be the controversial questions concerningversals and
subdividednto two categories: particulars within the present framework.
a. “concrete” mental particulars — instances 1.20 Itis interesting however to note that conceivirfig
of which would be pictured or imagined particulars and properties as wholesioities of the same
objects such as an image of a golden ontological kind is in factonsistent both with contemporary
mountain; logic and contemporamphysical theory. In Quine’s account
b. purely mental particulars — instances of of the logical structure of the names of objects @ind
which would be propositions or ideas properties for example, both are represebtedredicates
without pictorial content which are generally taken to refergmperties. Thus the
e.g.the idea of equality. common name ‘tiger’ can replaced by the predicate
However instances of the concept of concrehgsical ‘tigerizes'” In thisscheme existence assumptions are
particulars are intuitively the mosbvious and least represented blgound variable$! What this mode of logical
controversial. analysisseems to amount to is the assimilating of objexts
1.15 The concept of concrete, physical particulars properties, both being regarded as qualitiees lodre
exemplified by tables, chairs, cars, etcrriddle-sized something, which is referred to by meanshef bound

3

objects that are regarded as in s@@ese a unity. Itisthis variable ‘Tx/x...”. In Quine’s terminologyt is bound
general idea of a unity arwhole that seems to be implied byvariables that carry the “burden affjective reference™
the terms ‘objectand ‘entity’.
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1.21  Such aview is, in turn, clearly consisteiith 1.25 iv. Structured setsStructured sets are collections of
physical theory according to which there aceobjects as elementsvhich are related to each other. Ordering members
generally understood but only propertidsa single object — of a set is one way of relating them to each offilee. set of

the field. There may only bene concrete particular — the real numbers is an example of a partialtglered structured
universe. Accordingp Einstein’s theory of general relativity set. Establishing causal relatidretween them is another

and theunified field theory he was working on at the tiofe  way of relating members af sete.g.an internal combustion
his death the universe is a unified energy fielence to engine may beonceived of as a structured set.

conceive of any part of this universeparatelyi.e. as an

instance of the concept otancrete particular, is to abstract \Wholes and sets

conceptuallyfrom what is. This is equivalent to the view thal] 56 sets and wholes can be regarded as paradifjthe
there are ontologically speaking no concrete plysiojects . sorts of products of the two modesabtracting.

as generally perceived and conceivezlas ontologically  \yholes are those abstractions whichfarened by selecting
distinct entltlgsl. ) and unifying. Sets are thoabstractions formed by selecting
1.22 Thus it becomes clear that to conceivéhefworld as 5 collectingThis latter mode could be seen as a weaker
consisting of concrete particularsisnetaphysical view. form of abstracting since the entities abstracted continibe

It is a high-level metaphysical-empiridafpothesis that there ., aived of as individuals and can be identified

are concrete particular‘ﬁherefo_re itis in part an empirical independently of the abstraction to whtbley belong. In the
question whethethere are any instances of concrete  ¢q)15uing section wholes wilbe compared to sets in order to
particulars. Task this is equivalent to asking: is the universg ey e|ycidatehe elusive but important notion of a whole.
"? any scientific sense to be uItir_nater co_nceiveels_at , 1.27 Wholes and sets will herein be distinguislfredn
single fundamental _entlty? .Da\.”d. Bohm IS oné ptigsi each othefa) by the mode of abstractinigrough which they
whose answer to this question is in the affirmative are formed andb) in terms ofthe nature of their constituents.
1.23  Thus the claim that particulars and properéies Thus a part i® constituent of a whole; an element is a

Wholgs or abstracti_ons can be seen to be consisitnt constituenof a set. Sets differ from wholes not only in the
physical theory which states that inutimate sense there arep, e of anstracting by which they are formedibuhat their
no physical objects. Theccount of abstracting then become%onstituents are elements and patts.

part of a philosophicainalysis of how we arrive at the 1.28 Sets are commonly accepted abstractions. @hey
concept of physical object-as-a-unity. As will be discussedy,ngardly defined as being discrete, discriminabliections
in Chapter Three, such a view is also consistent thih of entities of almost ankind.'° There are problems

empirical account of p‘?TceF’“O” V\.’hiCh hohrtssically that engendered by havirgprtain sets as members of other &ets.
what we see is a cognitively modifiegrsion of the Sensory - getq aref course conceptual collections, whatever other
data. Hence abstracting caiso be seen as part of 8 ontological standing is allowed theth.

phlloso__phlcal explanatioaf how we arrive at p_ercepjt% 1.29 Sets are identified in terms of theilements. They
1.24 iii. Sets Sets are abstractions consisting of graips ., e jgentifiedsy enumeratiopi.e. by individually naming

entities. hHencel membl;ars of sets fcan behpa(tictpialzperties, their elementsg(.g.the set consisting of a chair, the number 6,
or sets themselves. The notion of aesephasizes the andmy typewriter). Alternatively a set can be ideietifby

conceptual unity of discrete, collectedrticulars which means of a defining properhich each of itelements have
nevertheless retain their identity. Sats therefore in respect e.g.the set consisting of reaimbers), where ‘is a real

of their unity similar tavholes. This is displayed in the use tQ, ,mber’ is understoods the hame of a property. This
Wh'c.h setsare putin m"?‘them?‘“cs and logic where it is . property determineset membership and hence is shared by
treatingthe set as a unity which creates the conceptuala§ai ;| the membersf the set. Identifying a set by means of a

set abstractiore(g.in the analysis of theatural numbers in - jefining property identifies the set as the collection bf al
terms of sets or equivalenckasses). Sets are however those objects which possess that property.

dissimilar to wholes imespect of their constituents, as well a5 35  geats consist of elements which aredbfinition

in respecof the mode of abstracting they involve. discrete and discriminable. The notiginan element thus

combines the notion of an entitshich belongs to another
entity but which is nevertheleientifiable independently of
that to whichit belongs. In fact since a set is identified eith
by enumeration of its elements or by statiedining property
of its elements, it is necessdhat its elements be
independently identifiable the set is to be identifiable.
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1.31 Wholes on the other hand are abstractfonmed by  consisting of parts, arshck again. When parts of a whole
conceptual joining in the mode of unifyilog turning into a  are conceived dis elements then the whole is conceptually
whole. Thus itis clear that tlwencept of abstracting is transformednto a structured seitg. a collection of

required to properlglucidate the elusive notion of a whole. interrelatecelements. Conversely when elements are
1.32 Wholes, if differentiated, consist of parthere are conceivedf as parts the structured set is transformed
two senses of the term ‘part’. There isesse of ‘part’ in conceptually into a whole. More about this willssd below
which it can be used interchangealith ‘element’. We can in the discussion of analysis and synthesis.

talk of car partsfor example of a carburettor, and identify it 1.37 We can conceive of the same entities eithesess or
independentlyf the car of which it is a part. In thisse wholes. We can conceive of a table eithea aghole or we
‘part’ means the same as ‘element’ as previodsfined: a can conceive of it as a collectionmablecules and thus as a
discrete, discriminable, independeritgntifiable, constituent set. When we define ‘table’s a ‘solid object consisting of

of a set. four legs, a topetc.” we may be conceiving of it as either as a
1.33 There is another sense of ‘part’ howevewtrich it setof propertiesi(e. as having properties as elemeitsjve
does not mean the same as ‘element'thisn sense a part may be implying that these are parts oftédgle and hence

cannot be identified independentf/the whole to which it that it is a differentiated whole.
belongs. To say somethiigya part of a whole is in a strict 1.38 In the context of scientific theory, humaarsd tables

sense to say it the whole, where the ‘is’ is the ‘is’ of and chairs can come to be conceived aftagctured sets of
inclusionand not of identity. In this sense a person’'s @rm atoms or molecules or as setgells. In a moral or aesthetic
part of themj.e. constitutes them, though not wholly. context on the othdrand human beings, along with paintings
1.34 A part of a whole, like an element of the $ets the and othewalue objects, are often conceived of as wholes,
relation of belonging to the whole of whiiths a part. either differentiated or undifferentiated. It la&n been

However unlike an element it cannotitdentified as a part  argued that in the biological sciencesiin fact necessary to
independently of identifyinghe whole. This is a necessary conceive of organisms agholes in order to properly
condition of being part. A whole with parts is a understand ther{.Within the social sciences the notion of a
differentiated wholeMy arm, conceived of as a part, cannot societyhas a central explanatory role. In the light &f th

be identifiedas my arm independently of identifying me previous discussion it is apparent that there sleaat two
The armwhich belongs to me, where | am conceived as a ways of understanding the concept aoziety. On the one

collection of limbs, can clearly be identifiedas arm, hand society can be conceivefdas a set, involving collecting
i.e.as an element of nfé. abstracting. Othe other hand society can be conceived of as
1.35 To use a different example: the smile onfdee of the a wholeinvolving unifying abstracting. The philosophical
Mona Lisa cannot be identified as tMena Lisa’'s smile problem about whether or not notions such as socé#et be

independently of identifying thehole painting. Itis in its regarded as being nothing but collectiongdfviduals can be
context (in relation téhe Mona Lisa’s eyes, her posture and reformulated as: are societigperly conceived of as sets or
the backgroundgainst which she is placed) that the smile as wholes? Accordinig the present analysis they can be
realiseghe special qualities of enigmatic amusement tingedconceived of asither depending on the context. In addition it
with sadness, that it doés. canbe argued that, as a matter of fact, groups inrgéoan
1.36 That which is conceived of as a part came to be be either. That is to say individuals can belawe set of
conceived of as an element and vice verka. best example individuals €.g.when making decisioran committees) or as
of this process can be founddasthetic evaluation. In criticala unity —e.g.when a mob rungot. Thus the concept of
analysis of gainting, parts of the painting can be treated or abstracting not only permitalient distinctions to be made at
conceptualised as elements (as when one is cormgent  the conceptudkvel but at the ontological level as well.

the brushwork, the texture of the painting fitane, its line 1.39 These considerations emphasize that bollecting
etc.). Alternatively the paintingan be considered as a wholeand unifying abstracting, with theiespective products, may
with parts so that eaaspect is related to other aspects in  occur in and be approprigker different contexts. Once it is
order toevaluate it, as in the previous example given alobve allowed thaboth sets and wholes are abstractions then the
the Mona Lisa’s smile, or in noting the colafrthe flowers  question of which way of conceiving of objectsrisst

in von Gogh'’s “Sunflowers”. It idifficult to verbalise, appropriate under what circumstances caexXpdicitly raised.
except metaphorically, onef®erception of a painting as a 1.40 Particulars can be conceived of as s&#ts can be
whole. Language tenad its nature to be analytic. For the conceived of as wholes; parts cancbaceived of as elements
same reason is difficult to verbally illustrate what it is to and vice versa. Each represemtifferent point of view or
conceive of a painting as a whole. What is gehegaling on differentlevel in our conceptual scheme. Different ways of

in critical evaluation is a dual interactipeocess which conceiving of things can have powerful psychologioal
consists of shifting between conceiviofthe painting as practical consequences. Viewing society asale and not
consisting of elements, to conceiviofithe painting as as a set involves conceptually transformimginifying a
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collection of people into aew unity to which causal and
other properties cdpe ascribede.g, the society can then be

describedas materialistic; as causing its individual members

to break down; as oppressive etc. This may noelevbe
just a way of speaking but may be a genuimgyinct way of
conceiving of the society. Furthermoas, suggested above,
conceiving of the societip these two ways may reflect a
genuine ontologicdkeature of groups: that they can and do
manifest thisort of complementarity, as it were. In certain
circumstances groups may function more like a Uity

whole) than as a collection (a set). In otbiecumstances the
reverse may be true. In any c#ise question as to whether o

not they do, cannot kenswered until there is a conceptual
framework ofabstracting and wholes that allows the questi
to be properly framed.

1.41 It does not follow that conceiving of amtity as a
whole or as a set can always be dsineply by an act of will.

The causes that operater@hation to the process and product
of abstractingre often neither conscious nor under voluntar

control. The present aim however is to show theteare
two sorts of abstracting as well as taarts of products of
these different modes.

1.42 In the light of the preceding discussi@mgarding sets
and wholes some further explicatiohproperties is possible.

Previously properties wesaid to be conceived of as wholes

which belonged tgarticulars or groups of particulars.
However notll properties are wholes which aements
Someproperties are not wholes but are parts. As wll b
discussed in a later chapter, factual predicg¢eerally refer
to properties which arelementgand wholes) while value
predicates refer to propertiedich are parts.

1.43 Properties in the present scheme carebarded as
constituents of particulars or of grougfsparticulars.

Constituents can be either elememtparts. Properties which
are elements can lidentified independently of the particular

to whichthey belongyiz. having a red top is an elementaof
table. Properties which are parts cannot be ifiedti
independently of identifying the particularwdich they
belong? The smile on the Mona Lisa igart of the painting
of the Mona Lisa.

1.44 Properties can be further divided imésser
constituentandgreater constituentsLesserconstituents are
those which are identical with somertion of the particular
in questiong.g.havinga leg is a property which is a lesser
constituentn relation to a table conceived of as a whole.
Suchproperties are lesser constituents in-relation-to a
particular whole. Greater constituents are thaisieh are not
identical with any portion of thparticular in question.

They are no longer constituersthe sense of being a lesse
portion of a particulabut they are constituents in that they
belong to theparticular in question.
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Emergent properties

1.45 Emergent properties can be explicated in tevfns
greater constituents. The difficulty of explicatiemergent
properties arises in part frofailure to distinguish the two
sorts of constituentgiarts and elements. Emergent properties
shouldproperly be divided intemergent elemengd
emergent parts All emergent properties are howegeeater
constituents.
1.46 Emergent elements are greater constituehtsh are
not identical with any portion of thgarticular to which they
belong. Thus consciousnéssan emergent element of a
'normal human being bittis, being an element, by definition
identifiableindependently of identifying a particular human
0Beingand can be recognised as the same property in other
non-human and human beings. Though it may becdiffio
articulate a definition of ‘consciousness’, conssioess is
nevertheless non-linguistically identifiabfe.
.47 ltis possible to have emergent elementgumsitof one
}Sarticular but of more than onieg. of sets of particulars.
Thus the relation ‘to the leftf’ is an emergent element of a
structured set of twparticulars such that one is to the left of
the otherMost non-monadic properties of more than one
particular,e.g.being greater than, being a brotherbgfing
between A and B, are emergent elements ofcfqiarticulars.
1.48 As well as greater constituents which aneergent
elements there are greater constituariteh are emergent
parts. Emergent parts are constituefita particular such
that: (1) they relatdo the entire particulaf?) they cannot be
identifiedindependently of identifying the particular;
(3) they are not identical with any portion of tharticular.
Value properties, it will be argued @nlater chapter, are
paradigms of emergent parfhey are typically properties of
the particular imquestion (or of groups of particulars); are
greater constituents (not identical with any partod the
value object) and are parts (not identifiainldependently of
identifying the value object).
1.49 Thus conceiving of emergent properties wrach
parts, differs from the usual relation tledjects and
properties are taken to have in timgportant respects. Firstly,
the paradigmatiproperty is generally conceived of as an
elementrather than as a part. Secondly, the paradigmatic
property is conceived of as a lesser constituetitebbject to
which it belongs. That properties argually conceived of as
elements and lesser constituemskes the notion of an
emergent propertgnd subsequently the notion of an emergent
propertywhich is also a part, particularly hard to expleat
1.50 The idea that a property is an element matkeyg def-
inition identifiable independently of th@articular to which it
r belongs. However that is hqwoperties are generally con-
ceived; that is how thegre logically and semantically repres-
ented (by predicateshich are generally taken to be class
names)All class names name elements since, as will lneisks
edbelow, that is a necessary condition of beargjass name.

983, 2014) b..



INVESTIGATIONS INTOFACTS AND VALUES

The relation of predicates to bouwariables (which latter
refer to objects), is representiegl means of the set
membership relationjiz. [(x Px= [X/x(OP. Predicates are
generally analysed aenoting sets of ordered particulars.
This standard conception of properties as elementsmmtes
however become clearly apparent until an altereativ
conception of properties as parts is availadewever the
standard conception of properties maiekfficult to talk
about properties as paliscause being a property seems to
together withbeing an element.

1.51 The standard conception of propertieglasnents and
as lesser constituents also make#ifftcult to explicate the

A-M Cushan (1983 / 2014)

be applied to any object with thequired set of featureise.

to each member ofset of objects. It is important to note that
thefeatures in question may not themselves be explitimed.
All that is required is that they be perceptuatigognisable.
1.55 The second respect in which names invelestracting
is that abstracting is required in order the name to be
successfully applied to object®his is a necessary condition
for the correcapplicationof a name. Abstracting is required
deom the features of the object (potentially infinitet are

not relevant to the name being applied, that the table is
located in Canada. Thus firstlyamder for a name to be able
to constitute a name afclass of objects it is necessary that a

notion of an emergemqtroperty. Emergent properties as heregroup offeatures that constitute the criteria forasplication

defined argreater constituents in relation to the object to
which they belong. However given the distinctimiween
parts and elements, and given recognitibthe two modes of
abstracting, as well as of théivo products, the concept of
emergent properties &asier to elucidate. The latter is a
problemationotion which is of particular interest in relatitm
the biological sciences and it has long occupieitbsophers
of science dealing with the problemsrefiuctive
explanatiort’ Using the account afbstracting it also
becomes possible to introduaed explicate the notion of a
property which is @art and, given the notion of greater
constituentspf an emergent property which is also a part.
Thislatter notion is of particular importance in regtrd
giving an adequate account of value judgements.

Abstracting and naming

1.52 Thus far the notion of abstracting and #ssociated
concepts of wholes and parts, sets @lethents have been
used to explicate the notion efergent properties, which wil

be of use in giving satisfactory account of value judgement&.‘57

Thenotion of abstracting can also be used as the bhais
account of naming that will, in turn, permaitmore thorough
analysis of the relationship betwefctual and value
judgements to be given.

1.53 Abstracting is involved in naming as followkake a
judgement such as: ‘The table is brown’will be assumed

that ‘table’ is the name of a claskobjects and as such it can

be seen to involvabstracting in two respects.Firstly, in
order for‘table’ to constitutethe name of a class of objedts
must involve the abstracting of a set of featdires any
particular table. These features constith&ecriteria on the

basis of which the nameapplied. In order for a name to be

correctly appliedthere must be criteria for its application.
Thusnames represent the result of abstracting fronviddal
objects a set of features which will alldlxe name to be

applied to a class of objects. wlll also be assumed that ther
are “principles” orthe basis of which names are formed, andT

which arenot presently known.
1.54 Thus abstracting is a logically necesszopdition for
forming the name of a class of objettsThe name can then
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to a set of objects be abstract8dcondly, in order for the
name to be applied toparticular object, those aspects of the
object, andnly those aspects, which satisfy the criteria for
applying the name must also be abstradtedselected and
unified so as to justify calling thabject a table.

1.56 Applying a name to an object presuppasepgnition
of those features that make it a memiifeat particular class.
These criteria need nbbwever be regarded as linguistically
identified oridentifiable. That is to say the features or cidte
involved need not themselves be named, so lotigegscan

be recognised. It is important to distinguprceptual criter-
ia of identification fromlinguistic criteria of identification.
Perceptuatriteria and linguistic criteria are both sufficidar
correct application of a name. However, neitmer necessary,
in the case of the mature languager. It is not necessary
that a person see a tableorder to be able to identify one.

It is sufficientif one is given a definition or a description of a
table. Neither is it necessary that a person kit@winguistic
Idefinition of ‘table’ in order to bable to identify one.

If the criteria for applying the names agecified or
are themselves named then this prodacedsfinition of the
name in terms of the namézhtures. These named features
then constitute thienguistic criteria for identifying the object
in question and for correct application of the namguestion.
The difficulty of coming up with completaeon-stipulative
definitions,i.e. with sets ofogically necessary and sufficient
conditions forbeing called X, may be explicable by the fact
thatwe cannot generally linguistically specify all theatures

in virtue of which we identify somethingn the case of terms
which are only ostensiveljefinable it may be that we cannot
linguistically specify any. This is a plausible argument given
thedifference, along many dimensions, between whabean
seen and what can be said. Itis hard and proliaiplyssible
to articulate all that we perceive at agiyen time.

1.58 In addition, as has already been argued by
Wittgenstein, it may be that most terms are famigcepts’
here are only sufficient conditions foeing called on X.

his open-ended nature of tbenditions for applying terms
gives language itflexibility, and could be part of the process
wherebyterms come to change their meaning over time.
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Abstracting and analysis

1.59 Analysis is the process which is the obvarke
unifying abstracting. Unifying abstractimgvolves selecting
and unifying. Analysis involveselecting and separating
thatwhich is unified intcelements. It thus involves turning

process of analysis. However the term ‘synthésis’
systematically ambiguous between unifying abstnaaind
collecting abstractinglt will be used in thg@resent context
to signify that mode of collectinghich results in structured
sets. That is to saywlill be taken to refer to collecting
abstracting.

1.60 Synthesis is to be regarded as a modmlécting
rather than unifying since that whichsgnthesised is

independently identifiable as elemeatsl remains an elemen

after the synthesis. Markynds of scientific explanations are
synthetic inthis sense. Thus a standard explanation in
geneticgegarding, say the mechanism of transmission of
heritable traits, is synthetic in that the varielsments such
as genes, chromosomes, DNA and R&A causally related
in the explanation to eadlther. The entire explanation can
be regarded assiructured set whereby the elements are
causallyrelated to each other. A similar kind of explaoati
is an account of a chemical interaction such as the
transformation of water into hydrogen and oxygen by
electrolysis.

1.61 Ultimately the purpose of analysis and synthissie
secure understanding of some whol@iity by separating it
into elements (not parts) andllecting (synthesising) these
elements intstructured groups which could then be said to
approximate or explain the original whole. Thumalysis and
synthesis are the conceptual prodassvhich a whole is

transformed into a structureeét. The foregoing is intended t

identify verygeneral features of standard sorts of scientific
explanation’

1.62 Examples of the process of analysis ayithesis can
be provided from many diverse fieldsnguistic analysis
involves separating language ifit® components —
demonstratives, verb-phrases, nqlmasessentences, and
modifiers — in order t@ynthesise these elements into

sentences and thpestulate how sentences are constructed.

Logical analysis involves a similar division of the conaggit
scheme into various categories: predicates, naragables,
guantifiers, and connectives, in ordersynthesise these

elements and thereby demonstiaiedamental features of the

conceptual scheme underlyilapguage itself. Literary
analysis involveslividing a literary work into metaphors,

similes,component ideas, patterns of sound and of typog:raﬁH1

in order to synthesise these into an explanatiacoount of
the meaning of the work.

1.63 Analysis and synthesis are family concepts.

The process of analysis and synthesis as atbeseribed are
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are related metaphoricalfnd/or analogically to physical
analysis and synthesas it might take place on a dissecting
tableor in a chemistry laboratory.

1.64 To summarise: analysis involves conceptudilyding
a whole into elements and hence transformainghole into a

awhole into aset. Synthesis is taken to be the reverse of thget Synthesis involves conceptuaidflecting the elements

and relating them so asfarm structured sets. These
conceptual activitiesonstitute part of the process of
explaining someaspect of the original whole in order to arrive
atan understanding of it.

1.65 A whole which is subject to analysis asyhthesis is

not identical with the structured sehich results from
subjecting it conceptually to thigocess. It is only
approximated by it. Explanatias conceived in very general
ferms as having occurrédanalysis and synthesis has taken
place® Howeverarguably there is a third step in explanation
whichis required for genuine understanding of a whdlbkis
third step is the reunification or conceptual tfansationof a
structured set, formed by analysis aydthesis, into a

whole® This step cannot of courbe identified unless the
concepts of abstracting anflwholes are available to
articulate it. It is thistep which supplements the loss of
information thabccurs when a whole is divided into
elements. Furthermoremay be this tacit or unacknowledged
elementin explanation that leads to a more complete
understandingf the whole** It can be argued that it isis

third step in explanation, reunification, whilgads to a ‘new
way of seeing’ the original wholdét. may even lead to new
ways of being able tphysically manipulate it.

1.66 The objections of people from various disciplites

the lack of “systems” or “wholistic” thinking and the
overemphasis on “reductive” or “atomistittiinking can be
seento be due to the lack dkaitimised notion of a whole
and of the unifyingnode of abstractioff Only the concep

tual notion ofsets and elements and of the collecting modes of
abstracting are regarded as legitimate.

Yet thereseems to be evidence that the concepts of both
kindsof abstracting and both kinds of products refer to
genuine psychophysical processes as well as prgyidi
philosophical tools for analysis of our conceptisaimeworks
and of the nature of “real” world thdtese frameworks are
taken to represent. If this$® then there seems to be strong
reasons to includie concepts of unifying abstracting and
wholes inour conceptual schemes as tools of analysis.

1.67 This concludes the present accounalodtracting and
abstraction. The usefulness of firesent scheme is primarily
to be demonstrated the chapters to follow. The notions of
ifying abstracting, of wholes, parts and emergent praserti
are to be utilised therein to elucidate the natdirealue
judgements; of factual judgements andhaf relationship
between them’

taken to be conceptual activities,iagbstracting, though they
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presentiew of the role of abstracting as a prerequifitenaming is not a
view about the mechanism dfssification but the pre-condition forviz.
the abstracting of a set of features from an olfgEs also Note 3, Le Blond
(1979)).

30. Wittgenstein (1968), 30e-32e.

31 It has been argued that this sort of explanatiessentially incomplete
(Weiss (1969), pp.5-7; Boh(@980), Chapter One).

32. Weiss (1969), p.7.

33. A new whole may be formeie. one which idifferently

differentiated.

34. Weiss (1969), pp.8-11.

35. Koestler (1969), especially papers by Weiss;dtlee von Bertalanffy
and Waddington.

© A-M. Taylor (1983, 2014) b..



INVESTIGATIONS INTOFACTS AND VALUES 11 A-M Cushan (1983 / 2014)

Ch.2 — VALUE JUDGEMENTS 2.4 ltis not however contradictory to say ‘ThHable is ugly
but | like it or ‘That person'’s face isgly but nevertheless it
Introduction has an appealing quality’.

2.5 The second prima facie difference betwksgical and
p-implication is that not only judgemeriist terms will be

taken to have p-implicationB-implications can be regarded
as identical to what asometimes called in a literary context
the associationsf a term. The associations of terms are most
clearlyrevealed by literary analysis. It is necessamrtmper
critical analysis of a poem, for examplejnitroduce some

such notion in order to explaadequately how language

2.1 In Chapter One the notions of abstracting and
abstraction were discussed. At the conclusiohatfdhapter
it was suggested that these notions wereessary to
adequately elucidate, amongst other thinghje judgements.
In the present chapter value judgemaeritsbe discussed in
terms of the framewortéleveloped in Chapter One.

The analysis of value judgements functions in a literary contexin Keat's line:
2.2 The following is suggested as an analysisadfie Glut thy sorrow on a morning rose
judgements:

the term ‘morning rose’ p-implies purity, freshndssauty
etc? Understanding these associationssisential to
understanding the significance of five as a whole. Thus it

X (where X is some object) is Y (where Y is
some property) is a value judgement iff;

i. The judgement implies either logically or is not simply the logicamplications but the p-implications
presumptively that the speaker has a pro or citndst (associationsthat give the line its depth of meaning.
to X. Presumptive implication, to be designated 2.6 Terms can have p-implications not only ipa@etical but
‘p-implication’, will be discussed below. in a philosophical context, which mafluence or weight
ii. The judgement p-implies that X has certain arguments. Hence it is particulaitgportant that the
properties in virtue of which X is being said toYe p-implications should be identifiett.is not just the logical
iii. The judgement p-implies a standard by means implications of saying‘Abortion is murder’ that carry weight
of which X is judged to be Y. in the argumenagainst abortion. It is also, it can be argued,
The object, referred to in the value judgement, béltermed thep-implications of the term, which are violatidimutality
the value object. The property referredrtshe value and injustice. The “hidden baggage” of terthgir
judgement will be termed the valpeoperty. Value p-|mpI|§:at|0ns, mak(_as it important for (_axampmae_ther the
properties are to be identifiedntextually — they are the ter_m ‘k_lII’ or ‘euthanize’ is used tdescribe a partlcular act.
properties that appear value judgements. P-implications can thus alsmcount for what is termed the

emotive force of languagén emotional response to the term
P-implication —  (Presumptive-implication) The _HoIocayst |se\{okeq in part by the p-implications of the
term inquestion. P-implications can thus be regardetias t

2.3 ~Prima facie p-implication differs from logical empirical connections, acquired through learning an
|mpI|_cat|on in several ways. Firstly e_md most |mportantly experience, that terms and judgements have witr oth
the link to the statement or term which is p-imgkeems judgements and terms.

more ot_>vious|y em_pirical than it doe_s i_n the cafskmgicgl_ 2.7 Aterm such as ‘ugly’ p-implies that the speakas a
implication. To claim that the latterisvisable an empirical negative attitude towards the object being jud@éds is the
grounds, as Quine does, is mooatroversial than to claim 45t reasonable interpretation because mstter of fact the
that p-implications areé?-implications, being empirical, are possession of the property is niot, the most part, regarded

obviously revisabletience it also seems reasonable to claim,,;ip approval and becautiee term is not, for the most part
thatwe have learned the p-implications and that we know ,sad so as tmdicate liking. However the term ‘ugly’, like

them a posteriori rather than a priori. P-impiiwastherefore ., stvalue terms, is sufficiently “open-textured” to lirked

seem “weaker” than logical implicationshich latter, onthe 4 o approving term without contradiction.isinot,

standard view, carry the requirements that theioeis however, so open-textured that there igpresumption of

involved are fixed in somsense and cannot on pain of self- 555:6va| or disapprovalle. thatapproval or disapproval is

contradiction be&ontravened. Thus ‘She is his wife’ is said Aot p-implied. In the casef the term ‘clever’ it approval that

logically imply ‘She is not single’ and consequgritlis taken g p-implied.

to be self-contradictory to assert ‘Shdiis wife butis single’ 5 g |tig possible however to utilise the tefcfever in such

on a “standard” reading difiis statement. a way that it is associated witisapprovale.g.‘The radio
announcer was just beigever’ or ‘The conversation was
shallow and clever'.
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2.9 What constitutes the p-implications ofualgement or  accepted as being substitutaldalve veritate which are

term is thus an empirical matter. Mosters of language haveaccepted asue if the implying judgement is accepted as true
introspective access to thiformation since it is part of what andso on. However, they are, in the final analysis,

is imparted whethe language is learned. A necessary inescapablyempirical connections. The genuine difference
condition for beingble to speak a language is knowing unddretween logical and presumptive implication, onpresent
what circumstance® use terms and judgements. Another view, thus cashes out as the difference betwieeentrenched
necessargondition, obviously related, is knowing the as opposed to the less entrencheybirical connections of a
p-implicationsof judgements and terms. term or judgement. Thmeaning of a term (or judgement) is
2.10 According to the ‘meaning is use’ view, extrapetht an emergent elemeat the entire set of terms (or judgements)
from the later writings of Wittgenstein, theeaning of a term to which itis connected by more or less entrenched

is its us€. According to the presemtew, meaning is an p-implication.
emergent element of a set comprisigh the logical and 2.15 It seems clear that it is an empirical questiow and
p-implications of judgemendr terms. There are many when something becomes part of the meanirggtefm —

interesting consequencetaccepting such a view, only someeither part of its logical implication or padf its

of which can beresented here and those rather sketchily. p-implication. Quine’s claim that we can omsovisionally
2.11 Meaning can be defined as ‘those other judgements separate analytiand synthetic aspects of language seems
(or terms) with which a judgement (or term) dan essentiallycorrect and is consistent with the above view
legitimately linked, either logically or yy-implication’. Analytic statements express logical connections — those
These links are known in virtue béing a language-user and which are relatively entrenched and which we are not awar
constitute in part knowledg# the language. Hence they areof having learned since we learned them in learnirg th
known “a priori” in thesense that knowledge additional to  language. This would explain people’s capacitiémtify
that acquired in theourse of learning the language is not  analytic statements.

required. 2.16 It seems undeniable that the logical implicatiohs
2.12 Contrary to Wittgenstein (or rather Wittgenstemsp ~ words undergo changes over time. Indhea of theoretical
use is not to be identified with meanifather on the present science, the developmenttbe meanings of theoretical terms
view it is what emerges ag@sult of use of the language. has received closestrutiny, it is generally agreed that the
Meaning is an emergeatement of terms, judgements and meanings oferms change and develop over tiffitherefore

sentences used alghrned in particular contexts and it seems reasonable to suggest thagieineral, with constant
constitutes in pathe knowledge of the language acquired asand widespread use, one ternjuzfgement becomes

a result osuch learning and use. substitutable for another or attachedt in a relatively

2.13 Logical implication could then be regarded apacial constant way. It is then regardas‘meaning the same’;
case of p-implication. What are called tbgical being ‘part of the meaningheing ‘synonymous’ or, if the
implications of a term could then be regardsdhe relatively speaker is philosophicallmore sophisticated, as ‘being
entrenched p-implications rather tresmsomething quite analytic’ or‘being logically implied’. This process may

distinct from thend. This is consisterwith the rejection of simply beslower and hence less noticeable in a non-scientifi
the analytic/synthetic distinctidio be discussed in Chapter context, or perhaps it has received less philosapbcrutiny.
Three. To say that ‘Martha not single’ is a logical 2.17 The notion of p-implication merely emphasitlesse
implication of ‘Martha iHarry’s wife’ is, in part, to forbid conclusions about language. All implications ¢éam,
the use of thetatement ‘Martha is Harry’s wife but is single’ logical or otherwise, are arrived at or chantf@dugh use.
(saidof Martha) on pain of self-contradiction and ottténgs The notion of p-implication also emphasiztkes contextual
being equal. The ‘ceteris paribus’ clausetioase included  nature of language and language-learifamginsight due
because of the open-textured naifreanguage. This open- largely to Wittgenstein) and how ba#rms and sentences
texture gives language iemormous flexibility but is the bane function through network linkagesith other terms and
of the logicianand the philosopher. For example it would besentences. It is through learnitihgit such links are set up.
possibleto use the above statement in a circumstance iohwhiVhatever else about languagey be innate, knowledge of
it would not be self-contradictory. The above rbaysed to the meaning of terms amsentences is ntThe view
indicate that Martha is separated from Haryhat she lives presented above is consisterith work in linguistics on
as a single woman would, and so on. semantic features arsgmantic representation by Katz, Fodor
2.14 Logical implications would then be tholseguistic and others.
connections, acquired through use of languagmrticular
circumstances, which change relativelgwly or are
relatively unchangeable; which are knoVarpriori” to the
speakers of the language; which Bm&ed with a judgement
independent of any particulase of a statement; which are
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regarded as a paradigm of an observation teiconverted, at

The three conditions for being a value least partially, into a value term virtue of appearing in a
judgement value judgement and is modifibég the context of utterance
S0 as to carry eon p-implication.

1. Speaker has some attitude to X

2. Value | ment credits X wi
2.18 Condition One: Thejudgement implies either aueJUdge ent credits X with relevant

logically or presumptively that the speaker hasa pro or con properties

attitude to X.* 2.25 Condition Two: It is p-implied that X has certain
The first condition for being a value judgementhat the propertiesin virtue of which Xissaidtobe.

judgement p-implies something about #ittudes of the The second characteristic feature of value judgesiethat

judger™™ What value judgements p-imglythat the judger  they p-imply that the value object has ceraiaperties in

has a positive or negative attitumevards that which is being virtue of which the value term &pplied to the value objett.
judged. This is analogots the two truth values, true or falseValue judgements undenialiyave the form of objective
(significantlyalso termed ‘values’) which are assigned to  reference. ‘The table isgly’ has the same grammatical form
factualjudgements in formal logic. The “sign”, in the easf as ‘The table iBrown’. However, a more controversial claim
value judgements, is assigned to the judger asult of what  of thepresent thesis is that the logical form of value

the value judgement as a whole p-implies. judgementss also such thahey p-imply that X possesses
2.19 Terms such as ‘elegant’, ‘refined’, ‘wittyand certain properties in virtue of which X is assertede Y**
‘beautiful’ generally carry a positivé.€. approving) That is to say objective reference is p-impliedalue
p-implication. The terms ‘fatuous’, ‘crudesentimental’, judgements. It is logically implied in factyadgementsi.e.
‘sloppy’ carry a negative.e. disapprovingp-implication. it is @ more entrenched association.

The consideration that valjiedgements have a sign is behinc2.26  Most terms which are characteristically ugesalue
Hare’s insight thathe term ‘good’ is related to judgements, such as ‘precise’, ‘elegant’ e¢fer to emergent
commendation? It is not,hnowever (pace Hare) the sole properties — greater constituentgétation to the particulars
characteristic feature ohlue judgements on the present viewo which they belongSpecifically value properties are

2.20 Thus the judgement$hat is an elegant chair. emergent partd.e. value properties which are greater

The prose is vigorous. constituents of thentire value object but which cannot be

The landscape is sereman all be value judgements which identifiedindependently of identifying the value object. To
p-imply that thespeaker has a pro attitude towards the objedheextent that value terms refer to emergent pares;létk

aboutwhich the value judgement is made. specificity of referencé’ This is not to implyhat they lack
2.21 The last act of the play was contrived. objective or factual reference. To ghgt the table is ugly is
The colour is jangling. not specific in that it doasot logically imply what parts (in

The decor is preciouare, under appropriate interpretations, the technical senspelled out in Chapter One) of the table
examples ofialue judgements which imply that the judger hanstitute itaugliness, as it were. However the value

acon attitude towards the value object. judgemenp-implies on the present view, that there are such
2.22 Many value terms carry a positive or negative parts and that it is in virtue of these parts thatable is
p-implication when viewed as isolated terms, howdhis is  termed ugly.

modifiable both by sentential context anddontext of 2.27 ltis not only theilinspecificityof referencea

utterance. consequence of value properties being emergentstha

2.23 For example in the judgementse is just so refined.  characteristic of value predicates. It is alsarthariability.
andThe line was crude and vigorotise terms ‘refined’ and This is also a consequence of value propebisisg emergent
‘crude’ are modified by theentential context so thatthey  parts. The reference of value predicatiearacteristically

become negative ammbsitive respectively. changes with(a) change ofralue object;(b) change of

2.24 P-implications of value terms can also be modifigd valuer; (c) change oktandard; and eve(d) change of

the context of utterance; by tone of voigesture; facial occasion. ‘Beautifulin ‘What a beautiful vase’ generally has
expression; or even by prior knowledgs,the following differentreferent to ‘beautiful’ in ‘What a beautiful bodyit

examples illustrate. Someone rematlks’t that refined:” in  may also differ from person to person or occasiooctasion

a scathing tone of voice; says: ‘That was a clever piece of when the judgement is made by the same peiiduos.is not
work:” in a contemptuousianner; someone pulls a face  to be explained solely in virtue of the falat the value

while remarking:That’s pretty’ or says ‘Yes, its competent’ properties or value objects concerneddifierent, though

with adismissive wave of their hand; or exclaims ‘Bus it’ that factor obviously does contributdeither is it to be
brown;...” All these modify the value terms by text of explained solely in terms @imergence since not all emergent
utterance. In the case of the last example, atieatris properties are variabla this way. ‘Consciousness’ or ‘being
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to the left of'are terms referring to emergent properties whicB, \/alue-Judgement implies a standard for X
donot vary in referent from object to object (or attatively (see §2.77, p.19)

refer to closely similar referents — dependingndrether one
is a realist or a nominalist). Intuitivellis the parts of the . .
value object in virtue of which is judged to be beautiful, that | N€ function of value judgements

are likely to bedifferent in each case. Hence the emergent 2.32 The second important aspect of value judgentertte
propertywill be different even in the case where the value considered is their function. There are thgpkeres in which

object may not be. value judgements play a central ralee moral, the aesthetic
2.28 To give an example, suppose two peoplevaawing a and the scientific — the realno$ the good, the beautiful and
pottery vase. For one person it might beiitue of the the true.

colour and quality of the glaze, thkghtly uneven shape of 2.33 It is the existence of contingencies, chaagd above
the vase, its size and ttexture of the clay that the value all of alternatives, that make value judgemesstsmportant in
property of beindpeautiful is applied. On the other hand  each of the three spheres. Tature of the contingencies and
another persodiewing the same vase may say it is only the perceived significanad value judgements, however,
mediocrebecause of the patchy quality of the glaze; becausdiffer in eachsphere. The importance of value judgements
thepot is slightly off-round on one side; becausedbieur, has not beenasily recognised in science, for example. Even
according to a different standard, is seebetdoo bright and  if it has been, as in moral decision-making, for a wagét

so on. Yet the two people may leeking at the same vase. reasons to be explored in the course of the thibsig,are
However they see it as tvaistinctly differentiated wholes,  nevertheless regarded as troublesome.

constituted bylifferent parts. Hence the emergent value  2.34 The general function of making value judgeménts
propertiesascribed to the vase, are abstracted from differentach sphere is to communicate the valuer’s vievipainch

wholes and are, to that extent, themselves differen generally involves novelty and creativifihis is so for three
2.29 This is not to imply that value terms such as reasons. Firstly, each individualuer generally has a unique
‘beautiful’, necessarily have several differemtaningsi.e. perspective. Secondly, aggued above, generally value

that they are ambiguous. They may ewentinue to have the properties are createshew with each new value judgement.
same function of commending® However as Frege noted, Thirdly, the lackof conceptual regimentation in value

meaning and reference atistinct, as are meaning and predicates permitsonceptual novelty in a way that factual
function (or meaning andse):’ Ziff argues that the use of predicates doot. From an intersubjective point of view the
‘good’, for exampleis distinct from the function of generalfunction of making value judgements is that it daab
commending® The question of the meanings of value termghe unique perspectives of individuals to be made

will be briefly consideredbelow. intersubjectively available. Thus the individuaksources

2.30 A comprehensive account of the nature of value enhance the resources of the group.
judgements needs to consider firstly, seenanticof value 2.35 The perspective of an individual is likely to ineique
judgements, in particular the nature of teterent of the value or novel for personal, historical, culturagcial and biological

predicate; and secondly thenctionof making value reasons. These differences cdien be elided by language —
judgements. either because the persdoesn’t have the skills required to
2.31 The first important aspect of value judgemerads use languagereatively; because they do not have the
already been dealt with. The conclusions reachaade incentive orbecause they do not have the opportunity.

summarised as follows. A value predicate refers property Furthermorelanguage is standardised in form (syntax) and
which is an emergent part of the vahlgect. As stated in content(semantics) exactly in order to facilitate

Chapter One, a whole is that whighformed by unifying communicationBut for that reason also language can mitigate
abstracting (see §81.25-28).A neivole (the value property) againstverbal expression of novel conceptions or perceptio
to which the value predicatefers, is ‘created” by each 2.36 The variability and inspecificity of the valpeedicate

individual making a newalue judgement. Intuitively each  or term, its open texture, linguisticalpermits each valuer to
individual selectglifferent parts of the value object on the  create or abstract anew thalue property. The pro or con
basis ofwhich to abstract an emergent value property. Thusonnotation of valugidgements reflexively signals the
different people typically differentiate value otiigso as to  personal mode. Thube sign serves to indicate by
form differently differentiated wholes. Hentteey abstract ~ p-implication that theource of the judgement is individual
different value properties from theséoles. and personal.
2.37 The function of making a value judgement banseen
as the set of illocutionary acts it is typicaliyed to perform?
The function and the semantics of vajugégements interact.
Value judgements have the functithey do because of their
semantics and their semantieflect the functions they can be
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utilised to performThe function of value judgements, which By the same token theage, critical schools aside, no

is to communicatan individual perspective, is permitted andstandardised or conventiomakans of interpreting these
facilitatedby the semantics of value predicates, in particularunique formsij.e. there is no science of critical interpretation
by the emergent nature of the value property and the of aesthetic objects.

consequentariability and inspecificity of value predicates. 2.43 Thus each individual making an aesthetic value
2.38 Value judgements semantically speaking trigsdfine judgement is mirroring the unique function of aesth

verbal line between sufficient semantic ayttactic precision objects which is to make a unique formal “staterherie

for communication of a viewpoint toe possible, but not so  observer/critic making a value judgement makasigue

much precision that an individuahd unique viewpoint personal statement about the value object. Heie that the
(as represented by the emergesitie property) cannot be creativity of the critic and the creativibf the artist can
formulated and signalled. Thualue judgements bridge the become entangled — to the benefineither. However, there
gap between communicabilignd creativity. As will be seen is undoubtedly a creativeddement in making an aesthetic value
below, aesthetic objectis a different but related way, face judgement. Itonsists of selecting those parts of the value
the same task. Henitds not surprising that the importance objecton the basis of which to apply the emergent value

of value judgements most clearly acknowledged in the property and of abstracting the value property ftbese
aestheticsphere. parts. ltis this close relation between aesthetice

2.39 As will be seen in a later chapter, whereftictions  judgements and the unique function of aestladijects that

of making factual and value judgements esepared, the secures the central role of value judgeméntbe aesthetic
function of making value judgementsdimmetrically opposed sphere. Value judgements aeknowledged as germane to

to that of making factual judgemente latter typically critical evaluation ofesthetic objects.

function to linguisticallystandardise, or bring about the 2.44 Thus the essential tension in art anctaticism

convergence of individuglerspectives. (the latter including the making of valjlelgements about
aesthetic objects) is between tiwvelty of form and the

Value judgements in the aesthetic sphere communicability of conteniVhen the artist satisfactorily

resolves this tensidere is maximum novelty of form and
maximum communicationf content. Value judgements
reflect thistension. As spelled out above value judgements
treadthe fine line between novelty and communicability i
regard to the emergent value property.

2.45 To summarisemaking value judgements in the
aesthetic sphere is a response to the variabilitijyiduality
@nd hence interpretability of aesthedlgects. It is these
teatures of aesthetic objedhst elicit the requirement for
individual perceptiomf and interpretation of aesthetic
objects. Thidunction value judgements are semantically
well-suitedto perform. The isomorphism between aesthetic
objectsand the semantics of value judgements makes the
functionand significance of value judgements in the aeisthet
sphere relatively obvious.

2.40 In the aesthetic sphere the function of makialye
judgements is to communicate the individpatspectiven
relation to the perception of and interpretationaafsthetic
objects This function is partlyelated to the nature and
function of aesthetic objectsemselves. The aesthetic
function is to demonstratarough a unique and particular
material form (wher&orm’ is taken to refer to those aspects
of objectsavailable to sensuous apprehension — touch, sig
taste,sound, etc.) some “content”. Typically aesthebjeots
are themselves unique and individual. Value judgam
permit the individual's peculiar response to thaggally
unique aesthetic object to be verbally communicatet
without being overly specific, from a semantic gahview,
about the referent of the value predicate. Treferential
language is stretched to the limits in testhetic context.
2.41 Picasso’s “Guernica” like Goya’'s sketcheglad i i
Spanish Civil War depicts the horrors of war. ¥etwork of Value judgements in the moral sphere

each artist communicates its contenhiigans of a unique and2.46 In the moral sphere the function of value judgetsisn
particular form. It is this uniquand particular presentation ofto communicate thidividual’'s perspectives in relation to

content by means ofraaterial medium or form that decisions about actiofi Again the semantiatures of
characterises the aesthedfzhere. value judgement, their variability and inspecifjgitermit

2.42 The patrticularity and uniqueness of eaelsthetic novelty in relation to dealing witthe manifold contingencies
object both permits and requires a correspondinigjue of human behaviour araffairs. Individual judgements are

response from the observer/critkesthetic objects are not  required in ordeto permit both the application of and
generally standardised @ither form or content since that extraction ofmoral principles in specific situations. As Kant

would conflict withtheir aesthetic function. There is no arguedeach action has associated with it some principle o
“grammar” or‘vocabulary” of art, as it were. There are maxim and that moral actions are those whichaassciated
of coursewhat are called conventions, styles — with properly universalizable moral principles.

and metaphorically —languages” of representation.
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2.47 Moral judgements tend towards the generatoze
reasons, two contingent and one criterial’. Rirstie

A-M Cushan (1983 / 2014)

not determinable by anythimmurely objective. Hence in
order to decide whictheory to accept non-observational

regularities, as opposed to the contingenciebuofan society means are also needdd will be argued in Chapter Five
and behaviour permit of principles to thevised: principles or these non-observationaleans include arguments — both

proto-laws forbidding theftnurder, lying etc. Secondly, the
need exists tetandardise behaviour so as to make it

deductive and non-deductive. If it is accepted that value

judgementgp-imply objective reference and a standard then,

predictable anthence to increase social cohesion. This alsoaswill be spelled out in a later chapter, the imgdiicas of this
makes itdesirable to generalise moral notions as impemtiveare that value judgements are, like factjualgements,

principles or codes. Finally, as Kant argued songfly it is

of the essence of moral judgement that iubiversalizable
and general in form as well aspractical applicatio’’

This point will be discussefdirther in Chapter Seven.

2.48 However, the need to operate with these principles
the diverse and complex moral situationsviiich people find

rationally and intersubjectively assessdhjenon-deductive

argument and observation. Hence makialyie judgements
can constitute part of the ratiommabcess of deciding which
theories to accept.

2.53 Value judgements can be seen to be involvatenry
choice in two respects. Firstly, judgemeait®ut simplicity,

themselves, requires the mediatafrdecisions by individuals explanatory power, heuristic powetc. can be regarded as, at

regarding what ought to lne. As will be argued in

the very least, involvingalue judgements, akin to aesthetic

Chapter Seven this requirealue judgements since typically judgements baseah emergent properties of a theory
there are alternativactions, and hence alternative principles according to somstandard. These judgements, for example

of actionavailable to the agent. Making value judgements
constitutesit will be argued, a rational way of choosing
between alternative courses of action.

2.49 In the moral sphere therefore, it is not nosgjects
but the novel contingencies of action and theliata (motives,
intentions etc.) and the concomiteéed to extract and/or
apply moral principles thé¢ads to the requirement for
making value judgements.

2.50 Moral judgements regarding what is right amng
can be regarded as value judgements (a positsmnto be
argued for in Chapter Seven). An alternats/® regard such
judgements as teleologically relatedvalue judgements

that a theorys simple, could then constitute essential
premisesn arguments in favour of accepting a particular
theory. This can be illustrated in regard to wikaurrently
regarded as the most likely rational criterfontheory choice
— simplicity”°

2.54 If there is a quantitative measure of simpli¢guch
as, for the sake of simplicity) tmeimber of new entities
introduced by a theory, theve are no longer dealing with
value judgements but wituantitative judgements. As will
be further arguethter in this chapter, measurement or
quantitativeassessment is interestingly related to making
valuejudgements. However, the standards in the case of

regarding what is intrinsicallyood® In either case however measurement (such as for example the standard)rhatre
it is recognised thatalue judgements are integrally involved been fixed and intersubjectively agreed upkrerefore,

in makingmoral decisions. Due to uncertainty about the
possibilityof rationally assessing value judgements, tey
nevertheless regarded as problematic. The rational

assessability of value judgements is the topiCludpter Six.

Value judgements in the scientific sphere.

2.51 The primary function of value judgements in the
scientific sphere is to communicate the individsipersonal
assessments of the proper course to takeeipursuit of
knowledge. Such assessments are reqtoradcommodate
the experimental and theoretical chanigésnsically
involved in the pursuit of scientificnowledge. Essentially
the point is this: if there iso purely objective basis for
decision-making irscience, then making value judgements

can constitut@art of a rational process of making choices in
regardto experimental procedures and results and ultijmate

in regard to theories.

2.52 The basic arguments for this position will g in the
following chapters. Briefly, they are &dlows. “Theory” is
required for observation. Therefoteegory proper is

ultimately not determinable lpbservation alone. Hence it is

judgements made in the light of tlsndard are accepted as a

fact. The standard itsdiecomes a theoretical presupposition
of an observational judgement (see §83.19-/28psurement
can be seen as the convergent poirfiactiual and value

judgements because the pro and @ord hence personal)

implications disappear. Thougtstandard is still involved it

is articulated and intersubjectivEhe quantity, the property
involved inmeasuremeng(g.length) is not newly emergent
eachtime the measurement is made but is fix@d (s 2")
according to the fixed and intersubjective standard
Furthermore, length is not an emergent part ofljecbbut

an emergent element. These points will be takesgamn

when comparing factual and value predicatgShapter Six.
2.55 However insofar as the standard has not bgesed
upon and is not fixed and there is no quantitatieasure of
simplicity, then simplicity can bgeen as a value property
which is emergent and whids abstracted from objective
features of a particuldheory. This is analogous to the way in
which variousaesthetic properties might be abstracted from
objectivefeatures of an aesthetic object and assessed in the
light of an unarticulated or partially articulatstdndard.
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The standard may be extremely complex insafathe aspects2.60 Thus the tension in science is the obvergbatfin the
of the theory that constitute its simpliclave not been aesthetic sphere. The aesthetic challénge create a form
analysed into elements identifiattelependently of a for representing unique and persomalelations. The
particular theory! If however thestandard is articulated and scientific challenge is that of makigeative, personal

is converted into an intersubjectisendard and the features discoveries in the framework ofpae-existing and

that constitutesimplicity are converted into elements and areintersubjectively determined contexttd of expressing these
namedby factual predicates, then a qualitative judgenoént in an intersubjective mode. it for this reason, amongst

simplicity may become a quantitative or factual.&he others, that the role efalue judgements, so visible in the
2.56 The second respect in which value judgemargs aesthetic spherés so disguised and undervalued in the
involved in theory choice is in regard to assessinmy scientificsphere and so difficult to incorporate into an
deductive arguments in support of a partictiaoretical acceptableccount of science.

claim. Judgements about support can, jiklgjements about 2.61 Accepting an important role for value judgements
simplicity, be seen as value judgemefn.the other hand, if science also conflicts with the received viefithe latter. The
there is a more exact measuresofport, such as is provided received view of science is thatience is objective. And so it
by means of a modifiegrobability calculus under a particularis in certain respectslowever, what has been revealed in the
interpretationthen judgements of support can be seen as philosophicainvestigations of science in the last two decades
factualjudgements? Arguably these latter judgements of theis that there are ineradicably “subjective” elementthe
probability of a hypothesis on the evidence, actui methods of science, and even more shockingthleae may
judgements insofar as the relation between hypisthes in principle be necessary for acquirikgowledge by

evidence can be assigned a quantity. Insofardgements of scientific means. These elements invaltifising rational
support are value judgements then suppantbe seen as an means — including making valji@dgements — to arrive at
emergent property of a particulargument assessed accordingcientific knowledge. Theational means are necessary

to a complex and unarticulatsthndard which may differ because observationrist sufficient. All this will be further
from person to person. elaborated isubsequent chapters.
2.57 ltisin the scientific sphere that the rolevafue 2.62 The salient point of the analysis and discussion

judgements has been most difficult to recogaisé accept.  value judgements is that though they rhaye a personal
This is in part because of empiricigictrine regarding the source, they have objective refereacel can be made

nature of value judgements,particular that they are not intersubjectivei.e. can be articulatednd justified according
susceptible of rationassessment. With the extensive to rational principlesvalue judgements have dual

revision of views abouthe nature of science that has taken subjective/intersubjectivieatures as will be discussed in the
place in the lastwenty years in particular, this is slowly section below.

changingRecognition of the integral role that value 2.63 Value judgements in science are made by an

judgementplay in the pursuit of scientific knowledge has individual scientist in the face of the contingersuf
alsobeen growing? It is the basic contention of the present investigation, in which she/he finds her/himsedfjarding

work that to acknowledge this does not necesseniflgmit ultimately which theories are acceptalliaey communicate
one to the view that science is irratioriRhther it requires a  the invaluable “on-the-spot” judgemeimtsthe individual to
revision of, amongst other thingshat it is to be rational. the group. Thus they aigtegral to facilitating the advance of

2.58 Value judgements function in the scientifighere as science — aBitegral as is the knowledge which is often the
they do in the other two spheres. Tlayction to represent resultof these individual investigations. This functign

and communicate personal evaluatiatisnately in regard to constrained by the intersubjective mode and oriemaf
choice of the true anost acceptable theory of how things arescience.

However, inscience there are strong intersubjective 2.64 Whilst art publicly celebrates the individweffort,
constrainton such personal judgements, since science as atience publicly celebrates the intersubjectivgroup one.
activity is highly institutionalised. This, as Bac However though the emphasis is considerdifferent, both
prophetically perceived, is essential if it is tdfif its promise disciplines rely on individuaffort. In addition both

as a means of securing socially benefikrmwledge. disciplines must, insofar dsey aim at intersubjective

2.59 In some respects however, the role of value communication, rely omtersubjective means. These may be
judgements is most critical in the scientific sghéfrit is not, materially creatednew by each individual creating an

in principle, possible to determine whittteory is aesthetic objeand conceptually re-created by each

appropriately related to the existing evidenoeobservational observer/critiout of their own personal resources.
grounds alone, then if it is acceptbdt value judgements are Alternativelythese means for creation and interpretation may
rationally justifiable anabjectively based, it can be argued alreadybe available as they are to the members of the
that value judgementsre required for rational theory scientificcommunity.
choice®
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2.65 Therefore value judgements in science have the
function of communicating the result of rationatideon-
making in regard to choice of a correct theorywhether a
theory to test or one to accept on the bakexperimental
evidence. However, these evaluatians made in an
intersubjective context comprising whéthn termed a
paradigm: common theoretical frameworg&smmon
procedural techniques; common background acqtimedigh
formal education and informal induction irttee profession;
and common formal (mathematical) amzh-formal
languages used to communicate these discoveries.

Objectivity and subjectivity
2.66 The present account of value judgements fostice
to both their subjective and objective elements.

‘Subjective’ generally means:
i. having only a personal source
ii. being therefore unreliable since not
intersubjectively based
iii. not having reference to an external reality
(being only about one’s own response)
iv. misperceiving reality due to personal bias.
‘Objective’ generally means:
i. having an impersonal (objectively validated)
source
ii. hence being reliable
iii. making reference to that which has
external reality
iv. impersonally (correctly) perceiving external
reality.

2.67 The main thrust of the present analysis is thhie
judgements have both components. However, éneyeither
clearly subjective nor clearly objectiuethe above senses.

A-M Cushan (1983 / 2014)

subjective®” Thirdly, it follows from a revision of the nature
of factual judgementas themselves having a subjective
element, and aonsequent revision of the relationship
between factuadnd value judgements, these being
traditionally opposedThe latter point will be the subject of
Chapter SixThe first point can be supported by appeal to the
factthat people constantly make value judgements ikiradls
of contexts and argue about them. Furthermehen they
do, they make reference constantly tovhkie object or
situation in order to settle thalisputes. This is best
explained by accepting th@) value judgements have an
important function angb) that an object or situation is being
referred tan some way in making the value judgement.
2.69 The semantical complexity of value judgementsy
explain, in part, the problem of analysing thadequately. It
is the inspecificity of reference agll as the variability of
reference of value terntbat may have in part led people to
conclude thavalue terms do not objectively refer to
propertiesof objects at all (as did positivists and other
emotivetheorists). To be semantically inspecific aboutolth
aspects of a table contribute to its ugliness {gmthereby
deny that the aspects are in some sbegg referred to.
2.70 The denial of the objective reference of vakmns
has led to problems with the meanings of thesms. Moore,
rightly I think, argued that we cannd¢fine ‘good’ in terms
of any set of natural properti&sHe concluded that therefore
the term denoted simple non-rational property.Given the
present analysis of value judgements, one wouleéxmct to
be able to define value terms in termsny fixed or even
family set of properties, eith@atural or non-natural.

2.71 ‘I'is a term which refers to the speaker drahce its
reference is context-dependent. Likewisertferent of a
value term, for example ‘ugly’, isontext-dependent. The
referent of the term ‘ugly’ ideterminate or specific in a

They can be said to have a persauairce (which as has beerparticular case in thdtrefers in virtue of, and p-implies,

argued in the last secti@ontributes to their important
functions in the thremajor spheres) yet they are, it will be
argued inChapter Five, rationally and intersubjectively
assessabl@.he p-implications of value judgements indicate
thesubjective element.e. they make reference to the
attitudes of the speaker — pro or con — and testhrdard.
The standard is likely to be personal am@rticulated yet is
capable of being intersubjectiaad articulated. The logical
form and the semantiésdicate the objective elememg. that
the valueproperty is applied in virtue of objective propesti
of the value object. Yet the value property islitemergent
and in a sense created or abstracted bpehgon making the
value judgement again a subjectalement.

2.68 There are three main reasons for thinking thette are
both subjective and objective aspects of valldgements.

objectivefeatures of the value object. However, ‘ugly’ does
notlogically imply or refer to or mean those objectigatures.
2.72 Neither does the variability and context-dependenc
imply ambiguity. The fact that ‘I’ refert® different speakers
in different uses of it does niohply that it has a different
meaning in each case. Timeaning of ‘I insofar as it can be
said to have onés something like a verbal “pointing” to the
personspeaking. In fact it could be argued that ‘I' Heto

be used in this variable way precisely becausmdaning
stays constant: it always signifies the perspeaking.

2.73 Clearly value terms do have some meaning which
stays constant. This is the best explanationfefepringone
value term to another. One chooses to'ugly’ rather than
‘hideous’ presumably, in pafbecause of the meaning of these
terms.

Firstly, it best explains the frequent aextensive use of value 2.74 However the important point in regard to valeems

judgements. Secondly, it bestplains the cleavage in the
standard analyses of them seme claiming that they are
totally objective and somaaiming that they are totally

for present purposes is the following. In tase of value
terms because of their semantitganing is no guide to the
reference of the term¥he meaning of value predicates
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cannot be defined iterms of the referent of value predicates(with all the implication of being static) is really in dyniam
This suggestthat value predicates are likely to be, as indeegrocess. The phenomenal world is really constitbte

it turns out they are, difficult to define. This isdausavhilst
they have the form of class namestyety do not, it has been
argued, refer to that whidan be identified by means of a

unceasing activity®
2.80 States of affairs (and states of being) bamenerally
described by, and can in that sensed®n as equivalent to, a

class name. In ordéo identify some property by means of aset of premises which constitidedescription of them. There
class name mnust be an element which can, by definition, beés however ammportant difference betweercanception or

identifiedindependently of that to which it belongs.

2.75 Value predicates cannot be defined in termbhat to
which they refer because they refer tceamergent part, which
(by definition) is itself not abléo be identified independently
of identifying the valu®bject. It thus emerges that a
necessary condition of being able to define a fwagiin
terms of that to which it refers is that the predécin question

perceptionof a state of affairs, and tldescriptionof that
conception or perception. This difference is paitirly
salient in the present case. Generally more indgionis
carried in a conception or a perception of a sthadfairs

than in any description of {t. We can perceptuallake in
more information about a scene,ocorr mental representation
of a scene will often bacher than, can be easily described.

refer to an element-i.e. something that can be named by a Metaphoricadescription is the closest linguistic analogue to a

common or class name.

2.76 Since value predicates refer to emergent pinty, are
variable and inspecific in regard to thebjective reference.
Value predicates do not logicalbpecify the objective
features of the value objectyirtue of which they are
applied. Hence the referenokvalue judgements is
inspecific. Value predicatesfer to the value property in
virtue of differentfeatures of the value object in each new
value judgementdence the reference is variable.

perceptual or conceptual representation. THietause of

the juxtaposition in a metaphor of tbbject with its
metaphoric counterpart in the metaphagntext®® The
richness of the associations tlgenerated all-at-once, as it
were, is similar to th@uxtaposition of diverse elements that is
only fully possible in pictorial representation.

2.81 Standards are likely to be unarticulatdiffjcult to
articulate and to be personal rather thdarsubjective.
Standards do not need to be articulatearder for a value

Neverthelessalue judgements are made in virtue of objectijedgement to benade Hence thewre likely to be

featuresof the value object.

Condition Three
for being a Value Judgement: — a ‘standard’

2.77
by means of which X is being judged to be Y

It can be argued that the most characteristiture of value
judgements is that they appeal tacthyexplicitly to
standards. Frankena says:

In fact all evaluations properly so

called are at least implicitly made by
reference to some standard or some set
of general judgements about what is
good-making or prima-facie godd.

2.78 Standards will be regarded @mnceptions of states of
affairs. A conception is a mental representatidrich may be
verbal or non-verbal in form. A special casaaiftate of
affairs is a state of being. A stateaffairs as generally
conceived of as a time-slice thfe physical world, which
includes existences of variokids in various relations to
each other. A state bking refers to an individual object
which persists aa unity in time and space and through
changes. A stataf being is a notion, which, as will be seen,
is especially important in regard to aesthetic evadnat

2.79 Strictly speaking a state is itself an abstraciiomhat

unarticulated. However, they do ndede articulated in
order for the judgement to lastifiedsince the latter is an
intersubjectiveprocess. That standards are typically
conceptions thusxplains why they do not need to be
articulated in ordeto make the value judgement. The

Condition Three: The judgement p-implies a standargkoblem of describingne’s conceptions explains why value

judgements can ks difficult to articulate. The function of
value judgementsyhich is to communicate an individual
perspectivemakes it likely that the standard will be personal
rather than intersubjective.

2.82 That which can be intersubjectively agreed upas
(logically) to be intersubjectively accessible.isltmeans that
either it must be observable as a matgiednomenon or it
must be describable and hemcenmunicable. Standards,
conceived of as non-verbat rather pre-verbal conceptions of
states of affairare not, as such, intersubjectively available
entities.However, standards can be communicated,

i.e. articulatedand hence can be made intersubjective.

2.83 In case there is some baulking at the idea of
conceptionsi.e. mental representations which, sirthe
linguistic turn and the associated influencéehaviourism,
have been ousted as respectable enfitigs much
mainstream Anglo-Saxon philosophy, therengpirical
evidence for the existence of conceptiand for their nature
from several sources. Firstly,seems obvious from
introspection and from genetatowledge of people’s thought
processes that peopde not always and often do not think

according to current scientifraetaphysics, it is believed that linguistically. Of course to communicate their thoughts or to
all things are irprocess. What appears to us to be a state describethem, people must use language. However that does
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not change the fact that there appear to be internal 2.88 Standards provide criteria for assessingviiae or
representationghich (telepathy aside) are notprinciple worth of something Assessing worth is placing it along a
apperceptible by anyone except the petsmring them. gualitative dimension in accord with the extentvtach it

It is logically not possible to apperceisemeone else’s realizes or doesn't realize the state of affairdalirconstitutes
conceptions directly. the standard

2.84 Sophisticated psychologists and ordinginjlosophers 2.89 A comparison with measurement might bigstrate
of science are well aware by now that tin@bservability of  this point. Measurement and evaluation@osely related.
entities in principle or directlgoes not constitute a good As previously mentioned measurementhis closest factual

reason to dismiss thexistence of such entitiés. analogue to evaluation. The standiarthe case of

In fact such entitiesonstitute the foundational ontology of measurement may be a concrete obggtthe standard
contemporaryhysical theory. metre in Paris. In the case of measurerasrdpposed to
2.85 Using Quinean criteria we are committedhe evaluation the dimension involveddsantitative and not

existence of those entities which our tru@ocepted-as-true qualitative. The quantities anearked by the numerals 1, 2, 3,
statements commit us 0. Entities unobservable in principle etc. in the appropriatenits, depending on the degree of

such as cognitions, amcreasingly the subject of precision with whiclthe measurements must be made.
investigation by psychologists. There is at least one journalThe standard provideke basis for establishing whether an
of cognitivepsychology and there is growing interest in object has garticular property — the quantitative property
mentalrepresentations and images within psychology thougthatbelongs to the object assessed in relation tgtdredard.
the field is still new' If the dimension involved is, for examples length, this

2.86 General philosophy (as opposed to philosophy dimension goes from shorter to longleom say 1 mm (or
science) has fallen behind empirical psycholsgmewhat in less) to 1000 metres (or more) €kbe object in question is

its willingness to shed the methodologicallyd empirically  then assigned a quantity anumerical value according to the
sterile behaviourist research program®iace Chomsky it standard. Given th&tandard, it is a matter of fact whether the
has become increasingly respectadithin psychology to objectpossesses the property or not.

accept the existence of interelychological processes and 2.90 Evaluation is a process similar in certegspects to
entities that are causakfficacious and that cannot be cashetheasurement. As with measurement theeestandard in

out behaviouristically’> Chomsky, with his now-famous evaluation. However, the standardyigically nota physical

review of ‘Verbal Behaviour’, instigated a widespdeand object but a conception afstate of affairs — a mental object.
successfutritique of the foundations of behaviourist leaghin As a consequendie standard is frequently not actually
theory?* Other psychologists had, with somewtests intersubjectiven the way that standards for measurement are.

success, been criticising the methodology anfirnitings for  However the standard in value judgements is potentially
some time previously. From a psychologicaoint of view it intersubjectivénsofar as it can be articulated or otherwise
seems that we frequently use mengglresentations which  shared and can then quite literally beconséaadard.

may be linguistic, pictorial cgven more abstracted from The standards of some culturally accepteldie judgements
sensory experience. Them® seen to have theoretical and are intersubjective standards in thigy. For example the
practical significancand are subject to empirical standard for appropriate feminioe masculine behaviour
investigation in severdifferent areas within psychology. derives from a shared cultuistereotyped conception of
2.87 There is additional evidence for both thestence and Woman or Man. The properbtf being feminine or

the nature of conceptions from investigationts the creative masculine, regarded as a vapreperty, is assigned on the
thought processes aftists, scientists and mathematicidhs. basis of the standard isthe case with measurement.

The topic of creative thought has begmerally neglected by As is also the casgith measurement, one cannot ask whether
psychologists and philosophetike.’” Since Reichenbach’s a woman igeminine without having some standard of
distinction between theontext of discovery and the context femininity in mind.*°

of justification,scientific discovery in particular has received2.91 There are also some important differenoesveen
shortshrift in philosophy of science until relativelycently’® measurement and evaluation. The propassigned to the
Central to the enterprise of explaining creativeught is the  value object on the basis of thiandard is an emergent part
need to acknowledge the existencengintal representations and not an emergent elemenihe emergent part does not
as explanatory entities whithough unobservable in principlestrictly speakingorrespond to objective features or refer to
can nevertheless Ipermitted to be the object of legitimate objectivefeatures of the value object though the value

scientificinvestigation. In order for this to be possible predicate is applied in virtue of objective featwéthe value
behaviourismethodology must be discarded and the object and p-implies that there are suliherefore ‘beautiful’
similarity (in respect of dealing with unobserva)ia the is not a factual predicate thoughpplying it to an object can
ontologies of physics and psychology acknowledged. be justified as appropriate the basis of objective features of

the valueobject. A flower may be said, for example, to be
© A-M. Taylor (1983, 2014) b..
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beautifulbecause of its colour, its perfume, the perébetpe
of its petals etc. A quantity on the other h@mdn emergent

element of an object as discusse@8i.45—-49, Chapter One.

A-M Cushan (1983 / 2014)

definition of value judgements. The truth contdiirethe
emotivist interpretation of aesthetic and mualgements is
that the same statement can be usepoess a value

2.92 Another important difference between measurementjudgementin which case the thremnditions for being a
and evaluation is the role of the standardmbasurement the value judgement will be fulfilledyr it can be used to express

standard is necessary in order to mideemeasurement but
once the standard is acceptatiether or not the object in
question possess th@antity in question, is a matter of fact.
2.93 However, standards in evaluation are necessatry
only for assessin@ value judgement but fbeinga value
judgement. The standard is required to fonen differentiated
whole on the basis of which tieenergent value property is

an attitude verglose to saying for example ‘Ugghh!’. The
two usesare not discontinuous and it can in individual sase
be difficult to tell. However, it is clear thatdbame
statement forms can be used in quite diffeveanys™

All that is required in order to claithat thereare at least two
distinct uses of statemeristh having the same form, is that
there be clear case§ each — of making judgements and of

abstracted. We needstandard to determine what, in the casexpressingttitudes. It seems clear that there are such. A
of a particulaobject, constitutes its beauty. The standard ispersoncan say: ‘That painting is awful’ and it can beibalby

of course also required in order to assess whether the
application of the value predicate is justifiedislrequired in
order to analyse the value object into éhements that will
justify the application of thealue predicate.

2.94 Yet another difference between measurement and
evaluation is that the dimension involved in evibrais
qualitative and not quantitative. The dimensioal$® usually
not so precisely demarcated: good’ throtrglasonable’ to
‘bad; ‘beautiful’ through ‘pleasant’ to ‘ugly‘right’ through
‘permissible’ to ‘wrong. The dimension magt always be
linear nor the qualities completatystinct. ‘Pretty’, ‘refined’,

nothing more than an expression of distaste. Hewéwan
also be a genuine value judgement. Theammotation will
still be present but as well as involviagtandard, the value
judgement will be aboudbjective features of the painting and
not simplyabout an internal response of the judger.

2.98 The standards p-implied by value judgemaal be
articulated or unarticulated; the person rbaymore or less
aware of appealing to them. They nmagpge from an
unarticulated awareness of rejecting ¢hgect of which the
person may be more or less conscimushe articulated,
conscious aesthetic standardshef observer/critic,

and ‘delicate’ may be satd cluster together rather than to be.gsimplicity, harmony ofine, good workmanship, etc.
in a strictlylinear relation and might move towards ‘crude’ ofThe standard or standanti®y be intrinsic to the objedte.

towards'ugly’ depending on the context.

2.95 The most important property that evaluatibrares
with measurement howeverasder. That is theproperty that
justifies calling evaluation the assignmeht property along
a qualitative dimension. ‘Righ#ind ‘wrong’, in the case of
moral judgement; ‘beautifuind ‘ugly’ in the case of
aesthetic judgement; ‘simplet ‘complex’ in the case of
scientific judgements matke boundaries of the dimension

relate to theparticular properties which the object appears to
be attempting to realise or they may be extrinsichtoadbject.
That is to say they may be based on personsdcial
standards of good taste .

2.99 Thus if a table is roughly carved and ijtidged to be
ugly on the basis of its rough finisthjs may be either
because the finish is judgedhe too rough for a table of that
kind (an intrinsicstandard) or too rough in comparison to a

involved. One may warb extend the boundaries to include French-polishedable (an extrinsic standard).
‘perfect’ in thecase of aesthetic judgement and perhaps ‘be&’100 Standards have two functions. Firstly, tioeynstitute

in thecase of moral judgements. All other relevant value
judgements could be placed in some more or less@dd
relation to these boundary judgements in eacheofelevant
contexts. We mark the general directiorthaf judgement, its
sign, by the pro or con p-implicatiarf the value predicate.
2.96 If we say that something is beautiful wemply a pro-
attitude towards it. Another perhadpss subjective sounding
p-implication is that we wouldlace it towards the “top” or
“positive” end of thequalitative dimension. That is to say in

the bases upon which relevant featurethefvalue object are
selected. It is from the differentiatedhole so constituted that
the emergentalue property is abstracted. Standards also
constitutethe grounds for justifying the value judgement.
Giventhat the selected standard is articulated and then
accepted, it forms the intersubjective basisafsessing the
value object and determining whethemot the value object
can justifiably be said to havke value property in question.
2.101 Thus to summarise: the notion of standdreisg

relation tothe standard being employed, the object realizes tssed here is that of pre-linguistic or non-lingigisintities

ahigh degree the state of affairs which the standard
represents. In a similar way, if we judge someghinbe two
inches long, then in relation to the Impefalot, it would be
allocated a particular position e bottom or ‘short’ end of
that quantitativelimension.

2.97 Though some judgements have the form of value
judgements they are not so according to the previou

which can however be describldce any other mental event

or entity, though witlsome loss of information that is inherent
in thetransition from conception or perception to des@ip

As pointed out above conceptions, being mentaltsyare

not directly observable except by the person héwthem.
Even then one would have to say theydirectly
apperceivable rather than observable wiétter implies the
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use of the ordinary senses. Tatter are clearly not
employed in apperceiving mentaitities.

2.102 Therefore standards are not standards is¢hse of
being commonly accepted as a matter of fatdwever, being
articulable or describable, they dascome commonly
accepted and often do. Any society had arguably needs
shared values especially moral orEse reasons for terming
these entities standardswever, is that they are a potentially
intersubjectivebasis for qualitative assessment of the value
object.They have the same function as a public standard
though they happen to be private. Most importaingfar as
what is concerned is a value judgement aoidan expression

A-M Cushan (1983 / 2014)

2.106 Leavis also makes an even more explicit comroant
his methodology in his discussion of another poerhl,
Lawrence’s ‘Piano’:

No more need be said about the elements
of this kind in the poem. Itis a complex
whole, and its distinction, plainly is

bound up with its complexity’

2.107 The process of justifying a value judgemeas be
represented as an argument which supportsahelusion that
the aesthetic value object has prop&ttywith the premises
describing the elements of thalue object and their relations

of emotion, they constitute a bafis assessing the value
object. To say that a standasdnvolved in a value

judgement is to say that théseevaluation going on: that the
value object is beingssessed in the light of some selected

basis for doingo. This is precisely what makes it a
judgement ofvalue.

Assessing value judgements

2.103 From the above account of value judgements it
follows that assessing value judgements involvessovts of

questions:

1. Given the standard,
how adequate is the judgement?

S0 as to justify thelaim that the value predicate has been
appropriatelyapplied.

2.108 This account of the means of justifying the
application of the value property implies that thare several
different loci for novel interpretatioim addition to differently
differentiating the wholen particular selecting different
elements to justifapplying the value predicate and collecting
or synthesisinghese to form different and differently
structuredsets.

2.109 The second sort of question in regard to justgyin
value judgement concerns the acceptabilitthefstandard.

2. Is the standard appropriate as a basis
for the value judgement?

This is a question of whether the properties ofvilee object TO quote Leavis again:

are such as to justify the applicatiortloé value property.

This requires analysis of thalue object: perhaps analysing it

into lesser wholeer elements and then collecting or
synthesising thesglements into structured sets that
approximate thevhole.

2.104 A clear example of this process can be seénR.

Leavis’ discussion of William Blake's poeffihe Sick Rose'.

He quotes the first line of the poem:
O Rose, thou art sick.
and goes on to say:

To call a rose ‘sick’ is to make it at once someghi
more than a thing seen, ‘Rose’ as developed by ‘thy
bed of crimson joy’ evokes rich passion, sensuality
at once glowing, delicate and fragrant, and extpiisi
health. ‘Bed of crimson joy’ is voluptuously taatu

in suggestion, and...more than tactual — we feel
ourselves ‘bedding down’ in the Rose, and there is
also a suggestion of a secret heart (‘found otht8,
focus of life, down there at the core of the clgsel
clustered and enclosing petals.

2.105 The above quotation also illustrates the reliaoce
the suggestions and associations (p-implicatiohff)e terms

in order to explain how the poeachieves its effect.

The reader who cannot see that Tennyson’s
poem [Break, break, break]...yields a
satisfactiorinferior in kind [my italics]

to that represented by Wordsworth [Proud
Maisie], cannot securely appreciate the
highest poetic achievement... “Inferior in
kind” — by what standards? Here we come to
the point at which literary criticism, as

it must, enters overtly into questions of
emotional hygiene and moral value — more
generally (there seems no other adequate
phrase), of spiritual healtf’

2.110 Assessing the standard is a matter of deciding
whether an articulated conception of a stateffafirs is
justified as a basis for comparisoifhiscan be done either
by evaluation directlyi.e. by assessing the standard in terms
of some other whicls not in question at the time (as Leavis
assesses theferiority of poetry in terms of a standard of
spiritual health). Alternatively it can be donepaytting
forward arguments (which themselves havbdavaluated as
good or bad arguments) for the concludivat the standard is
appropriate. It will beargued in a later chapter that standards
areassessable by non-deductive argument.

2.111 For example, questions concerning the cliat
human happiness should be a standard for mahaé

It also illustrates the process unpacking the richness of the jydgements involve settling questions concerrimeg

metaphorical language.

possibility of attaining human happiness; the mtgd
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consequences of accepting such a standarimgpartance of
human happiness (a value judgement whiehce involves
appeal to a further standard); problenfiglarifying
conceptually and practically what happinessstc.

23
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2.115 Other standards may be more external tovéthee
object. Leavis’ standard of moral excellettgudging
poetry is an example of an external stand@ahsiderations
relevant to evaluating the standard rbayaried. The

Arguments pertaining to all these amthted questions would standards may be deemed too external tad¢iséhetic object

have to be evaluated. Thestification of value judgements
by non-deductivéustification of standards and of the

in question. For example, intellectutdpth or concreteness
of imagery may not be desiralds a basis for assessing

application ofthe value predicate will be discussed further inShelley’s ‘Ode to a SkylarkOther considerations may be

Chapter Five.

2.112 As already discussed there are three important
spheres of evaluation. These are the moral spthere,
aesthetic sphere and the scientific sphere. Tiyemahich
standards are employed in each of these sphdterow be
briefly illustrated. As stated abogtandards have to be
justified as a basis for comparisonassessment. Thus the
proper question inegard to standards is whether or not the

standard isppropriate as a basis for assessing the worth or

value of something.

In the aesthetic sphere

2.113 In the aesthetic sphere a sufficient conditiba
standard being appropriate is if it is@ppropriate
extrapolation from the object itself. Thahich is

whether the standardiisorally desirabled.g.should beauty
or technicakxcellence be used as a basis for judging a film
suchas ‘Clockwork Orange’ which depicts sadism in an
aesthetic way); whether the standard is attainablés it
possible to realise; or whether the standarelevant,
e.g.whether the degree to whichpainting represents the
real world should be a bad@ judging a work such as

‘Blue Poles’.

In the moral sphere

2.116 In the moral sphere the standard is genegally
conception of some ideal (both in the senseesirable and in
the sense of perfect or near-perfatéite of affairs’

Thus conception of a state of affaivhere no one is killed
may be the standard for judgititat killing is wrong.

extrapolated is a conception of a statb@ihg. The aesthetic General considerations alapply to assessing whether a
object is then evaluated in termisthe extent to which it tendsmoral standard is justifiedVhether a state of affairs in

towards that conceivestate of being. The state of being
towards which thebject tends and which the standard
represents, coulble termed the tendency of the work.

question is possibler probable is relevant to deciding
whether or not t@adopt a conception of such a state of affairs
as astandard of right or wrong. For example it is @jun

The object igudged to be satisfactory or not to the extent to favour of repealing anti-abortion legislation titas not

which it realises the conception of its tendencychlis the
standard. Aesthetic appreciation amounts thegrart to
assessing the gap between that whichbeas realised and
the ideal or intended object (extrapolassdthe standard of
evaluation) towards whictine actual object tends — its
tendency. This tendeneyso represents the potential of the
work to be othethan it is.

2.114 This potential always exists for at least tigasons.
Firstly, the actual process of materiathgating an aesthetic

possible to stop. It may be argued that vidaight in these
circumstances is to make abortionsafe and quick and
painless for mother and foetusgsssible, where the standard
is a conception of a stabé affairs in which there is the
minimum amount of pain.

2.117 The question regarding whether the standaitdesf
morally desirable (according to some otstemdard) may also
be relevant. Thus human happiness be used as a standard
of right and wrong but thguestion of whether human happi-

object means that there wienerally be imperfections which ness is itself anltimate good or an intrinsic good or the only

are an inevitableesult of the difficulties of the creative

morally worthwhile value can be asked at a meta-level.

process irsome material medium. Secondly, the possibilitie8Vhetherthe conception of a state of affairs used as alatan

inherentin the work to be other than it is derive fraspects
which have been realised. What an aestluodtject always
suggests by being what it is, are ottkéngs it isn’t but could

for judging right or wrong is compatible with otifendam-
ental moral principles is also important. lEsample, one
could argue that a conception of a state of affairghich

have been. The actual heiglithe sculpture could have beerone’s own interests are served cannot constitetstdmndard

different — slightlytaller or shorter. The colours in a

of right and wrong. because it conflicts with theibasoral

painting coulchave been darker or lighter or more intense etgrinciple ofhaving concern for others as persons. An argu-

Eachactual feature of the value object suggests ardifite
possibility just by its very existence. Some afgt
possibilities if realised would have made a batitexorse
work. It is on the basis of awareness of thasssibilities in
relation to the actuality of theesthetic object that an

mentagainst abortion and euthanasia is that it conestitu
murder,i.e. that it is not compatible with the fundamental
moral principle of not killing another huméeing.

appropriate aesthetstandard is selected by an observer/critic.

© A-M. Taylor (1983, 2014) b..



INVESTIGATIONS INTOFACTS AND VALUES 24
2.118 Other considerations in relation to evaluatingral
standards may include considering the consequeaficestate
of affairs, for example one in which no oigesver killed.

This may have a bearing on whetheoaception of such a
state of affairs is appropriases a standard for judging
behaviour. An argumeffivr euthanasia consists of the

A-M Cushan (1983 / 2014)

judgementsall matters which will be taken up in subsequent
chapters. Discussion of the role of standardeeéis¢ientific
sphere is therefore of necessity the nstistchy and
speculative.

2.122 The standard for evaluating mathemattbalories in
which a high degree of abstractionrigolved and

amount of pain and sufferingaused by not terminating life in mathematical symbolism is used to represestiate of affairs,

the case where theigextreme suffering and no hope of

is, it is suggested, some conceptifrelegance or simplicity.

recovery. Howclearly a state of affairs can be conceived cain this case thetandard for judging the theory is somewhat

alsobe a consideration in determining whether a conoept
of that state of affairs is appropriate as a stehdror
example a state of affairs in which everyonkdppy can be
difficult to conceive insofar as it ifficult to clarify what
happiness is (or equivalently define ‘happiness”).

2.119 Moral philosophers disagree about whether the
rightness or wrongness of an act is so in virtutnefnon-
moral value it brings into being.g.balanceof good over
evil) or whether there are what coulddsdled intrinsically
morally valuable properties whichake acts, etc. right or
wrong,

2.120 What this amounts to on the present viewl&ther
the standard for judging something to be rightvrong is a
moral or non-moral standard. (See ChaBren for a
discussion of what it is to be moral.) If thiandard is non-

akin tothose used in aesthetic contexts. The concepfion o
elegance or simplicity in terms of which the mathatinal
theory in question is evaluated, is extrapoldtech the
mathematical form and content of ttieory itself. This is
assuming of course that thesations have not, and cannot be
given a quantitativer precise analysis.

2.123 Standards of simplicity as discussed in relaton
non-mathematical theories may consiss@ie complex,
overlapping set of features constitutiaag ideal theory. In the
latter case, standards in thaentific context which are
involved in choosing ¢heory are closer to standards in the
moral spherevhich generally constitute some ideal state of
affairs.

2.124 Other criteria may also be applicablesivaluating
non-mathematical and mathematical theoffiesvith other

moral €.g.conception of a state bhppiness) then somethingtheories, explanatory power, relatimmevidence; predictive

is right in virtue of somethingon-moral that it brings into

power; boldness etc. Even these may be seen as involving

being. If thestandard is a moral one then something is rightvalue judgements artence standards. In the case of fit with

in virtue of some intrinsically moral state. For et
purposes this is not an important question to aedide
important point is that on the present view judgetsef right
or wrong are in either case valuelgements. ‘Right’ and
‘wrong’ are value terms which-imply approval or
disapproval respectively, of tlobject of the moral
judgement; they refer to an emergpatt of the situation in
question; they p-imply objectiyaroperties of the situation on
the basis ofvhich the judgement is being made and they
p-imply astandard according to which the value object is
beingjudged to be right or wrong. The notions of righd
wrong will be further discussed in Chapter Seven.

In the scientific sphere

2.121 The role of standards in evaluating reasoiting
pursuit of truth or acceptability in the scientifiphere is
probably the most contentious and least aiddhe areas
discussed so far. Some of the reasonstiisyis so have
already been indicated when discusghmgfunction of
making value judgements in tBeientific sphere.
Furthermore in order to satisfactordiscuss value

othertheories, for example, the standard involved wddd
conception of some state of affairs on the basighi¢h a
theory is regarded as fitting with othbeories. This is not to
say that some objective featumech as consistency may not
constitute part of thgrounds for determining whether two
theories fit omot. But insofar as the objective features which
aresaid to constitute fit cannot be articulated stodally
capture the notion, the claim that judgemaexitfit are value
judgements and that fit is an emergprdperty, gains
plausibility. Correspondingly theotion that there is a
conception of fit, constitutinthe standard, on the basis of
which the value propertig abstracted from the objective
features of a theorglso gains support.

2.125 This completes discussion of the three conditions
necessary for being a value judgement. Imi chapter the
nature of factual judgements will biiscussed.

judgements and standards in sciencerieisessary to consider

amongst other things, the natwfenon-deductive argument;
the function of reason iarriving at knowledge about the

world; the role ofvalue judgements in argument; the rational

assessabilitpf value judgements and the nature of factual
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Ch.3 — FACTUAL JUDGEMENTS :
a special case?

3.1 Inthis chapter the nature of factual judgeméiutde
abbreviated to ‘facts’) will be investigated. The
empiricist/common-sense notion of a fact is argiodue
unacceptable. Firstly, it will be argued that ésttould be
regarded as comprising both theoretical abgervational
judgements; and secondly, that even inchee of
observational judgements, sensory experiennetisufficient
either to establish their truth falsity or to confirm them but
that additional non-observatioredsumptions are always
required:

The nature of factual judgements

3.2 The first important thesis about the naturéagts to be
established is that the notion of a fectery broad. It
properly includes both observatiofatigements and
theoretical judgements. Theoretigadigements are
judgements about that which cannot, lfigical and factual
reasons, be directly observedd.black holes, sub-atomic
particles, numbers, etc.) about that which is relatively
indirectly related tabservation (genes, atoms, the
constitution of theearth’s core, etc.). Observational
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there is nmbjective method by means of which disputes
about valugudgements can be resolved. If values are
expressionsf opinion or emotion then there is not even a
genuinedispute to resolve. One cannot sensibly dispute
someone’emotions or interests. It is also highly
controversiahs to whether truth or falsity is applicabbe
values and whether they can appear with factisérpremises
of arguments.

3.5 Inthe present chapter the notion of factsraénary
conceived will be investigated, ultimatebyr the purpose of
demonstrating that the differendestween facts and values
are not such as to prevent thder being assessed jointly with
facts as premises afguments.

3.6 The attempt by logical positivists to demonsttagt
theoretical judgements can be derived from obsienvait
judgements is generally accepted to himiled’

If theoretical judgements cannot be derifienn observat-
ional judgements, or otherwise eliminatdten it must be
concluded that theoretical judgemeats an essential and
irreducible component of scientifimowledge. Hence if both
theoretical and observatiorjalgements are necessary to
advance our knowledge tife world, then both can and
should be regarded aenstituting the facts with which
science deals.

3.7 The role of theoretical judgements in sciehas

judgements argidgements about that which can be directly always been problematic in an empiricist framewardcisely

observedr about that which is relatively directly related
observation (tables, chairs, animals, the sun). &tiee reason
for the broadness of these definitions witherge in the
course of the discussion.

3.3 The two definitive features of a fact in tbmpiricist
paradigm (of which the common-sense viejus an
extension) are generally accepted as bdajgts relation to
reality and (b) its relation tosensory experiencee. to
observation. A fact is takean beabout in some sense, the
real world? Thus facthiave ontological import. The
fundamental empiricisissumption is that knowledge of the

because they are about what is not direaligervable.
However, it did not seem possible to satisfactaligninate
them. Even on an instrumentaNéw of theoretical terms
they were accepted ascessary even if they were not seen to
have realistmport.” If theoretical judgements could not be
derivedfrom observational judgements then the next task wa
to show that they were appropriately related to olztemal
judgements. This was necessary so as to distimguis
legitimate scientific theoretical judgements fromaaceptable
metaphysical ones. It was proposed tdueptable

theoretical judgements were those which wenefirmed by

world is acquiredy observatior. Hence factual judgements observational judgements. As this viiast formulated by
are establishetb be true or false, on the empiricist view, by Ayer, acceptable theoretical judgementse those from

meanf observation. It is these two features — thdisea
import and an impeccable method for establishinthior
falsity, that are taken to characterise facts on an
empiricist'common-sense view. The consequences of
accepting this view of facts ard: disputes abodtcts can in
principle be resolved by an objectireansyiz. observation;

which true observational judgememtsre derivablé. This
criterion of confirmation provethadequate, however, to
distinguish scientific theoreticflom merely metaphysical
judgements. More complex hypothetico-deductive and
probabilistic accountsf the appropriate confirmation relation
between theoreticand observational judgements were

ii. truth or falsity isappropriately applied to single facts suchdeveloped bythers such as Hempel, Carnap and

as ‘Thetable is brown’; andiii. hence facts are clearly
suitable for use in the premises of arguments.

3.4 Value judgements (to be abbreviated to .'valuass)
contrasted in the empiricist paradigm with fadtalues are
generally not regarded as having referadhe external
world at all! They are construed agerely expressing an

Reichenbach? What allthe accounts had in common was
that they all impliedhat (a) observational and theoretical
judgements werdistinct, and(b) that observational
judgements werepistemically privileged in that it was on the
basis ofobservational judgements that theoretical judgement
were to be confirmed.

individual's feelings or opinioner they are regarded as being

about the individual'snterests or emotions It is taken that
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3.8 The distinction between theory and observation
assumed in the positivist framework became thecemfra
fundamental objection to the programmeThe arguments
for the theory-ladenness of observation, howeser,
generally somewhat unsatisfactory. They oftemakoserve
to demonstrate that there is no legitimdisginction between
theoretical and observatiorjadgements? Rather what they
show is that observationgidgements depend on theoretical
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accepted it leads to a revision not only of theamoof a fact
but of the relationship between facts aatlies.

3.13 Itis the aim of this section to demonstrate the
untenability of the empiricist/common-sense notidan
observational judgement, which would allow the ferto
constitute a foundation for scientific knowledgéstly,
‘synthetic judgement’ will be defineas ‘a judgement which
can be verified or falsified by direobservation; or which can

judgements, whichssumes a distinction. An attempt to spelbe derived from suchjadgement™® This will be the first

out theproper relationship between theoretical and
observationajudgements will be made in the course of this
chapter.

3.9 For the present it will be accepted that thiera
distinction between theoretical and observatiguadements;
that theoretical judgements are necesgargcquiring

definition of ‘synthetic’.Hence it will be designated
‘synthetic-I'. Only verification will be dealt with as the points
made also hold for falsification. The only candiddor
synthetic-1 judgements, given the failure of wtatld be
termed the theory-elimination programmettud logical
positivists, are observational judgemeittiseoretical

scientific knowledge and hence tiiattual judgements shouldjudgements are clearly not synthetigaigements.

be taken to include botheoretical and observational
judgements.

3.10 On the definitions given above only observation
judgements are about what is directly observaBleeven if
it is accepted that theoretical judgementsfaces, it may be
argued that some facts are “hafdtts and that some are
“soft” facts, and a distinctiobetween kinds of facts may be

The question to be answered is: are tleesynthetic-1
judgements? It will be argued thakre are none. This is the
second important thesébout the nature of facts — no facts
are synthetic-judgements.

3.14 The claim that there is no analytic-synthdaigtinction
has received much attention in ierature* Many of these
arguments are pertinent hefa outline of some of the

drawn. Observation judgememti®e "hard” facts, being about central arguments will bgresented and the reader will be
what is directlyobservable. They include judgements such asferred to the extensivigerature for more detailed

‘The skyis blue’; “The water is hot’; ‘This piece of woosl i
4 cm. long’. This fits with the common-sense ititins of
many philosophers, laypeople and scientists alwbat sort of
judgement constitutes the paradigm dhetual judgement.

discussion.

3.15 The first argument that there are sgnthetic-1
judgements is that no set of judgements abgperiences (no
set of sense data statementdpggcally sufficient to establish

It fits also with empiricist dogmabout the role of observationthe truth of a syntheticjldgement. Observational
in acquiring knowledgeand hence of the foundational role ofjudgements such &Bhere is a table in the next room’ are not

observatiorjudgements in an empiricist philosophy of
science.

logically equivalent to any set of sense data claims about
seeing, feeling, ett. Linguistic phenomenalism, tifue,

3.11 Thus it seems reasonable to conclude that obgamvat implies that if an observational judgementaducible to

judgements represent those judgementsatteaimost directly
related to observation — those judgemavtigch are most
characteristically and obviousigcts. It also seems
reasonable to conclude that itliese “hard” facts that

sensory experiences then it is logicalgrifiable by them.

The strongest way of showing thhere are synthetic-1
judgements verifiable by direobservation, would be to show
that there are judgementsich are logically equivalent to a

constitute the foundation &howledge. It is to these that the set ofjudgements about sensory experiences. Howeusr, it

“soft” facts, moreremotely related to observation, must be
properly related.

3.12 However, it will be argued that even in the cakthe
most characteristic and obvious exampléaots —
observation judgements — the relation to obsermasioin a
fundamental sense, indirect in tlndiservation alone is not
sufficient to establish thieuth or falsity of single
observational judgements even of sets of observational
judgements. This woulskem to constitute compelling

generally accepted that linguistic phenomenalisafasled
programme and that there is no reason to ttiiaksuch a
reduction could ever be successfudlrried out.

3.16 There are a series of arguments from within the
positivist paradigm which were used to demonstitzéthere
were no judgements verifiable in virtue of expecef-rom
this it was concluded that the initjabsitivist enterprise of
trying to identify judgementserifiable in virtue of
experience, upon which found a reconstruction of scientific

grounds for rejecting theommon-sense positivist distinction reasoning, was failure.

between “hard” antsoft” facts and the consequences that
follow from accepting it. It can then be argued that
observationajudgements do not and cannot play the
foundational rolén science that the positivist/empiricist
programmeseeks to attribute to them. If such a position is
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3.17 These arguments included the following:
i. Such a view is at best unclear an@vatst is just
a.fiction®
ii. Such a view involves a category mistake cannot
deduce anything from experiente.
iii. No one has succeeded in characteritiieg
properties of such judgemerifsHenceit is reasonable
to assume it cannot be dotie.

3.18 The logical positivists who first formulateéke notion
of a synthetic-1 judgement in the courseufculating the
verification principle, came to accetpiat synthetic-1
judgements did not exiét. Howeverjf the notion of a
synthetic-1 judgement is weakenieday still be argued that
synthetic judgements tifiis weaker sort exist. ‘Synthetic
judgement’ wouldhen mean ‘judgement which can be
confirmed by direcbbservation’. This second definition of
the term'synthetic’ will be designated ‘synthetic-2’. The
arguments below are intended to establish tha¢ Hverno
synthetic-2 judgementsg. that there are npdgements
which can be confirmed by direct observatione.

3.19 Firstly, the notion of a presupposition wik briefly
discussed. There are two standard notafres
presupposition. One which is of interest primatdly
philosophers and logicians, is called logical ppgmsition.
Another which has been of intergstmarily to linguists, is
called pragmatic presupposition.The former is defined as
follows: ‘statemenf presupposes statement B iff A is not
true orfalse unless B is true’. This definition is due to
Strawson, following Frege. Pragmatic presuppositioase
according to the linguist Fillimore “those conditgwhich
must be satisfied before the sentecae be used [so as to
perform an illocutionary act]*

3.20 Neither of these standard notions of a presugpasit
quite fits with the concept of a presuppositanit is used
here. The first one dealgth statements, which are by
definition capable dbeing true or false, and are so
independently of theitontext of usé® The second notion
deals with sentences uttered in a particular context.

3.21 There are two features of a logical presupposttia
distinguish it from logical entailmenthe first is best
illustrated by what happens wheltogical presupposition
fails. If a logical presuppositidiails this does not show that
the presupposingtatement is true or false, whereas ithia
case of entailment, if A entails B, then if notii&n not-A.
The second feature is that if A presuppddken if A is false
then B is true, whereas this doest hold where A entails B.
3.22 It has been argued that observation judgenaetsiot
capable of being shown to be true or fals¢henbasis of
sensory experience. It is clear that observatimuglements
are not being treated heremgely logical entities but are
being dealt with in aempirical contextyiz. in the context of
confirmationby means of sensory experience. Therefore,
sinceobservational judgements are not being considered
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purelyas statements abstractly capable of truth or yalsit
independently of any empirical context, but as grdgntsn

a context of confirmation by sensory experierceieaker
notion of presupposition than thattlogical presupposition is
required.

3.23 On the other hand the context in questiomatjust

the context of utterance of a judgemtken but is more
general. It is the context afuse of a type of sentence that is
of interestrather than the context of utterance of a sentence
token? It is not simply the conditions relatingtiee use of a
judgement to perform an illocutionaagt that are in question
since this is too narrow, bttie general conditions in relation
to the confirmatiorof any observational judgement.
Confirmation of arobservation judgement by sensory
experience includeits use, but is broader than its use on a
particularoccasion.

3.24 Hence the following is proposed: judgement A
presupposes another judgement B iff judgement B bais
accepted as true or confirmed in order for A tcbefirmed

or disconfirmed. In the present contexthié presupposition
fails then it follows that thpudgement can be neither
confirmed nor disconfirmed. This corresponds with the view
that if alogical presupposition fails the presupposing
statement is natapable of being true or false. This sort of
presuppositionwill be called empirical presupposition,
abbreviated to e-presupposition. If A e-presuppdsthen
acceptance of B as true or confirmed is necedsathe
confirmation or disconfirmation of A.

3.25 The present notion of an e-presupposifitnwell

with the view of p-implication (presumptivmplication)
discussed in Chapter Two. It was thargued that
p-implication was an empirical relatiospelled out in terms

of entrenchment, that helattween a value judgement and
either other judgementsr conditions such as a conception of
a stateof affairs that constituted the standard p-implgca
value judgement. It was also suggested|tgital

implication was a limiting case of p-implicatiotigt were so
well-entrenched that they weregarded as part of the
meaning of a terrf. E-presuppositiomould then constitute
an even weaker relatighan p-implication (which is in turn
weaker tharogical implication). E-presuppositions of a
judgementre, relatively speaking, even less well entrenched
than the p-implications of a judgement.

3.26 The present notion of an e-presupposition is
somewhere between logical and pragmatic presupposais
defined above. Logical and pragmatic presuppostén also
be seen as related to each other via entrenchiragital
presupposition can be seermpaggmatic presuppositions
which have become relativelyell-entrenched. The hierarchy
of entrenchment woullde as follows: logical implication;
p-implication;logical presupposition; e-presupposition;
pragmatigoresupposition.
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3.27 This account in terms of entrenchment patermous Naming requires classificatiaf the object in question,

weight on the notion of entrenchment (thoagguably no whether it be a particular a property. In Chapter One it was
greater than Goodman put on it in hiitial use of the term)’ argued that théeatures that constitute the named object — the
If it did turn out that thenotion of entrenchment was (as itis criteria for being regarded as that kind of objectre

here assumed tme) univocal, it may be possible to unify the selected and unified. Thus classification casden as the

pragmaticand logical features of judgements more abstracting of the features on the basiwhich an object is
satisfactorilythan has been done to date. In any event neitheamed. Hence naming itselfdarried out according to

the present notion of e-presupposition nor that of principles which do not deriviecom what is directly
p-implication rely on accepting the much strontheses observable but which constitypart of the means for

about entrenchment in regard to logical implicatioil in organising what is directly observatse as to name it.

regard to logical and pragmatic presuppositions. Hence these principles dagically prior to being able to

It is however of interest to note thatch a unified account of describe what idirectly observable. Popper makes a similar
implication and presuppositidrased on the notion of point whenhe argues that even to say ‘That glass is full of
entrenchment coulgirima facie be provided. water’ implies classification which goes beyond tisa

In the discussion to follow the notion aforesupposition that directly observablé’
is used will be that of aempirical presupposition, which will
be referred tsimply as a presupposition. Analyticity

3.28  The basic argument to demonstrate that tRE210 3 33 There is an objection to the above lin@afument for

synthetic- judgements is to show that observational the claim that observational judgemeptssuppose non-
judgements, the most likely candidatessynthetic-2 observational judgements. It is argukat since these

judgements, cannot be confirmeddigect observation alone presuppositions have to do with meaningy are analytic.

but r_eqw(rjgsnoE—ol_)servatlotr)MSUm_pt|orl1$ '3 order to be Therefore they cannot bear on claiatmut experience since
confirmed.” That is to sapbservational judgements they are true in the face of alperience, necessarily true,

presuppose non-observatiopadgements. If in order to logically true, etc. Tdorestall such a reply it will be argued
confirm an observationgidgement it is necessary to accept ot theraare no analytic judgements in the sense of

non-observationglidgements as true or confirmed, then 5, joementsvhich are immune from revision in the face of

ogservat!oralorée cannot be sufﬂmr:ant to confirm aﬂ _ experiencé’ In any event it will be argued that these
observationgjudgement. Hence there are no synthetic-2  ,a5ning-relatedr analytical presuppositions form only one

judgements.. L . class of non-observational presuppositions of aladiemal
3.29 The simplest case of a synthetic-2 judgemeétitbe judgements.

examined — an ordinary judgement about diresligervable 334 There are many problems in regard to the naifon

phenomenayiz. The table is brown’. , meaning. But there are at least as many diffiesitith the
.3'30 The _f|rst point in fe@afd to any su_ch pbservatlon notion of analyticity. As Quine hgminted out the two
judgement is that insofar as it uses namew/ives concepts are closely linkéd. Thereforeo make good the
abstractingi.e. selection and unlflcat_lo(see Chapter One, objection that the first class nbn-observational

881.6-9). It need not be assunteat in order to use the term g hhositions are really analysind hence cannot count in
table’, for examplepne must have an explicit definition of regard to confirming a judgemeittis necessary to give an
‘table’. Typically this will not be the case. For familynes,  ,.-ount of analyticity.

which rgogt_qomrror! naltlmes are, it ng not everpoesible 10 3 35 |t il be taken that the only importafeature of being
give a definition (logically necessaayd sufficient analytic that would have any forcetire present context is

conditions) if indeed such can given for any ordinary that it is a judgement so differeintkind from a synthetic-2

Ianguage, n’(?n—teghn_ical te_r(mr ,ever‘1 for spientific t%rms S“Chjudgement that itould not be regarded as a relevant
as ‘electron’;gravitational field’; or ‘kinetic energy”:

i presupposition. Thgpecial kind of irrelevance that would
3.31 It seems reasonable to claim, however, thete must .+t tesupport for such a claim would be that the
be criteria of application if a term is be used appropriately. ,oqnnositiofis not relevant to observation at all. Hence
The role of criteria in naminig one of the things that the - 3 ¢4 iori it cannot be relevant to confirming aparticular
account of abstrgcﬂn_g c_apable of exp!am_mg. Naming observational judgement. Thus iffismunity from revision
|n\_/ol\_/es al_:)stractlngrlterla for the appllc_atlon of a term, due to observatiofor more generallgxperience) that will be
criteria whichneed not, however, be articulasgte Chapter 5y en to be the decisifeature of analytic judgements for the
One, 881.52-58). Thelationship between criteria and purposes of thpresent discussion.

definitions need ndbe settled here. _ 3.36 None of the other interpretations of ‘analytieuld
3.32 There is an important consequence of accetiaga by themselves pose any special problems. It dogfor

judgement like The table is brown’ involvebstracting. In gy mpje follow logically from the claim thatjudgement is
Chapter One it was argued that nanmieguires abstracting.
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about meaning or is logically true thiats immune from them g.g.it is argued that ‘abortion’ meafmaurdering
revision in the face of experienckhis was indeed the generalinnocent foetuses’); their scope; thegiecision, etc. In one
assumption. However, it wasirt of the force of arguments clear sense it cannot be s&idbe merely arbitrary that

by Quine and othem@gainst the analytic/synthetic distinction ‘bachelor’ means ‘unmarrieghan’ nor would it be arbitrary if
that thisassumption did not seem to be warrarited. due to change &focial awareness ‘bachelor’ come to mean
3.37 If it can be shown that there are analytic ‘unmarriedman or woman'.

presuppositions which are immune from experiencd, a 3.41 If there are no synthetic-1 judgements ingbase of
hence irrelevant to experience, then it may beetthat they judgements verifiable by experience, thieere is no prima
should be discounted in the argument ti@t-observational facie ground for limiting cases efich judgements.e.
assumptions are required in ordectmfirm synthetic-2 judgementsmmunefrom revisionby experience or true in the
judgements. Are there then judgemenmitsich are immune face of any experienc&herefore the existence of analytic
from revision in the face dfirect or indirect observational  judgements has foe independently argued for and their
experience? Whethéne observational experience that leadsature outlinedAt least they cannot simply be defined in

to revision ofanalytic judgements is direct or indirect does nterms ofsynthetic-1 judgements.

matter for present purposes. The general consefisus 3.42 Quinean arguments against analyticity are wellwmo
opinion is: no. Below is an outline of some arguats¢hat and were mentioned above. Terms such as ‘necéssary
support such a view. ‘logically true’, and ‘true in virtue of meaningall depend on
a notion of synonymy, which has not itsefen satisfactorily
Arguments against analyticity explicated3.7 There are additionarguments by Quine to the

ffect that synonymy can onbge properly explicated

ehaviourally but that behaviouraliyie cannot distinguish
between analytic amsiynthetic judgement$. Behaviourally,
reference i®paque and translation is indeterminte.
3.43 Meaning is notoriously difficult to explicateyen
apart from the Quinean arguments about its depeedenthe
notion of synonymy’ Hence the notionf meaning does not
seem likely to provide a basis fan adequate account of
analyticity.
|3.44  The preceding arguments relate to ordifanguage.
However they all gain more force when thsue of
analyticity is investigated in the contextpifilosophy of
science. Within the philosophy of scierithas become
necessary to articulate the naturenélytic truths and the
relation of the former texperience. The impetus to do so
comes from withiran empiricist framework where anything
that constitutescientific knowledge has to be either an
observatiojudgement; or be appropriately related to an
observationajudgement; or be a logical trutte. analytically
true. This was made explicit in the verifiabiliyrinciple:™

3.38 a. As a matter of fact the meanings of terms chang
over time.Presumably this is not arbitrary but due to chang
in the world,e.g.changes in weaponry, customs, mores, etc.
Tracing the etymology of words bears this dut. Meanings
and definitions which are paradigms of analytiogehents,
express connections between termavhat sense are these
connectionsiecessary? Necessity, along with analyticity,
logical truth, meaning, synonymy, is yet anothethefinter-
definable set of terms which cannot be indepengentl
defined® If the connections between terms have empirica
causes (a point made above) it seems unreasoogiresume
that at some point of time they suddenly becaimaune

from any further connection with experience. Eifeme

does not fully accept a behaviourist accourtanfuage
acquisition, it must be acknowledged thatlthks between
particular terms constitute an associat@arned from
experience. Hence it seems reasonabéssome that these
links are revisable on the basiseaferience.

3.39 Definitions not only have empirical causes tingy

have empirical consequences. If a definitioadsepted it hus th ¢ vtic/ hetic distincti
will follow that certain other judgemendse true (or false). 1 NUS the acceptance of analytic/synthetic distinction was

E.g. if ‘table’ means ‘an objeith four legs’ it is false that fundamental tdogical positi_vism. Onl_y_a_nalytic or synthetic

an object with onéeg (a pedestal table ) is a table. Whetherjudgements?re acceptable in an empiricist framework because
providingcriteria and giving definitions are regarded as one Oy deduction or observational experience are selead to

and the same thing or whether one follows logicaitly knowledge_ and truth. He”C‘? the logical pogltlvlfs_ﬁowmg
empirically from the other, a definition cleatips Hume, divided truths exclusivend exhaustively into

consequences that relate directly to what is oleserv analytic and synthetic judgements.

3.40 Definitions maybe decisions, choices or converstion 3.45 _P_hilos_op_hical investigations into th? _co_ncebt
Being a convention, however, does not imipijng arbitrarily analyticity, within and related to the empirigitilosophy of

chosen but only being chosen, aice it seems that science, were precipitated by Quinélwo Dogmas of
definitions are not typicallgrbitrarily chosen, then it follows EMPiricism (though anticipated by philosophefscience

that there areeasons for choosing them, some of which mayPUch as Norman Campbelf). Theproblem received

andtypically do; relate to observatich.Definitions are considerable attention froRutnam, White and others.
argued for on grounds such as the consequences®pting
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The conclusion has beengeneral that in science there are
no judgements, eithém principle or in fact, immune from
revision and thesimclude logical principle§® The primarily
philosophicaktudies, some of them by scientists such as
Campbell, have been increasingly supplementetidigrical
examples! Historians of science have providedther
support for the view that scientiflfadgements are not
timelessly analytic or synthetic. They are at best only
analytic or synthetic relative-to-a-particular-timgince
science is just common-serig®ne self-conscious”, and
since in the context gqthilosophy of science these particular
issues havbeeen thoroughly and intensively investigated,
thereseems to be good grounds for rejecting the standard
assumptions regarding analyticity and immunity fr@vision
by experiencé® Furthermore the notion timeless analytic
truths has been rejected evensbyne of those philosophers
who had the strongegeésted interests in defending it,
e.g.positivistssuch as Carnap.

3.46 The positivist move to call analytic claims
conventions, doesn't suffice to make them immupenfr
revision by experience. As already stated it dbestclude
the possibility that there are reasonsddopting these
conventionsi.e. it doesn't implyarbitrariness.

3.47 Morton White, for instance argues that callswgh
analytic claims conventions does nothingdstablish that
they are immune from revision lexperience and in fact this
seems to be false for maaf/the judgements said to be
conventions or definition¥.

3.48 Hilary Putnam argues that most of the interesting
judgements in science are such that they arevesttar of fact
neither immune from revision nor ableklie verified by direct
experiencei.e. are neither analytinor synthetic” He argues
for example that many dfe judgements regarded by the
positivists as conventiorfand hence analytic) such as
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3.50 Itis not being denied of course that thare
judgements about linguistic connections. The tlaat they

are such, however, does not imply that theyimmune from
revision due to experience and ¢harefore be excluded from
being regarded as legitimaten-observational presupposit-
ions. Hence it is concludélat analytic presuppositions,

i.e. presuppositionabout the meanings of words, can be
regarded as at leasbe class of hon-observational
presuppositions of observational judgements.

3.51 Even if one does not accept the above arguments,
about analytic or meaning presuppositions beingotass of
relevant non-observational presuppositiohsbservational
judgements, there are other classison-observational
presuppositions of observatiofatigements. These can be
regarded as either an infinget of claims (which cannot as a
set be confirmed bglirect observation) or as a ceteris paribus
clauseequivalent to the claim that there are no othentem
vailing causes operating, which claim is also non-
observational.

3.52 In order to confirm an observational judgemsunth

as ‘That table is brown’ on the basis of sensxyerience, it
is necessary to assume that one ishatiticinating; that the
table does not change colawery other second, but too fast
to be seen; that Wwill not disappear or change into something
else; thatt is not a hologram; that one is not being
hypnotisedthat one’s eyes are functioning properly, etc.
3.53 Thus there are two alternatives: to presupposet of
negative and/or positive judgements (such-and-&uttte

case or is not the case, as the caselmeaypr to presuppose
one very general negative judgem@éht ceteris paribus
clause) that there are nountervailing conditions obtaining.
Either of thesalternatives clearly involves non-linguistic
presuppositionsince they are not about language. They are
however also non-observational since they are not

‘e=mc?, are justthose judgements which as a group or clustpresuppositionabout what is directly observable. Inist

determinethe referent of the terms in observation

directly observable that all other things are eguahat each

judgements? Thissupports the view that these conventionspf an infinite set of judgements is traehas been confirmed.

so-called, ar@on-observational presuppositions of the

3.54 This problem is acute in the experimersiaiation.

observationajudgements. Hence they are judgements whichn drawing an inference from an experimins$ presupposed
are requiredo confirm the observational judgements insofarthat there are no additional relevaatiables operating and

as theyare required to establish the referent of the ténms
them. Furthermore these “conventional” judgemangs
themselves subject to revision on the basis of réaipee.

3.49 Putnam’s view provides a powerful argumenttfar
position that the analytic/synthetic distincticennot be used
to identify scientific judgements — thpairpose for which the
positivists tried to use iPutnam’s position is a weaker

hence that the conclusion draan the basis of the operation
of the known variables isorrect. The presupposition that
there are no additionatlevant variables operating is a non-
observational one.

3.55 This is sufficient to make the case thatwal as
linguistic, non-observational presuppositidhere araon
linguistic, non-observational presuppositimisn ordinary

version of the one heargued. This is that not only are thereobservational judgement suab ‘The table is brown’.

no interestingudgements in science which are analytic or

Lakatos argues that thereaigacit ceteris paribus clause in all

synthetic,but no synthetic-1 or synthetic-2 judgements at allscientific laws —the paradigm of scientific judgemerits.

Nor are there analytic judgements in the relevanseof
‘analytic’.

The above argumeasstablishes that there is a ceteris paribus
clause (or its equivalent) operating at an evererbasic
level, viz. at the level of observational judgements.
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3.56 Even if the above arguments about the tlesses of 3.61 It was these metaphysical judgements that the
non-observational presuppositions of ordinalogervational  positivists hoped to eliminate as non-scientifioyans of
judgements are not accepted, there isapether class of non- the verification principlé® However, it wagust this sort of
observational, non-linguist@ssumptions required to confirm judgement that turned out to imdamentally and irreducibly
an observational clainT.hese are what could be called a part of science. Tdistinguish the scientific metaphysical
metaphysical or high-levéheoretical judgements which may judgement fronthe non-scientific metaphysical judgements
no longer beccepted from a scientific point of view but has provedo be an impossible task. This is what one would
which persist in the language. These metaphysical expecthowever if, as argued above, such metaphysical
judgementgan be seen to be involved in determining the judgementsre required in order to confirm even the most
referentof terms in observational judgements in a way whictordinary observational judgement.

corresponds to the determining of the referentoskeovational 3.62 This completes the discussion of the tlolesses of
terms by clusters of laws in a scientific contéxt. non-observational presuppositions requii@donfirm an

3.57 The judgement that the table is brown casdid to ordinary observational claim: thieguistic or analytic
presuppose metaphysical judgements thaingfiact contrary  presuppositions that relatie language; either the ceteris

to those held by science. The nottbat there are separate paribus clause dhe infinite set of judgements that guarantee
objects such as tables, chadts. which is a view consistent thatthere are not other relevant causes operatingfiaaity,

with a Newtoniarframework, is contrary to currently the metaphysical judgements, embedded itahguage,
accepted Einsteiniamtions of matter® which represent high-level theoretigatigements about the
3.58 Another metaphysical judgement presupposetheéy nature of things. If observationjaldgements presuppose non-
very syntactic structure of the observational judgetthat observational judgementhen the latter are required in order

the table is brown is that colour is somethiingt inheres in or to confirm everan ordinary observational judgement.
belongs to objects. This is contraoythe current view that ~ Therefore direcbbservation is not sufficient to confirm the
the object surfaces absditht of certain wavelengths and  latter.Hence there are no synthetic-2 judgements.

reflect light of othemwavelengths which human beings, in ~ 3.63 Thus it can be concluded that while there are
virtue of thestructure of their visual system, interpret as the judgements about language; judgements about whatistly

object having a certain colour. observable and judgements about what idirettly

3.59 These sorts of presuppositions about the nafure  observable, none of these are immune frewision in the

matter and colour can clearly be termed metaphlysica face of experience. It may be,@sine suggests, that
theoretical. This latter notion was earlier defilse as to judgements in the first categoaye more likely to be immune
signify judgements about that which was divectly from revision than thétter, but even that seems to depend on
observable in fact or in principle; or ababat which was circumstances. Some physicists are prepared to give up
relatively indirectly related to observatidrhis class of theoreticalviews regarding time, space, causation and even
presuppositions express metaphysigalvs about the world  consciousness the face of experimental evidence; some
which are clearly natonfirmable by direct observation. however are prepared to give up two-valued projoosit

Hence they araon-observational presuppositions. logic.>

3.60 lItis interesting to speculate how the Einsteinviamld  3.64 If observation is not sufficient even in tbase of
view could be expressed linguisticalliperhaps something  ordinary language observation judgementsaiafirm them, it
like: ‘Table-energy-vortex-brownizesiight fit more closely is instructive to look at the rolef ordinary language

with such a world view. DaviBohm proffers some judgements in the scientifmntext. They are of particular
interesting suggestions for languageision which would interest in relatioto the empiricist attempt to philosophically
bring language more closely infiae with contemporary foundknowledge on ordinary language judgements about
quantum theoretical views abdbe fundamental nature of  whatis directly observable.

matter’* Feyerabend alsargues imgainst Methodhat 3.65 It was argued above that there are no synthetic-1
ordinary language iseplete with “dead” theoretical judgementsi.e. judgements verifiable bgxperience. This

assumptions. Mostsuch metaphysical judgements, though was accepted quite early by the positivibsmselves. It was
they areabout what is not directly observable, are clearly also argued above that thene no judgements confirmable

relatedto what is observable, though exactly how is exaélgm by experience alonég. there are no synthetic-2 judgements
difficult to articulate. The problem is that thése sense in  either. The remainingandidate for epistemically privileged

which it is true of even the most metaphysjadgements, judgementsre what will be called-observational

such as ‘God is good’ or ‘The Absolutedse’, that they can judgementsi.e. ordinary language judgements about what is
be related to that which can bbserved,e.g.instances of directly observable. These are judgements such as ‘ThHat ba
God's goodness as evidendedndividual people or the isred’; ‘This liquid is hot’; ‘That object is squelr ‘The

unity, which it is claimedgan be apperceived beneath pointer is at 0. It will be accepted that whileese are not
changing and diverse phenomena. confirmable by experience alone and rpagsuppose
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non-observational judgements, nevertheleey constitute, = observes something else indirectly. Strisiheaking

in a sense to be spelled out, dpstemically-privileged electrons, pressure etc. are all obseiddectly in virtue of
judgements upon which found science. It will be argued seeing something else directihus the direct/indirect

below that everthis, the weakest positivist position worthy ofdistinction is intended taccount for the relationship between

thename, is not tenable. scientists sathey observe and d-observational judgements.
3.70 There are two sorts of responses that camdme to
Ordinary ‘direct-observation’ — in science? this move. Firstly, the direct/indirect distinatioan be

accepted but it can be argued ttiig does not achieve what
the empiricists wish ito achieveyiz.to show that
d-observational judgemernttave epistemic priority.

e?Secondly, the directhdirect distinction can itself be
questioned. Botthese lines of argument will be pursued
here. Firstly,given that the direct/indirect distinction is

1. Do d-observational judgements have a foundatiohaole ~acceptedit will be argued that this is not sufficient to

in science? dgmpnstrate _that d—pbservatlonal cla_lms have_ anpiste

3.67 Achinstein and others have argued thatitdsthe priority even in a rational reconstruction of swen

case that d-observational judgements do hdveradational, °:/1 It has been argued previously that in ordesdnfirm

or indeed any, role in sciente.“Observationajudgements”, ogservat!ona: Judgeme_nts na non—s_uent;tnlri\ter_\t, hon-
so-called, which aractually usedby scientists include observational assumptions are requiriite following
theoretical terms and “theoretigatigements” include arguments are intended to establishrtéeessity for such non-

observational term&. Hence th@bservational judgements ©Pservational judgements ander for d-observational

actually used in science amet in any important respects judgements to ha\_/e @ppropriate role in a sme_ntlflc context,
identifiable with d-observationalidgements. They wouldstand irrespective of whether previous arguments,
3.68 It could be replied that this is to miss thtelosophical thatsuch judgements are presupposed by observational
point about the role of d-observatiofdigements in science. Judgementsare accepted or nothe present arguments are

It, is not the judgements thatientistsactually use that is intended to show that in order for d-observatiojggements

important in arational reconstruction of science, which is  1© Play the role required of them in the empiricist
what thepositivists claimed to offer. It is what is being reconstruction of sciencenon-observational judgements must

claimed in principle that is important in such aestruction. P& @ssumed to be true or confirmekénce d-observational
This is that the scientists’ “observatiofiaigements” claims cannot by themselvegnstitute the requisite epistemic

(whether containing observationaltheoretical terms) can be foundation forscience. _ o
shown ultimately to rely ojudgements about what is directly3:72 Whenever itis argued that an entity or objsdieing
observableyiz. physical judgements about colour, observc_ad |nd|rectly| e.an |_-observ§1t|0andgemen_t is being
temperature, meteeadings, shape, ett.In what sense then Made) in virtue of something elbeing observed directly
do thescientists’ “observational judgements” (and hence  (I-€- @ d-observational judgemeistbeing made) then a linking
ultimately all scientific judgements, observatiooal assumption is clearipolved. Thus if a person claims to see
otherwise) rely on d-observational judgements? a_flre, Wherwhat he or she sees _dlrectly is smoke in the
3.69 One way of maintaining that d-observational distancethen in order for this claim to be accepted it maest

judgements can constitute an epistemic foundation f assumed that fire and smoke are either causally or
scientific discourse, in the face of the fact tihetyare not f:pnfzeptuall){ linked. (It could be a,rgued for exégrpat
actually so used by scientists, is to introdaadstinction fire’ means ‘flames and/or smoke'.) In this casleere it is
between what is directly observable avitht is indirectly possible, as a matter of fact to seefifeeas well as the smoke
observable. An i-observational judgemana judgement directly (by flying over itin a helicopter for example), the
about what is indirectly observablEhus scientists may say assumption linkinghe d-observational to the i-observational

that they can see that theressure in the tank is 40 Ibs per udgementwhich would allow one to say that the latter
square inch buteally they are not observing the pressure dependsn Some Sense on the former, is clearly

directly but indirectly. What they are observing directyai d-observatlon.al. . .

pointer on a gauge. Similarly physicists may $ejthey can 3'_73 There is, however, an important d|ﬁeremwe.ep
see the electrons in the cloud chambenthat they really see this sort of case and cases of indirect observatture it is
directly are “tracks” on a photograplptate. They can be _not_possuble to see directtiat Wh'ch is being observed_ :
said to see the electroimlirectly. Thus there will always be indirectly. These sorisf cases are in fact the most typical in

something thathe scientist observes directly, some shape, 2 ﬁcientifi%context. d!n thlese_cr?stma aks]sumﬁtio_ns Iinkinlg
colour,numeral, etc. in virtue of which s/he will say ts#te ~ What can be seen directly with whex hypothesjan only
be seen indirectly are generally non-observational
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about the role of ordinary language d-observational
judgements in science:

1. Do they actually play a foundational role in scienc

2. Canthey play a foundational role in science?

3. Insofar as they can play such a relguldthey?
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Forexample they will be assumptions to the effect #itedick principle. Basically the probleis that this notion of being
on a photographic plats really the track on electron. d-observable is too broahd too weak to identify intuitively
This is clearly a highly theoretical, andt a d-observational d-observationgludgements. By weakening the notion of
assumption, since one cannot beth the electron and the  being directlyobservable so as to make at least most of the
track. Without the assumptidinking the two, however, there assumptionsinking d-observational judgements with

is no reason to thinthe track the track of an electron in virtug-observationajJudgements d-observational, other problems

of which the latter can be seen indirectly. arise that are in conflict with the original intemt of making
3.74 These assumptions linking d-observational and such a move.

i-observational judgements will in general be thelwssnon- 3.78 Firstly, to say that something is directiigservable in
observationaln sciencei.e. not able tde confirmed by principle is to say it is logicallpossible to observe it directly.

direct observation, since wherever indirebservation is used What can be observatirectly, as a matter of logical

in science it is used jubkecause direct observation of the  possibility, is limitedonly by what can be imagined and
entity in question imot possible. It cannot be confirmed by coherently said. Thiaterior of the sun, demons (if they
direct observatiothat electrons leave tracks of a certain kincexisted), blackoles, a beam of light and God herself, are all
in a Wilson cloud chamber or that distant stars areimgo in principle directly observable. In fact almost dnigg that
away from the earth at speeds approaching the sgdigtit.  can be thought of is in principle directly obsereab

These phenomena are said to be observed indifeatlstue  depending on what other assumptions one is prepared

of other phenomena observed direettgording to the makei.e. being able to travel at tspeed of light, having x-
empiricist view. However, in ordéor what is d-observable ray vision, being able tobserve in more than three

to be relevant to what is i-observakilewust be assumed that dimensions, etc. All ahese are, at least prima facie,

it is appropriatelyinked to what is i-observable. The coherent assumptionsurthermore, it has already been argued
assumptions linkingvhat can be observed directly.g.tracks that in ordeto confirm any observational judgement some

on a photographiplate) to what cannot (electrons) aut additionalnon-observational assumptions are required. The
themselvesl-observational judgements. This is of courae questiorthen becomes: how many and what kind?

in relation to all i-observable entities, whettieey be 3.79 In addition, the notion of being directypservable is
i-observable in fact or in principle. generally used as a convenient spetéale of perceptual

3.75 Therefore it can be argued that dependendtieeof knowledge. If the notion of beirapservable is extended to
requisite kind by i-observation judgements on deptation include being perceivabléhen infra-red rays, gravitational

judgements has not been establishedordier to connect forces and the windione of which are, strictly speaking,
i-observational judgements to d-observatigndbgements, directly observablecan all be regarded as nevertheless
non-observational linkingssumptions are required. directly perceivable.

3.76 It may be thought that this conclusion carai@eided 3.80 Thus if one uses the broad notion of being

by a revision of what constitutes a d-observatiguddement. d-observational, then to say that the assumptlotking d—
Previously a d-observational judgemets taken to be an  and i-observational judgements are d-observatitvegbmes
ordinary language judgement whialas about what was a very weak claim. It becomes so weak thabservation
directly observable and which wable to be confirmed by  claims can no longer be identified with ordinarpdmiage
direct observation, though nby direct observation alone.  observational claimsuch as ‘Theky is blue’ or ‘The water
However this is ambiguousetween being able as a matter ofis hot’ or ‘The ball isound’. ‘Electrons have spin’; ‘God is
fact to be confirmetby direct observation and being able as androgynous’;Tachyons travel faster than light’ are now also
matter of principleto be confirmed by direct observatish.  d-observational. The original reason for wantimglaim that

It has been argued by the positivists that what i®itaptin ~ the assumptions linking d- and i-observatjatdgements were
the account of science is not what can awmder of fact be ~ themselves d-observational, was becaighe

confirmed by direct observation barhat can in principle be  positivist/empiricist assumption that d-observation
confirmed by direct observatioHence d-observational judgements were epistemically privileged. Howeiteran be
judgements should be taken tojbeégements which are argued that to try and achieve thisd by broadening the
capable in principle of beingpnfirmed by direct observation notion of being d-observable hesnsequences which are, or
(even if not by direcbbservation alone). On this interpretat- should be, unacceptabledn empiricist.

ion of beingd-observational most of the assumptions linking3.81  The purpose of introducing d-observation judgemen
judgementsabout what can be observed directly with judge- was ultimately to defend the “scientific” natuwrgscience by
mentsabout what can only be observed indirectlyraenon- founding it on ordinary language, d-observattaims.

observationali.e. theoretical, but ard-observational. However, if the notion of what i to be directly observable is
3.77 This sort of argument is unsatisfactory, feasons broadened as suggestdubve, it is no longer capable of such
similar to the inability to satisfactorilgemarcate scientific ~ atask. Assumptiorigking judgements about God to
judgements in terms of judgememibich were testable in judgements abounystical experience are on a par with
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assumptionginking noises through the wall with people in th&.86 There is however a final point which canrbade in
nextroom; assumptions linking electrons to cloud chambe regard to the relationship between direct edlirect

tracks are on a par with assumptions linking bavids
dinosaurs. All these linking assumptions become
d-observational. Thus on this broad view almoshing
comes out as not d-observational. This is cleawhtraryto
the ordinary notion of being d-observatiofraim which
empiricists started.
3.82 Thus to summarise the problems for an empirigitt
defining ‘d-observational’ as ‘being able to dlgserved
directly in principle’, these are:
1. Itis counterintuitive and contrary to the
ordinary usage of ‘directly observable’.
2. Hence it is contrary to the original intentioé
empiricist programme.

3. The notion can no longer be used to distiiguis.88

foundational judgements from those which
would not be intuitively satisfactory as a
foundation.

3.83 However, no matter how broadly ‘d-observationgl’
defined, there are still at least some non-obsienvait
assumptions required to connect d-observatiandl
i-observational judgements in a scientific cont@xtere are
entities posited in physics, viz, entitiescurring at the
quantum level such as baryons, tachyets, which are not
only unobservable in principle bate possibly not even

observational judgements which does not oslywhether the
linking assumptions involved are d-observationahatr
d-observational. It counts tellinghgainst the empiricist view
of science.

3.87 ltis clear that most of the assumptions thmt
d-observational judgements to i-observatigndgements in
science, are not as a matter of famtfirmable by direct
observation, whether in principlbey are or not. As pointed
out above, wherever i-observatipriigements are used in
science it iggenerally the case that the entity in question
cannotas a matter of fact be observed directly, though
somethingelse can be in virtue of which it is said to be
observed indirectly.

It was argued above that the only way that
d-observational judgements could be regarded atafuental
in science was if it was accepted that theeee assumptions
linking them to i-observational judgementiowever,
whatever the nature of these assumptienahether non-
observational or d-observational in t®ad sense — they
have to be accepted as true or confirnifeithe appropriate
relationship between d- amabservational judgements is to
hold. They have to be accepted as true or confireneh
though some of themre unconfirmable by direct
observational and some thiem, though confirmable, may

measurable, It has been argtieat measurement of entities of€Ver as a matter of faloe confirmed. This has been the
this sort cannot bearried out without affecting the entities in Point of calling themassumptions — judgements which are

question’® This ultimately raises problems not only with

accepted as true oonfirmed. It is the necessity of accepting

measuringhese entities, but with the nature of measuremeri¢nconfirmed and/or possibly unconfirmable judgesest

itself, and with the knowledge of the external world tteat
be obtained by means of'it.

3.84 It becomes hard to conceive, therefore, lsosh
entities could be regarded as directly observabpeinciple,
no matter how widely the notion of d-observabkes defined.
Hence even the broadest definitioifd-observational’ does
not prevent some non-observatioaasumptions being
required in particular in theontext of physics.

3.85 Physics is a discipline most of whose fundamental
entities fall into the ‘unobservable-in-principleategory.
This (rather paradoxically for an empiricistpkes physics
the most theoretical of disciplines witkher disciplines such
as chemistry, biology, ambssibly even psychology being
less theoretical, arttence for an empiricist, more certain.
Since physics ialso the most successful and indisputably
scientificof disciplines, this creates a further probleméor
empiricist. It seems as though the model disaipidone in
which direct observation doesn't play as greeadle as in the
other “softer” disciplines.

true, thatconstitutes the problem for the empiricist in
acceptinghat assumptions are required in order to link
d-observationahnd i-observational judgements.

3.89 Thus d-observational and/or non-observational
assumptions have to be accepted as true or cowfimoder
to permit d-observational judgements toregarded as a
foundation for scientific knowledge. Thégems contrary to
the empiricist view of science. Thpeint is not just what can
be confirmed but what has be accepted as confirmed. In
order to link d-observationalnd i-observational judgements
in the way empiricistsequire, so as to support the claim that
d-observationgludgements can play a foundational rivle
scientific discourse, the assumptions linking thesgst be
accepted as confirmed or true whether thater have been
confirmed or have been shown tothee, as a matter of fact.
3.90 The same point holds in regard to the non-
observational presuppositions of observational gmagnts.

In order for an observational judgement tacbaefirmed, the
non-observational judgements it presupptsese to be
accepted as true or confirméddis follows from the
definition of an empirical presuppositi¢§3.24).
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3.91 Therefore it seems that the move to broademdtien was in claiminghat they should play a foundational role in

of being d-observational creates more probldmas it solves. scienceseems to disappear. As has already been argued no
In any case it cannot solve the problehentities which are  observationajudgements (including d-observational

even in principle not directlgbservable. If the notion of judgementsare either synthetic-1 or synthetic-2. They are
d-observational is ndiroadened however and the notion is not true in virtue of experience nor are they condiblein

left at the intuitivdevel of ordinary language observation  virtue of experience alone.

judgementsthen it must be accepted that most if nobfithe 3.96 It may be argued that the appeal of d-observdtiona
assumptions linking d-observation and i-observasi@non- judgements is that there is ready agreement dbeunt.
observational. Either option creategrablem for the Firstly, however, people do not always agabeut meter
empiricist. readings or about shape or colour aadondly, it is not clear
3.92 If non-observational assumptions are requinegrder that there is more agreemexiitout these sorts of judgements
for d-observational judgements to play th& required of than about what can Iseen on slides through a microscope or
them in the empiricist account s€ience, then d-observationain photographef cloud chamber tracks.

judgements are néovundational in the sense required of bein8.97 It can be further argued that there are reanoh®
epistemicallyprivileged. Rather i-observational are linked touse d-observational judgements as a basiscience. They
d-observational judgements by non-observational provide less information. It is generallgcepted that indirect
assumptiondt is the d-observational judgementisgether observation via a telescopesgatellite or an electron

with the non-observational assumptions that areftational microscope provides moneformation than the unaided eye.
Furthermore, as pointed out, thesumptions which are The claim that sucjudgements presuppose non-observational
required in order to allow d-observatiofadigements to play judgements haso force since it has already been argued that
the role required ahem, have to be accepted as true or d-observationgludgements also presuppose non-

confirmed whetheor not they are confirmable by direct observationajudgements.

observatiorand whether or not they have been confirmed as38©8 Furthermore, if i-observation judgementsra
matter of fact. depend on d-observation judgements alone but on
3.93 All of this demonstrates the interdependeoicthe d-observation judgements together with non-obskmvak
theoretical and observational componentsadéntific assumptions then it would seem more economic sitaply
knowledge and counts against the foundatiengpiricist regard i-observational judgements (together widirtimon-

view. This is not to say one cannot identtigoretical and observational presuppositions) as basic. It waldd fit
observational judgements, but threynain interconnected andbetter with what scientists actually usetaesir

inseparable in theory as wek in the practical activity of “observational” claims.

acquiring knowledgeHolism is to that extent true: separation3.99 Therefore it can be concluded that, astainds, the

of theoreticalind observational judgements can be effected direct/indirect distinction is not vemgtear. However, insofar
but onlyprovisionally’” Thus not only is it the case thatts as it can be made clear, itrist at all evident that there is any

include both theoretical and observational judgesieunt plausibility inclaiming that d observational judgements
they are epistemically equally importantsicientific should playa foundational role in science.
discourse. 3.100 This completes the arguments that ordinary

3.94 Surprisingly, given the reliance on the notafrbeing  d-observational judgements do not and cannot hydkéres,
directly observable, positivists providélv clear accounts of play a foundational role in a reconstructmfrscientific

what it was to be directly observabléhose provided were  discourse. Insofar as they can, ih@ clear that they should
generally sketchy. Carndgr example suggested being able do so.

to be confirmed quicklyith the unaided vision in two or 3.101 It was argued above that another way of replying
three observatiorss a definitior?® These accounts make  the claim that d-observational judgemertisstitute an

explicit thejudgements which, it may be argued, are epistemic foundation for scientific discourses to reject the
intuitively andnormally presupposed in claiming that direct/indirect distinctioraltogether. This will only be dealt
something iglirectly observable and which thus exclude othevith briefly. Achinstein has argued that this distinctisrin
presuppositions, which would permit the broademihthe fact very unclear both within science as welbasside of it>
notion of being directly observable in the mansigggested  Achinstein argues basically that thetion of being directly
above. observable has not been satisfactariyrified; that what
3.95 However, leaving the adequacy of these accaafnts counts as direct or indireobservation depends largely on the
what it is to be d-observable aside, supposekthi of context andhat intuitions are not a very good guide in the
account is accepted as the basis of the direditect matter’°

distinction. It is then not at all clear thiatan be argued that 3.102 It has already been mentioned above thaldtjieal
d-observational judgements aexen intuitively speaking, positivists failed to provide more tharsaperficial account of

epistemically privilegedWhatever intuitive plausibility there what it was to be directly observabiensidering the weight
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of argument that thdistinction between being directly and 3.106 Empiricism is right to the extent thateinphasises

indirectly observable was to carry. If the distinction is the important role of observation and wrdoghe extent that
rejectedthen the claim that d-observational judgements playt overemphasises its importance atigmpts to justify it as
therole they do in science in virtue of their relasbipto the foundational or epistemicalbyivileged basis for
i-observational judgements, cannot be made. knowledge. Hume, who formulatétge empiricist doctrine in

3.103 This concludes the series of arguments intemoled its most lucid fashion alstourageously followed it to the
undermine the empiricist notion of a fact by shaytimat the  sceptical end to whiche saw that it led. An alternative
most paradigmatic case of a fact, a d-observitidgement, course is to rejeche assumption about observation on which
is such that empiricismis based.
i. it cannot be verified 3.107 Within the context of empiricist philosophy of
ii. it cannot be confirmed by experience alone but science it has become most important to analyzadtien of
presupposes non-observational judgements a fact. Hence it is not surprising that itnghis context that

iii. it does not, and cannot alone constitute a the notion of a fact, departinilge furthest from
satisfactory foundation for science empiricist/common-sense views, r@aerged. One could
iv. insofar as it can constitute a foundation for argue, as does Feyerabend, thattdramon-sense of today is

scientific knowledge, it is not clear that it shul the philosophical oscientific theory of yesterddy.
3.104 To summarise briefly what is being claimedtba Empiricism has beenghilosophical doctrine which has
basis of the above arguments, it is not being aditinat dominated philosophgf science and has even affected
observation is not important in science, just thabry is at scientists’ views ohow they do science. It has also
least as important (as Bacon made clégfurthermore, itis permeated the widesociety. It has, in particular, widely
not being claimed that there arejndgements exclusively  influencedAnglo-Saxon philosophy where it has had
about language (definitionspnventions, etc.) but only that  significantconsequences in regard to ethics and value theory.
this does not implyhat they are immune from revision on theln a similar way Newtonian physics continues to donetize
basis ofexperience. Nor is it being claimed that theneds  layperson’s conceptions of time and space.
distinction between judgements which are about vghat 3.108 The empiricist view of a fact has been tmmstant in
directly observable (observational judgements)ggmdents  the fact-value debate. However, as a resfullevelopments
about what is not directly observable (theoretigdgements) in the philosophy of science the notioha fact has come
and judgements about language (“analyficigements). Itis under severe scrutiny. It is to tbeedit of the philosophical
just that the difference betwedrese three depends on the method, and whatever othesmplex psychological or
nature and extent of thielationship to observation rather tharsociological factors are involvethat the positivist's
on the absolutdifferences in kind suggested by the standarccommitment to the empiricigrtogramme led to its eventual
analytic/synthetic and theory/observation distinctions. undermining both fromvithout and from within, in the
3.105 It is worth commenting once more on the definition attempt to solve thproblems generated by the programme.
of observational and theoretical judgements asngib®ve in  As a result, thempiricist/common-sense notion of a fact was
terms of what these judgements were abouurtis out that it shown tabe untenable.
was an assumption made by the positivistsugh an 3.109 The revision of the empiricist/common-sens¢ion
unrecognised one, that judgementich were about or of a fact has important consequences for nwhgr
referred to what is directly observablere also confirmed by philosophical problems in value theory, epistemyp)@gnd
direct observatior-However, this turned out not to be so. Thethics. Some of these problems willtaken up in later
weaker definitiorgiven here of observational and theoreticalchapters. In the next chapter teeised notion of a factual
judgements is intended to reflect this conclusion. judgement and its relationship truth and knowledge will be

discussed.
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Truth
Ch.4 — TRUTH AND KNOWLEDGE 4.6 Given the revised view of facts; and in virtofethe
] claim that one of the most important differenbesveen facts
Introduction and values is that only the former qaoperly be said to be
4.1 In the last chapter it was argued that the true or false, it is importamt discuss the notion of truth.
empiricist’common-sense view of a factual judgemet The correspondendbeory of truth has been, since Tarski,

untenable. If this conclusion is accepted, thecimportant  regarded athe most satisfactory account of. truth available.
consequences for views about the tftfactual judgements Therefore only this theory of truth will be consieléhere.
and, more generally, for vievedout acquiring knowledge by 4.7  In considering the notion of truth itmecessary to

means of sensory experience. distinguish between thmeaningof ‘true and thecriterion (or
4.2 The revised view of a factual judgement idallows.  criteria) for establishing theeuth of a judgement. Thus
Factual judgements are judgements which putpdse about ‘corresponds with realitynay be what ‘true’ means but it
the world and which can be saidke true or false. The may not be possible tese correspondence with reality as a

notion of a factual judgemergt to be construed very broadly. criterion forestablishing the truth of a judgement.
It includes alfjudgements about the natural world such as 4.8 Correspondence with reality, if interpretédrally,

would beaccepted by the majority of scientists. These dioulcannot, in principle, be a criterion festablishing truth or
include judgements such as: falsity. If ‘correspondence’ isnderstood as signifying a

1. Neutrinos have spin but no mass. relationship that obtainsetween a judgement and the world,
2. Gravitational force between two objects is isety ~ then the traditionadbjection to the correspondence theory of
proportiona| to the square of the distance betweetruth holds.This objection is that there is no way in which

them. correspondencean be established — no independent
The Crab Nebula is X million light years frorarfh.  Perspectivédrom which the judgement and the reality ¢en
Spiders are arachnids. compared to see whether or not they correspond.

Coelenterates are organisms without a backbone. 4.9 There are additional objections to this viewmp

Humans evolved from simpler organisms by randorfbjection is that it implies that language hasmistic and
mutation and natural selection. foundational structure, Such a positisrexemplified by

Wittgenstein in th@ ractatus Wittgensteirclaimed that there
are factual judgementsghich are such that they correspond to
8. There are approximately 800 million people hir@. Pr “picture: states of affairs. These judgem_ents are the atomi
9. Margaret Thatcher is Prime Minister of Greatdn elements” of language. Ogt of th‘?se atomic Smhef

(at present — 1983). compound sentences are hierarchically a_lnd trutbtiomelly

constructed. Wittgenstein’sTractatuswasin fact one of the

sources for the development of {hesitivist thesis about the
existence of basic statemerttsose whose meaning was given
in the verificationof them — the method of verification being
by observatiori. There seems no reason to think, however,
thatthere are any basic or atomic sentences in thiseseor
that more complex factual judgements are formed as
hierarchical compounds of themThe positivist thesithat
theoretical judgements can be derived from obsienvait
judgements can be seen as an epistertension of this
foundational view of language.
4.10 Another objection to the correspondence vidwruth
comes from consideration of the relationsbgiween
language and reality that ‘corresponderin®ilies. If the
correspondence relation is symmetrithén reality is
composed of objects and their relatiorig, there is 1:1
mapping between judgements andweld.” However, it
seems as though language represteatsvorld at several
removes at least, rather themrresponding to it. Everything

o0hsw

4.3 Included also would be common sense judgenserms as:
7. Some tables are round.

10. Human beings generally have two arms and
two legs.
These are judgements which the majority of peomalgv
accept.

4.4 In particular, factual judgements include both
theoretical judgementge. judgements which are abowbhat
is not observable and observational judgemeets,
judgements which are about what is observablethBlief
these sorts of judgements are such that they caithss
verified or confirmed by observation alone. oirer to
confirm even observational judgements, non-obsienvailt
assumptions are required. Both of theses of judgements
are necessary in order to acquirmwledge and both have
equal importance from apistemic point of view.

4.5 For present purposes what is requirednstion of a
factual judgement which has been revisafficiently to
permit a new relationship betwetattual and value
judgements to be formulatelssentially what is involved is a

weakening of theotion of a factual judgement and a that is known from @hysiological and/or psychological

strengthening dthe notion of a value judgementso asto  \je\wnoint about perceptioand language, supports the view
justify theclglm th_at. they are both rationally assessable andy, 5« incomingperceptual data is, in some sense or other,
hence can figure jointly in arguments.
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‘selectedas a result of complex cognitive, linguistic and notion of truth as correspondengg, a sentence is true iff the
physiological processés.Thus the data itself is modifieshd world is ordered in thevay the sentence says it is.
transformed during perceptual processingunoh a way as to 4.15 It is important to note, in regard to what vii# said

represent the source of the informatieiz, the external later, that Tarski's theory does not get outhef linguistic
world, rather than structuralhgflecting it in the way the circle. In the first part of the T-senteresentence is being
correspondenctheory seems to suggest. named in order to state thais true iff the object language
4.11 Furthermore, for the perceptual data to be sentence that isamed, holds of the world.

linguistically processed,.e. for what is perceivetb be 4.16 The notion of truth as correspondence involves
linguistically transcribed, it requires furtherodification’ essentially three elements: that which corresponzdshe

The overall language available to expréssinformation as  judgement; the relationship of correspondeacst that to
well as the sub-languages, technimabtherwise, available to which the judgement correspondig. reality. Tarski's theory
the individual, all causallintervene between the judgement of truth is primarily essemantic theory and not a theory of
and reality. If thigicture is complicated further by referencé’ It deals with the concept of truth and not how
consideration of theognitive factors that interact with both referencdakes place. It is intended to spell out the motib
linguisticand perceptual ones; and with feedback through atfuth as a semantic notion. This it does succégsfiruth is
thesystems to each other, the complex causal chaoivied  defined in the theory in terms of the satisfactbsentences
makes it very unlikely that there is any sorstrhight by sequences. The notion ofatisfaction is left as a
correspondence between language and réalitye second  primitive notion. Tarski'sheory cannot however be seen as a
objection, therefore, to the correspondetiemry of truth is  full-blown theoryof correspondence. It deals incompletely
that it is not consistent with what currently known about with thesecond and third elements of such a thederywith
language, cognition and perceptiafi,of which mediate the relation of correspondence and with the questiovhat
between our experiendd reality and what is said about it.  true judgements correspondfo.

This argumenwill be elaborated later in the chapter. 4.17 One of the clearest and simplest elucidatiains

. Tarski's work is to be found in QuineRhilosophy of Logic
Tarski's account of truth As Quine points out the open sentencitres y' is satisfied
4.12 It may be that while correspondence to reaégnot by a sequence iff the first thirig the sequence loves the
provide a criterion of truth, or may not fiith empirical second thing in the sequenétence it is satisfied by the
views about how true judgements areived at, ‘corresponds sequence (Romeo, JulietQuine comments:

to reality’ may be what imeant by ‘true’. Tarski's account of
truth in terms ofhe notion of satisfaction, which has been
seen as aaccount of the correspondence theory of truth, is
sufficiently important to require mention in angdussiorof
truth? It will be argued below that Tarskigcount is at best
only a partial account of truth asrrespondence.

“In this way one is told what it means to say
of any predication in the object language
that it is satisfied by a sequence of

things. One is told this only insofar,

of course, as one already understands

the predicates themselves: for note how
4.13 Tarski’'s account was originally intendedapply to [loves’] got reused in the explanatory
formal languages in which the language/metalanguage parts of the above [paragraphj.”

distinction could clearly be made.lt is also, it has been
argued, applicable to natural languageghis is
controversial but it will be acceptéd.Thecore thesis of
Tarski’'s account involves the T-sententhe T-sentence is a
sentence of the following form:

4.18 On Tarski's view what does the satisfying are
sequences. These are ordered n-tuples of objlsstibed

by terms in the natural language, or mfumenally by

variables which are placeholders for narmokgbjects. Hence
understanding the notion of satisfactlpna sequence

‘Snow is white’ is true iff snow is whit€. depends on two things. Firstiydepends on an
understanding of the terms involvédence, as Quine points
out, the account of satisfactitly a sequence assumes a prior

formally explicate a semantic notion, the notionrath, in understanding of theeaning of the terms in the languae.
terms of a more primitive notion, that sdtisfaction’ The This bears othe controversial question of whether Tarski’s

T-sentence implies that a giveantence in the meta-language’g‘ccou_me truth can also be regarded as an account of
is true iff the objeclanguage sentence which it names, holdg"€aning.

of the object$o which the object language sentence refers,

wherereference is spelled out in terms of the primitiadion

of satisfaction” Intuitively this can be seda capture the

4.14 Tarski himself made clear that the T-sentence was
neverintended to be a criterion of truth but was inteshtie
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4.19 Secondly, and more important, for pregamtposes, it
depends on an intuitive understandinghaf notion of
reference. In Tarski's system truthdisfined in terms of the
primitive relation of satisfactionWhat is satisfied are
basically open sentenc@élough, trivially, so are closed
sentencesince the latter are satisfied by all sequences or
none). What does the satisfying are sequencess ifimay
seem that Tarski has in fact given an account bbitrhat is
satisfied and what does the satisfying hedce of
correspondence where the latter is regardextjaivalent to
the notion of satisfaction. However, tlidsnot so for the
following reasons.

4.20 Tarski's explication of the notion of truth and
satisfaction hinges crucially on a distinction betnthe
object language and the meta-language — intuitietyveen
the language that aboutthe world and th&anguage that is
aboutthe language that is about therld... Strictly speaking
such a distinction does nexist in a natural language.
However, by means of trmnvention of single quotation

41
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language so as alow him to talk of truth without generating
theso-called linguistic paradoxes such as the Liaagax>
4.23 However, if there is no object language corretditdne
notion of satisfaction (and if nonepsssible without

paradox), then since truth is defineaderms of the former
relation it leaves open tlguiestion of what the relation is
between the objetdnguage sentences and the objects in the
domain ofthe object language. In addition it leaves open th
question of what object language sentences relate t

4.24 This incompleteness in no way reducesptwfound
significance of Tarski’'s elegant elucidatiohthe meaning of
‘true’ However, it cannot be takexs a full-blown theory of
correspondence. It leavepen the question of what the
correspondence relati@momes toj.e. the nature of the second
term of thecorrespondence relation; as well as the question of
how to account for what is corresponded.m,thenature of

the third term of the correspondemedation. Hence Tarski's
theory of truth does n@rovide a thoroughgoing account of
truth as correspondente.

marks or simply byppeal to the ‘language used to talk about

the objectanguage’ it can be indicated that a sentence is
beingreferred to and not used. Hence the distinctidwéen
meta-language and object language, which in a fosgsiem
can be clearly demarcated by different symbolagyvell as
by listing predicates and domains relevian¢ach, can be
approximated in a non-formal language.

4.21 Talk of sequences or ordered pairs takes platiee
meta-language — again to quote Quine:

“When | say that the pair <3, 5> satisfies
the sentence ‘x<y’ | am assuming for the
time being that the sentence ‘x<y’

belongs to the object language and that

the domain of objects of the object language
includes the numbers 3 and 5; but | do not
need to assume that this domain includes
the pair <3, 5> [sic]. The pair belongs to
the apparatus of my study of the object
language and this is enough.”

4.22 Thus intuitive distinctions are drawn betweba
language used to talk about the object languhgepbject
language itself and the domain of objaatsvhich the object
language refers. The issue is thehat is the relationship
between the object languaged the domain of objects to
which it refers? Satisfactida a relationship that holds
between sequencéwmeta-linguistic objects) and the object
languagesentences (also referred to or named in the
metalanguage) hus talk of satisfaction belongs to timeta
language. Furthermore, as Quine argues, to paiadox,
the notion of satisfactiomust be restricted tthe meta-
languag€? In fact part offarski’s contribution was to
capitalise on the distinctidmetween language and meta-

Strong empiricism and the notion of reality-
as-it-appears

4.25 In what follows an answer is suggested toghestion
of what object language sentences relat@he.term ‘relate’
will be used so as not to beg ajqyestions about the truth
relation. The question efhat the truth relation is, will be
taken up later ithe chapter. It is suggested that what object
languagesentences relate to is not reality suchout
interpretedreality. What this suggestion amounts to is
elaborated below. Interpreted reality is thatitgavhich it is
possible to know. Thus it is being claintbdt true sentences
relate to reality not as such tag it can be knowft.

4.26 In order to initially clarify the notion dhterpreted
reality, it will be discussed in relatidn the perhaps more
familiar, or at least more easigxplicable, notion of reality-
as-it-appears. Alistinction between things as they appear and
thingsin themselves has been suggested many times in many
different contexts. Plato, and more recently Keetre its

most illustrious proponents in the Westptilosophical
tradition and it is a distinction badiz Hindu and Buddhist
philosophies!

4.27 Under one interpretation, the claim that theme

things in themselves and things as they appear is
fundamental tenet of contemporary physical thedhys is
shown most clearly by the fact that physittedory, which
purports to tell us about the naturenmdtter, contradicts what
is able to be seen by measfghe unaided sensesg.that

there are materialbjects®®
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4.28 What is not clear is whether, as Kant claintbdre
are things in themselves which are unknowablenbgins of
the senses or by any other me&ns-or Kant itwas a
contradiction in terms to talk of knowledge otkizain by
means involving the senses since he defimexviedge in
terms of that which is arrived at asesult of both sensory
apprehension and concéptlt follows that there can be no
knowledge other than byeans involving the senses, on
Kant's view. Nevertheledsant posited that there was a
world of noumenagf things-in-themselves, which we could

A-M Cushan (1983 / 2014)

more complex and problematiotions of knowing how and
tacit knowledge. Thabove two claims can each be further
divided into twosub-claimsyiz. that knowledge originates by
either(i) a direct or (ii) an indirect causal chain frahe
senses; and that know ledggn be confirmed either I§i) the
aided or (ii) the unaided senses. The lattstinction will be
taken to be equivalent to thiéstinction between being able to
observe somethingjrectly, i.e. with the unaided senses and
being abldo observe something indirectiye. with the aided
senses.

apprehend byneans of the mind though to be consistent he 4.33 Each of these claims constitutes a progressive

couldnot (and did not) say that we could know anythabgut
the objects in that world.

4.29 If however what constitutes knowledge is lgfien,
then the question of how we come to know, whellyathe
senses or by other means, and what we cankmxeledge
of, is also left open. In what follows it igoposed that the
concept of knowledge be so constrtleat the means by
which we can come to know and wiwe can have
knowledge of is left open.

4.30 Within the Anglo-American philosophical tradition,
the most influential view about how knowledgeacquired
has, for approximately the past 200 yebegn empiricism.

weakening of the empiricist position and each tal
evaluated and rejected. Hence it will be arguedttie
empiricist thesis, under these four interpretaticnfalse.

It is possible both to state and reject thessitions so clearly
because of the historical developmantl elaboration of the
empiricist position by, foexample, the logical empiricists
and because of criticisof these elaborated doctrines by both
empiricistsand by critics of empiricism such as Feyerabend
et al.

4.34 The first claim to be examined is the claimatall
knowledge originates directly from the sen$as the face of

it this is an empirical claim, and asch it appears to be false.

The central thesis of empiricism che stated as the claim thafThere are some claimghich we regard as constituting

all knowledge of the externalorld derives solely from the
senses? It will be argued that this claim is false. If the
argumentdor this conclusion are accepted, then it also
follows that if ‘world of appearances’ is understood to mea
‘the world as it is known solely via the sensegirithere is no
world of appearanced.31 The case for arguing that it is
false that alknowledge of the external world derives solely
from the senses has in part already been put in argsrfoent
the claim that there are no synthetic judgements,.
judgements which can either be verified or confirhg
experience. It will become clear that rejectihg claim that
there are synthetic judgemeidg®quivalent to rejecting the
empiricist thesis undavhat turns out to be the most

knowledge which couldot have been obtained directly via
the senses becaudey contradict the information which is
obtaineddirectly via the sensesg.@.that there are no
simultaneous events; that the sun does not rigeeisky but
the earth revolves around the sun; that spnen-Euclidean)
or because they concern that whogimnot in principle be seen
(e.g.photons or anyparticles smaller than photons).

4.35 The second claim can now be advancedwssaker
defence of the empiricist thesis: it candrgued that even
though not all that we regard sowledge is derived directly
from the senses, it derived indirectly from the senses by
means of someausal chain or other. However, until an
explicit account is given or even sketched as to the means

defensible interpretatioof it. This is a point already made bywhereby it can be argued that all knowledge claiwhatever

Quine, Putnanand White amongst othets.The earlier
arguments wilbe briefly reviewed in the course of the
following discussionAdditional reasons for rejecting the
empiricistthesis will also be given.

4.32 The empiricist claim that all knowledge derisedely
from the senses can, in the first instancentepreted in at
least two ways. Firstly, it can hmderstood as equivalent to

derive from a sensory source, then thi@m remains weak
and imprecise as to be indefensible.

4.36 It may then be granted that the claim thiat
knowledge originates (either directly or indiregtisom the
senses is not tenable but that knowledgeertheless relies on
the senses in that the senaesrequired taonfirm

knowledge claims. If this imterpreted as meaning that the

the claim that all knowledgariginatessolely from the senses.unaidedsenses anequired to confirm knowledge claims,
Alternatively it carbe understood to mean that all knowledgdehen argumentgertinent to the first version of the thesis are
relies ultimatelyon the senses in a much weaker sense, in th@sorelevant here. Scientific knowledge, according to

it requiresconfirmationby means of the senses alone.
Thelatter is much weaker than the former since thedat
consistent with arriving at claims (later to d@nfirmed as
true) by means of intuition, dreams, ludgyesses, mistakes

arguments in Chapter Three, includes both the@leticd
observational judgements. If this is accepted; theoretical

judgements, which are, by definition, abeultat is not

observable, logically therefore cannotdmafirmed by means

or even with holding them innateli this context knowledge of direct observation. Theoretigadgements include

refers only to proposition&howledge and not to the much

judgements about the past; judgemetitsut that which is in

© A-M. Taylor (1983, 2014) b..



INVESTIGATIONS INTOFACTS AND VALUES 43 A-M Cushan (1983 / 2014)

the micro-domain; or judgemerdbout that which is very far interpretations are defensible, it is conclutieat the thesis is
away. Thereforeomeknowledge claims cannot be confirmedntenable and that it is not thase that all knowledge derives
by the unaidedenses. Hence nall knowledge claims can  solely from the senseln fact the obverse seems to be true.
be confirmed by the unaided senses. Furthermoreaasw  Since even in theveakest sensgiz. confirmation, sensory
argued in Chapter Three, since all observatipjements  experiencelone cannot establish that a claim constitutes

(including d-observation judgements) presuppuse knowledge(and hence is true), it can be concluded iuat
observational judgementsy knowledgeclaims are knowledge derives solely from the senses in thekesta
confirmable by the unaided sensésne sense. A fortiori it does not derive solely frame senses in
4.37 The last move available to the empiricistiisn to any stronger sense.

claim that while not all knowledge claims da@confirmed  4.42 For the empiricist therefore there appedr¢dwo

by the unaided senses (and none bytie@ded senses alone),choices: either to take the Humean coursgenfying that we
those knowledge claims thednnot be confirmed by the have any knowledge or to accept ttiedre is a way of

unaided senses can tenfirmed by the senses supplementedacquiring knowledgether than solely by means of the senses
by instrumentsuch as microscopes, telescopes, computers Neither alternative seenagtractive. One seems to vitiate the
and othetechnological and mathematical toadls, by indirect  activity of scienceand as such is effectively a redefinition of
observation. What this comes to is the claim thase know- ‘knowledge’so that nothing which we would presently call
ledge claims not confirmable by direct observatian be con- knowledgewould count as such. Such a move would require
firmed by indirect observatioflence all knowledge claims  considerablgustification. The second alternative amotutots
are confirmable by eith¢he aided or the unaided senses.  a rejection of strong empiricism.

4.38 However, there is a problem with accountiog 4.43 If it is accepted however that no knowledfpives
indirect observation which has already bdestussed in solely from the senses then there is anathesequence
Chapter Three. If it is claimed that i-observatibn besides the rejection of the empiriadsictrine. This is that

judgements are dependent on d-observatjoigements, in  there is no world of appearanasdefined. That is to say, if
that whenever something is observed indireittly in virtue  ‘the world of appearances understood to mean ‘that which
of observing something directlthennon-observational we come to know solelgy means of the senses’ then there is
assumptions are required to litile i-observational no world ofappearances.

judgements to the d-observatiopadgements. Therefore it is 4.44 Furthermore, the above arguments for the weaker
direct observation togethaiith the non-observational linking empiricist thesis that no knowledge claim is caonfible
assumptions thatonfirm those judgements which cannot be solely by means of the senses, are sufficientdavshat what
confirmed bydirect observation. Furthermore, as argued in we can come to know is amterpreted or theory-laden
relationto the previous claim, no knowledge claims are reality. That is to say insofar as non-observational

confirmableby direct observation alongit. withoutnon- assumptions are required in order to confirm knalgke
observational assumptions). This is so even wittaking claims then what does the confirming of the knowledgentlai
into consideration the additional linkimgsumptions required is the sensory experience together with the noerebtional

to account for indirect observatiadence the appeal to presuppositions Inthat sense therefore all we can know (by

indirect observation does natiffice to establish that even themeans of theenses) is an interpreted or theory-laden reality.
supplemented sensean confirm knowledge claims without In the next section even stronger arguments will ezt

requiring non-observational presuppositions. this is the case.

4.39 Even ifitis claimed that i-observatiorjatigements

do not depend on d-observational judgemeh&n non- Summary

observational assumptions relating to shpplementary 4.45 It has been argued that the strong empirthissis that

technology in question are still requir@dg. the theory of
optics in the case of the telescopd¢gnce once again indirect
observation is by itself natufficient to confirm knowledge
claims.
4.40 Therefore whether knowledge claims are confirioed
the senses supplemented by technologicalaitly the
unaided senses, non-observational assumpdienstill
required. Observation alone, whether supplemdnyed
instrumentation or not, is never sufficidgatconfirm
knowledge claims. Therefore neither #ided or unaided
senses alone can confirm knowleagms.
4.41 This completes consideration of the four
interpretation®f the empiricist thesis. Since nonetloése
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all knowledge derives solely from tkenses is, under four
progressively weaker interpretatiofese. The first
interpretation: that all knowledgwiginates directly from the
senses is empiricaind false. The second interpretation that
all knowledgeoriginates indirectly from the senses is too
weak to badefensible. The third interpretation that all
knowledgeis confirmable by the unaided senses alone is also
empirical and false; the fourth interpretation talht
knowledge claims are confirmable either by the ciiole
unaided senses is also false since sensory expeskme is
insufficient to confirm knowledge claims.
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4.46 Furthermore, if these arguments are accepted it the senseddowever, it seems uncontroversial that most, and
follows that no knowledge derives solely from gemses in ~ possibly all, knowledge originates if not solelgrirthe

the weakest and most defensible sense. Sindmowledge  senses, then at least by means which involveghses.
derives from the senses in any stroregrse either, it follows 4.53 Empirically based theories of perception suppuet
that no knowledge deriveslely from the senses. From this iview that (a) even sensorily derived informationrist

can be concludettat there is no world of appearandess, derived solely via the senses afig) that at leassome

the worldas it can be known solely by means of the sensesknowledge is derived via the senses if not sofelyn the

4.47 In addition, from the arguments that demonstifaé¢  previous section, in discussing the strong empiribiesis
sensory experience alone is insufficient to conkmowledge regarding knowledge, two interpretatiasfshow knowledge
claims, it follows that only sensory experienogether with  could be derived from the senses weffered:viz. sensory

non-observational presuppositionsigficient to confirm experience as a source of knowledgel sensory experience
knowledge claims and in that sertkerefore all that we can  as confirming claims tknowledge. Though the strong
know via the senses is interpret@dheory-laden reality. empiricist thesis was rejectdatiese two ways of

4.48 In the light of what has been said above regarding understanding how knowledglerives from the senses remain
empiricism, a strong empiricist thesis cobllregarded as  pertinent. The conditionsnder which sensory experience
any view that claims that the sensessardicient to acquire  confirms knowledge claimsave already been discussed in
knowledge. This thesis has beefected. In addition, the Chapter Three. The conceshthe present section is with

view that there is a worldf appearanceseg. reality-as-it- how knowledge claimeriginate from the senses (though not

appears solely vithe senses, has been rejected. the senses alone).

4.49 A weak empiricist thesis on the other havalld be 4.54 In talking of knowledge, only propositionahowledge

any view that accepts that the sensesaocessaryor will, in the first instance, be consideredidgements and

knowledge. Therefore any view that includes weak propositions will for the purposes tife present discussion be

empiricist thesis implies that all that can know is taken to be identical. Insofas judgements originate via the

interpreted reality since, as argusabve, all we can know via senses, judgements da@ regarded as the product of a

the senses is interpretezhlity. process which begingith sensory informatiori,e. data
obtained by meaniavolving the senses, and ends with

Weak empiricism and interpreted reality judgements. Thusensory data is transformed into

450 Consideration of the empirical account of tegy i~ Judgements.

4.55 The main point to be made in regard to sensory
information is that it is not pure and unadultedatata as the
empiricist model has it. Such a viewsispported by what is
empirically known about perceptiofihe information

acquired by means involving the senflag not solely) is,

even at the sensory level, goveritgdcausal interaction with
non-sensory, linguistic arebgnitive systems. Knowledge
claims and/or beliefdjowever these latter are to be ultimately
physiologicallyand/or psychologically cashed out constitute
elements ofuch systems. Thus perception is said to be a

4.51 ltis of interest to note that Hume originaligd constructiveprocess as well as a selective Ghe.

questions of epistemology to questions of psychgladink 4.56 _Slnce contemporary views of perception apposed
that while it still remains, has beeabmerged in the historicall© the idea that there is any level at whichraeeive pure
development of empiricisi. Intuitively it is clear that any uUnadulterated sensory information abthet world, they
question regarding theay in which knowledge is acquired !llustrate that empiricism tacitly incorporatagproto-

from the senses mustcorporate some sort of view regardingPSychological theory of perceptioBontemporary views of
the preciseole and function of the senses in this regardis ThP€rception contradict the empiricrstion that there is a level

isin part clearly an empirical matter. The notiondfatit is of unadulteratedensory input (reflected in the discredited
to be empirical will be taken up agai.n at the efthe notions ofsense data) which is only later “contaminated” by

chapter. theory. The empiricist theory of perception — esisdly a

4.52 The claim that all we can know by means ofgheses Passive theory of perception — is just plain wrong.
is interpreted reality is supported most direbtyarguments

based on the role of the senseadquiring knowledge.

It was argued previously (§84.33-3jat it is empirically

indefensible to clainthat all knowledge originates solely from

which knowledge is acquired from the senses,titasesting
implications in the present context. Supposhmg the strong
empiricist claim about knowledds rejected in favour of
weak empiricism. Then it stillemains pertinent to ask what
role the senses play atquiring knowledge about the world.
This does noimply that all knowledge about the world either
originatesfrom or is confirmed solely by the sensesddes
however recognise that the senses do plagcassary role in
acquiring knowledge. The issue\ghat sort of role do they
play? This is clearly aempirical question.
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4.57 |If this is accepted, it follows that all vean have equal). A consequencewhat has been said previously in
knowledge of via the senses (with the semsesved either  regard to the role afensory information in acquiring

in confirmation of knowledge claims oonstituting a source knowledge is that, iprinciple, not all sensory information is
of knowledge) is interpretegality. Interpreted reality is availableintersubjectively just in virtue of the people imved
reality as it is modified by the means of comingriow about being physically located so as to receive the m#ftdion.

it. Givenacceptance by the weak empiricist thesis, the mea8sice, as argued, sensory information has-sensory

necessarily include the senses. (linguistic and cognitive) parameters, thesaild also have to
4.58 The structure of this argument is importanhdoe. be more or less similar in order fibre location of the person
It is a deductive argument. The first premisthesweak to provide similar sensomxperience and hence for the

empiricist thesis, that the senses are necefmaknowledge, sensory information to biatersubjectively available and to
which is assumed to be true. This thesigld be regarded, asfulfil the necessargondition for being sensory knowledge.
Kant regards it, as a definitiaf knowledge. However this  This is contraryo the general assumption that sensory
makes it contradictory tdaim that knowledge can be information isintersubjectively available in virtue of physical
obtained by means other thdme senses. Not only does this location alone (other things being equal).

seem counterintuitivbut the claim that knowledge can be 4.62 In regard to the empirical question of whasigficient
obtained by meansther than the senses has been made (anfibr acquiring knowledge, empirical dahout how
understood, ifejected as false) within many philosophical knowledge is acquired perceptually and cognitivisly,

and religioussystems (and even some scientific ories). incomplete. In regard to the putativehpre philosophical
Furthermore, arguments for changing definitiongrse®re question of what is sufficient f@acquiring knowledge — this
messy than arguments for changing truth conditiangast  could reasonably be identifiedth the question of whether

in the present philosophical climate. Changigh there is a scientifimethod and if so, what itis. Thisis a
conditions is likely to be regarded as molearly empirical ~ controversialssue though in general it is agreed that there is
while the former is likely to beegarded as unrelated to norigorous scientific method. Furthermore, the questiofi
empirical concerns. whether there is or not, is regardedpmgitivist philosophers

of science as also, in paar) empirical oné'

4.63 Therefore some sensory information maydgarded
as knowledge, albeit non-propositional knowled§ensory
information can only constitute knowledge whenrte-

4.59 The first premise of the argument would read:

P.1 If something is knowledge, then it is acquired
via the senses.

The second premise is an empirical premise suppbyte sensory parameters influencipgrception are sufficiently
what is known about how knowledge is acquiredth@ similar for sensory information to be intersubjeetly
senses. It would read: available (i.e. that being in a particular locatias sufficient,
P.2 If something is acquired via the senses it other things being equal to obtain the same sensory
involves interpretation. information). This will typically be the case, for example, in

experimentasituations in science, when in virtue of shared

educatiorand background presuppositions, the experiment is

C. If something is knowledge then it involves observabléy another scientist though obviously notjist
interpretation. anyone who put themselves in the same phykication.

4.60 In the above account not only were knowlediggms ~ The above view also makes clearer the reésothe

assumed to be the products of a process Histiaction was ~ necessity of a shared paradigm in “norseence”, viz. it is
assumed between propositional knowledgd sensory necessary in order for sensamformation to count as sensory
information. What is obtained via tesenses was termed knowledge'”

sensory information. It could tasked therefore whether or 4.64  The empiricist view in contrast to this was tsansory
not sensory information cadre regarded as a kind of information always constituted knowledge drahce was
knowledge? So far only propositioﬂq‘owledge has been a.lwayS interSUbjeCtively available. Tb@blllty of the
discussed. If all knowledgs regarded as propositional then Parameters in science and the *hidderriculum’ of

there can beo sensory knowledge. However, if it is allowed@ssumptions in scientific training makegse parameters

The conclusion that follows is:

thatthere is non-propositional knowledge (tacit or invisible at least so long as sciemmtinues in its “normal”
dispositionaknowledge for example) then some sensory phase“.3 At least one of théeatures that characterises science
information may be regarded as sensory knowlétige. is that the presupposition$ a discipline tend to stay fixed or
4.61 A necessary (but not sufficient) conditionbefing atleast to change very gradually. Hence arrivinggageement

knowledge is that it can be made intersubjectiasfgilable. ~ about factual judgements is possillais point will be taken
That is if something is knowable it muzt able to be known UpP again in Chapter Six, whefactual and value judgements
by anyone in similar circumstancggher things, such as are compared.

intelligence, education, backgrounagation, etc., being
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4.65 So far what has been discussed is knowledge. unlikely that the claim correspondsremality as such; rather it
Thechapter started out discussing the limitation$arkki's  relates to reality as it lmown (and, it is inferred, as it can be
correspondence theory of truth. The connedbietwveen the  known) — itrelates to interpreted reality.

latter and the foregoing discussion ifa@fws. It was 4.70 On the basis of the above arguments thereforeven
concluded above that all knowledgetained via the senses stronger claim can be made regarding the treftion itself.
was knowledge of interpretedality. Hence it follows that  Judgements regarded as the productspobcess of coming
the second term of thieuth relation is interpreted reality. Theto know via the senses do not amatter of fact correspond to
concern othe present section will be with the nature of the reality. Knowledge claims arand indeed all language is, to
relation between true judgements and interpretalitye put it succinctlyabstracted from experience and hence does
4.66 Suppose that the weak empiricist thesis, tiatsenses not correspond to it.

are necessary in acquiring knowledgeadsepted. Sucha  4.71 To accept this conclusion suggests thanttéeon that
thesis would be accepted by mssientists and most judgements correspond to reality is a claim whigh i
philosophers of science whetheraofationalist or empiricist  ultimately the outcome of inadequate proto-psyatiokd or
persuasion. Hence it wouldllow that if we know about the proto-empirical theorising Assuch it is a metaphysical or
world then we knovabout it by means which necessarily  theoretical thesis witan empirical base and it does not seem
involve the sense®n the basis of what is known (viathe  to be supportety current physiological and psychological
senses) abottow we come to know about the world via the data.Secondly, the account of abstracting presenteldkein t
senses, iseems that the reality we come to know about is affirst chapter can now be seen not only as providimg
interpreted reality. All this has been arguedh@grevious analytical framework but as referring (though &eay

section. general level) to part of the process of transfagsiensory
4.67 Knowledge claims are, it has been arguedptbduct information and/or knowledge into propositiokabwledge.

of a process of coming to know. Henc#oitows that true This interpretation seems supportedchyrent views on
judgements which constitute knowledges a product of a  perception.

process of coming to know whictecessarily involves the 4.72 It may be argued that the above constitutes a
senses (by the weak empiricitesis). This process at the misinterpretation of the notion of truth as cor@sgpenceand
perceptual level involveselection and construction. the status of the claim that all judgemectsrespond to
Therefore knowledge acquiredbout the world has been reality. ‘True’ means ‘correspondis reality’ and hence it is a
acquired via selection amnstruction. Therefore the reality logically necessarglaim that true judgements correspond to
as we do come tknow it is interpreted reality. From this it isreality. Howevethe consequences of definitions are open to
inferredthat what we can come to know via the sensasis discussion and the sharp analytic/synthetic distinction is

interpreted reality. This is an empirical propsitand is rejected, as it has been suggested it should &eethpirical
subject therefore to modification by either emggitiar considerations may well be pertinenetaluating definitions,
philosophical considerations. just as non-empirical onasich as simplicity or incoherence
4.68 So far the only part of the process of acquiring may be pertinent tevaluating factual judgements.
knowledge that has been considered is that pagthwhi 4.73 If therefore a definition has as a consequenckaim
concerns perception. This is obviously only pathe which when interpreted substantively, confliaith empirical
process of transforming sensory information into data but which under the definitionlagically true, therthis
propositionaknowledge. This process continues with the seems to provide at least one good reason to rdject
coding of the incoming stimuli into a linguisticrfo. definition

Empirical knowledge of this part of the processoenpasses 4.74 The above arguments, if accepted, not only
knowledge about the coding process andhtitere of demonstrate that knowledge claims relate to ampreeed
language as a psychological system. Therdfae reality. They also establish that true judgemaritish
psychology and philosophy of language, as well as constitute knowledge claims, cannot properlydgarded as
psycholinguistics, are involved in arriving at enal corresponding to interpreted reality. Theato say the
conclusions about these matters. In addition gurest relationship between a true judgemant the reality to which

regarding the functioning of the cognitive systevhgther it it is supposed to corresporns sufficiently abstracted,

is independent of, or interrelated withe linguistic system;  sufficiently theory-lademnd mediated by interpretation at
and the modes of encoding knowledgbgether propositional even the perceptubdvel, for it to be most misleading to claim
or non-propositional, ar@lso involved. It is not possible to that therelationship involved is anything like corresponden

explore theséssues any further here. 4.75 Thus in addition to the purely philosophieajuments
4.69 However, the general nature of the argumantsof  against the notion of truth as correspondégncecriterion of
the conclusions are clear. The arguments invodwed truth; assumptions about the naturdapiguage etc.; the claim
empirical. Furthermore, consideration of the pssgéhose  that even Tarski's theory hast, at least at the object

end result is a true propositional knowledtgm makes it language level, given account of correspondence) are the
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empirical argumentbased on theories of perception. On the4.80 This view, about the proper role of philosopban be
basis of thesarguments it is concluded that the definition of seen to have implications in regard to studyiogy something

‘true’ as ‘corresponds to reality’ should be scrappedasBes
for rejecting the definition have been given. #ternative
definition and reasons for acceptingvitl be offered below.

comes to be, as a matter of fact (whigh be termed
‘empirical process’); and the resulttbiit process, which is its
product. Thus acquiring knowledgan be seen as an

However, before doing so soroententious issues touched orempirical process and tipeoducts of that process are

above will be discusseat a little more length.
4.76 Firstly, the relationship between the rejectidnhe

knowledge claims, includingue judgements.
4.81 Given initially the analytic/synthetic distinctidthe

analytic/synthetic distinction and empiricabigsed evaluation distinction between truths of logic atrdths of experience);

definitions may require some furthelucidation. If the
analytic/synthetic distinction i®jected, then as Quine says,
there are no judgemerggher verifiable in virtue of
experience or true ispite of all experience. As has been

a corresponding distinction cale drawn between science and
philosophy. Philosophy isroperly concerned with analytic
judgements and scienedth synthetic ones. It follows that
philosophy shouldot therefore, on this view, be concerned

argued in Chapterhree, there are no judgements verifiable avith processbut withproduct Thus, for example, a

confirmablein virtue of experience and no judgements

demarcation isnade between the proper spheres of

immune fromrevision on the basis of experience. This clainphilosophical psychologgnd empirical psychology with the

andsome of its consequences have been explored in the
precedingchapter.

4.77 The consequences of claiming, however, thete are
no judgements immune from revision in faee of
experience has important implications in regardefinitions.
It allows that, in principledefinitions are to be evaluated on
grounds which include their empirical consequerares
other empirical consideration®ne such empirical
consideration was offered above fat accepting the
definition of ‘true’ as ‘corresponds reality’. Accepting that
‘true’ means ‘corresponds reality’ leads to a judgement
which, though logicallyrue, is, when interpreted
substantively, false. Thjadgement is that true factual
judgements corresportd reality.

4.78 The claim that definitions are conventiamithin
science to be adopted and discarded for empiéeedons and
with empirical consequences has been develbgatthite
and Putnam, amongst others and diasussed in Chapter
Three (883.43-48) . In principtkere seems no reason why
this conclusion should nbe more widely applied. Thus it
was suggested abotkat the definition of truth was
formulated on théasis of faulty empirical assumptions and

domain of thdatter being the empirical process of arriving at
knowledgeclaims and the domain of the former being the
analysis of knowledge claims. Of course the qoass to
whether knowledge claims can be satisfactorily vstdedin
this fragmented fashion, raises very veaed vexing
questions about, amongst other things rthe of philosophy

in relation to other disciplines. dlso leads ultimately to
consideration of the legitima®f distinctions such as the
analytic/synthetic distinctiorgnd the related science/non-
science andcience/philosophy distinctions. The sharp
analytic/synthetic distinction was rejected in Chapter Three
As pointed out above if this distinction is rejatteen the
legitimacy of the other distinctions, particulathe one
between science and philosophy, is &last into doubt.

4.82 It may be claimed that in general ‘procesgjuments
(empirical arguments about how somethiiognes to be) are
not necessary in order to evaluaténvestigate the product or
what something is. ay be argued that we do not need to
understand how picture was painted in order to evaluate it.
Similarly it may be argued that one can in principle
investigate knowledge claims as such without urideding
anything about how they came to be produttmlvever,

ought to beaejected on the basis of more adequate empiricathere is a consideration which makes progestcularly

theorising.

4.79 In addition to the question of using empirical
arguments as a basis for accepting or rejectingsphical
definitions, there is a broader question regartiieg
relationship between a given process im@roduct, which
relates also to the proper rolep#filosophical enquiry.
The logical positivists regardelde proper sphere of

important in relation to product in tlease of the process of
acquiring knowledge, theroduct of which includes true
judgements. This ithe weak empiricist thesis itself: that the
sensesre necessary in order to acquire knowledge. ishis
whatever else it is, also an empirical thesis apoatess. It
was suggested above that empiricism hidosophical view
which has always implicitly includegih empirical component.

philosophy as logical analysisaving separated science fromlt includes as a necessarymponent an empirical thesis about

philosophy on the groundsat the proper concern of the
former was with what wasmpirical?* This in turn clearly
derives from the shamgmalytic/synthetic distinction and the
division oftruths into logical and empirical truths. Such a
view of the proper sphere of philosophy has recentlyecom
under sustained attack by Richard Rorty, amootysirs.”

the role of perceptiom acquiring knowledge.

4.83 The implications of the empirical componenttuoé
weak empiricist thesis are twofold. Firstgenuine claims
about how knowledge is acquired mustorder to constitute
knowledge claims, be based empirical information (as
Hume implied). Secondlgmpirical information about how
knowledge is acquireid hence also relevant to philosophical
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4.87 Thus no sharp line can justifiably be dralmgtween

generalarguments about the relationship between procaks ampirical and philosophical investigatid@onsistent with

product, if the sharp analytic/synthetic distinatie rejected,
the view that empirical arguments haaaring on
philosophical conclusions receives particiapport in the
case of epistemological claims, suchtesweak empiricist
thesis. This is so although, somewpatadoxically,
empiricism, which is itself aapistemological thesis, was

such a view, the above arguments atauth and knowledge
have used both empirical and philosoph@zatsiderations in
a manner that can onjystifiably be rejected in an empiricist
framework.This framework is, it has been argued,
fundamentallyunsatisfactory.

4.88 Therefore it is suggested that the new notibtruth

articulated by the logicadositivists so as to support the very be as follows: ‘true’ means ‘fit with a@nterpreted reality’.
opposite view —that there is a sharp distinction between theNo further attempt to explicathis relationship of fit will be

domainsof science and philosophy.
4.84 The final issue that might be raised in redarthe
above discussion concerns the notion of bemgirical. This

made here. The mapoint to be made is a negative one:
whatever relatiotrue judgements have to reality it is not
correspondencéience ‘true’ should not be so defined. This

notion has been heavily utilisedtime discussion so far and it reverseshe usual way of considering the question of truth,

should be clear from th&ay it has been used that it too has,

in the course ofejecting the empiricist framework, been

revised. Thisevision will now be made explicit. ‘Empirical’

is aterm usually opposed to ‘philosophical’ or ‘theacat in
an empiricist framework. However, this can no lere
done in the same way in the alternative framewdrlch has
emerged in the course of the last two chaptevghich even
observational judgements are theory-la(ke §84.43-44)
and are based on sensory informatishich is itself a
function of non-sensory factors. sach a framework only a
weak characterisation a&mpirical’ is possible. ‘Empirical’
is traditionallydefined in terms of its relationship to

viz. accepting the definition and then seeing if urter
definition truth can be attained. Given whakri®wn about
how knowledge and hence truth is attairitde’ is defined

S0 as to be consistent with that viéviie definition of truth is
thus based on empirical consideratidfhatever else they
are, true judgementge products of the process of acquiring
knowledge. Hencthe definition of ‘true’ should be
consistent with what known of this process. The definition
of ‘true’ as'fit with interpreted reality’ satisfies this
requirement.

4.89 Some reasons for accepting the proposed acobunt
truth based on the consequences of doing so, oulllre

observation —a relationship which while it varies in strengthoffered. Suppose that ‘true’ is accepted as megdfiirwith

— assumes the epistemic priority of observations jlist this
priority that has been rejected in the cowskthe discussion.
4.85 What would characterise empirical investigatomm
the present view would not be that philosophicaheoretical
considerations were absent. Indeed, litsigd to see how it
could be otherwise given the contemponaogt-positivist
understanding of science asaial activity:® What
distinguishes empirical investigatiomthe deliberate
manipulation of observablata,viz. experimentatiofi!
Philosophers only engage “thought experiments”. This is
not to say scientistgua philosophers, do not. Einstein’s

interpreted reality’.

4.90 The first important implication is thataiterion for
truth is possible in principle. We canme to know
interpreted reality (in fact it has beargued it is all that we
can come to know via threenses). Hence in principle it is
possible to comparthe judgement and the interpreted reality
in order toestablish whether they fit.

4.91 Arriving at a satisfactory criterion (@riteria) for truth
is in part an empirical mattefherefore a correct account of
the process of arrivingt true judgements has relevance to
establishing whathe criterion is. Hence a correct account of

thought experimerdbout travelling as fast as a light beam islkoow science succeeds in arriving at knowledge (anc:fber

well-knownexample'® Experimentation does not of course
imply the absence of theorising or philosophical speiculat
if previous arguments about what is required tdfioon
observation judgements are accepted.

4.86 Philosophical speculation on the other haedd not
exclude observational data drawn from ofttisciplines; or
from common-sense or general knowled@aine inWord
and Objectfor example, appeals tdoghaviourist account of
language learning. Insofar agphilosophical speculation
involves observational dateither drawn from experiment or
based on common sen#iehas an empirical component.

at true judgements about the world) is relevargstablishing
a criterion of truth. This criteriomay end up being as
complex as: whatever science daeacquire knowledge.
4.92 This is not to say this is all that is relevémt
establishing a criterion. Linguistic and philosimath
considerations, such as an explication ofrtb#éon of
reference and analytic accounts of the nabfijadgements
are also relevant. In addition understandimgnature of
linguistic and cognitive processissimportant.
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Basically if it is accepted thate do have knowledge of the 4.98 Rational empiricism can be regarded as being
world then it seems théttere is a criterion that we use for  constituted by the following theses. The sensesecessary
establishing thgudgements are true. The problem is to but not sufficient for knowledge. All thaain be known via

satisfactorilyspell out what that is. A definition of truth the senses is an interpreted realifyue’ means ‘fit with an
which allows that there is a criterion in principle for interpreted reality’. Factug@ldgements are judgements about
establishing truth seems more satisfactory thanndrieh reality which includéboth theoretical and observational

does not, other things being equal. judgements. Thdistinction between theoretical and

4.93 The above view of truth is consistent with theised  observationajudgement is not a sharp one: it is a distinction
notion of a fact. Indeed it constitutes paraafexplanation of between judgements which are about what is obskeraakl
why experience can only confirm andt verify judgements, judgements about what is not observable. Theraare

viz. because of the remote atmimplex relationship between synthetic judgements. The analytic/synthetic déitonis no

true judgements and sensdamformation. longer sharp. Itis a distinctidsetween judgement about
4.94 This view of truth is consistent with tlecount of language and judgements abthé world. There are however
abstracting given in Chapter One, particuldfriye latter is no judgements immune fromavision on the basis of sensory
seen as referring at a vaggneral level to psychological information and ngudgements able to be confirmed on the
processes which amevolved in relating language to sensory basis of sensoripformation alone.

information. 4.99 There is no longer a sharp distinction between

4.95 The above notion of truth is consistent vitile empirical and philosophical inquiry. The formetiberately

increasingly rationalist account of science tied emerged in manipulates sensory information in experimesitalations

the last 30 years, and is supportecempirical theories of but this certainly does not mean thaheoretical or
perception. philosophical component is noecessary. By the same token
4.96 In the course of the discussion of facfualgements  there is no reason principle why conceptual and linguistic
and the appropriate notion of truth the strong empiricist analysis shouldot incorporate theoretical and empirical data
thesis that sensory informati@necessary and sufficient for from other disciplines. This is what has, as a mattéad,
knowledge has beewjected. In addition many other occurred in the philosophy of science anddme extent in
associated thesssich as the distinction between analytic andhe philosophy of language.

synthetigudgements; the distinction between theoretical and.100 It has emerged from the above discussionttieat
observation judgements and the notion of a facebaen re- notion of a factual judgement was embedded ierapiricist

evaluated. framework. Hence the sharp distinctioetween facts and
4.97 A more moderate view which could be termmational values also derives from the safremework. Having
empiricism has emerged in the courséhef discussion’ rejected this framework in thgrocess of presenting a revised

It is rational (in the sense of ‘relatedrtdionalism’) because account of facts anof truth, the way is now clear to reassess
not only the senses are regardschecessary for knowledge the relatiorship between facts and values in the context of an

but so is theorising andterpretation at many levels. alternative framework: rational empiricism. Howevaior to
It is empiricistbecause the senses are regarded as necessabging able to do so, it is necessargaoasider one more
for knowledge. empiricist tenetyiz. that onlydeductive argument is a

legitimate form of argumentTherefore, in the chapter to
follow the legitimacyof non-deductive argument will be
considered.
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instance of a lafrom that law. For example, Kepler's laws
Ch.5 — THE LEGITIMACY OF can be deducefdom Newton’s laws as predictions, if the
_ following three assumptions are also made:
NON-DEDUCTIVE REASONING (1) No bodies exist except the Sun and the Earth.
(2) The Sun and the Earth exist in a hard vacuum.

Introduction (3) The Sun and the Earth are subject to no $orce
5.1 In the present chapter it will be argued thar- except mutually induced gravitational forces.
deductive, non-probabilistic reasoning iegitimate form of  The claim that all and only relevant and appropraixiliary
reasoning. This will be done firsthy showing that non- hypotheses have been selected is an assunvgtich is non-
deductive reasoning is a necesgaat of even the most deductively justifiablé.

conservative account of tleenfirmation of theoretical 5.5 ‘Ceteris paribus’ clause These are riders @ngeneral

judgements. Secondly,uill be argued that non-deductive  |aw, or set of laws, to the effect that thev or laws hold —
reasoning is accepted necessary and sufficient for the other things being equal? Thssumptions that all other
confirmation oftheoretical judgements in less conservative things are equal can only b®n-deductively justified.
accounts oscientific reasoning. Finally, it will be argudtht 5.6 Initial conditions These are conditions whiahe such

non-deductive reasoning is regarded as both negyessd as to warrant them being utilised, togetiwith laws and

sufficient for justifying conclusions in theontext of legal auxiliary hypotheses as premises frofrich to derive a

argument and in the sphere of maessoning. confirmatory observational judgemefihat the conditions are
The role of non-deductive reasoning in regarthe such as to warrant being termiadial conditions,.e. that

confirmation of observational judgements wiien be briefly  they are relevant in thepnstruction of a hypothetico-
considered. The chapter will conclugigh some remarks deductive argument is @ssumption which is non-

about the assessment of non-dedudiggiments. deductively justifiable.

5.7 An example discussed by Hempel illustratesaheve
The role of non-deductive reasoning in the point?® Hempel is discussing the hypothetico-deductive
confirmation of theoretical judgements account of explanation. However, sincelftampel such an

account of explanation is also an accafrpprediction (and
hence a potential confirmation of tlaavs in question) it is
relevant in the present conteXtie observational judgement
which constitutes the predictigar confirmation) is that when
a glass tumbles placed upside down on a plate after being
washed irhot soapy water, soap bubbles form under the rim
of theglass. They grow larger, then grow smaller andliyin
fjisappear back under the rim. Thessfrom which this
prediction could be derived include the gas laassiabout
@eat exchange; about the elasticity of shalpbles; about
surface tension, etc. Tlmtial conditionsare judgements
about tumblers being immersedhot soap suds (hot, that is,
relative to the surroundirtgmperature); judgements about
glasses beingput upside down on a surface where a soap film
hasformed, etc.

5.8 As Hempel remarks:

“Furthermore, reliance on general laws is

essential to a D-N explanation; it is in

virtue of such laws that the particular

facts cited...possess explanatory relevance

to the [predicted] phenomenon. Thus, in

the case of Dewey's soap bubbles, the

gradual warming of the cool air trapped

under the hot tumblers would constitute

a mere accidental antecedent rather than

an explanatory factor for the growth of

the bubbles, if it were not for the gas

laws, which connect the two events.”

5.2  Arguments will now be presented for the cldimat
non-deductive reasoning is required in evemtiost
conservative account of the confirmation of theoedt
judgements. As already argued facts consibbtfi

theoretical and observational judgements. Giwerfailure of
the verificationist programme to shdhat theoretical
judgements are reducible to observatigndgements, or are
otherwise eliminable, thgroblem of establishing the nature o
the relationshifpetween theoretical and observational
judgements remainedhe logical positivists accepted that th
appropriate relation between theoretical and olagienval
judgements was that the former were confirmethieatter.
5.3 One of the most conservative deductigistounts of
the confirmation of theoretical judgemebigsobservational
judgements is the hypothetico-deductageount of
confirmation. On this view theoretigaldgements are
confirmed by their confirmed observatiomainsequences.
Thus the relationship between theoretjadigements and
observational judgements is reconstrudtedn epistemically
respectablei.g. deductive) wayThere are, it will be argued,
several respects in whithe hypothetico-deductive account
of confirmationrequires non-deductive reasoning.

5.4 Auxiliary hypotheses. It is generally acceptiest in
order to derive observational judgements ftbeoretical
judgements such as laws, auxiliary hypothesegequired.
These hypotheses include theorieghsfrumentation, theories
of error and theories of experimentiasign. * In addition,
supplementary laws mdpe required to deduce a confirmatory
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The judgement that a particular set of conditiomsstitute “Thus, the chain of reasoning which leads
initial conditions and hence are appropriateljated to the from given observational findings to the
laws in question is a non-deductivélgtifiable assumption. ‘prediction’ of new ones actually involves,
5.9 That all and only relevant and appropriateiliary besides deductive inferences, certain quasi-
hypotheses have been selected; that all dtliegs are equal, inductive steps each of which consists in the
that all of the relevant set obnditions constitute initial acceptance of an intermediate statement on
conditions, are alhssumptions that can only be non- the basis of confirming, but usually not
deductively justifiedThey are theoretical judgements, logically conclusive, evidence®

universal in formwhich cannot be deduced from any set of g ;5 Furthermore, if the conclusion of an hypothetico-

observationgjudgements. deductive argument is the result of both deductivenon-

5.10 Th_e s_e_lection ofa theor(_at!cal claim famfirmation deductive reasoning, then if the theoretical judeyetim
out of an infinite number, or a finite buéry large number, of question is disconfirmed, not only is it rdéar if the judge-

possible theoretical claims, even out of two, is also clearly ment is false, but it is not cleanahat point the error lies.

a non-deductiveljustifiable step. The reasoning involved is By the sam'e token, if it tsue, it is not clear at what point

somethingike the foIIowin_g: there are sufficient grounds to .o %rth liessince thé claim rr;ight just as well have been

select this theory for confirmation. _ deducedand induced) from some other theory or from the
The problem of theory selection becomes pagitybcute sametheory with other auxiliary hypotheses.

in theattempt to explicate non-deductive reasoning imsef And this problenis distinct from, and additional to, that

an interpretation of the formal th‘?or.y of Pmba?’*ﬁ In the which arisegrom straightforwardly deducing observational
currently most popular, personalist interpretatibn consequencesom a set of theorie¥.

probability as degrees of rational belief, éxample, the 5.14 It can be concluded that if even the most consigeva
problem is to determine the appropridistribution of initial  jaquctivist view of the confirmation relatitretween

probabilities. Distributiorof initial probabilities is required in oo ratical and observational judgements, toutgo require
order to beable to utilise Bayes’ theorem in order to calaalat ;. qeductive reasoning, there is gmedsoln to think it

the prob_ability ofa _hypothesis, given the _e_vi(_jeﬁft@ cannot be eliminated from any adequateount of science
distribution cannot itself be made probabilistigatithin the 4 therefore of how knowledgeasquired> This

. . l-
theory, but only non-deductively outside of'. conclusion is independent of the questithow adequate is

511 'I_'he logic Of confirmation itself is nqn—deductiyel the hypothetico-deductive accountooinfirmation as an
based; if observational consequencesardirmed, then a account of scientific reasoning’?”

theory is confirmed? This is clearlynon-deductive in that the 5.15 There are additional reasons for claiming tie-
theoretical judgements concernednnot in principle be probabilistic, non-deductive argument is a legitieand

proved to be true by meansfgfpothetico-deductive powerful form of argument. Efforts to demonstreitat non-
argument. Observational judgemeate non-deductively  qaqctive reasoning can be spelled out séfetgrms of an

linked to sensory experience in thiaty can only be interpretation of the formal theory pfobability, thus making
confirmed by it and not verified. Theoretigatigements are . J_qeductive reasoning ‘exatty providing a measure of

then non-deductively linked wbservational judgements in o nfirmation, have, it igenerally agreed, failed” Again it is
that even |f_the observatlorla_kjgement_s deduced from the o separatguestion as to whether even if the attempts
theoret!cal !udgememrg confirmed, this only confirms the succeedechey would be adequate to capture scientific
theoretical judgementhich may, nevertheless, be false. = o 550ningarguably it is not true of most of the standard
Conversely, ithe theoretical judgement is not confirmed, it interpretationsf probability?

may stillbe true. Furthermore, non-deductive reasoning is ¢ 15 This is not to say that the mathematical thary

essentially involved even in deducing the obseovati probability is not enormously powerful and usefylfor
consequences, as already argued. _ example, statistical methods of experimental deaigh
Thus to call this modef confirmation hypothetico- analysis. It is just that in order for probabilibeory to be

deductive is misleading. is true the observational useful in order to explicate non-deductieasoning even
consequences are deduced fittvn theoretical judgement but partially, it must assume .

only given non-deductivelpased assumptions and eventhe 5 17 This can be illustrated as follows. One of thest
confirmation of the observationmldgement in question can _popular attempts to explicate non-deductis@soning is by

only confirm thetheoretical judgement, not establish that it iSaans of the personalist theory accordmghich probability

true. . . L is interpreted as degreesrafional belief. In order to utilise
5.12 = As Hempel concludes in considering the prediction o nropabilitycalculus and Bayes' theorem in the appropriate
criterion of confirmationi.e. the H-D accounof way, i.e. to calculate the probability of a hypothesis given
confirmation: additional new evidence, prior probability of botie
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hypothesis and the evidence must be calculatedseltitial  5.23 As mentioned above one of the most powerful
probabilities have to be distributed in @opropriate way and arguments against the logical positivists’ accafrgcientific
there seems to be no way of dothgs within probability reasoning rests on the claim that there isheory-

theory. Instead it seems thatritist be done non- independent observation language. Some of ateahere
deductively”® A further problem pointedut by Glymouris  regarded as the strongest arguments fonihis, were put in
that the personalist theory requigeslosed set of theories andChapter Three. If this claiis accepted it follows that there
evidence” That the set iso closed is also a non-deductivelyan be no way adeducing theory from pure observation, in
based assumptiomhe problem therefore with developing an principle,since there is no such thing. It also follows that
account of non-deductive reasoning in terms of eratitical theory-change cannot be accounted for deductiveth®
probabilitiesis that of trying to show that such an account is basis of theories being either proved or disprdwegdure
identicalwith or exhausts non-deductive reasoning. There observational judgements. This is not possiblerinciple if

seems to be good reason to believe this cannodrie d there is no theory-independent observatiorguage. Nor can
5.18 This completes the arguments which are intettded relation to pure observation distingustientific from non-
show that non-deductive, non-probabilistic reasgisn scientific or metaphysical viewpoinfhe basis of the original
required in even the most conservative accountiseof verification principle). Norcan it in general be claimed that
confirmation of theoretical judgements. The foliogy there is a rigorouscientific methodi.e. deductive method,

arguments are intended to show that non-dedusdiasoning for advancingknowledge based on pure observation.
is not only necessary for confirmation, misufficient forit ~ 5.24 Hence post-positivist philosophers of sciegeaerally

in less conservative accountssofentific reasoning. concluded that the structure of scienttfieory was not
5.19 Itis not unreasonable to construe much of deductively reconstructable and was agta matter of fact,
contemporary post-positivist philosophy of sciease deductive. The relation betwethreoretical claims and

supporting the conclusion that reasoning in scidrasa non- observational claims was not alidebe sharply delineated and
deductive structure. That is to say thatrémsoning used to they were related in complend non-deductive ways. Hence
establish conclusions as confirmisdat least most of the the proposed criterion af deductive relation to observation
time, non-deductive. judgements was naivailable to demarcate scientific theories
5.20 Less conservative, post-positivist, accountsodénce, from non-scientifi¢heories and it did not seem that there was
such as those by Kuhn, Feyerabend, Hansonl akatos, and a logically rigorous method for advancing knowled@ome
later by Ravetz and Laudan, have in comraaggjection of philosophers, such as Kuhn, even argued againgthibang

the view that the structure of scientiffeeories, in particular  any progress in scienée.Rather he comparatévelopments
the relation between theory aatiservation, can be in scientific theories to political revolutiomgth theories
deductively reconstructed. One ofthe strongest arguments being essentially incommensurableanges in world view,

in principle against this ithat there is no theory-independent5.25 Some even more radical philosophers of sciesoeh
observation languagélf accepted, this view has important as Feyerabend, concluded that since scieméfisoning is
implications formany related issues such as views about  non-deductive and there is no theory-independbsérvation
theory changeabout the existence and nature of a scientific language, that scienceiisational?’ This somewhat extreme
method,about the demarcation between science, and non- position restparadoxically on acceptance of a view central to
scienceand even about the rationality of science, ashvéll  classicalempiricism. This is that only deductive reasorigg
seen below. legitimate and that non-deductive reasoning, niotghe

5.21 The arguments for the view that observational deductive, is unacceptabife. Thus the alternatives seented
judgements presuppose non-observational judgemaamds;  be either that science was deductive and baséukeony-

the view that all we can have knowledge of viageeses is  independent observation or it was irrational. @heve could
interpreted reality, constitute argumentstfoe claim that be summarised by saying that there geauine dilemma

there is no theory-independent observaliorguage, under a given the rejection of the positivigtew of science. Either
clear interpretation of the lattedust what the claim that therescience is basically irrationéile. non-deductive) or scientific
is no theory-independenbservation language amounts to orreasoning has agssentially non-deductive rather than a

the present viewwill be taken up again later in the chapter. deductivestructure.

5.22 Basically, the shift in viewpoint within postpasist 5.26 Contemporary philosophy of science then took an
philosophy of science can be seen to turtherrejection of  empirical turn which in some ways further complezithe

the deductive structure of scientifleeories i e. that matter. Once tha priori programme of reconstructing
observational judgements are deducfbben theoretical scientific reasoning deductively on the basis ebtly-
judgements or vice versa). This rejectoam be for a variety independent observation claims was rejected, altiom

of reasons: rejection of the analytic/synthetididgtion; accounts of scientific reasoning were increasisglgported
rejection of the theory/observation distinctiorganents by historical examples. Kuhn and later Lakatod others,
based on empirical studies of sciefite. were responsible for giving philosophysafience a “historical
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turn”.? Kuhn and Lakatos accepteffi of the above views;

that there was no theory-independebservation language;
that theory change couttbt be deductively accounted for,
and neither could thetructure of scientific theori€s.
Furthermore, amentioned above, Kuhn argued that theory
change was akito a political revolution and was influenced
by manyfactors external to science: psychological, pdalitic
and economié? He argued that the only way to find out
about theory change in particular, and sciencesivetpl was
to study science from a historical point of vigw.

5.27 Kuhn concluded, or implied, that science wserefore
basically irrational on new grounds: not omlgs it not the
case that scientific reasoning and ¢inewth of knowledge
followed a strict deductive pattebut scientific conclusions
were due to factors outsidé science altogether. Hence he,
like many influencedby him, concluded that they were
necessarily non-cognitiiactors — not having to do with
knowledge at alf?

5.28 There are many assumptions involved here atheut
nature of knowledge and about the relationshigci#nce to
the wider community which cannot be pursugdme of these
implications are explicit in the empiricaudies of science
which will be discussed below. Howevaihat Kuhn argued
explicitly and what Lakatos introduced standard
methodology into philosophy of science what in order to
find out about science it is necesseryook at science
empirically. Philosophy of scien¢eok an empirical turn and
the problems of developing adlequate account of empirical

A-M Cushan (1983 / 2014)

basedwill result. However, even for those still concedrto
articulate what is distinctive about science, émasthat
whatever it is, it is a long way from a deductivethod.

5.31 Ravetz, for example, concludes that the actiofty
science is enormously complex and has at least some
components of craft that seem to be tacit in ppleand

hence impossible to articulate. Therefore, some ofhat
scientists do that makes for good science cannot be
articulated®® Facts emerge as the end result of a process
which is certainly non-deductive though neverthesd to

be regarded as rational. Laudan takes a basiKahpian
approach with some individual twists. He acceipesview

that there is normal science and revolutiorsamgnce.
However, unlike Kuhn he accepts a notiorscientific
progress and saves the concept of rationaliscience by
defining it in terms of scientific progreds. This implies that

if progressive scientific reasonitigrns out to be non-
deductive, the latter is a rationahd hence a legitimate, mode
of reasoning.

5.32 It could be argued that according to both Raaett
Laudan what emerges is a picture of scienceitivatves
non-deductive reasoning as part of the prooésscepting

and rejecting theories. They both arguelicitly or

explicitly that there are good reasonsdocepting or rejecting
theories, some of which may rimé purely cognitivei,e.

having to do only with théheory. Rather some reasons may
revolve around whethdor example, enough of one’s peers
regard a theory asorth developing. This reason is arguably

knowledge were welded the problems of historiography anda good reasothough it may in some sense be external to the

of the methodology dhe social scienceé. Thus it emerged

theoryitself.

that the attempt® spell out the method by which we acquirefl.33 There is another line of reasoning which geesn

empiricalknowledge depended on a humanistic discipline,
viz. history and on the social science generally reghadethe
least scientific — sociology.

Empirical studies of science

5.29 Empirical studies of science are generghyuped
together as social studies of science. Tihelde sociology,
history and philosophy of scieneed what is called the study
of science in its socialontext. This involves looking at the

factors externaio science which influence science and at thé®

influencein turn of the scientific community on the wider
society.

5.30 Philosophically, there are two basic lines of
development within empirical studies of sciencene®@
underpinned by the assumption that some of wtigntists do
leads to success and growth in sciesmoe that these factors
can be at least partially isolatadd articulated.

The challenge for these philosophersdgnce, therefore, is

to articulate what portion of whatientists do, and have done

in the past, is good scienaad leads to knowledge. If that
can be done, and writessich as Ravetz and Laudan believe

further. This is that science is part of the caerpglocial
structure and this social structure basicdyermines what
constitutes knowledg€. Thus it is arguethat there are no
purely cognitive reasons, in principfer accepting and
rejecting theories. What constitutesowledge is defined by
the community on the basis, part, of value judgements
(which are assumed to be non-cognitive) and, ity par
causal grounds (which, it @so assumed, bypass cognitive
processes). Furthermorescience is ultimately influenced
ven in regard tdetermining what constitutes knowledge by
non-scientificfactors, economic and political ones in
particular?® The above view is intended to be a brief account
of anextensive group of theories termed sociology of
knowledge.

5.34 Proponents of this radical view are, like sqmost-
positivist philosophers of science, inclinecctinclude that
science is a political, as opposed t@tional, proces$.

Thus again the rejection of classieahpiricism can be seen to
be accompanied by acceptaméesome of its basic tenetsge.
that deductive reasoningthe only legitimate form of
feasoning and that onfgictual considerations are cognitive or

can be, then eational account of science which is historically@tional whilstvalue judgements, for instance, are not.
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5.35 As opposed to this, within a rational empiricist Legal Reasoning
framework, it can be argued that scientists haveyrgaod
reasons for accepting and rejecting theories thaogie of
these may be external to science and somebmaylue
judgements; that scientific reasoning iseaist partly non-
deductive rather than irrational atigt scientists do not just
act on the basis of exterreaduses but on the basis of internal
reasons, includingalue judgements.

5.39 Arguably non-deductive reasoning characteriges
least a significant part of legal reasoning. Weéserally
agreed by philosophers of law that non-deduatasoning
characterises much of legal reasoning thahghe is
disagreement about whether this can be fornedplicated or
not by a system of probabilistic logidorowitz reviews
discussions by Belgian, German and Anglo-Saxostgiwho
argue basically that legal reasoniaghon-formalizable by

The distinction between the logic of means of standard probabilistically-based indudtgic.>’
discovery and the logic of justification Horowitz himself supports position he calls “qualified legal
5.36 Ifitis accepted that non-deductive reasoning is inductivism™ “... typical legal argumertp the extent that it

sufficient for the confirmation of theoretical juelpentshen  is rational, [sic] is in principle formalizable within the
one ground for accepting the distinction betweeridpic of ~ frameworkof some appropriate, so far non-existent, [sic]
discovery and the logic of justification cantegected. The  theoryof inductive support.
dichotomy between discovery and justificatisas originally 5.40 Jonathan L. Cohen on the other hand argues that
formulated by Hans Reichenbaahd later defended by Karl ~ “...if forensic proof in Anglo-American courts inalysed
Poppe‘fz Problems of discovenyere deemed irrelevant to in terms of the mathematical calculus of chatite anomalies
philosophy of science, One tife most important reasons for ~ and paradoxes which are generated aretmoerous and too

: : : it serious for intellectual comfort
accepting the dichotomyetween discovery and justification '
is that justificatioris thought to be deductively .
reconstructable whilst discoveis/not thought to have a logic Moral philosophy

at all, much lesa deductive on€&' 5.41 Many moral philosophers have long accepted that
5.37 Philosophical investigations into the logicdiécovery moral arguments to moral conclusions cannot be cadily
however provide support for the view that non-deidec reconstructed in a satisfactory way or cannotak®
reasoning is sufficient to explicate discovarngcience?’ reconstructed. The role of non-deductive argumientsoral

Furthermore, it seems that non-deducte@soning is used as reasoning has been extensively discussed by TouBaier
a matter of fact® In particularmanalogical reasoning seems taand Nowell-Smith, amongst others.
play an important role, af what Hanson, following Peirce, 5.42 Toulmin, for instance, argues against the \ileat

called plausibilityconsiderations! That the logic of only “strict proof or factual verification” constite good
discovery is non-deductive is also implied in sahéhe grounds for accepting a conclusitn.Thisamounts to the
accounts of theole of metaphor and model-building in claim that non-deductive reasoning ikgitimate form of

making scientificdiscoveries? It has already been argued reasoning. He appeals to examplesdientific and moral

that non-deductiveeasoning is necessary for confirmation ofcontexts to demonstrate thr@isoning in these contexts is
theories. [fit is accepted that non-deductive reasoning is  essentially the same. &ach case he is appealing to non-
sufficientfor justification; and if it is accepted that itasso deductive argumenfs. Kurt Baier argues explicitly in
sufficient for discovery, then any sharp distinntietween support of the view thahoral reasoning has a non-deductive
discovery and justification on the grounds tthegty require structure’® Nowell-Smith argues for a relationship between
radically different kinds of reasoningusjustified:? reasons foacting and a decision to act which he calls

5.38 So far the role of non-deductive reasoningdience  “contextualimplication”. Contextual implication clearly

has been discussed. It has been argued ikatdétessary in  licenses aon-deductive mode of inference. He states:

conservative accounts of scientif@asoning and is regarded ...our task is not to discover propositions

as sufficient in less conservatigecounts to confirm that entail a decision to act but propositions
theoretical judgements. hias also been argued that if non- which are such that, once they are

deductive reasoning &ccepted as sufficient to confirm granted, it would be logically odd either
theoretical judgementthen if it is also accepted as sufficient to ask for further reasons for doing something
for discoverythe main ground for the distinction between or for a further explanation of why

discovery andustification disappears. It seems far less someone did it>®

contentioushowever, that non-deductive reasoning is both
necessargnd sufficient to establish truth claims outside of
science.

‘Logical oddness’ is for Nowell-Smith the non-detive
correlate of logical contradictoriness, just asitestual
implication is the non-deductive correlatdadgjical
implication>
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5.43 Non-deductive arguments are accepted within
philosophy,e.g.arguments to the best explanatiarguments
by analogy, etc. Certainly in everyday lifapst of the
interesting arguments regarding matteracf and of
morality are non-deductive.

5.44 As pointed out above non-deductive reasoning is,
contrary to Popper, actually us€dThe best explanatiosf
this is not the Humean one that it is a habit &adpeople are
really being irrational but rather that non-dedugtieasoning
is legitimate and effectiv&. Anaccount of non-deductive
reasoning that is fully satisfactonyay not yet be available.
However, the logic ofleductive reasoning has only been
formally developed ithe last two hundred years and non-
deductive processgsomise to be even more complex for
reasons to be spelledit later in the chapter.

5.45 It will be assumed therefore on the basis ofaheve
arguments that non-deductive argument is a legi@foam of
argument. Non-deductive arguments represantbility to
manipulate the world conceptuallince they consist of a set
of premises about sonfimgment of what is, to a conclusion
that goes beyonthese, i.e. has increased rational content.
This “goingbeyond” is certainly non-deductive in that the
conclusionis not implied by the premises. Therefore, non-

A-M Cushan (1983 / 2014)

philosophy which have been relevant to psychokgyy vice
versa. Strawson’s theory of presuppositiol Searle’s
theory of speech acts have been of acknowledfe to
psychologist$* psychological theories of perception seem to
favour a representational theory of percepfib@and
psychological theories of mind/brain favour a deua$pect,
interactionist, materialist theory of mifitl.
5.48 It was concluded above that non-deductive reagonin
is central to explanations of the nature of sciienteasoning.
However, it is also the case that philosophézadounts of
non-deductive reasoning are generally incomplets.
possible therefore that psychological investigatibnon-
deductive processes could throw ligimt philosophical views
about the nature of non-deductimuments and how they are
to be assessed.
5.49 Suppose it were accepted that the study of non-
deductive psychological processes is relevargriimciple, to
furthering understanding of the naturenoh-deductive
argument. Then the following three claimsuld be
plausible candidates for psychological gilosophical
investigation:

i. that non-deductive arguments represent

and/or reconstruct psychological non

deductivearguments can be seen as paradigmatic instances of deductive processes;

theorising per se. All non-deductive argumentsshav
conclusions which are theoretical in relation teitpremises.

Psychological processes and non-deductive
reasoning

5.46 ltis clear that the issue of what sorrefsoning is
used in science or is adequate to reconssaientific
reasoning is an empirical offelt was argueih Chapter Four
that there is no strict demarcatibetween philosophy and
science. Therefore it is possiliheprinciple that empirical
research is relevant to advancpiglosophical problems, just
as philosophicahvestigation can lead to the resolving of
empiricalquestions. The developments in philosophy of
sciencehave, as a matter of fact, demonstrated the retevan
of empirical studies to resolving issues in thdqsaphyof
science and those studies were, in @attlated by
philosophical developments.

5.47 If empirical studies are, in principle, relevamt
philosophy of science, and it is widely acceptea hiistory
and sociology are significant disciplinesregard to
promoting understanding of science, thepiiimciple other
empirical disciplines, such as psycholaguld be similarly
relevant to issues in philosopbf/science as well as in
philosophy generally. It hadready been demonstrated that
interchange between psychologyd philosophy can be
mutually beneficial. Thelevelopment of cognitive
psychology wagreatly stimulated by developments in

ii. that non-deductive arguments constitute
examples of such processes;

iii. that there are tacit non-deductive processes,
continuous with non-deductive arguments,
which cannot be represented by such
arguments, but which nevertheless belong
to the same family of psychological processes.

5.50 The relationship between the confirmation of
theoretical judgements and non-deductive reasdmasg
already been discussed by way of supporting thmdtzat
non-deductive reasoning is a legitimate formezfsoning. If
the three claims above are accepted, #uene interesting
(though highly speculative) conclusicaisout the role of non-
deductive reasoning in confirmiradpservation judgements
can be drawn. Firstly, the threlaims above will be briefly
discussed.

5.51 i. Inductive arguments represent and/or reconstruct
psychological processed he term ‘non-deductiveeasoning’
now becomes ambiguous between firstly, expéioifuments
with premises and conclusions and secorychological
processesvhich these arguments m@) represent and/db)
reconstruct. To say that non-deductirgumentsepresent
our reasoning processesistrong empirical thesis. It is to
claim that weactually do reason that way. Contrary to
Popper, whaffers no evidence for his claim that we do not as
amatter of fact do so, it seems that we do, andeddaist,

do so. Arguments in support of this view wpreposed

philosophy of sciencand by Chomsky’s philosophical attackabove.

on behaviourismi® There are other developmeirts
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5.52 To claim that non-deductive argumergsonstruct
our reasoning is a weaker philosophical thesistilitvith
empirical/psychological import. It is to claim trelements of
our reasoning are such that they can progerlyeorganised
as non-deductive arguments in the savag as it has been
claimed that elements of scientifigasoning can properly be
reconstructed as, for instanckeductive arguments.

5.53
non-deductive psychological processésis obvioughat in
one clear sense non-deductive arguments themselves
constitute an instance of one sort of non-deducéasoning,
viz, that which can be linguistically represensel/or

A-M Cushan (1983 / 2014)

relationship between perceptual, cognitaral linguistic
processes is not sufficiently advand¢edesolve such an issue.
5.58 The main reason for claiming that observational

judgements involve non-deductiveasoning even though

this reasoning cannot be represented/reconstrastash-
deductive arguments, is that observational judgésievolve
elements of what will be callegtie rational component of the

ii. Non-deductive arguments constitute examples of process of acquiring knowledge

5.59 According to rational empiricism, the senses are
necessary in order to acquire knowledge. Howegeiswhat
could be called theational componentf knowledgeThis is
constituted by the non-observational componaatessary in

reconstructed. The question then is:thare other associatedorder to acquire knowledge. The componémttude: firstly,

or similar reasoning processe&hich these arguments
represent and/or reconstruct?

5.54 iii. There are tacit non-deductive processes
continuous with inductive arguments which cannot be
represented/reconstructed by non-deductive argusrimutt
which nevertheless belong to the same family afmdggical
processes It may be that some non-deductprecesses can
only be partially represented andfeconstructed by non-
deductive arguments. Other non-deductive reasoning
processes may be tacit in princigdmth these views fit with
the claim that science iscaaft with tacit aspectsi.e. that
scientific reasoningannot be fully represented or
reconstructed, even mpn-deductive arguments. Another

the interpretation involved in percepti¢re. due to the
interrelation between the perceptuagnitive and linguistic
systems); secondlyhe abstracting involved in naming and
the non-observationakinciples according to which it was
suggesteth Chapter One that names were formed,; thirdly,
themaking of theoretical judgements which are, it basn
argued, a necessary part of scientific knowledgendrich
constitute some of the non-observational assumptaguired
to confirm observational judgements.

5.60 There have been two main claims proposedgard
to observational judgements that would supputview that
they are theory-ladeng. that there i:o theory independent
observational languagé.he latter view is here understood to

view, which is everstronger, is that all reasoning that can bebe the view that non-observational factors are seagly

articulatedcontains some elements which cannot be
articulatedwhich are tacit in principlé’

5.55 It has already been argued that non-deductive
reasoning is necessary and perhaps sufficientrtfirgo
theoretical judgements. If the above three clainas
accepted, then it can be argued that non-dedugtasoning
is also necessary (though it cannoshéficient) to confirm
observational judgements.

5.56 It can be argued that confirming observatiariaims
constitutes the best instance of the use of nonalse
reasoning which is in principle tacitiz. which cannot be
reconstructed/represented by non-deducaigeiments. It can
be argued that observatiofatigements involve reasoning

involved in observational judgementshe first claim,
proposed in Chapter Two, wHsat observational judgements
presuppose non-observatiopadgements. The second claim,
proposed in Chapter Thregas that perception itself is
influenced by non-sensory factors.The third, to be
discussed at length in tliekapter to follow, is that
observational judgemenitsvolve abstracting in virtue of
involving names. On thgresent view to say that there is no
theory-independerdbservational language is to say that
elements of the rational component are necessaiydii
making and confirming observational judgements
Abstracting andnterpretation are involved imaking
observationajudgements and perception and nor-

whereby conclusions adrawn from sensory information thatobservational assumptions are involvedanfirmingthem.
in principle gobeyond the sensory information, however, thi$.61 The same arguments, however, that supponitve

reasoningannot be articulated.

5.57 The non-deductive reasoning that is involved in
observational judgements is not, it is suggestasoning that
can be reconstructed or representedasdeductive
argument. The sensory information on tiaeis of which the
observational judgement is inducedi, given current
empirical knowledge, able to lspecified in the form of a set

that there is no-theory-independent observdtdaguage, also
support the view that observational judgemeetgiire non-
deductive reasoning in order to tenfirmed. Though the
psychological processes involvedconfirming observational
judgements are in principtacit, and hence cannot be
represented/reconstructedrem-deductive arguments, they
are sufficiently like th@processes which can be

of claims. It is likelythat the sensory information on the basiseconstructed/represented by ridaductive arguments, to

of which weinduce observational judgements, is tacit in
principleand hence not able to be articulatéddowever,
againthis is an empirical thesis: it may be true, patrlye or
false. At the present time empirical knowleddmut the

warrant being called non-deductikeasoning. Confirming
observational judgements requirem-deductive reasoning
because confirming observationatigements requires
elements of the rational componefitacquiring knowledge,
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viz.the interpretation involveth perception; and theoretical way reason, awhat has been termed elements of the rational
assumptions. componentthe abstracting involved in naming which utilises

5.62 All the elements of the rational component are
theoretical in that they go beyond the informatorwhich
they are based. This is a characterigtiture of explicit non-
deductive arguments. They do thiss suggested, because
they display the characterisfieature of reason: this is that it
actively operates othat which constitutes its domain;
whether this beensory information; internal cognitions or
linguistic objects. The results of this operation are anmpéat
they are content-increasing and hence theoreti¢hki
broadest sense of the term.

5.63 The use of the term ‘confirmation’ in regard to
observational judgements is significant in the pnésontext.
It is generally agreed that observational judgesesant only
be confirmed on the basis of observatidhis claim has
already been argued for. The téoonfirmed’ seems to
imply a process of justification. Thlame term is used in
regard to theoretical judgementspugh clearly the
justificatory processes involved atiferent in some
important respects.

5.64 Given the arguments above, this usage is justified
Both theoretical judgements and observatigmadements
involve non-deductive psychological reasonamgcesses.
However, the latter involves non-deductieasoning which is
tacit in principle, whilst the formenvolves non-deductive
reasoning which can be representedbnstructed by non-
deductive argument.

5.65 Ifitis accepted that non-deductive argumémts
general represent and/or reconstruct psycholopicaesses,
at least in part, then it can be argued thate is sufficient
family resemblance between the procesdgish cannot be
reconstructed/represented as non-deductvguments and
the ones that can to call thdrath non-deductive reasoning.
It can then be argudtat theoretical judgements are

rationalprinciples; perception which involves interpretati
theoretical judgements about what is not diredtigesvable;
and the non-deductive reasoning requiredraer to confirm
both theoretical and observatiofaligements. The evident
role of reason has been the bahéhe empiricist programme
to reconstruct the acquisitiai knowledge. However, it
could instead be ground to start taking more seriously the
power ofreason together with observatioe, to take more
seriously the rational empiricist approach to egistlogy.

Assessing non-deductive arguments

5.67 To complete this chapter the problem of assessing
non-deductive arguments will be briefly discussktbst of
the discussion will be concerned to point out whgn
deductive arguments may be difficult to assessasBresare
suggested for why it is unlikely that non-deductiukes of
inference, like those for deductive argumentd,be found.
The positive suggestion made is thatgements of support,
i.e.judgements about whethenan-deductive argument is
good or bad, may be value judgements.

5.68 Non-deductive arguments repres@)the abilityto
describe the world an@) the ability to manipulatéhose
descriptions both

i. as linguistically expressed premises with
a logic which pertains to the medium of
expressionyiz. the language; and

ii. as descriptions of the world. The content
of these descriptions has its own structure,
viz.the conceptual structure of our view of
the world which the language is used to express.

Non-deductive arguments can thus be seen to hduala
nature. This is the major reason why they arecdittfto

confirmed by meanivolving (or at least reconstructable by) assess and why it is unlikely that rules of infesgsimilar to

non-deductivaarguments. Observational judgements are
confirmed bymeans of tacit non-deductive reasoning
processes whicbannot however be reconstructed as
arguments. Thus @an be argued that confirming both
theoretical an@bservational judgements requires non-

logical rules of inference, will be found fobpn-deductive
arguments.

5.69 In order to assess a non-deductive argumentyutie
of the individual premises and of the conclusiomst be
ascertained. Truth of premises and of the conmhysi

deductive reasoning- some tacit and some not. Hence it caowever, is a necessary, but not sufficiemmdition of being a

be concluded thatrriving at knowledge of the world via the
sensesequires non-deductive reasoning, at both the

well-supported, non-deductiagument. In addition the
relationship between premisasd conclusion, termed

observationahnd theoretical level. Non-deductive reasoningupport, must also be assesSgte argument is said to be a

viewed asan ampliative mode of operating on information,
would itself, on this view, constitute another elementhaf
rational component of acquiring knowledge.

5.66 The success of this combination of the ratiamad
sensory components of acquiring knowledge is matiiie

good argument if the premissgpport the conclusion.

5.70 However, it is an essential part of being a non-
deductiveargument that its conclusion goes beyond the
premises and increases its rational content. ¥tfgremises
and conclusion are about the world. Thereforeddition to

science. The achievements of the scientific dis@pcan be ascertaining the truth of the premisexl the conclusion, what

regarded as a demonstration of the posfeeason (combined is required in order to ascertanpport is to ascertain whether

with the senses) to operate on wmrld. Scientists utilise the state of affairseferred to jointly in the premises is such

observation to be sure, ey also utilise at every step of thehat it makest reasonable to accept that the state of affairs
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referredto in the conclusion obtains. This requires eroplri
knowledge.

5.71 In addition the premises and the conclusiothef
argument refer to reality via a mediuwiz. languagevhich
has its own structure or logic. Thus the relatijmef the
premises and conclusion as linguistic entifis® has to be
assessed, for logical coherence, consistertcy, Non-deduct-
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represent scientific reasoning. However, they ey
essentially incomplete and partial as represemtstibsuch
reasoning. This is likely if as has been suggdsyedavetz,
for example, science has tacit componentsisipdrtly a
craft. Itis even more likely if it iaccepted that non-deduct-
ive arguments represent/reconstiuaicesses which are
continuous with other non-deductipeocesses which are

ive arguments therefore haaeleast two dimensions: a lingu-wholly tacit as suggested abovédese tacit elements, which
istic and a non-linguistione, both of which have to be assessnay be taken into accowvhen assessing a hon-deductive

ed. Thisduality, it is suggested, is one of the main reason
why non-deductive arguments are difficult to assessvend
it is difficult to specify rules for how they are beassessed.
5.72 Deductive arguments are one-dimensional, aslie.
Deductive arguments concern only conceptektions: the
relations between the premises and conclusidhe
argument. Although the claims involvethy refer to reality,

argument, would make iftnpossible to articulate fully the
basis on which thargument was being assessed.

5.76 Given the above considerations, it may notdaefar-
fetched to argue that judgements of suppite, judgements
of simplicity, are value judgements. Thetion of support,
like the notion of simplicity may beartially explicable
formally and hence may become merecise and inter-

whether they do or not does rar on the argument, nor is itsubjective. However, it has alreadgen suggested that
important in assessirgy All that is required is that the claimsformal accounts of the notion sfipport, utilising probability

be capablef being true and that the relation between the
premisesand the conclusion is valid. Knowledge of the

theory, fail to fullycapture the notion of support.
5.77 It would follow that if support were a valuetion it

languageand of its logic then suffices to assess the argiime would, like other value terms, be diffictitt explicate.

5.73 Assessing non-deductive argument on the dthed
requires assessing both the relations between foelgtsas
judgementsnd between judgements as judgemahtaut
reality; assessing non-deductive arguments requires
knowledge of the conceptual structure of the laggaad
knowledge of the way things are. Hence in thassen
assessing non-deductive arguments is context-depend
In a court of law, knowledge of the way things ar¢heway
things will be or could be is essential in assagamargument
that someone is guilty of murder or nbikewise it is
essential in assessing the claim tiedativity theory or
quantum theory best explains certpirenomena or that
determinism does or does not obtaithat micro-level, that
one have contextual knowledgetbé issue in question in
order to be able to assess ttom-deductive arguments that
may be proposed to supporte or other claim.

5.74 If the above is accepted it follows that thales of
inference” involved in assessing non-deducévguments,
deal not only with the relations of linguistatities to each
other but ultimately with the principleghereby we know
how it is that things are a certain w&jven what has been
said above, this is clearly in partmatter about which
empirical psychology has a contributitmmake in principle

Judgements of support would, like judgemehtt something
is morally right or beautiful, refer tealue properties
constructed anew with each non-deductixgument being
evaluated in some given context. To Haat a non-deductive
argument is well supported, ordggood argument, would be
to refer to an emergeptoperty of objective features of that
argument, according some particular standard.

The standard may be generahared if not explicitly
communicated in the same winat standards p-implied by
value judgements about sexnabrality or role behaviour can
be shared but are nexplicit in a community. This would
explain why therean often be agreement about whether a
particular non-deductive argument is good or bad.

5.78 Itis not possible to pursue this suggestionfanther
within the scope of the present thesis. The manpose of
the present chapter has been to demonstratadhat
probabilistic non-deductive argument is legitimaket itis
required in order to confirm theoretical judgements
conservative accounts of confirmation; that itagardedas
sufficient to confirm theoretical judgements indes
conservative accounts. It has also been arguéddima
deductive reasoning is accepted as necessary Hiwiksii to
confirm judgements outside of science in the sphefrEaw,

even if it cannot yet be madlepractice. It is a question aboutnorality, philosophy and general discourse. Finialvas

how reason operates the world so as to lead to the
acquisition of knowledge.

5.75 A second reason why non-deductive rules for
assessing arguments may be hard to formulate togsnah
the possibility that there are tacit elements ingdin non-
deductive arguments. There may be either paeinises in
non-deductive arguments, as Polanyi suggestscit
contextual information may be required to assess
argument in questioff. Non-deductive arguments migst

suggested that, given certain plausible assumptibast the
relationship between philosophy and psychologmy-
deductive reasoning is necessary in order to gonfir
observation judgements.

5.79 In the chapter to follow it will be argued thatlue
judgements and factual judgements are sufficiesithilar
such that if factual judgements are rationakgessable by
means of non-deductive argument, sovalee judgements.
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Ch.6 — THE RATIONAL ASSESSMENT
OF VALUE JUDGEMENTS

6.1 In this chapter it will be argued that vajuelgements
are rationally assessablgirstly, it will be argued that in
general there is no reason to beliévat only factual
judgements are rationally assessaBkcondly, it will be
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for evaluation; an acceptable basis for actiorit®with
interpreted reality, as the case may be.

6.6 What type a judgement is, is partly determibgdts
logic and partly determined by its function. These
features are connected though conceptually sepaiidis
‘meaning is use’ analysis tries to collapse the &wd the
analytic/synthetic distinction tries to separditem. Neither
seems to be right. As has been arguedboitie is partly

argued that value judgements ace to be regarded as true Orgmpjrically determined. Conversely, tway in which a
false. Thirdly, factugludgements and value judgements Wllljudgement functions is dependent orldigic. Thus the fact

be compared inegard to their similarities and differences.

that a claim is not capable of beitnge does not seem in

It will be concluded that factual judgements and value judg&srinciple to count against itational assessability if the claim

mentsare sufficiently similar such that if factual judigents
are rationally assessable then so are value judgeme
Differences between factual and value judgemeitsllibe
concluded, are not such as to warrant rejecting auc
conclusion.

6.2 The first point to be discussed concernsghestion of
why in general only factual claims shouldregarded as
rationally assessable. Not all judgemdntiction as truth
claims. Different kinds of claimisinction to do different
things: to question; to commaretc. The logic and use of
each sort of claim gives theancertain illocutionary potential,
which may be quitbroad,e.g.a question may be used as a
statement tindicate scepticism: ‘You really think so?".

6.3 It seems unreasonable to claim that only those
judgements which are capable of being true or false
capable of being rationally assessed. If a judgemeesnot
function so as to “fit with interpreted reality” biunctions to
do something else, prima facie there seemeeason why,
whether or not it fulfils that functiosatisfactorily, it should
not constitute a basis foational assessment of that kind of

does not purport tfunction as a truth claim.

6.7 There are three reasons for claiming that value
judgements are not properly regarded as truth sldirstly,
the logic of value judgements, as spelledio@hapter Two,
is such that they cannot simply be saidfitowith interpreted
reality”. Intuitively value judgemeni@re a means of ordering
reality by assessingiit terms of a standard.

6.8 Secondly, value judgements do not, as a maftfrct,
“fit with interpreted reality”. Whether a valjedgement is
true or not is irrelevant in regard jtestifying the judgement
(see Chapter Two, §82.103-111).

6.9 Finally, the function of value judgements is not
basically to describe what is, but to qualitativatgess it.
The functions of value judgements and facjudgements
will be compared later in the chapter.

Facts and values — similarities

6.10 The similarities between facts and values nilv be
discussed in the light of what has already begiied: that the

judgement. It isuggested therefore that a judgement shoul§MPiricist framework is based on fauéignpirical

be regardeds acceptable iff it satisfactorily fulfils the
functionof a judgement of its kind.

6.4 Factual judgements purport to state what icHse.
Normative judgements purport to express whatratiwnal or
moral to do. Value judgements purporetgpress an
evaluation according to a standard. It seesasonable to
assess each sort of judgement accordinggther it
succeeds in doing what it purports tordther than to decide
whether or not it can be rationaktyaluated solely on the
basis of whether it is capalidé being true or false.

6.5 If this is accepted in principle then itdearly
appropriate that there be different waysnaoficating that a
judgement succeeds in doing whaturports to do.

Value judgements if acceptable will temed appropriate;
normative judgements, if acceptabiéll be termed correct;
factual judgements will be termédie or confirmed.
Conversely, to say that a value judgemsrappropriate; that

a normative judgement orrect or that a factual judgement is

true or confirmeds to imply that it satisfactorily fulfils its

assumptions; that it should be replaceddiional
empiricism; that abstracting is a notion whish
philosophically important in the present discussiod which
also has potential empirical applicatiorpgychology; that the
analysis of a value judgemaerifered in Chapter Two is
basically correct; that ‘trueheans ‘fit with interpreted
reality’; that the receivediew of facts should be revised as
suggested. It will beoncluded that the similarities between
facts and valueare such that if facts can be rationally
assessed, theso can values.
6.11 There are four main respects in which facts\aldes
are similar:
1. Both involve abstracting in virtue of
containing names.
2. Both refer to or are about the world.
3. Both involve sensory information and hence
interpretation at the perceptual level.
4. Both involve non-observational components.
It will be concluded on the basis of the above Eirtiesthat

function— that the judgement constitutes an acceptables baCth facts and values are rationasessable.
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1. Both facts and values involve abstracting inugrof it involves abstracting whempplied to a particular object
containing names. since it is applied irrespectiv# shade, hue, intensity, shape,
or object.

6.16 As in the case of names of objects, thereaapects of
the object (perceptually recognised though articulated) in
virtue of which it is called browrthough in general these
aspects are undifferentiatadd are not articulated or named.
This is what is markely saying that the term ‘brown’ can
bases for choice involved in the selecting aspect o only be definedstensively. However, the referent of the

- - term ‘brown’can come to be differentiated and ‘brown’
abstracting, which are employed both to form naameio . , . ; ;
apply them (Chapter One, §81.52-56). The prinsipfe geﬂ_ned oth;than os:gns;\r/]ely. V\f/'th the aulj Ofl.teﬁthn'caé
abstracting whereby names are formed constituteopére d_e\{_lces_arl;l dgtippor Ing eory,l or et;](amﬂe,h Ight can % ¢
constructive human input into the process of adugir IStinguisnedinto various wave lengths which correspond to

knowledge. Therefore such principles constituteay®ther coIours.Thus, br0\_/vn can come to be defmeo! as I|g_ht_ (.)f
element of the rational component of the procdss wavelengthX’. This constitutes a non-ostensive definitimin

knowledge acquisition (see Chapter Five, p.254 ). ‘brown’. It may be called a theoretical definitiand it is an

6.13 The principles of abstracting involved in namarg extension of the theory involved i.n defini_ngl_ale’ for

not conscious and are probably tacit in principlence they example. . In both cases there m‘mor_l_al p”r!c'p'es of .
are not able to be fully articulated. ltalso unlikely these selec_tlon |nvol\_/ed whereby someth||$gje§|gnate.d as having
principles are directly introspectabléowever, whatever certain properties. In thease of a theoretical definition the
articulation of theserinciples is possible, awaits detailed Prmmples arerelatl\{ely expllc@ and art|cu_|able. In the cage o
knowledge othe mechanisms of perception and the table’ they are tacit and lost in the prehistofyyanguage

biological constraintthereon, and knowledge of the gelv7elopl)3ment. ¢ in th -
interaction of the perceptudilpguistic and conceptual . roper names are not names In the Same asnsAass

systems in the braiThe question is essentially how and meames bUt. involve acts of christening. _'Haﬂenes are
humans interprethe world perceptually, conceptually and bestowed independently of the propertiethefobjects _and
linguistically the way they do ' hence are completely abstracted fraspects of the object
6.14 It seems reasonable to regard the principles of (except perhaps sex in ‘ghe caé@hrist_ian names). In any
abstracting as part of the rational component sirisghe case ptropeorl '}f’imglfedo mwiply properties. Therefore they
interaction of the cognitive and linguistic systewith the are not so de |na‘ o . ,
perceptual system that underlies the narpirgess. 618 The term beaunfL_JI is applied like _the tertrown

As Popper points out even ordinary observat@ms such as In virtue of certain perceived anq perceptiapects of th_e
‘glass’ and ‘water’ are class terms aherefore involve object such as line, colour, relatibatween parts, materials,
something which may very loosely tezmed theorising. etc. However_, value predicatés not designate any fixed
The view that observation is theory-ladehgugh often featqres of objects an_d tfmture_s referred to by vaIu_e
somewhat inadequately articulat@dplies that there is an predicates vary frombject to object. As argued_ earh_er
element of theorising involveid the use of names. The (see Qhapter TW@82.74-75) whatever the de5|gnat!on of
account of naming in terms abstracting makes far more 2€autiful’ may bethe term does not designate any fixed
precise at least part of whiatimplied in the accounts of the features of th@alue object. Thus the designation is no guide

theory-ladeness of observatiéthat is involved in the to therefterent of the tetr m. tRa]ttmar th? terrr;_ betaunful ¢
forming and applyin@f names has not, however, been term&§>'9natean emergent part of the vaiue object — a par

theorising sinc&heorising’ seems to imply a more consciousg‘b.Str?Cteﬁ. ohn fthet basis of ObJeCt'\ie fﬁatur_eﬁs;le;fam?_ wt
moresophisticated and articulable rational processettie Ject, which Tealures are conceptually unieconstitute

e : : the value property. This explains why vapredicates are so
result of which is, in principle, directly availablothe person *. . ) o L
theorising. As pointef)d outpabove hg/wewbe principll?as difficult to define. However, thdifficulty of defining value
involved in naming are not like this aate probably tacit not terms doe_s not Qf cqurgaply that there are no perceptual
only in fact but in principleHence what they are must be criteria of identificationinvolved. Nor does it imply that the

inferred in the context ain empirical investigation of psycho_val_uepredlcate is not about objective featgres of taesa
physical andinguistic processes. objc(ejgt, though these features are not designatéaewalue
6.15 Both factual and value judgements involve oty predicate. L e

the names of objects but also Jthegnames of preseiike the 6.19 Thus to say something is ‘beautiful’ is noteopeal to

term ‘table’, the term ‘brown’ involves abstractisgce it can a propetrty I(I)f the \Cllaltue o_bjegt V‘VQ'CH"??;]S“C?AW ohr q
be applied to more than one objexg, can ‘table’. In addition conceptually pre-determined. srowan the other han
refers to an already named and classifiezperty where the

© A-M. Taylor (1983, 2014) b..

6.12 The first point of similaritjpetween facts and values i
that both sorts of judgemerits/olve abstracting in virtue of
involving names — namex both objects and properties.
Factual judgementgheoretical and observational, involve
abstracting irvirtue of employing the names of objects such
as ‘table’,'electron’, ‘quasar’, etc. There are “principles”
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bounds as to what is to bermed ‘brown’ are more or less setinformation about the world be obtainétence both sorts of

by experience, these of the term and our physiology.

judgement necessarily involve observatiom the

The differencedetween factual and value properties will be interpretation that is attendantdbtaining sensory

exploredfurther in the next section.

2. Both facts and values refer to or are about thegdy

6.20 Itis notin the least controversial tatts are about
the world. That is what characterisbem, though the
account of how they are related to therld is incomplete.

In part such an account requikdacidation of the concept of

information, as discussed in Chapf@ur. Interpretation at
the perceptual level also constitutemstructive human input
into the process afcquiring knowledge. Hence it forms
another element dhe rational component of knowledge
acquisition, asliscussed in Chapter Five (see 885.58-59).
6.24 As argued in Chapter Four, any sensory information
necessarily involves interpretatiare( involvesthe influence

reference which seemsiasractable and elusive as the notiorPf linguistic and cognitive processes aydtems on

of meaning. Thiss a linguistic and semantic consideration.

perception). Arguably interpretationriecessary both

In part suchan account involves spelling out the relationshipPhysiologically and psychologically wrder to organise the

of fit. This has to do with giving an adequate accountutht
Further discussion of these issues cannot be attelingre.
However, an important negative point has been rirade
regard to the relationship of fit. It was arguechapter Four
that whatever else this relationshipiis;annot properly be
regarded as correspondence, eithex Tarskian or in any
more intuitive sense.

6.21 However, it is controversial that values ab®ut
properties of real objects and refer to the veadd.

The analysis of value judgements in Chapter Tiwplies that
value judgements are also judgements abbatt is being
valued: whether it be an action, aloject or a state of affairs.
Hence value judgementdjectively refer. This amounts to
taking the logicaform of value judgements to be similar to

information into meaningful and/onanageable units.
Thus both factual and value judgemeirispfar as they do
refer to the world, and insofar & mode of receiving
information about the world sensory, involve observation
and hence interpretatiat the perceptual level.

4. Both facts and values involve non-observational
components.

6.25 It was argued in Chapter Three that observational
judgements — the paradigm of factual judgements
presuppose non-observational judgements. Theaketic
judgements, on the conservative hypothetico-dedeicti
account of confirmation discussed in Chapter Five,
confirmed by deducing observational consequefroas

that of factuajudgements in that both attribute properties to them. However, it is not, possible to deduce olz@nal

objects.

6.22 Value predicates are predicated of objectsrafet in
virtue of properties of the object though tredue predicate
does not refer to these properties fafiérs to an emergent
part of the object. The reasagisen in Chapter Two for why
it may be unclear that valjredgements are about the world
(apart from assuming absolute fact/value distinction), had

judgements from theoretical judgements withawxiliary
hypotheses,e. without additional theoreticalssumptions.
Hence facts of both kinds require non-observational
assumptions in order to be confirmed.

6.26 In the more liberal, post-positivist accountghafory
change (of which confirmation of theories isgecial case)
criteria additional to or alternative tobservational

to do with thevariability and inspecificity of value predicates.consequences are required in ordeassess theoretical

Valuepredicates are variable and inspecific becausevalu
predicates refer to emergent parts. An emergethiga
property of the entire object and cannot be idetif
independently of identifying the object. Howeviae
emergent part is abstracted from real aspectsafaine
object its shape; its colour; its size, dthe notion of
abstracting is required in orderpooperly explicate the

judgements: consistency, fit withther theories, coherence,
simplicity; explanatory poweheuristic value, etc. As
discussed in Chapter Thrgedgements of simplicity may
plausibly be regarded &salue judgements. Thus it may be
the case that assessthgoretical judgements requires not
only other theoreticgbresuppositions but also value
judgements.

concept of an emergent part, drehce the semantics of values.27 Theoretical judgements themselves constitutiass

properties. To the extetitat the account of abstracting

of non-observational judgements. They are judgesabout

succeeds in doing sits success can be taken as validation ofvhat is not observable. Theoretical judgementsstitute in

the usefulnessf the concept.

3. Both facts and values involve sensory information
and hence interpretation at the perceptual level.
6.23 Insofar as it is accepted that both facts eaddes

putatively refer to or are about the world, phstification of
factual and value judgements requitlest sensory

some ways the most characterigtiement of the rational
component of the processaxdquiring knowledge about the
world, since they mustbviously express conclusions which
go beyond sensoigformation.

© A-M. Taylor (1983, 2014) b..
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6.28 Value judgements also involve non-observational intersubjective mearare legitimately available to assess both.

elements. The value predicate refers to a propdrighis In particular,observation and non-deductive argument are
not observable, though it is abstracted from festof the available toassess value judgements.

value object which are observable. The viligement 6.33 Insofar as both factual and value judgements
necessarily p-implies a standard, which weBned in objectively refer, there is intersubjectively aadilesensory
Chapter Two as a conception of a stataftdirs. It was information about that to which the judgemesfers (directly
argued that this conception can, howegeme to be in the case of factual, indirectly the case of value

articulated. The standard is also non-observdtiorthat it judgements). If the requirement fiiis sensory information
does not function as a judgemaibut what is the case (eithebeing sensory knowledge asatisfied (see Chapter Four,
observable or unobservabla)t rather as a basis for an 884.62-63)i.e. the nonsensory constraints on sensory
evaluation of what is thease. A value judgement is an information can be communicatezither explicitly or by non-
operation on reality, as Mvere, rather than a description of it.verbal or tacimeans, then the observational component of
6.29 Thus in the case of both factual and value judgesye both factuabnd value judgements can be intersubjectively

additional non-observational elements are involv&due assessely means of observation.

judgements p-imply standards whilst factual. judgets 6.34 The non-sensory factors that affect sensory
presuppose non-observational judgements. Howiweas information can be made intersubjectively availabither by
suggested that the difference between loginalication, articulating them or by other means. If thetors involved
p-implication and presupposition is a mattédegrees of are tacit, so long as the intersubjectbemditions which allow

entrenchment (883.25-27). Thus tomnection between tacit factors to be communicatedn be set up.€. getting
value judgements and their standasdlatively speaking medical students to listan different heartbeats so as to
more firmly entrenched thanftise connection between factuakecognise the differefiteart rhythms involved in different

judgements and theresuppositionsThe rational diseases; or to palpatalneys; getting a potter to learn the
assessability of facts and values right amounbf pressure required to pull a pot, etc.) the
6.30 It follows from what has been said so for thath factorsinvolved can still be made intersubjectively avialiéa

factual and value judgements fulfil a necessanydition for ~ Tacit knowledge of this sort is communicated in araft or
being intersubjectively assessable. bhasic requirement for apprenticeship situation and arguably the latteludes
intersubjective assessabilitytigat intersubjective means of  science and medicire.

assessment are legitimatelyailable to assess the judgement6.35 Thus it is possible to make the non-observational

in question. There athree intersubjective means of constraints that affect perception intersubjecyiwelailable
assessment availablebservation; deductive argument and either by articulating them or by meanseducation or
non-deductiveargument. It will be argued below that the  training which involves the communicationtatit knowledge
similaritiesbetween factual and value judgements are such by a combination of supervised practie&perience and

that atleast two of these means are available to ass#éiss bo example. Making the non-sensory factihvat are involved in
6.31 In order for a judgement to be rationadlgsessable it perception intersubjectivelgvailable, and thus turning

is necessary that the judgement be ghehintersubjective sensory information inteensory knowledge, can result in
means are legitimately availaliteassess it. The similarities similar ways of seeind not always to agreement about what
between factual anhlue judgements, which were discusseds seen. In faggenuine disagreement is not possible unless
above, are sudtat intersubjective means are legitimately people dopr can be taught to, see the same thing in some
available toassess both. The similarities discussed above chairly straightforward sense of ‘same’. However, as atgoe

be summarised again as follows: Chapter Four, intersubjectively available sensofgrmation
1. facts and values require abstracting in is not by itself sufficient to ensure thagtople will see the
virtue of involving names; same thing.
2. facts and values refer to the world; 6.36 In science the conditions required to engigleple to
3. facts and values involve interpretation see the same thing are systematically sedoyetie education
at the sensory level; and professionalization processan awider scale acceptance
4. facts and values involve non-observational of the world view of contemporascience within Western,
components. technologically-advancesbcieties, is a sociological
6.32 There are two things of particular significamee phenomenon which has itsots in, amongst other things,
regard to the rational assessability of facts\aldes: one is  the development argbread of sophisticated means of
that they both objectively refer; tlm¢her is that they both communication such aadio, television and satellites;
involve elements of the rationabmponent of acquiring in near-universatducation; in the decline of traditional

knowledge. Furthermore, it is tsame elements that are religiousteachings; and in the relative political and ecoito
involved. As a result of theseo fundamental similarities =~ homogeneity of the Western world.
between factual and valjdgements it can be argued that

© A-M. Taylor (1983, 2014) b..



INVESTIGATIONS INTOFACTS AND VALUES 66 A-M Cushan (1983 / 2014)

6.37 Rational discussion of, and agreement on, vaties 6.43 It was argued in Chapter Five that non-deductive

achieved by similar means. On the whole, howeter, argument was legitimate in that the confirmatioharetical
means are less formalised and systematic. Nelesthe judgements at the very least required non-dedueatigement
cultural values€.g.the relative values of sex rolescial and in some accounts was regardesdudficient in order to
status; the value of material goods, work aodievement, confirm theoretical judgementhe similarities between

etc.) are, like facts, imparted by meanshaf media; by the  value judgements and factgatigements, theoretical
“hidden curricula” of the educatigirocess; and the familial judgements in particular, wediscussed above.

and extra-familial socializatioprocesses including role- Since observation is not availableassess the standard
modelling; coercion, overt aovert, and even by the learningp-implied by a value judgement niar assess the justifiability
of languagg€. of applying the value predicatenly argument can be used,
6.38 Therefore insofar as both factual and vglidgements since that is thenly other intersubjective means of assess-
involve sensory information that can becoseasory ment availableSince value judgements are not capable of
knowledge, then both factual and value judgemeats in being true ofalse, deductive argument cannot be used.
principle, be intersubjectively assessedisans of The only othemeans available is non-deductive argument.
observation. 6.44 In order for non-deductive argument to be used

6.39 Given the analysis of value judgements$oiiows that assess value judgements, it is necessary thavthe
observation is relevant to assessing thienthis respect they observational components of value judgements hetaltile
are like observational judgement$ie value property applies articulated. It was argued in Chapter Two thath the

in virtue of objectivefeatures of the value object. These objective features in virtue of which the vajuedicate is
features can bebserved and hence are available for applied, and the standard can be articuldtethce they are
intersubjectiveassessment. However, observation is not  both available to be assessed by meamsgmfment.
sufficient inorder to assess the value property, since itis a 6.45 Even if non-deductive arguments are only acceased
constructegroperty and is not fully observational in ttense necessary but not sufficient to establish thecabti@aims

of being able to be observed. Hence for thason the value (i.e. if an extremely conservative view of confirmatioh
predicate is more like a theoretithhn an observational theoretical judgements is accepted) therait still be argued
predicate. However, the poirgmains that observation can b¢hat non-deductive argument is neverthetsficient to
utilised in order toassess value judgements at least in part. establish the appropriatenessrafue judgements.
Thereforejt can be concluded that one intersubjective mear&46 Therefore given all of the above discussiorait be

is available to assess value judgements at leastin pa concluded thaif non-deductive argument is necessary and/or
Hence they are to that extent intersubjectivelgsssable. sufficient to establish that theoretical Judgememés

6.40 Value judgements are on the whole maireilar to confirmed, it can be argued that non-deductive argnt can
theoretical judgements than to observatigndjements. be used to establish that value judgements arecgpiate

The value predicate, exactly like a theoretteain, is about  6.47 To say that value judgements are non-deductively
what is not observable, though it is appliedirtue of assessable is to say that non-deductive argumantsec

observable features of the value objé@tterefore the value  constructed justifying the application of the vapreperty,
predicate is theoretical in relationttte objective features on the premises of which list the objective featwethe value

the basis of which it is applied. object, in virtue of which the value predicéeon the basis
6.41 Nevertheless the justifiability of applying thialue of the standard, applied. Th&andard is, as discussed in
predicate to the value object is determinable airt, py Chapter Two, a conceptiai a state of affairs which
observation just as observation is indirectly ratavo conception can be articulatéthe standard can also be non-
determining the truth of a theoretical judgemenhisindirect deductively justified, foexample, by referring to the
connection to observation is shared by both thizalet consequences of acceptiting standard, or by appealing to the
judgements and value judgements, in particulaedgard to fit between thestandard and other important principles,

the applicability of the value predicate. depending otthe sphere in which the value judgement is
6.42 The standard is also not assessable by direct being madeThe reader is referred back to Chapter Two for
observation, since it is not, in general, abouttviha detailsregarding how both the standard and the application
observable. In that respect the standard is gittaila the value predicate are to be justified.

theoretical judgement. However, unlike a theoattic 6.48 Intersubjective assessability of judgementeduired
judgement, a standard does not function in theifissance in order to rationally resolve disagreemegait®ut them.

as a judgement which describes the world, evpart of it But in order to be able to set aboationally resolving

which is not observable. Rather,saggested in Chapter Twodisagreements about either factvalues, it is necessary to
a standard functions asasis for making a qualitative accept that intersubjectiassessability of values, as well as
evaluation of some paoff the world by comparing it with the facts, is possible.

standard.
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6.49 It has been argued that facts and valuesfeciently
similar such that if facts can be rationalysessed so can
value judgements. It has been arguedithairtue of value
judgements objectively referririthough indirectly), they like
observational judgementequire observation in order to be
assessed. The non-observatiammhponents of value
judgements can, as ihe case of theoretical judgements, be
assessed by meaofknon-deductive argument.

6.50 Therefore, since value judgements can be ratipnall
assessed rational agreement about them can textiesitbe
reached just as it can for factual judgements.
Theintersubjective assessability of facts and valaesmi
reason to claim that both facts and values canaapgatly in
arguments. It will be argued in Chapter Setreat both facts
and values are required in order to arav@ormative
judgements.

6.51 Thus to summarise the conclusions of this sedtion
has been argued that factual and value judgemesnsinailar
in that:

1. Both involve abstracting in virtue of
involving names.

2. Both are about the world.

3. Both involve interpretation at the
perceptual level.

4. Both involve non-observational components.

Therefore it can be concluded that value judgemenats
sufficiently similar to factual judgements to béioaally
assessable.

Facts and values — differences

6.52 The differences between facts and values will bew
discussed in order to establish whether they aretbat the
above conclusion in regard to the raticaséessability of
value judgements can be defeated.

6.53 There are five major differences between facis
values:

1. Factual properties involve analysis and
value properties do not.
2. Value properties are newly emergent and
factual properties are not.
3. The functions of facts and values are
different.
4. Facts are expressed in an impersonal mode
and values are expressed in the personal mode.
5. Facts are true whilst values are appropriate.

Factual properties involve analysis and value
properties do not.
6.54 Analysis involves selecting asgparating at least one

constituent of a whole, therelgnverting it into an element
(see 81.59)Thus the whole is turned into a set. The term

A-M Cushan (1983 / 2014)

objects. ‘Brown’ is a class name which impliestihdenotes

a property that has been abstradtedh particular aspects of
particular objects such as shaleeg, location, etc. Insofar as
it is the class name offixed aspect of objects (even though it
is very hard talefine ‘brown’ except ostensively), the term
‘brown’ like other factual predicates refers to a property
which involvesanalysis. It involves selecting and separating
a constituenof a whole so as to make it independently
identifiable,i.e. so as to make it an element.

6.55 Value properties on the other hand, since they are
emergent parts do not involve analysis. Rather itnlve
unifying abstracting whereby what is unifiedcais
differentiated whole which includes the value pmypas an
emergent part. The value property is constitigdnifying
parts of the value object. This does remjuire prior analysis
of the value object. The valpeoperty is itself a part, albeit
an emergent part, tifie value object.

6.56 Since value properties are emergent parts¢haypot,

by definition, be identified independently identifying the.
whole. The whole can, however, be differentiated parts.
This is not, however, to keguated with being analyzed into
parts. In the presestheme, analysing something into parts is
a contradictionin terms. From this it follows that value
predicatezannot operate as class names since they refer not
to elements of a whole but to parts of it. Factuapgrtieson
the other hand typically involve analysis. Facfualdicates
name elements of objects. Hence, factuatlicates typically
involve class names — of both objeatsd properties. A
precondition for being a class namdtiat the name denotes
an element and not a part.

2. Value properties are newly emergent whilst factua
predicates are not.

6.57 The second difference betwefctual and value
predicates is that the latter are neetyergent and the former
are not. This difference derivé®em both the semantics of
value predicates and from th#ferent functions of facts and
values.

6.58 To say that value properties are newly emergadt
factual properties are not, is just to say #ath time a new
value judgement is made, the value propertyewly
emergent. (The problem of distinguishimge value
judgement from another is no greater thangdeeral problem
of identifying judgements.) Suppose tweople are looking at
the same Ch'ing dynasty vase dradh say it is beautiful.
Then assuming they are makidifferent value judgements,
the value property to whidhe value predicate refers, is
newly emergent with eaafew value judgement because it
refers to the same particuldifferently differentiated in each
case.

‘brown’ factual predicate — refers to a determinate elerognt
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6.59 The notion of a differentiated whole is simpiyended 3. The different functions of facts and values.

to capture and articulate the idea that peopfesee 6.65 The notion of the function of judgements is relaed

something as a unity and furthermore can distirigfiniat the idea developed by Searle that the utteringsefwence
unity into different parts without analysitigese parts so as t0qnstitutes an act, which he called a speth The function
turn them into element3his sort of concept seems necessarys a judgement is constituted by the speech adhwh

in order to expl_a_iraest_hetic_ experienc_e as well as _being judgements are typically used to perfoffhe idea of the
central to theability to identify something as an articulated  t,nction of a judgement is alsqaychological notion to the

butunified organism rather than as an amorphous fass.  extent that the idea of thase of judgements to perform an act
6.60 The resistance of people to critical evaluatomno implies motivesintentions and an agent.

critical analyses of aesthetic objects carkglained by 6.66 Factual judgements perform three major functions.
failure to distinguish between apprehendsegnething as &  Tpg first two are closely related. They are: @eribingand

differentiated whple and analysing ﬁt iracset of elements. (ii) promoting understanding. Factual judgemérase the
On the present view there are thasic modes of function of describing the world ammnce of contributing to
apprehending an object — either as differentiaténiparts or o, ynderstanding of it, whetmderstanding is conceived of

as differentiated into elemenihe nature of the two modes analytically and nowholistically. As already argued, factual

cannot be properly spelleit without the concept of predicatesnvolve analysis in that they designate properties
abstracting and the associateghcepts of parts_and elements,yhich are elements. Therefore in virtue of their functid
6.61 To read a poem can be to apprehend it as a describing the world analytically, factual judgertemave the

differentiatedwhole — differentiated into words, stanzas, important function of promoting what could balled

metaphors, etc., though it is not to analyze itdlaough it o 4naiytical understanding There is in addition tthis sort of
linguistically describe the pre-analytieode. The very understanding what might be calletiolistic understanding
description, using terms such as ‘wordstanzas’, etc. seems ;¢ \when someone says ‘Ah, now | seedf;when someone is
to imply analysis although, it Buggested, this is misleading. g 10 do certain things effectivahjthout being able to say
Descriptive or factudanguage is essentially analytic. This ig,q,y they do it, for exampleeing successful on the share
what is impliedn the claim already discussed that factual  arket or good at conductimgrsonal relationships; or the
predicatesnvolve analysis. Hence there is a certain tensiong, -t of ynderstanding thist conveyed by aesthetic objects in
trying to talk of wholistic apprehension in a madeichtends jther a linguistior non-linguistic fornt?

by its very form toward the analytic. 6.67 Thirdly, factual judgements, have in virtuetoé

6.62 To analyse a poem on the other hand is toitunto a above functions of describing and promoting anadyti
set of elements. These elements may varidusihe rhyme; nqerstanding, the function of sustaining intersatiyely

the _rhythm; the p_hysical form of _tIpE_)gm; the metapho_rs; theagreement. By providing a commonly-agreed upon
S|m|Ie_s; the allusions, ety the s_lgnlflcance of the various  descriptionof the world, joint action and communication
constituents of thpoem, depending on the level of analysis pecomepossible. Intersubjective agreement about thedyorl

involved. , _ is, like having a common language, essential for social
6.63 Factual properties are however typically newly functioning.

emergent. This is so both because of their sensantd their g g3 value judgements also have three major functions.
function. There are factual properties whitk emergent,  Theijr primary function is to express assessmenigoothin

€.9.being conscious. THhis is not amergent part since, situations of choice where alternatives exist waetiese be
although it is very difficult talefine ‘consciousness’, itis  3jternative courses of action; alternative wafjseeing; or
something which can bdentified independently of alternative sets of theories about the wWayworld is. Value

identifying some particulazonscious organism. Therefore it judgements operate on alternatibgsqualitatively weighting

is an emergent elemeott objects, albeit an ill-defined and  hem Assessing the worth ssmething either quantitatively
elusive one. Howeveeven those factual properties which arg, ajitatively, requirea comparisor. The standard, which is

emergenare not newly emergent with each new factual implied bya value judgement, constitutes the comparisor.

judgement. , _ 6.69 This function of value judgements explains the
6.64 Factual properties are not created anew &awhthe  jmportant role of value judgements in the threeespswhere
judgement is made, as it were, but are determinate, there are significant choices to be made:thescientific
identifiable (either perceptually or linguisticgllglements of sphere — where there are choices pertaitorigiowledge
objects. Why this difference between factadi value claims; in the moral sphere where theredreices pertaining

properties exists becomes clearer wherdtfferent functions

; ' to action; in the aesthetic sphaevbere there are choices to be
of the two sorts of judgements arensidered.

made in regard to apperceptiee Chapter Two, §82.40-65).
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6.70 The second important function that value judgesientfrom reality. It is justhese creative cum constructive aspects

perform is to express andividual perspectiveThis is
reflected semantically in the linguisticallyspecific nature of
value predicates and in virtue thie pro or con connotation
p-implied by value judgementspth of which clearly relate
value judgements to an dividual perspective. This function
of value judgementsakes the often unique and novel
discriminations of théndividual, as an individual,
intersubjectively available.

of thought thatonstitute the elements of what was termed
above theational componenof the acquisition of
knowledge"’

6.75 |Ifitis indeed the case that facts and vahege
different functions, then one would expect thi®éoreflected
in the logic of the two sorts of judgemernifhis does seem to
be the case.

6.76 A very elementary analysis of the logicfattual

6.71 The functions of value judgements are complemgntajudgements is that they typically attributpraperty (which is

to those of facts. Making factual judgementsdsentially a

an element) to an object. Simpéetual claims such as

conservative act since it sustains conseabosit the nature of ‘The table is brown’ attributbrowness to the table to use

the world. Making value judgemerissessentially innovative
in that it constitutes Ebcus of potential change of the
consensual view by presentiag individual perspective not
bound linguisticallyby any consensus of how things are.
This account of valupidgements can be supported by
pointing to the growingecognition of the creative and
necessary role of valjedgement even in science.

6.72 An implication of what hos been said abovéhist
inter-subjective agreement is something thattbdme
engineered as it were — it does not inherergbide in our
perceptual systems or in any other biologaradocial feature
of human beings.

6.73 As discussed above factual properties invalwvalysis
whilst value properties do not. A value propeéstyhe result
of unifying abstracting and is a partafvhole. Hence value
judgements represent, in genetiag unifying as opposed to
the analytic function afhought. This constitutes their third
function. Makinga value judgement is thus essentially a
rational/creativect. It is related to the process of creating
propertiesand objects conceptually, since this is what
abstractingt its most fundamental level amounts to.

older terminology, oalternatively, is to be analysed as
equivalent to‘There is something which is brown and
tableizes’ tause a more sophisticated Quinean formulation.
6.77 This account of factual judgements is implBcdthe
first-order propositional logic used to represkactual
judgements which contains in its basic vocabutdojgct
names (a,b,c...etc.) and/or variables (x,yetc.) which are
place-holders for names; n-place predicatmes
(P,Q,R...etc.) and the symbols for the operatafnsegation,
disjunction etc. depending on how minintia¢ language
description is. A sufficient base fofiest-order predicate
calculus consists of the operatfos negation and disjunction,
predicate names, a quantifi& or A) and variables x,y,z...etc.
This issufficient to describe basic number theory whicimis
turn adequate for a great deal of physical theory.

6.78 The three functions of factual judgements: desiorip
promoting analytical understanding and secucdogsensus
are all related to the basic logic of factjumlgements
whereby they can be seen to attribute propenttésh are
elements to objects.

6.79 The three functions of value judgements: the

Thus the unifyingabstracting involved in value properties carmssessment of worth; expression of the individeasjpective

berelated to the creativity involved in new ways of
conceivingand/or seeing. This happens literally wipeople
judge a painting differently because they sefifferently and
organise the aspects of the objectasoto form distinct
differentiated wholes. It aldzappens in science when
someone such as Da Vinci, Maxw&lewton or Einstein can
be said, perhaps metaphoricdlbhut perhaps not), to see a
problem in a new way.

6.74 The concept of creativity, in science in particidat
also more generally, has been seriously negléstédglo-
Saxon philosophy and also within Westpsychology:*

The creative mode seems to include what twemed above
wholistic understanding— the ‘Aha’ modewhereby Kekulé
come to understand the structuréehzoid molecules or
whereby Archimedes came to realike relationship between
volume and masS. The account aéibstracting can also be
seen as a contribution towartthe development of a
theoretical basis for understandagundamental feature of
thought,i.e. the potential focreatively and wholistically
manipulating representation§the world at various removes

and of the creative and unifying functiontbbught are also
all semantically represented. Valuelgements signal the
individual contribution by th@ro or con connotation with its
implication of persondiking or disliking; the novelty and
creativity is representdaly the newly emergent aspect of
value propertieghe unifying function is involved in the
unifying abstracting whereby a value property is created;
the standard, p-implied by a value judgemernitjisived in,
and is necessary for, the assessmemniooth.

4. The different modes of expressing facts and &lue

6.80 The fourth point of difference between facts and
values related to the previous one. This is thetishnd
values are expressed in very different modes. skeaet
expressed in an impersonal mode. They imply ngthbout
the person expressing the facts or even that ther@erson
expressing the fact. Facts can of coursmagripulated in
ways that amount to a value judgementhgeful juxtaposit-
ion and by omission. Thus a persovialwpoint can be
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presented in a disguised way as medisamentators and
journalists are well aware. Howevéactual judgements are
nevertheless made the spirit of being impersonaas if the
human element had beeliminated. What this may achieve
is the elimination othose human elements which it is
possible to eliminate.

6.81 However, it has been the thrust of the argumientse
preceding chapters that even in regard to faghaiglements
there are factors which are of human origivd which it is not
possible to eliminate, for examplee interaction of the
perceptual and cognitive systemsuman beings. It was
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in some fundamental respects. Howehés essential thesis
remains correct. Whether there dana truly objective
viewpoint is itself an empiricainatter. This is clear from,
amongst other things, tliact that some scientists have argued
that one canndrrive at an objective view of the world by the
meangegarded as the most satisfactaiy. measuremerit,

To measure a state is to disturb that state and hemtange
it."” A similar conclusion, that there cannotdguly

objective viewpoint, has also been proposeithénprevious
chapters on more philosophical grounds.

6.85 Perhaps in an Aristotelian framework the vadfithe

argued further that it isecessary that these factors operate inational component was elevated beyond whatjustiable.

order for knowledg¢o be acquired via the senses.

However, that does not justify attemptitmgeliminate the

These factors ar@ a Kantian sense, the constructive aspectstional component altogether. Wlagipears to have

of knowledge Value judgements imply a pro or con attitude
and thereforexpress or signify quite explicitly that thereais
human input into the judgement. This human inpwitiat
has been termed the rational component.

6.82 Factual judgements do not generally represent
viewpoint of just one individual. Rather factjadigements
represent a consensual viewpoint. The examinafiegience
as a social activity has shown how titecess of arriving at a
common viewpoint takes pladéactual judgements however
do not and cannot expressiawpoint which is truly objective
in the sense of representikigowledge not modified by any
human inputArriving at any notion of reality without the
human contributionsf discrimination and theorising is not
possible — at least if the weak empiricist assuampti
regarding the role of the senses in acquiring kedgis
retained. It may be possible to arrive at an dhjec
understanding or apprehension of the world by offesins
which do not involve the senses. However, at thsgntime
little is known about acquiring knowledge by meatiser
than the senses which is taken seriously outsiddigious
framework. There are interesting exceptitmthis
scepticism in the areas of parapsychologysugbested by
some of the more esoteric developmeniguantum physic$’
6.83 Here then is the crux of the matter — the arfithe
differential weighting given to facts and valueshe
empiricist framework. It hinges on the recognitafrand due
weighting of the constructive human contributton
knowledge via the rational component. In &tieempt to be
objective, to arrive at an ‘as-if-impersonpbint of view, the
value of the human contribution seientific knowledge of the
world has been downgraddslut if interpretation and the
other elements of thational component are necessary in

happened historically are almost Hegelawvings from thesis
to antithesis, from rationalism tampiricism, with the present
work being one of mansecent attempts at synthesis. It is just
the rationakomponent — the human contribution to
knowledge — thaempiricists fought to eliminate by deeming
all theoreticalreligious, moral and aesthetic judgements
metaphysicahnd non-empirical.

6.86 However, ironically the very science that lflasvered
under the aegis of empiricism (or perhapspite of it)

arrived at the view that the rational componamild not be
eliminated — that interpretaticand hence the rational
component is involved even téie level of perception itself.

5. Facts are true whilst values are appropriate.

6.87 If any difference between facts and values can
overturnthe conclusion reached above that value judgements
arerationally assessable by non-deductive argumesn,itlis
that facts are capable of being true or falbde values are
properly said to be appropriate .or appropriate. However,
this difference is not, within thetional empiricist
framework, as significant as it magem.

6.88 Firstly, although facts are true, establishingh
requires elements of the rational componentelsas
observation. As already argued confirming theoati
judgements requires: abstracting involvedaming;
additional theoretical assumptions; and non-dedecti
reasoning. Confirming observational judgemeatguires:
interpretation involved in perception; abstractimgplved in
naming; non-observational presuppositiansl possibly even
tacit non-deductiveeasoning.

6.89 Value judgements also involve elements ofrttenal
component in order to be assessed: they invaibatracting in

order to acquirénowledge, the human contribution cannot bg;rte of utilising names; interpretatiamvolved in percep-

a hindrancdo acquiring knowledge and hence it cannot be
reasonabl@ot to value such a contribution.

6.84 The exact nature of the contribution that humaake
to knowledge is an empirical question. This Huemognised
when he made knowledge of human natunesychology a
prerequisite for an adequate epistemoldtiyme’s conclus-
ions were, not surprisingly given whenas writing, wrong

tion; non-observational component&. the standard and the
value predicate; as well asn-deductive reasoning. Value
judgements also requindservation in order to be assessed.
6.90 Therefore the difference between establisttirag a
value judgement is appropriate and establisttiatja factual
judgement is true is ultimatelydifference of degree:

© A-M. Taylor (1983, 2014) b..



INVESTIGATIONS INTOFACTS AND VALUES 71 A-M Cushan (1983 / 2014)

the extent to which observation or elements ofdtienal 6.95 Itis concluded therefore that value judgemenés
component are requireg- notwhetherboth are required in ~ sufficiently similar to factual judgementsatso be rationally
each case or not. To establibs conclusion has been the —assessable. It has also been argbiatialthough values are
major undertaking of thprevious chapters. appropriate or not appropriaaed facts are true or false, this
6.91 Secondly, in the rational:. empiricist contexitmer ~ difference betweethem is not such as to prevent both being
the correspondence account of truth nor the episterirlbg ~ rationallyassessable. _

connections with pure observation that were supptse 6.96 Ifitis accepted that value judgements @oe-
characterise truth claims have been accepted. eHattigis deductively assessable, then it follows that narideéve

framework the concept of truth does not havestrae import 2rguments do not require true premisestamel conclusions.
as in classical empiricism. In particuthe concept is not as If factual judgements and value judgemears both rationally

strong. This has been underlingdrevising the definition of assessable by means involvimgn-deductive reasoning, then

true’. Of icular in th ional L it follows that they caiboth appear jointly as premises of non-
true’. Of particulanmportance In the rational empiricist  4eqyctive argumentghis is important since it will be argued

analysis of truth is the notion of fit which has been chosen t@, {henext chapter that arguments to a moral conclusien a
imply aless rigorous relation to reality than corresporeen  non-deductive and require both factual and valdgéments
The notion of an interpreted reality is meant toosmodate a5 premises.

or allow for the role of theory or interpretatien the rational  6.97 Ellis has made an elegant and substaaotiaé for
component — at every stage in the endeatmestablish regarding truth as a value judgement. Hedasvn that a
truth. The definition of ‘true’ as ‘fitvith interpreted reality’  multi-valued acceptance logic of whituth and falsity are
is consistent with the viethat the product of the process of simply limiting cases and whepeobability measures

establishing truthviz. a true factual judgement, fits with represent the potentially infinite valuiesbetween, can be
reality as interpreted via the senses and via reason Shqwlr; to be equivalent to standard two-valtrath-based
6.92 Thirdly, it has been argued that the analgsid/or logic.”™ He has also shown that thigjic can be extended to

definition of an epistemological concept suchrath should ~ give comprehensive accountstwith probability and modal
be in accord with the most acceptadpistemological account l0gic based on the semantiisacceptability and
of how that which is referret by the concept, is establishedntologically founded on rationaklief systems.

Such an account shouiliclude, as the rational empiricist one6b98 Such a view is consigtent ‘I"gth. thel one spetliet H
does, recognitioof the significant role of the rational above In many respects and would simply sensirangthen

component irarriving at true judgements. If the proper the case that both truth judgements and viidgements can

analysis ofan epistemic concept such as being true is such _be accepted jointly as premises .Of argumé?qstual
that itis consistent with the account of how true judgeisien judgements come out as & special casafe judgements.

. . - . It would be logically true, thereforéhat value judgements
are established then since establishing that judgesare can appear in arguments witctual judgements.
true, and establishing that judgements are apyaaganie 6.99 There is an important reason, however, for not

significantly similar, the concepts thedpture the products of collapsing altogether the distinction between factdvalues.
such similar processes walso be similar at least in regard toThere do seem to be differences in the lagid function of

their epistemologicamplications. _ value judgements and factual judgemenitéch a distinction
6.93 Therefore, in spite of conceptual differenbeswveen  serves to accommodate. Thus a distinctietween factual
facts and values that are marked by calfangds true and and value judgements stilerves a purpose even though from

values appropriate, the bearing of thdgferences on the an epistemologicaloint of view (which for the present
rational assessment of values is wotthe present view, as  purposes is ultimatelhe most important) the difference

great as it may appear. Certaitthg differences are not between factand values is largely a matter of the degree to
sufficiently great to warranmgjecting the conclusion that whichthe rational component or observation is involved i
values are rationallgssessable by observation and non-  €stablishing each sort of Judgemégnt.

deductive argument. 6.100 In spelling out the relation between facts satlies

6.94 What is marked, on the present view by calfaxs the crucial role of the rational componentegard to factual
true and values appropriate is that factspaeeluced in a judgements as well as in regard/gdue judgements has been

systematic and intersubjective framewuaitereas values are ?g;cmufit;d'oﬁg,??fas,'ﬁ'n%gfﬁ,'teef{ﬁzestﬁf'orf\‘,'aﬁ?;nponent
arrived at in a relatively individudtamework, for the most P 10 P 9

art. However. the burposetbi previous chapters has bee empiricist orthodoxywhich seems to be so resistant to
part. » (NE purpos P . P . nacknowledging the roland significance of human reason.
to show thatn spite of this important differencepnclusions

. oo . 6.101 This completes the discussion of the rational
such as: yalues do not objlectlvely reimmg_capable of truth assessability of value judgements. In the chaptiiiow,
or falsity is necessary foational assessability; factual the nature of normative judgements and tration to
judgements do not involvée rational component, etc., factual and value judgements will be discussed.
cannot be supported.
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Ch.7 — MORAL JUDGEMENTS

Introduction
7.1

judgements were rationally assessabfadfual judgements
were. Hence value judgements cofiggire jointly with

factual judgements as premisesiofi-deductive arguments.
It was concluded therefore thatn-deductive arguments did

not require only true premises conclusions.

7.2 These conclusions are central to the presieapter
which deals with moral normative judgementstef form:
‘One ought to do X' or ‘Everyone ought to do X will be

argued in the present chapter that momamative judgements 77

are non-deductively justifiable dhe basis of both factual
judgements and value judgements.

7.3 In order to arrive at this conclusion, ‘oughtight’ and
‘moral’ will be discussed. It will be suggestdtat what
characterises moral normative judgements isritestion to
be moral; from this it follows that if oriatends to be moral,

one ought to do what is moraliight. It is suggested that an
appropriate standard ferhat is morally right to do is what is

rational to doAn account of rationality is then offered in
order tosupport this conclusion. It is argued that moyast
in a certain sense to be spelled out, a specialaas

rationality. Hence what is rational is justifiesl astandard of

what is morally right. Finally it is concludebat if this

standard is accepted, then bfsbts and values are required td -8

justify moral normativgudgements.

7.4  There has been a great deal of controversy about
whether or not moral judgements are capable ofgdeire or
false. In the present context this question toutaot to be

In the last chapter it was argued that faciuddiements
and value judgements were sufficiently simgach that value
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moral realism and morabjectivism have gained ground in
the last few yearSUtilitarians have, since Bentham,
attempted to reduce mojabdgements to factual judgements
in an endeavour tensure that moral judgements were capable
of being trueor false. There is neither the room, norisitto
thepoint of this thesis, to investigate these debalks.
normative judgements are true, so much the béftteot it

still does not on the present view prevent thmgimg

rationally assessable by non-deductive argument.

7.6 It will be taken, however, that since normative
Judgements do not function as descriptions oftyethley are
not true or false. Normative judgements il termed
correct if they succeed in doing what thmyrport to doyiz. if
they constitute rational guidés conduct, otherwise they will
be termed incorrect.

In this chapter a full analysis of normatjuelgements
will not be attempted. Rather the aim willtoeprovide a
criterion for deciding whether or not onaght to do X, where
X is some action. There is sofmevitable overlap between
explicating this criteriomnd spelling out the logic of
normative moral judgementghe latter enterprise is of
general philosophical interestor present purposes, however,
a criterion for determiningrhat ought to be done is more
important, given thate ultimate goal of the thesis is to lay
some theoreticajroundwork for the resolution of moral
conflicts.

‘Ought’, ‘moral’ and ‘right’

‘Ought’ is a term that functions as on imperatiat, as
Hare suggests, to commenhdVertheimer argue®orrectly

on the present writer’s view) that ‘ought’ugivocal and does
not have a special moral connotat{dFhus the meaning of
‘ought’ in ‘You ought to try usingiry leaves if you want to

as important as it may initially seem.wlas argued in the last 9€t the fire going’ and th@eaning of ‘ought’ in “You ought
chapter that, in principle, whether not a judgement succeed§0t to lie’ is exactlythe same. Wertheimer also argues that

in fulfilling its function should constitute the basis for

‘ought’ judgementassume the truth of other factual

deciding whether it waacceptable or not. Value judgementsudgements, a viewhich fits well with what will be said
it was argued, doot function as descriptions of reality but asPelow about morahormanv_e judgements. _
qualitativeassessments of it according to a standard. Hencé-9 Sellars argues, as will be argued below, tiwaimative

valuejudgements are not properly regarded as true se fal
Normative judgements also do not function as dpsorisof
reality. Rather they function as rational guidesdnduct, by
which is meant, for the present — reason-bagedes to
conduct. Hence in assessing normative judgeniesgems
reasonable to consider primarily whether thagceed in
being rational guides to conduct rather thdoether they are
capable of being true or false.

7.5 There are various arguments for and agailaémning
that normative judgements are capable of being or false.
Due to the influence of the logicpbsitivists, emotive
theories of ethics in which normatijigdgements were not
regarded as capable of beinge or false have been

predominant. This tradition goeback to Hume. However,

judgements imply intentions. However, Sellgogs further
and reconstructs hypothetical imperatigssequivalent to a
statement about implication relatiomstween intentions.
Thus Sellars argues that the hypotheticgderative:

If S wants to bring about X, he oughtto do Y
“has the sense of ”

‘Shall [S brings about X]' implies

‘Shall [S does Y]®
According to Sellars reconstructive analysis, ‘Bliglan
operator which turns indicative statements stitements of
intention’

7.10 Wertheimer on the other hand in his discussibtie
modals (including ‘shall’) suggests that ‘ougista genuine
modal somewhere between ‘must’ and ‘mayhich
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expresses a fairly high degree of probabilitgt something
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7.16 In addition it may be argued that the propations

will come about and ‘shall’ (which ken to be equivalent toto animals; ecosystems; future generatieties may all lie

‘will’) is seen to be a futuréense form of the copula.

7.11 As will become apparent, the present analysis is
similar in certain respects to both Wertheimer'd 8ellars’
accounts of normative judgements. Certabiyh accounts
provided inspiration in regard to the foend content of the
analysis to be presented belowwill be accepted without
further argument that Wertheimer®w that ‘ought’ is

within the sphere of moral decisiorgellars, for example,
argues that the moral pointwgw is that which takes into
account a community ahtional beingS This could be

extended to take intaccount all sentient beings and even the

entire biospherelhis extension of the moral sphere underlies

environmental ethics.
7.17 The moral sphere is therefore to be regardetads

univocal is correct. Will also be accepted without argumentsphere which pertains to relations between whatewities
that ‘ought’ isnot reducible to reconstructed judgements of are regarded as valuable. This notion of vduaustitutes the
intention,even though it is closely related to judgements of moral sphere seems sufficiently wideinclude relations

intention.

7.12 Since it is accepted that ‘ought’ is univodals
proposed that what makes an ‘ought’ judgementeal
judgement is not the special meaning of the teught’ but

the p-implied intention: in particular tieeta-ethical intention particularsphere of decision-making. This use will be termed

‘If you want to be moral... . Thus the problem of analysing
normative moral judgemeniss shifted from that of providing
an analysis of thepecial meaning of ‘ought’ to providing a

between people; the relationpdople to themselves; the

relation of people to the environmetd;animals etc. Moral
considerations are théhose considerations which fall into
the moral spherén this view the term ‘moral’ refers to a

‘moral’.
7.18 There is another use of the term ‘moral’, howeirer,
which it is equivalent to the term ‘right’ as irethtatement

satisfactoryaccount of what it is to be moral. Providing suchThat was the moral thing to do’. The terfright’ and

anaccount will be the main aim of the section todwall

7.13 There are at least three meanings of the tevonal’.
Firstly, there is alescriptivemeaning of théerm whereby it
refers to a particular domain décision-making in the same
way that ‘medical’ referso that which pertains to medicine.

‘wrong’ satisfy the three conditions foeing value terms.

To say ‘X is right’ constitutes @alue judgement (and hence
‘right’ is a value predicatd)ecause:

(i) the judgement p-implies a pro connotation;

(i) because it p-implies that there are objecl@atures of the

Secondly, there ianother and narrower meaning of the termvalue object in virtue of which thealue predicate is being

‘moral’ whereit functions asa value term equivalent to a
particular use of the term ‘right’ Finally, there is a third
senseof ‘moral’ which functions as walue term applicable
only to persons

7.14 The first use of ‘moral’, the descriptive ugepest
exemplified in its use in the phrase ‘the mayathere’.

The sphere of morality traditionally has beaken to be

applied; and

(iif) more clearlyperhaps than any other sort of value
judgement, ip-implies a standard according to which
something isassessed as right or wrong.

7.19 It was argued in Chapter Two that value judgements
must have some designation since otherwisevahe term
would not be selected in preferencatmther (seg2.73).

concerned with proper relationships betwhaman beings — The reasons whi is difficult to spell out the designation of

where it is assumed though not oftlefended, that human
beings are the most valuableindeed the only valuable
beings of all the life formen the planet (animal and

valueterms were also discussed (882.74-76). It was
concluded that since the designation of value tetoesnot,
and cannot, play a role in determining the refeoémle value

vegetable)® Thus it seemeeasonable to suggest that a valugredicate, establishing the designaii®not of great
judgement regardingrhat is valuable is involved in deciding importance for present purposes.

what constitutethe sphere of moral decision-makitg.
The moral sphere will be taken to refer to a claks
intentions, attitudes, behaviours, states of affaic. that
concern valuable entities and which are such aseto
appropriate for evaluation in regard to whetherrost these
attitudes, behaviours etc. are right or wrong.

7.15 There is reason to believe that the value judgésnen
regarding what entities are valuable, and therefdrat
considerations fall within the domain of modacision-
making, are far too narrow to be appropridteus it may be
argued that relations to oneself gaonperly be construed as
moral or immoral and not justlations to others in line with
Kant's notion of dutieén regard to oneseff.

7.20 If the term ‘right’ is a value term, then insofs
‘moral’ is equivalent to ‘right’, ‘moral’ is also galue term.
This second use of ‘moral’ is narrower tithe first. The first
use of ‘moral’ defines a particulaphere of decision-making.
The second use defines wigproper or right in that sphere.
Both ‘moral’ and.right’ are, like other value terms,
definitionally elusive.

7.21 ltis clear that not all things which are stidbe right
or wrong are moral considerations. Henotall uses of the
term ‘right’ can be said to be monades. However ‘right’
will, like ‘ought’, be regarded asnivocal. ‘No, you just took
a wrong turn’ is, othethings being equal, not a moral
judgement. ‘Your lashlgebra exercise was right’; ‘Yes,
that’s right, turnthe wheel a little more towards the skid’;
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‘It's definitely not right to use the fish knife to chesteak’;  7.27 Since ‘mordl’ is a term which refers to aamergent
‘You were right not to mention that you knew\uas leaving part of aspects of a person’s behaviour.(unifieé whole)

his job’ also do not seem to be moral judgements. which are morally right; and since ‘moraliight’ is itself a
7.22 However, a certain class of uses of the téeright’ value term, two points are especiallgteworthy. ‘moral
and ‘wrong’ do seem to constitute moral usethefterm. can be seen to refer to a vajueperty which emerges from
Thus to say ‘Stealing is wrong’ or ‘It is wrong lie to valuable aspects of a perg@m particular acting, thinking,

yourself or ‘The only right thing to do now is give back the feeling and being disposé¢d do what is morally right).
jewellery that you stole’ or ‘It isight to share your wealth Hence ‘mora) is ametavalue term. Secondly, there is a
with those less fortunatare all moral uses. This is not, it is relationshipbetween ‘moral and ‘morally right’ that is of
suggested becausaht’ has a special meaning, but becauseparticularimportance for the present analysis of normative
the class obehaviours etc. to which the term is applied fall judgements.

into the category of morally relevant behaviours. Thhat  7.28 ‘Morally right’ is a value term which is applig¢d

makes the use of ‘right’ a mogalse is that it igpplied to elementf the set of things in the morasphereThese

those actions etc. which belong to the masphere. include actions and the relata of actions sudeelings,

7.23 The second use of ‘moral’ therefore in gense of motives, etc. In general ‘morally right’ &plied to
synonymous with ‘right’ comes out as synonymaaosjust behaviour as analysed into elements Gkapter One for a
with ‘right’ in any of its uses but with ‘righib the moral discussion of analysis as a meansariceptually converting a
sphere’. This latter phrase will be abbreviatetmorally whole into a set). Thus whilmoral;' is a value term which
right’ for convenience. To say somethisgmoral in the refers to an emergeptrt of behaviour taken asadnole
second sense of ‘morally rightierefore is to say ‘morally right’ is a value term which refers to an emergent

(a) whatever is being talked abdatls into the moralsphere, part ofelement®f behaviour where behaviour is regarded as
and (b) that it constitutethat part of the set of decisions aset Theset of things that are morally right includes ausio
about matters in thaphere which are right. This second usemotives, beliefs, attitudes, dispositions, feelingntions,

will be termed ‘moral. statements, etc. ‘moridb a term which isapplied to all these
7.24 There is a third use of ‘moral’ which isnarrower use thingsconceptually abstracted as a wholenorak'is
again than that of ‘morgl It is thisthird use which is therefore a special term of approbatfonpersons who

presently of most interestiz. thatin the phrase: ‘If you want exemplify what is morally right..

to be moral...” which, itvas argued above, is the intention that.29 Given the analysis of value judgements in Chapter
determines thatarticular use of ‘ought’ is a moral use. Two, it follows that ‘moraJ in the judgement ‘A is mordll
7.25 This special use of ‘moral’ is only appliedgersons, where A is a person, is applied in virtueobfective features
as in: ‘If you want to be moral...” or ‘She wasry moral in of the person in question. Howevtre present case is

her outlook’. This use of ‘moral’ is neqquivalent to ‘morally slightly more complex than that discusse@hapter Two
right’. It does not make sensesubstitute ‘morally right’ for since ‘morad’ is a meta-value ternin this case it is not just in

‘moral’ in the phrasdf you want to be moral...". To say virtue of what someonelbjectively does that the value term
‘If you want to bemorally right...” sounds at best clumsy andis applied but irvirtue of the things which someone does and
at worstobscure. ‘If you want tdo what is morally right’ which arevaluable, viz, morally right.

sounddar better than ‘If you want tbe morally right'. The  7.30 It was also argued in Chapter Two that justifimafor
latter, insofar as it is clear, sounds like a clymay of the application of a value predicate, gitbat the standard
expressing the former. was accepted, could be represented agn-deductive

7.26 On the grounds that linguistic subtleties reflect argument whereby the premises consistgddgements
genuine conceptual differences, it will be takeat ttnoral’ in  about objective features of the vaklgect (in this case a
the phrase ‘being moral’ or ‘be a mogedrson’ is not person’s behaviour). Given theded complexity of the
equivalent to ‘morally right’. Ratheri¢ suggested that present case, a justificataaygument for the claim ‘A
‘moral’ in this third sense is a valterm that refers tan (where A is a person) is mogaould consist of a set of
emergent part of a person’s behaviour taken as alevh premises stating both tledements of behaviour that A
(where ‘behaviour’ is interpretdd the broad sense as exemplifies and that thesgings are valuable as follows:
including dispositions tbehave, and what people say). Thus P.1 A performs Y (where Y is some action)
‘moral’ in this sensés a value term which is applicable to pP.2 Y is morally right

those thingsvhich are(a)in the moral sphere, P.3 A says Z (where Z is some utterance)

(b) are morallyright, (c) are related to aspects of a person’s P.4 Z is morally right

behaviour(d) are aspects which are unified to form a whole P.5 A has motive W

suchthat a person who behaves in these morally riglysvia P.6 W is morally right

said to be a moral person. This third use of ‘ol be etc. etc.

termed ‘mora/. O C. Ais mora)
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sense yet to be spelledt) what one ought to do, then a
substantive meta-normatietaim can be derived from the
essentiallyformal claim that ‘ought’ judgements p-imply
intentions,where this relation is expressed as a hypothetical
one.lIt would follow thatif one intends to bmorak, then one
ought to do what is morally right
7.35 This claim issubstantivédbecause it specifiaghat
makes an ‘ought’ claim a moral clainiz. the p-implied
hypothetical ‘If you want to be mogal’. Giventhe analysis
of ‘moral’ it follows that if one intend$o be mora) one
gught to do what is morally right, sinités doing what is
morally right that constitutes tiggounds for judging that
someonés morak. ‘Doing whatis morally right’ will be used
as a paradigm for the sgttelements of behaviour to which
‘morally right’ can beapplied. Whatever is the case in
relation to doing whas morally right will be taken to apply
Similarly it may be .said to benrong that wilderness ceases to o'ther re[evarﬂelements .Of behaV'Ol.Jr such as thl_nkl.ng,
feeling,saying, etc. what is morally right. The claimmigta-

to exist where again thigate of affairs may be related to normativebecause it does not dictate practically wd
human action indirectlyn that it may be a result of human oought to do. It is topic-neutral: one ought tovdat is

action that/vlldern_ess ceases to exist, but the judgementtis nmorally right, whatever that turns out to B&Che question of
about human actions. . . . :
7.32 However, insofar as human beings have capatities how one moves_from t_h|s spbstantr_veta-normatwe claim to
choose what to do, and given their even-increasiiliy to 3 ggfe%‘o”ﬁ‘“"ehc'ﬂm W'”. beor(;&dert()ed bek;;’h\"
affect the natural world and themselvesassult of their OLI ht to deo(i/va;:?t ?s?;(l)rglrlle rlrtlftn cz:\obeeflr}:?h{ea?nsoen dein
choices, considerations in regardhe rightness or WrongnessthegIi ht of what was said )i/n gre\'/iouha ters Firs)'il the
of actions and their relatapnstitute the fundamental lai 9 hat ° ht iud P P h ) h 'yll
considerations in the moralphere. This may go partway claim that ‘ought' judgementsresuppose hypothetica
towards explaining why theis a special use of ‘moral’ Intentions can be seen as equwaterthe_ (_:Ialr_n_ that

oy : normative conclusions are non-deductivieistified by the
which is applicable only tpersons. laim that h fculatent Thus the claim that
7.33  To summarise what has been said thus far: ibeaa 2N that one nas a particulatention. -1hus the claim tha
argued that ‘ought’, following Wertheimer, is unoal. It was 'f one intends to benoral, one ought to do \_/vhat is morally )
accepted that what makes ‘ought’ a mars, is the p-implied right can beeconstructed as a non-deductive argument thus:

hypothetical intention: ‘If yowant to be moral....". It was P.1 One intends to be moyal
suggested that there aEleast three important uses of the
term ‘moral’: adescriptive use and two uses in which ‘moral’ C. One ought to do what is morally right.
is a valugerm. In thdirst use ‘moral’ refers to a particular
sphere of decision-making which is such that itoesns
relations between valuable entities, and whose &isare
such as to be appropriate for evaluation in terfmsvbether
they are right or wrong. Theeconduse of ‘moral’is
equivalent to ‘right and in the moral sphere’ (Whizas
abbreviated to ‘morally right”). In itdird use'moral’ is a
special meta-value term which refers, tceamergent part of

It is important to note for what follows that theemisesn

this argument consist of both factual and valulgements.
Premises 1,3,5 are factual judgementsgmethises 2,4,6 are
value judgements.

7.31 Not all those things in the moyasphere tavhich
‘morally right’ can be applied pertain directly human
behaviour. ‘moral therefore applies in virtuef a subset of
those things in the moralsphere whiclare morally right.
States of affairs can also be saide morally right or wrong.
Generally these states affairs relate to human action
indirectly in that theyare the results of human beings’ action
or theirfailure to take action. For example, it can bel sai
be wrong that people in India are starving. Thotlgghmay
be in part the result of wrong human action sucthuesping
food into the sea, it is nevertheless a judgerabaott a state
of affairs which does not refelirectly to human action.

7.37 Furthermore, if one now looks at the logisalicture

of the premise: ‘One intends to be mgridlseems reasonable
to suggest that it consists of the conjunctibma factual
judgement: ‘A has an intentioand a value judgement: ‘A’s
intention is to be morgl Therefore an even more complete
reconstruction of thaon-deductive argument to the
conclusion that one ougtd do what is morally right is as

that behaviour which is morally righnd which is follows:

conceptually unified to constitute a wholéis sense of P.1 A has an intention.(Factual judgement)
‘moral’ is applicable only to persons. P.2 A’sintention is to be mogal(Value judgement)
7.34 Given the basic analysis of value judgementstheau

justification by means of non-deductive argumérgether O C. A ought to do what is morally right.

with the account of ‘mordl it follows that onecan justify the
claim that someone is mogddy appealingo the morally right
(morab) features of their behaviouf.all this is accepted, it
follows therefore that if onmtends to be morgland one’s
intention, given particulatircumstances, determines (in a

Thus the analysis of ‘ought’ claims can be sedpeto
equivalent to a non-deductive argument that givparécular
factual judgement and given a particulatue judgement, one
ought to do what is morally right.
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7.38 Both Sellars and Wertheimer place central impaéan do; the thirdconcerns the nature of the relationship between

on the role of circumstances in relatiomtoral normative
judgements. For both, a normative judgeniemnelated to
assumptions regarding the circumstarafabe judgement.
For Wertheimer the circumstandeslude, though they are

‘ought’ and ‘morally right'.

7.43 ltis firstly important to make clear thatstnot being
claimed that ‘moral logically implies‘doing what is morally
right'. The relationship betweémoraly’ and ‘morally right’

not limited to, factuajudgements? Sellars on the other handas two value terms was s argued, more complex than a

clearly intendscircumstances’ to refer to a set of factual

logical relationshipHowever, it is certainly true that one is

considerationsoncerning the situation in which the relevant said to bemorak in virtue of those things one does which are

decisionis made'® 7.39 It is important to emphasize that
factual considerationsave a bearing on normative
conclusion§’ Thereasons for doing so will be discussed in
the lastsection. Therefore to complete the reconstruation
theargument to the meta-normative conclusion fhatight
to do what is morally rightin additional premise will be
included as follows:

P.1 A has an intention.(Factual judgement)

alsomorally right. Furthermore, it is those things ahhibne
does which are also morally right, which justife taim that
a person is moral Therefore it “follows”in a sense to be
spelled out below, that if one intentidsbe moraj then in
order to be moralone ought to dthose things which are
morally right.7.44  The nature of the connection between
intendingto be moraJ and what one ought to do and the sense
in which one follows from the other will now be dissad.

P.2 A’sintention is to be moral (Value judgement) Just as the connection between ‘mgrahd ‘morallyright’ is

P.3 Asin circumstances C.(Set of factual
judgements)

a C. A oughtto do whatever is morally right i

circumstances C.

7.40 In the meta-normative argument above, referémce
circumstances C has really no substantial rofgag in
arriving at the conclusion since given the mgiratiention it
“follows” that A ought to do what imorally right in any
circumstances whatsoever. Howeverdheve analysis
makes clear what the components of marglment are and
hence the sorts of things that musspecified in order to
arrive at a decision on the substantieemative level.

7.41 The virtues of the above analysis are threefgilctly,
given that the legitimacy of non-deductiayument is
accepted, it makes clear that moral reasoismgtional in the
strict sense of being reason-bassztondly, it makes clear

not purely logical, so the connection betwéering an
intention and what one ought to do, eith@rally, or non-
morally,, is also not logical. Ratheri# a substantive
relationship. To say that the connectimiween one’s
intention and what one ought to do is substantite say that
given a particular intention amgiven the way the world is, it
follows in terms of actiorand not just conceptually or
logically that one ought tdo certain things. Itis true that if
there were #gical connection between intentions and what
one oughto do, what one ought to do could be logically
deducedrom one’s intention. However, the import of the
presentinalysis is that it is not necessary that thera be
logical connection, in order to justifiably draveanclusion
about what one ought to do from one’s intentibiis is so
provided that there is a proper understandife require-
ments for rational action and givanceptance of non-deduct-
ive argument as the best modeeayresenting the non-logical
connection between intenti@md what one ought to do.

the central role of non-deductieegument in moral reasoning.7.45 Normative judgements if correct are rational,

Thirdly, the above reconstructias consistent with the claim,

to be argued ithe last section of this chapter, that both

i.e.reason-based guides to conduct. A fuller accofint o
rationality will be provided in the next sectiokloweverit is

factual andralue judgements are required in order to supponpart of even the standard account of rationafigt one

normative claims.Finally, as will be argued in the last
chapter, it is necessary for conflict resolutioatthe
components of moral argument be identified. Itsand
values are required in claims to a hormative caichythen
in cases of disagreement, it is necestaimake explicit not

chooses appropriate means to achieve one’s bndations
express a goal or an end of action. Normgtidgements
express the appropriate means for achiethiagend, given a
particular intention and given certaiiicumstances.

7.46 Thus ‘ought’ can be seen to sigtiad epistemological

only the factual bases for oneiermative conclusion, but alsoforce of action-oriented consideratigmather than the

the value judgements avhich they are based.
7.42 ltisinstructive in regard to further explicatifayght’,

epistemological force of knowledge-oriented or pure
conceptual considerationdNon-deductive argumenfisr

‘right’ and ‘moral’ and their relation to eadther, to examine knowledge claims present considerations relatirthedruth

three features of this meta-lewyument more closely. The
first important aspect of thergument to be considered
concerns the nature of thelationship between ‘moraland
‘morally right’; thesecond concerns the nature of the

or confirmation of the conclusion by theemises. The
premises, if accepted, constitute #pistemological grounds
for accepting the conclusion tige or confirmed. In the case
of non-deductive argumentis a normative conclusion, the

connection betweehaving an intention and what one ought tooncern is not the trutbut the correctness of the conclusion,

given the premisess a guide to action. Therefore the
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premisegonstitute epistemological grounds for acceptirgy thintention. If what is presupposed is the intentotemorak

conclusion as a reason-based guide to conduct.

7.47 The term ‘ought’ signals the action-related natfre
this kind of judgement. That is why ‘ought’ judgentsare
termed imperatives. However normative judgemargsnot
literally commands. ‘Ought’ is a special tetinat is used to
express or represent that a particataurse of action is to be
taken if one has certaintentions and given certain
circumstances, in order tarry out one’s intention.

Thus just as one function tife term ‘true’ is to mark the fact
that an appropriateelation between a judgement and the
world obtains, stought’ marks that an appropriate relation

then the answer is: yes. If not, then the qaeiunclear.
7.52 The present account of ‘moral’, ‘right’ afmlight’ has
several advantages. Firstly, the presemw avoids the
difficult problem of defining valuéerms. The reasons for the
difficulty of defining valueterms is explicable, on the present
account, in terms dghe semantics of value judgeme(gse
Chapter Two, 88§2.25-29).

7.53 Secondly, the separation of tsiandard p-implied by

a value judgement, from theefinition of the value predicate
prevents the often strained graftiofja theoretical definition
onto a term such as ‘rightAs an example R.B.Perry

obtainsbetween a normative judgement about action and theuggested as a definitiar ‘right’, ‘being conducive to

reasons on which it is based.

7.48 The importance of establishing that non-deductive
argument is a legitimate mode of argument, padityin
relation to analysing normative judgements shoeldl®ar.
Non-deductive arguments permit the practozainections
such as those between intention and whatoorgiat to do to
be represented. A normative conclusiojustified because
of empirical connections that it hagth the facts and the
intentions that constitute thpgemises.

7.49 Non-deductive arguments are ideally suited to
expressing and justifying such empirical connedion

As discussed in Chapter Five non-deductive argusnent
characteristically have a dual feature of refertimg
relationships between judgements and to relatiehsden
states of affairs referred to by these judgemevtig;h obtain
as a matter of fact. Thus it can be seendbahections
between judgements are justified eitheh#y are logical or if
they obtain because of the widng world is. ‘Support’ refers
to a non-logical, conceptuedlation that obtains between
judgements partly in virtue of the way things aréhie world.
7.50 Thus there are rationally compelling reasaigmalled
by the use of the terms ‘ought’ or ‘shoultb,use dry wood,
matches, etc. given one’s intentiodight a fire, and given
the circumstances in which ofieds oneself. Where the
conclusion of a non-deductiagument is a normative

judgement, the premises do monstitute reasons for accept-

harmonioushappiness” Thus a principle is construed a
definition of ‘right’ ratherthan, as seems more natural, a
proposed standard of behavidiiThe meta-ethical vs.
normative ethical distinctiogeems to legitimise this move.
However it isarguable that what it really does is confound the
issueof the normative role of definitions in a theory.

In asense the strongest normative move one can m#ke is
logical one of securing one’s desired norm by mgkin
identical with the very meaning of the term in di@s

7.54 As opposed to this, on the present view ‘ridike
other value terms is definitionally elusive. Fermore,
though norm (quite literally a standard) atefinition have
been theoretically separated, via p-implicatitwe, notion of a
standard is still closelljnked to the term ‘right’ in virtue of
‘right’ being avalue term. Therefore the close tie between
value termsand standards is maintained without turning the
standardnto a definition and thus distorting somewhat the
role of both in relation to value judgements.

7.55 Thirdly, and most importantly, separating theestion
of the meaning of value predicates from gluestion of the
standard p-implied by a value judgembas significant
consequences in regard to arrivingdteria for deciding
what one ought to do, as will seen below. Therefore in
relation to the present discussimifmoral’ and ‘right’, which
it has been arguete value terms, what is of far more
importance than theeaning of these terms, is the standard

ing a claim as true, but asasons for accepting that a claim isvhich is p-impliedn the judgement that A is mogabr that X

a rational guidéo action in that the action if carried out will
enableone to realise one’s intention. In that senserenabt
ive claim is, if well-supported, a correct guide toiaat

7.51 The final point that concerns the relation between
‘ought’ and ‘morally right’. Contrary to what i®metimes
claimed, ‘ought’ does not imply ‘right’. This isigportedoy
the view that ‘ought’ and ‘right’ are both univoeaid do not
have special moral uses. It is not usuallggested for
instance that ‘ought’ implies ‘right’ iany non-moral
contexts. If ‘ought’ and ‘right’ are univoctierefore ‘ought’

is right.

7.56 The aim of the present chapter is to fingractical
criterion for determining what is moraltight. This reduces,
on the present view, to trying fimd an acceptable standard
for the value judgement thabmething is morally right. The
issue that is fundamentilr present purposes therefore is this:
what is the standard which should be utilised isessing
whether or not something is morally right

7.57 The following is suggested: in line with thkaim that
‘moral;y’ was a term applied to a persoivshaviour as a

does not imply ‘right’ in angontext. Furthermore, it is clear whole,the standard for being moralis a conception of a
that the questiorlOught you do what is morally right’ is not astate of being (a special case of a state of i&lfai

trivial question. It would be if ‘ought’ implied ‘right’.
Ratherit is incomplete until one establishes the presspgo

viz. a conception of a rational being
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7.58 The standard for what is morally right, inscdar
‘morally right’ is a term applicable telement®f a person’s
behaviour, is also a conception of a stdtaffairs. The
standard for what it is morally righd think, feel, etc. is what
a rational being woulthink, feel, etc. Since ‘morally right’ is
alsoapplicable to states of affairs not directly reiete
human action, the standard in this case is, iniitle the
above suggestions, a conception of a state ofaffach as a
rational being would promote.

7.59 The problem of finding a criterion for what ooeght
to do, given moraglintention, is reduced therefai@ giving an
account of rationality that wouidstify accepting what a
rational being would do asstandard of what it is morally
right to do. ‘Doing whaa rational being would do’ will be

A-M Cushan (1983 / 2014)

7.63 The first requirement for being rational is that

have reasons for what one does. This is the liest and

the most intuitive interpretation of whaitstto be rational.
There is an ambiguity in the notiéaving reasons for what
one does which is highlightdry the consideration that we do
not need to give reasotwsourselves for what we do, though it
is being claimedhat if we are acting rationally there are such
reasonsThe ambiguity can be located in the term ‘reason’.
A reason can besychological entitbout which we can
truly say such things as ‘Il must have had a regsmnghl’ll
have to think about what it was’. This sortstditement

implies that a person can have a reasombuimmediately

be able to say what it is. This canbettruly said of a reason
in another sense, in whichista proposition which is stated

abbreviated to ‘doingvhat is rational to do’. To give such an(and hence is known) as a premise in an argumBeiasons

account ofationality is the concern of the next section.

Rationality

7.60 While it may be accepted without contention that
necessary condition for being mara being rationala much
stronger claim is implied in the view that tstendard for
determining what is morally right to doughat it is rational to
do. This implies that beingtional is not only a necessary
is a sufficientcondition for being moral

7.61 The notion of rationality is problematfiC.If it were
possible to show, however, that morality waspacial case of
rationality, this would at least narraive problem to that of
dealing with rationality. Howevewhilst it is not appropriate
to attempt to give a compledecount of rationality within the
context of the presemtork, an attempt will be made to
characterise rationality a way that is sufficient for present

purposesviz. to support the claim that an acceptable standa

for doingwhat is morally right is doing what it is ratiortal
do.

7.62 Itis suggested that there are five requiremfamts
being rational which may also be jointly sufficiehtwill be
taken, however, that these conditions afleadt necessary.
In any event appeal to these conditisnffices to support the

conclusions to be drawn bel@atout the relationship between

morality and rationalityThe first four conditions concern
ways in which aational being relates to information. The
fifth conditionconcerns the way in which a rational being
connects informatioto action. These five conditions are:
1. having reasons for what one does;
2. being open to all available information;
3. being able to select information relevant to the
purposes at hand;
4. being able to meaningfully organise information;
5 being able to properly relate appropriate thowagiat
action (where appropriate thought is thought that
satisfies the first four requirements).

of the first kindwill be termed psychological reasons (to be
abbreviatedo ‘p-reasons’). Reasons of the second kind will
betermed evidential reasons (to be abbreviated to
‘e-reasons’).

7.64 P-reasons are psychological entities or procaxses
which we can be sufficiently internally aware ty faat they
function as reasons for what we do. Theyrarg however,

putuch that we have represented them to ourseit@sally as

propositions. If however we do represami-reason to
ourselves as a proposition, tHegcome e-reasons which we
may then also offer as expligitreasons to otherise. as
premises in an argument fahy we ought to take some
action.

7.65 Thus the claim that a rational being will haeasons
for what they do, can be seen to be equivdtetie claim that
if a being is rational they will haygreasons for what they do.

Myhile it is not necessary give oneself e-reasons for what

one does, it may hbiastructive to do so in order to. for
example. clarify one’siews on some moral question.

7.66 However, and this is important for the chater
follow, if we need to communicate with someone who
disagrees with us and desire to do so in a ratiwag|then it
is imperative that we have e-reasons. Only e-recse
available for intersubjective consideratimmd evaluation.
Thus p-reasons are necessary in ofalean action to be
rational and e-reasons are necessaoyder for a normative
claim to be justified.

7.67 Thus the first requirement for being rationathat a
rational being have p-reasons for what theyRloeasons are
of their nature such, it has been suggedtext,they can be
represented by propositions, which thetome e-reasons and
which can then constitute premisesarguments for what
ought to be done.

7.68 The second requirement for being a rational being
also intuitively appealing. It concerns the prepiessand
openness that a rational being has to informafiarational
being is open to and is prepared to considleaivailable
information.
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7.69 The third requirement for being rational atstates to 7.75 Just as the view of science as an activitydmdg been
information and concerns relevance. A ratidmgihg is one developed relatively recently, so the reasomiraresses

who can select from the information thagisilable, that associated with morality have been relativedglected.
which is relevant to the circumstan@sand. These two developments are connected. TDlodly stem from
7.70 The fourth requirement for being rationathsit a classical empiricist views about scierared morality. An
rational being have the ability to organisérmation in enriched account of rationality, particuladgie which

meaningful ways. Being rational is oftetentified tacitly or  incorporates the requirement for a propation between
explicitly with the ability toperform deductive manipulations thought and action, is needed to accdanmorality, with the

of information. Thisview, which seems excessively narrow, emphasis on the connection betwésrughtand action.

is one which iexplicit in positivist philosophy of scienéé.  However, such an account is atsseded to explain successful
On thepresent view however a good non-deductive argumestiencé® with the emphasi the latter case being on the
would also count as meaningful organisation of data.sThu connection between thbought andaction Though the role
bothdeductive and non-deductive reasoning can be seen t of rationality inscience would be interesting to pursue further,

constitute instances of meaningful organisation of it is notpossible to do so within the scope of the present
information. thesis.Therefore the notion of rationality will be examihe
7.71 On the present view not only arguments, deduative primarily in relation to morality.

non-deductive, constitute instances of meaningful 7.76 Philosophically there is a tradition stretchingm
organisation of information. Literature, paintiagdmusic Plato to Kant which either closely links or iderggfrational-
can also, by extension, be regarded as instarices ity with morality** This connection is securedsically by

meaningful organisation of information. Neithee form nor postulating a connection between thought acttbn most
content of information-organisation needdwdely, or even clearly articulated in the Marxist concepitpraxis Aristotle
primarily, propositional. forged a close link between thougtmtd action with his notion
7.72 It was argued in previous chapters that acquiring  of practical wisdom, that Kaiias, amongst modern moral
knowledge involves elements of the rational compbsach  philosophers, reaffirmed mostrongly”®

as, for example, the principles involved in namiting; interp- 7.77 The essence of being rational, as articulatelerfifth
retation involved in perception; and theoreticalgements.  requirement includes, though it is not exhaustgdeing
Given the fourth requirement for beirggtional, it can be seen wise in the Aristotelian sense of beialgle to translate

that all of the above elemeniithe rational component const-appropriate thought into appropriatetion?” The metaphor
itute different manifestationsf the capacity to meaningfully of thought translated into actionay not be entirely apt
organisesensory and non-sensory data. The rational compdiecause of its analytic connotatioAsmore appropriate
entwas said to represent the constructive human input extension, for present purposesthe Aristotelian notion
knowledge acquisition. This human input turnstoutea might be that of being able emgender thought-based action
consequence of being rational, as here defined. or to literally being abl¢o realisethoughts in action.

7.73 The first four requirements for being rationatlude, 7.78 The idea that there is a mode of acting which is

as special cases the more standard notiondaf it is to be  essentially reason-based is a simple idea if nengirely
rational”?> However an even wider notiar rationality is clear one. However it is a notion which is vagrd to
required for present purposes. ssence of this explicate within the existing conceptual scheiftgs is so for
requirement is that to be rational doed only involve being two reasons: firstly, the philosophicallgnd hence

able to appropriately manipulad@d organise conceptual dataeempirically) dubious nature of thought. Seconbigcause of

but being able to properlink appropriately organised the experiential fact of the separatiorpebple’s reasoned
conceptual data to action. beliefs from their actions.
7.74 The role of the rational component in arrivigig 7.79 Firstly, the nature of thought and hence ot#sasal

knowledge has already been discussed. As state tie role is difficult to philosophically articulateithin an
rational component of knowledge acquisition stelinsctly empiricist paradigm. The mind is only ableb® experienced

from the ability to meaningfully organise infornati directly in a non-sensory way. That makespistemologic-
However, arriving at truth also requires ttality to ally suspect in a framework where latlowledge is assumed
appropriately apply that information. Beiable to act to derive from the senses. Philosophigatertainties about

appropriately on information is cleamgcessary for good the status of mind wheroupled with related empirical

science particularly, if sciencedgeen as a complex social  uncertainties about theature of the brain combine to make it

activity and not just as a modéthought constituted by difficult to saywhat thought is. Consequently the causal

deductive manipulations dfata. Thus an enriched account ofonnectiorbetween thought and action is correspondingly

rationality is neededot only to account for morality but, it  difficult to articulate. The nature of the connection betwee

can be arguedor successful science. thetwo is thus a philosophical/empirical question withoth
psychology and philosophy.
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7.80 Within the framework of behaviouristic psychology,
verbal behaviour (both articulated and non-arti@dais
regarded as just another kind of behaviGuHence irthis
framework thought and action cease to be shagharated.
However there are other reductive implicatiomsegard to
the nature of thought that are implicitexplicit within
behaviourist psychology. In particulais assumed that
cognitive activity does not have apgoper role to play in

scientific explanations. Thoughthis view has been modified

in practice, and though cognitiysychology is a rapidly
developing area bottheoretically and empirically within
psychology neverthelebghaviourist/empiricist assumptions
continue tgpermeate both philosophy and psycholdyy.
7.81 Secondly, the link between reason-based bediafs
action on the basis of such beliefs is often sedxe ttenuous
in practice. It is evident that people&asoned beliefs are
often not connected with thedctions. Although this is not

always the case it doesrrespond to a great deal of people’sI
experience ofthemselves and others. This, combined with the

philosophicallytroublesome issue of the nature of thouayid
its psychologically dubious causal status, makegficult to
give plausibility to the idea th#tere can be a mode of
thought which is essentialbonnected to action.

7.82 Ideas like praxis and Aristotle’s notionmfactical
wisdom, as well as Kant's attempt to wehdrality and
rationality together via the formal rotd pure reason in
determining moral claims, all incorporagher tacitly or

A-M Cushan (1983 / 2014)

1. having p-reasons for what one does;

2. being prepared to examine available information;
3. having the capacity to select relevant inforomati
4. having the capacity to meaningfully organise
information;

5. being able to properly integrate appropriateitfim
and action.

The above notion of what it is to be rational il termed
rationale. In general, this is the notion beinfgmed to whey
the term ‘rational’ and its cognates are used (@uith
subscript)in the discussion to follow, unless otherwise
indicated by theontext.

7.84 There are two consequences of accepting the above
requirements for present purposes. These arky fitlsé role

of introspection as a means of obtaining information;
secondlythe relationship between rationality and feelings.

nternally-derived data and introspection

7.85 Being rational is often identified with beimdjective,
which on the empiricist view amountstaking as primary
that data which derives from teenses. However, if being
rational is being prepardd take into account all available
data, then it can bergued that data which is internally
derived and nobnly that which is derived via the senses
should beaaken into account if one is being rational.

7.86 Phenomenalism will be taken to be essentihity

. . .. 34
explicitly the notion of aelation between thought and action View that all we see directly are representatafneality.

which is, at thevery least, a causal ofie It may even be that
therelation between them even goes beyond a caustibrel
It could be that what is involved is thought cfwalitatively
different order which is such asdonstitute an aspect of an
action® The fifth requiremerfor what it is to be rational

Hume, who like Berkeley was a phenomenalsstvell as an
empiricist, regarded internally derivadd externally derived
data as epistemologically orpar, though the latter was
distinguished from the formday the internal criteria of degree
of force and vivacity” These representations of reality were

may therefore beonceived of either as referring to the sort ofe'med sensenpressions by Hume and sense data by later
reasoninghat can cause action or a different kind of mental Phenomenalists. The positivists, following Mach, toak

function altogether — something like practical Ilgence.
Aristotle’s “man [or woman] of practical wisdonsimply
have additional rational capability.

7.83 The fifth requirement for being rational in teeriched
sense, and the one which is here seen amdstimportant, is
thus the capacity to properly li@ppropriate thought to
reality, via action. Arriving afruth is one sort of indication

that these sense data were certain. Judgementssainge
data were taken to be such that to understagid meaning

was to know that they were true. Hetloese judgements
were regarded as the foundatioualgements upon which
scientific reasoning was bas&d.

7.87 Phenomenalism generated many problems. The two
most important were as follows. If all we can leetainof are

that this proper linkingras taken place. Engaging in morally internal representations of reality, thefoitows that we
right action isanother. The proper or rational use of the min§annot be certain of that whichrispresentedyiz. reality,

canresult in either truth or right action. Thus toragonal is
not only to be able to properly reason tmbe able to utilise
such reasoning in order to operatereality in appropriate

since, ex hypothesis, thisality can only be known by us via
representations dft Hence the certainty provided by sense
impressions i®btained at the cost of the unknowability, in

rational are:

representations of reality are also private in@ple, it does
not seem that they can provide an intersubjecéind,hence
satisfactory, foundation for science.
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7.83 Phenomenalism and its associated development, thgsee Chapter Three). Since observational judgestazathe
notion that there are statements of whose trutbamebe best candidates for a foundation for knowledge,ansguch
certain, and the search for certainty in generaévad even they are unsatisfactory, it is conclutieat there is no
gradually abandoned by the logical positivistsaagsult of such foundation.

the above and other problerfis However, the viewhat there 7.94 If therefore there are both internally- aexternally-
was a foundation for science, was retaifidte basis of derived representations, then singationale being is one
scientific discourse was taken to be tallout medium-sized who is prepared to take accowftall available information,
physical objects such as tablebairs, meter readings, €fc.  such a being would also peepared to take account of
7.89 Leaving questions of certainty aside, howeitedpes internally-derived datd-urthermore it can be argued that a
seem, empirically and philosophically, that thew that we  rational being wouldake account of internally-derived data
see the world in virtue of seeing representatifris and that because it imecessary (and hence relevant) to do so for

what we therefore see directtysome sense, are such reasons tde spelled out below. The nature of internally-
representations, is basicatlgrrect. This view is well- derivedrepresentations can be communicated in the same wa
supported by empirical researicito perceptiort? If it is thatthe nature of externally-derived representatiomshtE
accepted, then the Humeposition that we not only see Not only can we communicate about what we see luita
internal representationghich are externally derived but what we think.
internal representationghich are internally derived also 7.95 Externally-derived representations providformation
seems to be basicalbprrect. about external objects and other peofitellectual data in
7.93 Given that all this is accepted, there arkeast two the form of beliefs, judgementteories, etc. (whilst it is not
questions to be answered: clear whether such dameither solely externally or solely
1. Can we satisfactorily distinguish internallydded internally derived)s nevertheless also clearly important in the
from externally-derived representations? acquisitionof knowledge.
2. Given that we can, how can externally-derived 7.96 Internally-derived representations of onfgslings,
representations constitute an intersubjective desires, motives, intentions, etc. are of \itgbortance in
foundation for science? regard to acquiring information about onesaltfcording to

o Psychologists and psychiatrists igaore such information
about ourselves at our peril. Naily may these internally-
derived representations providata about ourselves, which
may affect how we thinkeason and behave, but it may also
be a direct source afformation about how others think, feel
and behave, ngust in virtue of what we perceive about other
peoplebut in virtue of what we perceiabout their impact
upon ourselvesThus if we perceive that we often become
angryin the presence of another person, this may barin p
because that person is behaving in a hostile vwayghthis
may not be immediately visible in their overt beioav.

7.97 Finally, and most importantly for present purposies
most significant aspect of this internaflgrived data is that it

representations of physioabjects, though they are no |0ngerincludes data about ourselv&ghile some of this information
to be regarded asportsaboutsuch representatiofs. may be already frameak propositions, some of it may require

7.92 Thirdly, if the search for certainty is abandortagn ~ Much deeper investigatiai our psyches to uncover. Since
accepting that realism (the view that there igsernal value judgements are, il be argued, necessary to justify

world) is a well-supported hypothesis, woudmbined with normative judgementgt, follows that one must know what

the other two assumption@ermit internally-discriminated, one’s yal_uesa_re n order 1o justity nqrmatlve_clal_mg. ,
externally-derived representations of the real dothen If one is in asituation of moral conflict, then justifying one’s

communicated, to constitute an intersubjective Hfsi porrTative juggemenk;[s_is netc):lessary. 'g?“ﬁe as Mr@TJed
science’* The nature of the real worigl hypothesised or in the next chapter, being able to establish hats values

inferred from intersubjectively —sommunicated are, is necessary in order to resolve mooalflicts.

representations of it as arguments tokthst explanation of ~ /-98  If one is being rational then one is prepaedxamine
the nature of these representations. all available data. Furthermore one sel#uas$ data which is

7.93  According to rational empiricism, no kind of relevant to the purposes at hamterefore if one is being
observational judgement can in principl’e constitute rational it is necessary, ftine above reasons, to examine both

satisfactory foundation for the acquisition of kriesge internally- andexternally-derived data since it is both
available andelevant.
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7.91 It will be accepted without argument that Brentan
view (shared by Hume in principle) that we can
phenomenologicallgistinguish externally—derived from
internally—derived representations is correct, eeugh the
criterion for doing so may be difficult rticulate’*

This answers the first question. Seconillit,is accepted that
we can communicate with each otladout what we see
(paceQuine), then we can communicateout the externally-
derived representations that we SeeThis second
assumption must be accepted even by empirigjatsn their
view that physical object statements constitufeundation
for science. If the representation@w of perception is
correct, then such statements ixa&dein virtue ofinternal
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7.99 Introspection was after the turn of the centargely
discredited as a means of acquiring informa#ibout the
mind becauASSe it was claimed that it did patvide reliable Rationality and acting out of impersonal
mformatlon. _ Wlth the development dhe t_)ehawourlst regard for others

paradigm, within which the concepttbie mind was seen to
have no place in any scientificcount of behaviour, intro-
spection as a mode of acquirikigowledge of internal events
became totally irrelevarih science. However, given the
failure of behaviourism tprovide satisfactory explanations o
behaviour'® andgiven renewed interest in the workings of th
mind, theimportance of introspection as a mode of acquirin
information about internal events has once agaémtzeitly,

if not explicitly, acknowledged within psychology.

7.100 In empirical psychology it is clear that introspen

is necessary for psychological research theonature of
imagery and for certain forms of behavidlerapy’’

In general introspection is necessarygsychotherapy and
for cognitive psycholog$® In additionto its role in
psychology, it is clear that introspecti@mnecessary in order
to do philosophy. Therefore it seethat introspection is

7.104 A second important consequence of accepting an
enriched account of rationality is that it allov® telationship
between being rational and having respecbfbers to be
farticulated. Rationality is generally regaraedbeing
émrelated to feelings. Respect for personslyéltegarded as

moral emotion and it is one whicheigplicitly a part of

very deontological moral theory’ Therefore it is an
important moral consideration which htashe accounted for.
7.105 It will be argued that having what will be termed
impersonal regardor others best accounts for respiect
persons. It will be argued that both having aadting out of
impersonal regard for others is a consequenteing
rational.
7.106 Having impersonal regard for others is a consecgien
of four of the requirements for being rationapelled out

incontestably a useful, not tention a necessary, mode of above:

acquiring information. Thigs particularly so if it is accepted i. preparedness to examine all available data;
that all informatioris internally represented, though some is ii. the ability to select relevant data;

externally deriveé&nd some is internally-derived. It seems iii. the ability to meaningfully organise data;
thatinternally-derived information at least is only dshle iv. the ability to appropriately connect thought and
via introspection. We cannot, it seems, introspetgrnally- action.

derived information as a representatiomeality. It appears . _
to us phenomenologically as realifihis may well constitute 7.107 Impersonal regard for others is a direct consecgien

at least one phenomenologicaiteria for distinguishing of the ability to rationally apprehend another pets
internally-derived fromexternally-derived data. experience. This ability comprises:

7.101 Insofar as what we think and feel is a parioy (a) the ability torecognisethat others arpersons like
situation and is, it can be argued, an informative oneself with their own experiencésliefs, emotions,
important part, then the only way we can get actetss values, perspectives, etc. Thigplies in turn the
information either for ourselves or in ordercmmmunicate it recognition of oneself asperson.

to others, is by introspection. _ (b) the ability tovalueother persons similarly the way
7.102 It has been argued in previous chaptersefahents that one values oneself as a perdanis implies the

of the rational component are necessamdguire knowledge. valuing of oneself as a person.

Some of these, such as theoretjadgements, fall into the (c) the ability totake another person’s perspective
category of information whicls probably largely internally- not just in the sense of being able to intelledyual
derived but which in angase is clearly only available to us comprehend it — but utilising all informati@nd means
by introspectionHence introspection is a necessary means for gyailable to ascertain what it is liker another to
acquiringknowledge. Value judgements also fall into the experience their own situation. Thieludes using
categoryof data which is at least partly internally-derived imagination to creatively exploanother’s situation;

If value judgements are required in order to justdymative extrapolating from one’s owieelings; introspecting one’s
judgements and are only available to usifilyospection then own feelings irrelation to the other person as a direct
introspection is necessary as a mdansis to be able to source ofnformation about them; and making inferences
justify our normative judgements. o basedbn what others say and do. This ability will be
7.103 Thus given that we accept that a ratiording termed empathy.

examines all available information and seldbts which is (d) the ability to recognise thatii another'sperspective
relevant, and given certain additional gotausible that one is taking.

assumptions, it follows that a rational bemg} only examines
internally-derived information inrder to acquire knowledge
and to justify normativudgements but of necessity uses
introspection as a meangdoing so.
© A-M. Taylor (1983, 2014) b..
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7.108 Each of these components of impersonal regdtd
now be discussed in relation to the four conditifamdbeing
rational . The first component instantiatkeee features of
being rational : the ability tmeaningfully organise informat-
ion; the preparedness titilise all available information; and
the ability toselect relevant information. Insofar as the
recognitionthat others are persons like oneself is based on
analogicalnference it involves the ability to meaningfully
organise data — in particular to use non-deduct@soning.
Insofar as this recognition derives from #i#lity to
introspect one’s own experience in ordeuse it as a source

of information in regard to thexistence of other persons, then

the ability to meaningfullprganise information; the
preparedness to utiligd! available information and the ability
to selectelevant information are all involved.

7.109 The second component of impersonal regard —
valuingothers as persons in the some way that one values
oneselfas a person — involves the ability to meaningfully
organise information in two of its aspects — dethecand
non-deductive reasoning. Firstly, it involves nmaki
appropriate value judgements about being a persbis
involves non-deductive reasoning. Secondly, ibines
being able to generalise that if one values ondasélfrtue of
being a person then this implies the principlat persons are
valuable and hence logically one shouddue others who are
persons. Hence it involves deductieasoning.

7.110 The ability to take another’s perspective involves
i. the preparedness to utilise all information, idithg
introspected information, aniil the ability to meaningfully
organise informatioryiz.to generalise from onetawvn
feelings; to use one’s creative imagination; te@ififom what
others do and say; etc.

7.111 The ability to recognise that it is another’s
perspective that one is taking involves the abitity
distinguish properly between self and otheiz,to utilise
relevant data.

7.112 Acting out of impersonal regard, as opposed to
merely having impersonal regard, involves the ghib relate
proper thought and action appropriately -fuher
requirement for being rational , . It can be dedias follows:
acting out of impersonal regard for otherlasing
impersonal regard as a p-reason for what one dbés point
will be taken up again in the discussion below.

7.113 Thus acting out of impersonal regard for others
involves the preparedness to utilise all availafiermation;
the capacity to select relevant data;¢hpacity to
meaningfully organise data and the capatctgroperly relate
appropriate thought and action. These all necessary
conditions for being rational. Thitscan be argued that being
rational includes at leashe kind of feeling as a necessary
consequence.
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7.114 ltis implicit in what has been said above that
account of what it is to be rational does not ggstsist of a
series of formal requirements on thoufht also dictates
certain substantive consideratiossch as having appropriate
action-linked feelings imegard to others. It is desirable to
make explicit soméeatures of the relationship between the
requirements fobeing rational and the substantive conclusion
that hasheen reached about impersonal regard for others.
7.115 There are prima facie two sorts of considerations
regard to an account of rationality such as haa pessented
above:
1. Is the account of what it is to be rationalegatable?
2. Ifitis, then what constitutes instances diorzal

views etc.,viz.those which a rational being would

endorse etc.

These two considerations are related as followis: It
suggested that the acceptability of the accounthattit is to

be rational is to be determined in part,deging how well it
can explain the substantive actiofezlings, beliefs, etc. that
would on the account tumut to be rational . Why such
views are rational cafien be explained in the manner above,
in terms of theaccount of what it is to be rational . Any
satisfactoryaccount of what it is to be rational has to be
applicable. That is to say it must be able to &xphkhy and
how something is rational as well as providanijeria for
establishing whether or not somethingatonal. An account
of rationality and its attendaantiteria for being rational is to
be assessed, therefoireferms of plausibility, applicability,
and explanatorpower, as well as internal consistency and
coherence.

7.116 There is clearly a mutual interdependencétaory”
and “evidence” here (and these terms are adeibedly if
metaphorically). However this interdependeiscrot, it can

be argued, viciously circulafhe relation between a theory of
rationality and thosghings which are said to be rational on
that accountmodels at a more abstract level, the dialectic by
meansf which reason (theory) and sensory information
(evidence)nteract to produce knowledge of the material
world. Arguably such an interactive account, iriplin the
discussion of theoretical and observational judgesmbest
explains how we acquire such knowledgesekms therefore
legitimate to use such a modelr@lation to the more abstract
issue of the relationshipetween a particular account of being
rational and theubstantive claims, actions, etc. that are said
to berational on the account.

7.117 A satisfactory account of what it is to tadional
therefore must be sufficiently rich to bpplicablej.e. to be
able to be used to satisfactoriliscriminate and justify those
things which are said foe rational. The present account of
rationality satisfieshe requirement of applicability in virtue
of beingframed in terms of (i) appropriate operations on
informationand (ii) the ability to act on such information.



INVESTIGATIONS INTOFACTS AND VALUES 85
7.118 The substantive conclusions that are impliedhiey
account of being rational are arrived at by supmpiat the
abilities said to be involved in being ratiomaé applied to a
given set of information. The resultlofpothetically
applying these abilities should be that aneéves at certain
substantive conclusions regarding witiéigs are rational.

In the present case what is invohisdnformation relating to
self and others, given thveay the world is. An attempt has
been made to show thiathe operations consequent upon

A-M Cushan (1983 / 2014)

For Kant only God was such aseperience the moral law as
in no sense imposed bstemming solely from one’s own
nature®® Trivially thereforeit would follow that God would
not experience respeftr the moral law.

7.123 There are some important similarities aliffierences
between Kant's view and the one presefiteck. The present
account of morality also closely linkeing moral to being
rational. The notion that there drigher feelings is implicit

in the argument that actirayt of impersonal regard for others

being rational arperformed on information about the relatiorbest accounts for@entral aspect of moral behaviouiz.

between seléind others, then at least one important

respect for others.

substantiveonclusion follows: if one is rational then one has7.124 Kant was clearly right in arguing that it wasssible

impersonal regard for others.

7.119 The present view is clearly Kantian in both spiritl
detail. Itis not possible to discuss Kant’'s mahnalory in the
depth it deserves within the scope of tipeesent thesis.
However, it is important to point oabt only important
similarities between the present viawd Kant's moral theory
but at least one significardifference.

7.120 For Kant, rationality and morality were in tfieal
analysis identical' Kant explicitly rejected theiew that it
was only possible to act out of enlightersedf-interest?

to act out of other than enlightened self-inter€kat one can
not do so is clearly an empiridaypothesis. Sociobiologists
such as Dawkins have plarward arguments that would
account for qualities sudls altruism (which he reduces to a
form of selfishness) terms of their evolutionary survival
value®” WhetheDawkins is right or wrong it demonstrates
that the issuef whether or not one can only act out of
enlightenedself-interest is in part an empirical one. It viié
accepted without further argument that it is pdegitact out
of other than enlightened self-interabtpugh doing so might

Being moral for Kant was acting so asomsolely determined be infrequent as a matter of fact.

in one’s actions by the recognitioftheir law-like naturé®
Moral actions were formallthose which were universaliz-

7.125 On the present view enlightened self-interest is
distinct from, and opposed to, impersonal regdingpersonal

able> It was as a result tiie operations of pure reason thategard is a result of the rational recognitafranother

one was able to deriveuniversal principles on the basis of
which to act® Actingaccording to these principles which
one derived oneselfas mediated by the will: the faculty by

person’s perspective, where this includes vemather feels.
To recognise another person’s perspedtive rational and
therefore information-exhaustive wag,to share, in some

means of whiclpure reason operated upon one’s behavibur.sense, in that person’s pointwéw. This is to be

The essencef moral action was the law-likeness of the
principleupon which it was based. It was by means of the
faculty of the will that one “imposed” this law upon ondsel
that one acted upon it irrespective of whetheratthms
conflicted with one’s other desires and feelings.

To act in such a way as to be determined only lvg ppason
in one’s actions was what Kant termed doing onaty.d
7.121 Kant distinguished between acting for the sake of
duty and actingn accord withduty>® He argued that one
could act in accord with duty but still be actingt of
enlightened self-intere§t. However such action could rio¢
moral since even enlightened self-interest is mfofr desire
and as such the action determined by it dagsatisfy the
requirement for moral actioi One isonly acting morally if
one acts for the sake of duty afod no other reasofi.

Only then is one acting on the basigure reasof’

7.122 Kant allowed the existence of higher or moral
feelings, viz. respect for the laW. However, he arguethat
this was purely subjective which he explained aattitude to
the moral law that stemmed from perceivingstderiving
from something other than one’s own nattirRather it was
something seen as imposed on one, evenlyfby oneself.

distinguished from doing somethiogt of a heightened form
of self-interest (‘I had to di, it would have made me feel
bad not to"). Acting fronimpersonal regard is to be
distinguished from acting owof enlightened self-interest in
that one recognises thiats someone else’s perspective that
one is experiencingnd on the basis of which one is acting.
7.126 Hence it follows that if acting out of impersonal
regard in relation to others is a substantive cqgueeceof
being rational , then since acting out of impersoegard is
opposed to enlightened self-interest, actogof enlightened
self-interest in relation to othecannot be a part of being
rational.. If the claim, to bargued for in the next section, is
acceptedviz. thatmorality is a special case of rationality, then
it follows that acting out of enlightened self-intdresnnot be
a part of being moral.

7.127 The main difference between the present view and
Kant’s revolves around the notion of what it id&rational
and consequently of the relation between beatignal and
acting out of impersonal regard. Acting ofiimpersonal
regard is a substantive consequendeaeirig rational . Thus
the role of moral feeling on thidew is not simply subjective
as Kant suggestse. aresult of the separation between desire
and reason thag ultimately a consequence of being human
and less thaperfect. Moral feeling on the present view is
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rather arintegral part of what it is to be rational. Givam that the objective features of elements of behavipuirtue
enriched view of rationality, the role of moral lieg is much  of which the value predicate ‘morally right’ is djga, are
stronger than in Kant's scheme. selected on the basis of a conception of whattismal.

7.128 Thus by providing a richer account of rationalitye By the same token the objectifeatures of a person’s
central role of moral feelings in morality cantwetter behaviour, as a whole, inrtue of which the value predicate

explained, insofar as it emerges as a substativeequence ‘morals’ is applied,are also selected on the basis of a

of being rational that one has, and amisof, such feelings.  conception of whais rational.

This conclusion strengthens ttlaim to be argued below that 7.134 Thus the judgement that an action is moradit, is
morality is a special cas# rationality . In particular it a value judgement which is made in virtuétbé concept of
counters a possiblebjection to the view that being moral is awhat is rational, being applied to agtion in a particular
special casef being rational. This is that morality cannot besphereyiz. the moral spher€.This was defined as the sphere
aspecial case of rationality since moral feelingsy@central of relations betweewaluable entities whose elements are such
role in moral theory whilst being a ratiormdrson is opposed as to beappropriate for evaluation as morally right or wgon
to being a feeling person. Morally right actions in the moral sphere are owbghare
7.129 Failure to properly secure the relation betwesson also rational in that sphere and vice versa. Ther¢he

and moral feeling, may account in part for tpposition to moral sphere is simply a particular sphera/bich rationality
Kant's view that acting from one’s desimjen the desire to is applied. In that sense therefomerality is a special case of
benefit another, could be totallyelevant to doing one’s duty. rationality.*

Kant argues that actirgut of desires no matter how worthy 7.135 That an action is morally right is a value judgeine
these may be habsolutely no moral wortfi Conversely he with pro connotations. It implies that the attiéwaf the valuer
argues that aaction that is totally opposed to all of one’s  to the value object is positive andapproving. The reason
inclinationswhich is nevertheless performed solely for the for having a separate term fi@tionality when it is applied to
sake ofdoing one’s duty (acting for the sake of the mtaal) the moral sphere ig,is suggested, precisely because of the
does have moral worth and only such actions do hwral value placean the beings concerned. Hence it is of

worth particular importancéhat the relations between those beings
7.130 If however the notion of rationality is strengtleeims be ofthe appropriate kind. This is marked by termirig th
suggested so that impersonal regard for othersudstantive subset of rational behaviour, morally right (or algr
consequence of being rational , then actaigpnally need no behaviour. Furthermore ‘morally right’ is a valigemwhilst
longer be seen as distinct from faléling for others but only  ‘rational’ is not. Hence using a special témorally right’ is

as distincfrom feelings which are connected with satisfactiomformative about the behaviour guestion in a way that

of one’s own desiraso matter how high-minded or admirablérational’ would not be. Making @alue judgement that an
these desires mighe. Insofar as one is acting from desire action is morally right impliea pro connotation and also that
and not from impersonatgard one is acting neither rationallyhere is a standard. i being rational that constitutes that

nor morally, on the present view. standard. Moralitys not therefore a special case of rationality
in thelogical sense that ‘rational’ implies ‘moral’.
Rationality and morality 7.136 There are two distinct ways of interpreting thaim

that it is what is rational that constitutes #mpropriate
standard for judging that an actiomi®rally right. Firstly,
that this is the standard thatused to determine what is

morally right, was a conception of a rational beimgl a morally rightz as a mattaf fact, and secondly, that it is t_he
conceétio% of what a ratior?al being would do retipely most defensiblstandard of what is morally right. Even if the

(see§§7.55-58 The conditions for being ration@érmed form_e_rclaim_shoul_d turn out to be false — and_it is an
being rationale) were spelled out above. empiricalclaim which is taken on the present view to be true

7.132 In Chapter Two it was argued that a necessary — it can be_argued that the latter claim is neverthqilss'ﬁ_ed.
condition for being a value judgement was thataddrdbe 7.137 It will be argued below that morality can be saide

p-implied. It was further argued that the standeasthe a special case of rationality if the accounbeing rational

basis for selecting the objective features orbtms of which 1. satisfactorily accounts for Whati'rs_iiuitively regarded as
the emergent value property (an emergemt) was moral and 2. coheres with thanalysis of moral normative

abstracted, as well as constituting the bsigustifying the ~ judgements. If it is acceptedat morality is a special case of
application of the value predicate. rationality, in thesense that morality is rationality applied to

7.133 Thus to claim that the appropriate standardiger- the moralsphere, then it can be concluded that what isratio
mining what is morally right is what is rationi to claim IS justified as a standard for determining whantal.

7.131 It was suggested at the end of the discussion of
‘ought’, ‘right’ and ‘moral’ that the appropriatéamdardfor
judging that someone was maraf that some actiowas
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7.138 That rationality is an appropriate standardjfiolging 7.142 It was further suggested that what justifias

what is morally right insofar as morality isspecial case of  opposed to characterises) a moral normative judgeisieot
rationality, is supported by two setsamnsiderations. Firstly, only the moralintention, but additionahctual judgements

it is demonstrated by the clolieks between central features about the circumstances in whiclperson finds themselves

of what is rational and/hat is intuitively regarded as moral; and on the basis of which, togethéth their intention, they

in particular,i. having reasonsii. having morally appropriate decide what to ddt can be argued that the presuppositions of

reasons; andii. an appropriate link between thought and
action. Secondly, it is demonstrated by the clivges
between the present analysis of moral normativggauents
and the account of being rational. Thesel.dtegat normative
judgements have presuppositions whiohstitute the
e-reasons that justify the judgemeintthat normative
judgements constitute an expressiotheflink between
thought and action.

7.139 Inregard to the first set of considerationsait be
argued that the notion of being rational is sasho be

capable of plausibly accounting for thiessential features of

behaviour that are intuitivelegarded as morally right: that
one have reasons fahat one does;ii. that the reasons for
the behavioube morally right; iii. that there be a proper
connectiorbetween morally right reasons and behaviour.
7.140 The requirement that one have reasons for what
does if one is doing what is morally right, coiresavith the
first requirement for being rationaliz. that one have
p-reasons for what one does. In regarthe second
requirement,viz. that the reasons for tthehaviour be
morally right, it was demonstrated hdwaving impersonal
regard for others was a substanthemsequence of the
account of being rational. It wasiggested that having
impersonal regard for others begplains the (intuitively)

a moralnormative judgement are the e-reasons which justify
themoral normative judgement that one ought to dé X.
E-reasons represent the p-reasons that a ratiemagjJuwould
have for doing X. Insofar as appeal to e-reasoatso
necessary in order to justify moral normativdgements, this
supports the view that moral normatislaims are a sub-class
of rational claims. It is aecessary condition of being rational
that one have-reasons for what they do.

7.143 There is another feature of moral normative
judgements that further strengthens the conclusiatiney

are a sub-class of rational judgements. The streiof moral
normative arguments (arguments to a mooamative
conclusion) is such thatéixpressesa relatiorbetween
thought and action. This is also true of non-mammative
arguments. In particular, in the caserafral normative
arguments, what is expressed is a reldtieriveen moral
intention and what one ought to do. ‘Oughttivas
suggested, is termed an imperative in thatatks the (non-
logical) but epistemically-compellingpnnection between
reasons and action. The conneciiorolved was, it was
suggested, non-deductive. Non-deductaasoning
constitutes on the present viewiastance of meaningful
organisation of information — thegility to meaningfully
organise information beingreecessary condition for being

morally right feeling ofespect for persons which is central taational. The use dbught’ thus linguistically marks a

all deontologicamoral theories. Thus having impersonal
regard for othersonstitutes one substantive morally right

compelling connectiobetween reasons and action —
a connection that was\itas argued, another necessary

reason fowhat one does, which can be accounted for in termejuirement for beingational. Moral normative judgement

of being rational. The third requirement that thezeaproper
connection between morally right thought -amtion also
coincides with a requirement for beiragional,viz. that to be

arguments thus exemplify the connection betweamgtti@and
action that is a necessary feature of being ratlona
7.144 Thus it can be concluded that insofar asateount

rational is to have the abilitp realise proper thought (in this of being rational satisfactorily explains whaintuitively

case morally righthought) in actioni(e. in morally right

regarded as moral; and coheres withahalysis of moral

action). Moratheory both, substantively and meta-ethically,normative judgements, morality aspecial case of

dealsultimately with action and its relata: with whatghiito
be done; with what is morally right to do; with vil&ght’

rationality. Hence what is rationaljisstified as a standard of
what is moral. If it isaccepted that what is rational is justified

means; with what ‘ought’ means; with what ‘dutgeans, etc. as a standarfibr what is morally right, this has important
This characteristic feature of moralityiz. the practical role of consequencdsa determining what is required in order to
reason is secured in the accoohbeing rational, insofar as thisjustify moralnormative judgements.
feature of moralitys seen as a general feature of rationality.
7.141 The second set of considerations that sugpertiew
that an appropriate standard for whatisrally right is what
is rational has to do with thanalysis of moral normative
claims. It was suggesté@uthe discussion of ‘ought’ that it
was univocal (se887.8-9). What made a normative judge-
ment a moral normativieedgement was the presupposed
morak intention.It was suggested that moyaitention was
analysablas a factual judgement and a value judgement.
© A-M. Taylor (1983, 2014) b..
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The role of value judgements in moral
normative arguments

7.145 It was argued in the first section that meiatention
(consisting of a factual judgement and a valigement) and
a set of factual judgements, regardihg circumstances in
which the relevant normative decisisas to be made, were
both required in order toistify a moral normative conclusion.
It can be argueHowever that these requirements are not
jointly sufficientand that there is one more condition to be
satisfied inorder to justify a moral normative judgement.
7.146 It will be argued that in order to justifynaoral
normative claim not only must it includeparticular value
judgementyiz. the intention to be moraland nobnly must
factual judgements be included which desctitee
circumstances on the basis of which the normaixdgement
is made, but it must also include other vgudgements?
Factual judgements alone will not, even nondedatytjv
justify a moral normative claimThe compositfudgement
regarding moralintention simplydetermines that the
normative judgement israoral normative claim, but is not
sufficient, even togetherith factual judgements to justify the
claim. In ordeto justify a moral normative judgement,
additional valugudgements are necessary as a category of
judgements. This so because a rational being would utilis
both factuabnd value judgements (apart from those involve
in morak intention) in order to determine what ought to be
done.

7.147 ltis uncontroversial that factual judgemeats
required in order to determine what ought to beegigiven
morak intention. For example, if a person intetade

morak and wishes to justify terminating the |id¢ a particular
foetus, then it is clearly necessarktmw certain facts such
as, for example, that it ®uffering from Tay-Sachs disease;
the prognosis for thidisease; methods of termination which
are relativelypainless; the parents’ wishes, etc.

7.148 However, there is a reason in principle wiaue
judgements are also required in order to deternvimet one
ought to do given moraintention. This idbecausealue
judgements are required in order to rationally amehce non-
arbitrarily select from possiblalternativeswhether these be
actions, goals, intentionsyotives or even sets of facfs.
7.149 Being rational requires meaningful organisatién
information. That implies that one does not makwtrary
choices where it is possible to do otherwBeing rational
therefore requires making value judgemémta situation
where rational choice is possible.

7.150 That there generally are always alternatiaes]
hence the need for rational choices and value judgésfor a
rational being, is in part a consequencéafing a mind.

It derives from the capacity of the mind/brain tmgrate
alternatives by operating relativatydependently of
information coming via the senses. Thitgs about the
capacity to operate relatively independentiyituations in

© A-M. Taylor (1983, 2014)
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which one finds oneself yeing able to imagine other
possibilities. Thus the nedar choice derives in part from the
ability of a rationabeing to be aware of different possibilities.
The natureof the mind/brain is such that other things being
equal,alternative possibilities can and will be appretezhdt
the level of thought. Having a functional mindibres a
necessary physiological pre-condition for beiatjonal.
Therefore, if one is a rational being, thest of these
possibilities will be realised eventually the level of action.
The mind/brain confers the ability perceive alternatives.
Rationality confers the abilityp choose rationally between
the alternativeby makingyalue judgementss well as the
ability to act on théasis of these judgements.

7.151 That value judgements can be utilised so as to
express rational choice, follows in the first imstafrom the
analysis of value judgements and secondly, feom
consequence of the analysis (which is that given th
legitimacy of non-deductive argument) value judgeteare
rationally assessable. Hence they can figureegsrémises
and/or conclusions of non-deductive arguments.

7.152 There is in any situation a basic alternativesigard
to a possible actiowjz. whether to perform ibr not. Itis
necessary if one is being rationakédionally choose one
alternative. This in turn requir@svalue judgement about

Swhich alternative is preferabléThe same is true of anything

%bout which rational choicesust be made: intentions,
beliefs, etc. Rational choicequires evaluating alternatives
in relation to sstandard, which is either itself taken as given
for thepurposes of the evaluation, or which is itself ofen
further evaluation and/or justification by meansoh-
deductivereasoning.

7.153 Therefore since value judgements are necegsary
order to rationally select from alternatives, aimtte there are
always perceived alternatives in agiyen situation for a
rational being (at least two negard to a possible action but
the number bounded parthy one’s awareness and/or
imagination and partly by th&tuation in which one finds
oneself) then in order tationally decide what ought to be
done it is necessaty make value judgements. Hence to
justify what ought tdoe done it is necessary to include
amongst the presuppositiong. the e-reasons that justify a
moralnormative claim, value judgements as a necessary
categoryof judgements.

7.154 Hence moral normative judgements require as
presuppositionaot only mora] intention and factual
judgementdut also value judgements. Jointly these
presuppositionsonstitute the e-reasons which would
rationallyjustify a moral normative claim and which a ratibna
beingwould have as p-reasons for performing the action i
question.
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7.155 Thus the complete analysis of moral normative
claims is as follows. A normative claim is a maratmative
claim in virtue of presupposing mogahtention.This

intention is constituted by a value judgement afattial
judgement. In addition moral normative claiprtesuppose
factual judgements relating to the circumstariceghich the
normative judgement is made. Finallyhas been suggested,
a moral normative judgement presupposdse judgements
which express rational choice.

A-M Cushan (1983 / 2014)
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Ch.8 — SOME SUGGESTIONS
TOWARDS A THEORY OF
MORAL CONFLICT RESOLUTION

8.1 In the previous chapter it was argued that fetks and
values are required in order to justify manarmative

A-M Cushan (1983 / 2014)

where reachingn emotional terminus point in discussion is
regarded abeing incompatible with being rational.

8.6 The third objection to the rational assessabilftyalue
judgements derives from appeal to the exist&ice
fundamental values. This is a view of values gaatllels the
foundational view of facts. There dmmdamental values, on
which other values are based avtuich are not independently

conclusions. Factual judgements state whiitdcase. Value questionable. In the casefattual judgements the rationality

judgements express rational choli@tween alternatives.

8.2 Ifitis true that arguments to a moredrmative
conclusion require both facts and values, thérllows that

in presenting such an argument imaral conflict situation, it
is necessary to articulabeth the factual and value
judgements on which theonclusion is based. This is
necessary for adequdtgersubjective assessment of an

of the basic (observationgl)dgements is seen to be
transferrable tohe non-basic (theoretical) judgements.

In the case ofalue judgements the irrationality of the basic
(fundamentalyalue judgements is transferred to the non-basic
(non-fundamental) value judgements.

8.7 However, it can be argued that none of these
considerations are sufficient to count againstétienal

argument to a moralormative conclusion. What appears to assessability of value judgements insofathey are all
be a disagreemeabout facts in moral controversies may be abjections which can be made to factualgements. If they

disagreemerabout values.

8.3 Insofar as value judgements are not regarded as
amenable to rational evaluation, it is not regaraseither
necessary or even relevant to make them explicit
considering an argument. The rational assessabflitalue
judgements was argued for in Chapter Five. Value
judgements are not thought to be rationally asbésta at
least three additional reasons, apart femoepting a sharp
fact/value distinction (which implighat they are not
rationally assessable in virtue lzfing significantly dissimilar
to facts). These threeasons which seem important to
consider are as follows:

I. the possibility of endless discussion in
principle of value judgements;

II. the emotional terminus point of discussion
of value judgements;

Il. the existence of fundamental valdes.

8.4 The first objection to the view that value judgertsare
rationally assessable is that there igatnal stopping point
to discussion of value judgement$erefore it is possible to
continue to discuss valjadgements indefinitely in principle.
Hence it may belaimed that since there is no way of
deciding which valugudgement one ought to accept by

are not sufficient to show that tketer are not rationally
assessable, as it can be argiley are not, then they are
insufficient to show thathe former are not rationally
assessable.

8.8 Inregard to the possibility in principle of teadless
discussion of factual judgements, factual aallie
judgements are in the same position. Theretriaditional
argument for scepticism that is as followsorder to derive

a true conclusion it is necessarystow that the premises are
true. So either there is arfinite regress of deductive
argument, and hence nothiisgever proved, or some premise
must be accepted withoptoof. Either of these alternatives
lead to the conclusiathat no claim can ever be justifiéd.
8.9 Evenifitis accepted that non-deductive argunieat
legitimate form of argument, the same objectian be made.
In order to accept the conclusion of a non-dedactiv
argument, it is necessary to accept the premigesefore
there is either an infinite regressrmufn-deductive arguments
for the premises or a premiseaiscepted without argument.
Hence no claim can ever hen-deductively justified.

8.10 Therefore it can be seen that the problem dffanite
regress of arguments holds not only for vglulgements but
for factual judgementis virtue of the nature of argument
The conclusion of an argument aamly be accepted on the
basis of accepting premiseghich themselves have either to

means of argument, theigeno rational way of deciding whichbe accepted withoargument or have to be argued for in turn.
value judgementare appropriate. This view is often related Either wayit is concluded that since no terminus point for

to the notiorthat value judgements are purely subjective
(in any orall of the ways spelled out in §82.66—67).

8.5 The second objection to the claim that vglidgements
are rationally assessable is that there israational terminus

argumentan be arrived at by means of argument and since
acceptinga conclusion without argument is unjustified, no
conclusion is ever justified.

8.11 Therefore insofar as this argument for sceptidsm

point to discussion of values, whefiscussion ceases becausgccepted it demonstrates that in principle no jutggcan

one or other participant refusescontinue on emotional

ever be justified by deductive or non-deductivgument

grounds. This can be regardeckdber i. an occurrence as awhether it be a value judgement or a facjudgement. Since

matter of fact; ii. as an occurrence which follows from the

this is not taken to be sufficient $how that a factual

subjective nature ofalue judgements as a matter of principlgudgement cannot be justified, theeither is it sufficient to

show that value judgementannot be justified.
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8.12 It will be argued below however, that while the
argument for scepticism does show that in prindipézeis

no stopping point for argument by means of argurttéat
does not mean that there is no rational stoppoigt at all at
least in regard to moral judgements.

8.13 Thesecondobjection is that there is an emotional
terminus point to discussion of value judgemeimsteply to
the first part of this objection, that trésnotional terminus
point occurs as a matter of factc#n be argued that people
cling to their world views atenaciously as they cling to their
views regarding whds valuable or worthwhile. Hence the

A-M Cushan (1983 / 2014)

constitutes part of aon-empiricist account of how theories
are chosen.

8.17 It can be argued that there are similar reagmmiseing
dogmatic (and in that sense emotional) abalites. It may

be necessary to adopt some value systeliwe by in order to
guide one’s behaviour in thveorld. The role of value
judgements in a person’s bel®fstem, can be likened to the
role of a paradigm whicts necessary for generating scientific
research. It malge as necessary to have some value system t
live by asit is necessary to adopt some set of factual leeiref
order to do normal science.

terminus point taliscussion about facts also seems in part t8.18 Value judgements may be so deeply integratital a

be anemotional one. The history of science bears ample
witnessto the tenacity with which people maintained tinat t
earth was or was not flat; that the earth did drrditmove
around the sun; that there was or was not a Goewils; that
anaesthesia or antisepsis did or didwatk. Although the
development of science is oftpresented as an orderly
accumulation of truths, itsistory is littered with putative

person’s world view that to question that vafnay not,

beyond a certain point, be desirable or easilyieved since it
would require radical change of theiorld view. Sometimes
one’s deepest and most basic valuidgements would require
enormous skill, persistencand energy to uncover. There has
to be, prima facie, goagason for such effort. Questioning of
one’s values bgnother, or being confronted by an alternative

facts over whictpeople fought and for which they sometimessaluesystem, or even perceiving that one’s values do not
died. Thereforét is not just discussion of values that has asseento be adequate to a particular situation to guitke

matter of fact an emotional terminus point.

8.14 The parallel between facts and values holdgusbtin
the case where there is an emotional termpmiist to
discussion as a matter of fact. It carebgued that it holds
also in the case where havingemnotional terminus point is

behaviour may not constitute sufficient groundgadhrough
the difficult process of revising them or tbeen more
difficult process of finding satisfactory nexlues.

Thus it may be as rational to dogmatically defeallie
judgements as it is, it can be argued, rationdbgmatically

regarded as resulting frotine nature of factual judgements indefend factual judgements. Therefore it mayonly

principle. Kuhnfor example, having rejected the claim that
observationajudgements can provide a secure
epistemological foundatidior science, defended the role of

dogma in sciencg. It can be argued that defending the role & 19

dogma in sciencis equivalent to rationally defending an

not be incompatible with being rational to htddvalues
emotionally (i.e dogmatically), it may evebe part of being
rational to do so.

In regard to the final objection, that there are
absolutely fundamental values which cannot be uressd,

emotionalterminus point to discussion of factual judgementonce again there is a parallel in regard to faguddements.

8.15 Dogma in science may be rationally defende¢hen
grounds that it is essential in order to enguoper
development of a new theory which is as yet unstpdby
experimental evidence; in order to protatheory in the face
of apparently contrary or anomaloesddence, or as Kuhn
argues, in order to be ablepimactise normal scienée.Being
dogmatic can be regarded due in part to an intellectual
emotion; or to oremotional and personal commitment to
one’s own beliefr, less charitably, to stubbornness,
unreasonableness pride, depending on one’s point of view.
8.16 In any event to hold a view dogmatically can be
equated with holding it on justified emotional gnols.To
argue that dogma is necessary in science can #tosabgue
for a role for the ‘intellectual passions” apecessary feature
of advancing knowledge. If the empiricisview that purely
observational judgements ceonstitute a basis for either
confirming or rejectingheoretical judgements is itself
rejected, then a probleremains in regard to what does
constitute a rationdasis for theory choice. Kuhn's
arguments about theecessary role of dogma in science

© A-M. Taylor (1983, 2014)

As mentioned above, factual judgements (including
theoretical judgements) can be fundamental in ¢émsahat
they are integrally related to an associated sbeléfs.
These assumptions constitute part of what Kienmed a
paradigmge.g.the assumption that the speedigfft is
constant is part of the Einsteinian paradigfhese
fundamental views are not independently defengibteare
only defensible in terms of their relation to tiest of the
system and in the light of evaluation of gystem as a
whole!

8.20 Recognising fundamental factual assumptions can
sometimes be difficulg.g.Einstein’s re-examination dffie
assumptions involved in the notion of simultaneigre
regarded as a work of geniisChanging these fundamental
assumptions may not be possible without radibahge of
world view of the sort involved in the transitimom a
Newtonian to an Einsteinian paradigm. Examinatibthese
fundamental views may not be desirable withgaad reason:
viz. wholesale failure of a paradigmgenerate further
puzzles or accumulation of numerarsd/or significant
anomalies. Changing one’s fundamefgatual judgements
b..
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may certainly be as complex as chandimydamental value  terminus point for argument which is a consequerianeof
judgements. The above views of tiedure of fundamental the requirements for being rational. Insofar dadpeational
factual judgements are not necessading endorsed here. requires the ability to realise thoughtaation, it follows that
All that it is intended to show ihat an acceptable view of  there is a kind of thought thhas its terminus point in action

facts can be, and has beprgposed in which factual or for which action i®n appropriate stopping point. Hence
judgements are not dissimiliiom value judgements in the there can be germinus point for argument which is justified
relevant respects. but maynot be justified

8.21 It can be argued that value judgements are 8.26 It will be argued below that discussion regardivizat
fundamentain the sense suggested aboxie, value ought to be done can have a rational terminus poiat
judgementsre integrally related to other value judgements decision which is realised in action. This sorte€ision will
and cannot be evaluated independently of evalutiag be termed an action-determining decisidisuch a view is

whole system to which they belong. However, tltisginot  accepted, it follows that there isational terminus point for
imply that they cannot therefore be rationally asedsince  discussion of moral judgemenEurthermore, it can be argued
it does not in the case of factual judgemenkerefore the that in certaircircumstances not discussing a situation further
existence of fundamental values is sofficient to show that can bethe most rational thing to do.

these values cannot be rationalbfended and a fortiori that 8.27 It can be irrational in a situation of morinflict to

the non-fundamental valuesnnected to these cannot be  continue to consider arguments. A decidimoontinue

rationally defended. discussion is itself .a decision to takeeatain course of

8.22 Therefore it can be concluded that none of the action at the meta-level, as it wele a situation of moral
additional objections to the view that value judgaisare conflict where there is disagreemener what ought to be
rationally assessable can be maintained, sincsatime done, there is an importamieta-question regarding whether
objections are inadequate to show that fagiuiddements are or not one ought toontinue discussion. When considerations
not rationally assessable. such as peoplelsres are involved or their health or well-

8.23 It was argued above that it is in principlessible to being (andsuch considerations predominate in biomedical
continue to consider arguments indefinitidy either factual  contexts)it follows that moral conflicts must be resolved by

or value judgements, whether thesalbductive or non- choosing a course of action.
deductive. For any argument the premisethe argument 8.28 The resolution of moral conflict occurs therefareen
can be questioned. Either theseareepted without an action-determining decision is made (at the k@

argument or a further argument is propofsedhat premise. level)’ It is a sufficient condition for morabnflict
So either there is an infinitegress of argument or a premiseresolution that agreement is reached abouteasons for
is accepted withowtrgument. In either case no conclusion holding a normative view and hence &mcepting the

can ever bgustified. conclusion as a correct, and theref@gonal, guide to action.
8.24 There is however an ambiguity in the notiobeing  However, it is not necessarit may be rational to choose a
justified. In one sense ‘justified’ impliéaccepted on the course of action evethough in principle, agreement has not

basis of good reasons’e. on thebasis of a good argument. been reached abowhat ought to be done.

This will be termed ‘justified. In another sense ‘justified’ 8.29 Discussion of opposing viewpoints is however
implies ‘warrantingacceptance’. This will be termed necessary, other things being equal. In the chsppmsing
‘justified,’. In thesceptical argument the two senses are  viewpoints, both sides if rational, will hapereasons for their
collapsed. A conclusiois assumed to be justified only if it is conclusion in regard to what ougbtbe done. Both sides by
able tobe supported by argument. However, as was arguediay of being open to adlvailable information will be
Chapter Five, a conclusion can be accepted on deaumch  prepared to considepposed viewpoints and will be prepared
are tacit in principle and which cannot be artitedaHence  to critically evaluate their own views. Hence undertaking
such a conclusion cannot be justifiedhie first sense — not intersubjectivaliscussion of opposing viewpoints is a
justified. Observational judgemeritsparticular are regarded consequencef being rational.

as confirmed by sensokypowledge. In that sense one is 8.30 In the case where however a meta-decision brist

warranted in acceptinfpem on the basis of sensory made in regard to whether or not to continue dsicasand
knowledge. Hence they ajiestified, — by sensory where other pressing rational/moral consideratdioste that
knowledge — though that knowledgannot be articulated as an action-determining decisidras to be made, it may be
premises of an argument. Thage way of avoiding the necessary to resolve thenflict by a value judgement about
sceptical conclusion is to argtieat at least some premises what in the circumstancésthe best thing to do.

can be justifieglwithoutbeing justified. This judgement must bmade by those who are ultimately

8.25 It was argued above that being dogmatic could be responsible for thdecision. Therefore moral conflict

rationally defended. Hence an emotional termiraistgor resolution, ifrational, may rely ultimately on a value

argument can be justified However, there is another judgementValue judgements themselves, it has been argued,
© A-M. Taylor (1983, 2014) b..
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can berationally supported on the grounds of factualueadr the other on thbasis of one’s own internal responses

moral considerationse.g.failure to reach agreement athe  (see 8§7.96)Both of these psychological abilities need to be
necessity of action due to other moral considenatioan be  exercisedn order to satisfy the requirements for being

an important ground for not continuing discusstmu, rather  rational,viz. utilising all available information and being able
making a value judgement about the best coursetimiraisif  to select relevant information.

no agreement has been reached about what oughtdone  8.35 Secondly, in order that one be understooddiyeone
but the source of disagreement has been identfidzbing else it is necessary to clearly articulate opesition.

over either fundamental facts or fundamental values Articulation is required in order to enaldae’s opponent to
Fundamental views can be so integrally involvedrie’s properly understand one’s positiand hence be able to
entire corpus of beliefs that changing them maysiraply evaluate one’s point of view. lias been argued that both

involve discussiobut may involve different life experience. facts and values are necessargrder to arrive at and
Therefore pther things being equal, if fundamental views  rationally justify a morahormative conclusion. Therefore it
differ this may prevent agreement being reachadayreven follows that in proposing moral normative conclusion it is
prevent discussion from being a very likely wayegolving  necessary tarticulate both the factual and value judgements
the conflict. Such a situation can occuréaample where the on whichit is based.

participants in a discussion abalttortion have differing 8.36 The requirement that one articulate one’s value
religious views. Such fundamentaurces of disagreement judgements leads to a third requirement for ratioesolution
make it improbable that withoatassive personal changes byof moral conflict. As argued above just aisihecessary to
the participants agreemeniil be reached. This would justify have knowledge of the external worlddrder to present the
not continuing discussioat least for the purposes of arrivingfacts in relation to a situatiosg it is necessary to be aware of
at agreemerdbout what ought to be done in a particular and to have knowledgsf one’s internal world so as to
situation.Rather one would make a value judgement about tleeognise one’s valuesd hence be able to articulate them.
bestaction-determining decision in the circumstances. Particularly inthe case of mental values, this may be difficult.
8.31 Therefore resolution of moral conflict occwither if  Therefore one must be prepared and able to intctisply
agreement is reached about what ought tddoe in virtue of examine oneself in order to establish one’s vades to be
agreement about the facts and valoresvhich the normative able to state them honestly and clearlgdmeone else. It is
conclusion is based; or an action-determirdrgision is rational to introspectively examirmme’s own values insofar
made in regard to what oughtlie done by the person or as it is a consequence of tweguirements for being rational:
persons ultimately responsiblg,virtue of a value judgement being open to akvailable information and being able to
being made about whiatourse of action is best. select relevaninformation. It is necessary to do so in order to
8.32 It has been argued that proposing and considering beable to articulate one’s values, which may be megiin
arguments is necessary, if not sufficient, in otdeationally  turn to rationally resolve moral conflicts.

resolve moral conflict. There are certegguirements which 8.37 The above considerations for rational ma@flict

it is necessary to fulfil in order tationally propose and resolution stem directly from two requiremefds being
consider arguments in situatiomsmoral conflict. Since rational,viz. being open to all informatiomnd selecting

moral conflict occurs betwedruman beings, some of these relevant information. It was also arguedChapter Seven that
are psychological consideratiofhey are arguably part of  a substantive consequence of élseount of rationality is that
what is rationaln the realm of interpersonal behaviour. it is rational to havémpersonal regard for others. A result of
Other requirementgvolve skills regarded as philosophical having impersonalegard for others is that one approaches
which comprise what is rational in regard to dealing with  situations of moral conflict with basic good witiwardsthose
concepts and argument. with whom one disagrees insofar as having ref@rdthers
8.33 Itis assumed for the discussion to follow téiat is  includes having regard for their views aspinions.

under consideration is a model of rational confédtolution ~ Therefore good will is the fourth requiremédot rationally
where the persons involved in tbenflict are rational beings. proposing and considering arguments isituation of moral

It will be assumed for theake of simplicity that the conflict is conflict.

occurring betweetwo individuals. 8.38 Having good will towards one’s opponent in a

8.34 Firstly, in order to evaluate the argumensofneone  situation of conflict requires a certain degreegd stability,
with whom one disagrees, it is necessamyrtderstand the which constitutes therefore the fifth requiremfamtrational

other’s position. Conversely it is necessiuat one be moral conflict resolution. Whilst is not possible to argue in
understood by one’s opponent. In ordefulty understand detail that this is so, Will be assumed that ego-stability is a
someone else’s viewpoint empathy nimynecessarisee rational attitudeo have towards oneself in the same way that
§7.107) so as to gain the maximamount of information impersonategard is the rational attitude or emotiorn&ve in

about someone else’s position. akidition introspection may relation to others. That is, when the requirenfienbeing
also be required in order &stablish further information aboutrational is applied to the substantsghere of information
© A-M. Taylor (1983, 2014) b..
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in regard to oneself, it imtional to regard oneself in such a the thesis. Their specific relevarioghe present context will

way that one haa stable ego. That thisis sois a
fundamental, ifacit, assumption of all psychotherapies.
Ego-stabilityconfers amongst other things the ability to
toleratedisagreement with one’s views without hostility.
8.39 The sixth requirement for rational moral conflict
resolution is also a consequence of impersonatdega.
respecting the other person and therefore wistarignow
why they hold the views they do. Therefore itaSonal to
have an interest in communication with ongfgonents.
8.40 The seventh requirement is preferencedtional
means of conflict resolution. This is alsoansequence of
impersonal regard since using forceather things being
equal, contrary to respect fpersons.

8.41 Thus empathy; the capacity for introspectiibre
ability to articulate, are all required for ratidmaoral conflict
resolution. These are subtle skills, whazhsuch can be
developed and/or learned. They assentially the skills

be discussed briefly below.

8.45 Kant'sCritique of Pure Reasoconstituted théirst
sustained attack on empiricism. The subsediudirtritique

of empiricism, and a fortiori of thoroughgoing empiricist
account of science, has undoubteztipstituted the most
significant philosophicatllevelopment since Berkeley, Locke
and Hume enunciatetie empiricist philosophy.

The rejection of empiricisrhas important philosophical
consequences, not onlytiagard to philosophy of science but
also in regard teiews about moral judgements, value
judgements anchationality."*

8.46 Empiricism leads to a particular view abguatence
which has become widely entrenched. Empiria$ts
whatever persuasion generally believe that faxgsess
truths; that science deals only with facts; g@énce consists
of a steady approach to the truth andmiaccumulation of
truths, discarding falsehoods aglors along the way.

required for good philosoplgombined with the skills of good8.47 Value judgements and moral judgements ardaubs.

interpersonal relationsll are necessary for rational moral
conflict resolutionThe conclusion that this is so is a

Hence they are not capable of being true or fatgthence
they cannot be assessed or rationally discusséd.order to

consequence of applyirige requirements for being rational reject ths view that moral conflict cannde rational it is
to the sphere ahoral conflict resolution in order to determinenecessary therefore to reject the empiriagstumptions on

what isrational in that sphere.

8.42 Philosophical skills are required in orderarticulate
and understand one’s own ideas in an appropsiajeas well
as permitting them to be structurietb clear explicit
arguments. Such skills are algguired in order to
comprehend what others are sayiBgod interpersonal
relations, essentially involvinignpersonal regard for others,
are required in order toe able to rationally propose and
consider arguments @ conflict situation, without undue
interference fronirrelevant emotional and other internal

which such a view is based. Argumeatminst these
assumptions have constituted a mgjart of this thesis.

8.48 This second barrier to belief in the possibilitly

rational moral conflict resolution derives from excessively
narrow notion of rationality. The whole philosophy of

science can be seen to be concernedthélguestion of the
circumstances under which itriational to accept a hypothesis
as true. The positivist tradition can be seen to hawia®d
that it was possibl® represent this process of acceptance as ¢
deductiveargument. The post-positivist tradition has

factors ofwhich the person is unaware or which they cannotgeneratedncreasingly more complex accounts of what leads

control.

8.43 The above discussion of rational moral conflict
resolution is based on a model of moral conflioturring
between two rational beings. There are fumdamental
assumptions that can prevent this model bedadjised. The
first is the belief that moral judgememt@nnot be rationally
resolved. This is at the very leastonfusing belief since
moral issues are widely discusseda matter of fact. To
discuss moral questions isttaxitly commit oneself to the
view that moral issues cée rationally discussed. The
overtly held belief thathey cannot be, conflicts with the
belief implicit in people’s practice. The view that moral
judgements canndte rationally discussed derives
fundamentally from empiricism.

8.44 The second assumption concerns what it ie$olve
moral conflict rationally and derives from arcessively
narrow view of rationality’ The conservativeiew of
rationality is also closely tied to empiricisBoth these
assumptions have been considered at leingthe course of

to acceptance or rejection of theories, includingdnisél, and
sociological explanations of what scientists‘@®hese views
suggest that proposing and considering argumbatks,
deductive and non-deductive, constitutedy part of the
process of accepting or rejectinghaory. It seems as though
the process by means of whistientists arrive at knowledge
can only partly, if adll, be satisfactorily reconstructed as
arguments, eitheteductive or non-deductive.

8.49 The issue that emerges in regard to rationality
therefore this: is a harrow notion of rationalitybie
maintained and is the behaviour of scientists tddmmed
irrational or everarational; or is the notion oftionality to be
extended so as to give license to desanihat scientists do as
rational?®> What is involved is aonfrontation of a received
notion of rationality withnovel philosophical/empirical
considerations in relatiaio the activity of science.
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8.50 A similar problem in relation to morality hamerged lock of sense of self, laaif self-confidence; lock of self-love,
in the course of the discussion. Given cerpditiosophical fear etc. It habeen stressed that one may learn good habits
and empirical considerations in regardroral discourse, the and mayacquire the skills of good interpersonal relations.
received notion of rationality seemtmb narrow to be able to Theseskills, like learning to play the piano, requiréoef and
satisfactorily account for thetionality of moral discourse  attention to acquire. Being rational is an idshich people
(given the non-empiricistssumption that it is rational). do as a matter of fact hold out for themseleesn if they
Consequently the notiaof rationality has been modified, not cannot always attain it. That thdeal can, with appropriate
just so as to makaoral reasoning rational but, even more action, be attained isfandamental assumption of humanistic

strongly, tomake morality a special case of rationality. psychology.

8.51 Itis not possible in the context of the presbesisto 8.56 These developments in psychology can be
investigate further the proper relation betweetions of incorporatednto a larger recognition of what constitutes
rationality and contemporary philosophyszience. mental health, what constitutes its absence and stbps

Nevertheless the conclusion that it is importannodify the  may be taken in order to become mentally hedfthy.

concept of rationality is furthestrengthened if developments The consequent recognition that so many peopleare

in the philosophy of scien@ae taken into account. Itcan  varying degrees not mentally healthy and that¢his

even be argued that theasons for modifying the concept of determine and warp the nature of human interactioa wide
rationality thatderive from contemporary philosophy of scale must also be taken seriousdjore the situation can
science are mongowerful than the reasons deriving from  begin to be dealt with. Thgoal of understanding ourselves as
considerationabout moral discourse, compelling as the lattenuman beings an@arning to control our own natures seems
may be'’ If the analytic/synthetic distinction is rejectéden  at least agmportant a goal as understanding the structure of

modification of the notion of rationality may be mented matter and gaining control over the rest of theirztvorld.
insofar as definitions are revisable in virtue of 8.57 The intended implication of the above remdskihat
empirical/philosophical considerations (see 883538~ rationality and hence morality, can be develoged/or

8.52 The difficulty of resolving moral conflicts ia rational learned. From humanistic psychology emergptare of
way does not seem less than the difficoltyloing good what it is to be mentally healthy; sommeans of attaining it;

science. Time, effort, will and skill arequired to resolve and a recognition of the skélspect of human relations. The
both moral problems and questiat®out the natural world.  findings of humanistipsychology can be incorporated into an
Resolving moral conflict dodsowever seem to require some account of whais required for rational moral conflict

skills and attributedifferent from those required for doing  resolution andndeed it seems that they must be. Rationality,

good sciencéncluding, amongst others, psychological mentalhealth and the capacity to rationally resolve moral
integrity; philosophical skills of analysis and articulation;  conflict are intimately connected in theory as veslin
goodwill; ego-stability; empathy and a capacity for practice.

introspection. Thus the skills of good interpeon 8.58 The above account of moral conflict resolutias
communication and good philosophy are both esddntia been presented as a model of decision-making batwee
moral conflict resolution. In the final analysisray even rational beings. As such it is both somethingeaastbiven for
turn out to be necessary for good science. and something, which it is hoped, illuminasgesual features

8.53 A rational person is on the present viepeason of of successful conflict resolution. Theodel of moral conflict
integrity and a reasonable degree of memealth. Thus the resolution spelled out abovedengruent with the ideals, if
concept of being rational brings unttythree apparently not always the practicef the scientific community: that
diverse aspects of rationalityaving appropriate intellectual there be a disinterestgdoup of men and women dedicated to
skills; being morali(e. having rational skill in action as well the pursuit of knowledgevith good will towards each other as
as impersonalegard for persons) and being saine flaving  members othe same community; prepared to examine each
ego-stabilityand mental integrity). Whilst the firitature of  other’sviews objectively and prepared to critically evatia
being rational is associated with doing geoience; it has their own views in a civilized manner and with igtigy."’

been argued that all three aspectsatibnality are required  8.59 That this model is not always applicablestientists

for rational moral conflictesolution. any more than it is to most people havingaagument about a
8.54 Lest it be thought that the case has been rmatil®o  moral issue is not to the point. Thwdel exists as an ideal.
well and resolving moral conflict is not ondljfficult but well- The interesting question is the ideal attainable? Too swift
nigh impossible for human beings, floelowing remarks are an answer to thiguestion seems unwarranted. It is as Hobbes

pertinent. spelled ouso clearly a question of human nature and of its
8.55 Humanistic psychology has focused a greatdkal  limits and possibilities. Hobbes understandably pre-ethpte
attention on the psychological barriers to havirtggrity, theanswer:® Such a question is not, however, to be decided

good will and a stable egbe. of being arational person. The a priori. Too definitive an answer to what humamgscan
barriers include tension, anxiestress, accumulated anger, achieve relies ultimately on a view about whahis case.
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8.65 Resolving moral conflict, though possiblegrinciple

This is so particularly in the lighdf what has been said abouton the present view, requires time, money effioit. These

the nature of scientificallgcquired knowledge. Striving for
a goal can lead tattaining it if it is possible to attain.

In the absencef knowledge about just what is possible,

it seems mogteasonable to continue to strive for desirable
goals.The goal of rational moral conflict resolution @enly
seems desirabl€.

8.60 In the biomedical context it has become cteat
resolving moral problems is an increasingly urgaatter.

A new paradigm for resolving moral confliceionally is
necessary, and it is duly emergifig.Thisparadigm
incorporates, if only tacitly, the suggestianade above in
regard to moral conflict resolutions.

8.61 Moral problems can be seen to be integrahéo
practice of medicine. Firstly, because medidtm®Ilves
relationships between a medical professi@mal another
person — both being valuable beings, amgre the health
and well-being of the latter is to soreetent dependent on
the former. This makes many, perhapsst, medical
decisions inherently moral as earligfined or at least gives
them a moral dimension.

8.62 There are however additional problems that have
arisen as a result of new medical technology whiqtands
the range of the medical practitioner in regarevhat he or
she can or cannot do. Life can be prolonggehetic diseases

requirements must be met. It is essentiat the goal of
rational resolution. of moral conflicts keught, since
attaining it is essential for living harmonioustya diverse
society and ultimately in whad rapidly becoming a “global
village”.”

8.66 Resolving moral problems may be ordersnafgnitude
more difficult than unlocking the secretsrafture since it
requires that one obtain the knowledigat will enable human
beings to resolve thedlifferences rationally and peaceably. It
is to be hopethat this is not an aim which it is outside the
scopeof human abilities to attain.

CHAPTER EIGHTNOTES

can be diagnosed uterg abortions can be safely performed;™
fertilisation can bearried oufn vitro; organs can be 2.
transplanted; cancecsin be treated with powerful drugs with 3.
even more powerfudide effects. Power brings choice — 4
ability to do Xbrings with it the issue of whether or not one
ought todo X. If doing X affects other valuable beingsrtfee ¢
moral dilemma is involved. Thus the increasing banof 6.
moral dilemmas in medicine are the direct resuliddfancing 7.
medical technology.

8.63 For these reasons, and others having to do with
pressing moral issues in non-medical contextasblecome

© 0o

urgent to re-examine both the assumptions underlyin 10.
discussion of moral issues and to seek ratioresns for 11
resolving moral conflicts. The present thasigstitutes an ig
attempt to establish the rationalityprinciple of moral 14

discourse. In addition some preliminayggestions towards 15.
a theory of rational moralonflict resolution have been made.16.
7. Barter (1962), Ch.4.
18.
19,
20.
21,

[Eny

8.64 The notion that pooled knowledge is exponentially
better than that of an individual working aloneis
assumption that underlies scientific activity.séemgust as
true in regard to moral decision-making. Developta
medical ethics have demonstrated the needfat,value of,
an interdisciplinary and communal basedzamining moral
problems®" In so doing it is possible nonly to get a fuller
view of the facts but it is possibie appropriately evaluate
them on the basis of a multi-perspecti@pproach.

22,

These are objections that have often been putet;
discussions with medical students and medical Bsafaals.

Quinton (1966), p.58.

Kuhn (1963).

Ibid., pp.348-363. See Feyerabend (1975), pp.70-108
for a discussion of Galileo’s defence of the hediicic
view of celestial motion.

See Solomon (1976), esp. Ch.8, Part 3.

Kuhn (1970) (b), pp.10-11; Ch.V.

Kuhn (1970) (b), Ch.IX, esp. p.94. See als®BCh
Note 67, for references on the Quine-Duhem thesis.

Einstein (1960), Ch.VIII.

This applies whether the moral conflict occuithim
an individual or within a group.

Putnam (1981), Ch.8.
Maxwell (1975), pp.107-109.
See Laudan (1977), pp.1-4.
Ibid., pp.3-4.

Ibid., pp.1-4.

Maslow (1970), Ch.16.

Ibid., Ch.11.

Hobbes (1952), Part I, Ch.11.

Engelhardt & Spicker (1975), Introduction..
Pinkus (1981); Toulmin (1982).

See Toulmin (1982). See also Engelhardt & @Galfa
(1978), esp. Preface; and Engelhardt (1978).
McLuhan (1964), p.149.
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