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I 

INTRODUCTIO)1 

(i) 

I first met directly with the problem of certainty 

several years ago when my younger sister expressed the fol­

lowing desire to me: fIf I get to heaven, the first thing I 

shall do is to ask God to show me something with only one 

side'. Though. I was quite convinced that there did not ex­

ist any such place or being, I was even more convinced that 

her request was, in some other very strong sense, odd. Though 

I doubted the truth of the religious content of her claim, 

I ~u].d n21 D~l~ but doubt that the specifics of her request 

would be denied. I could not even conceive of anything that 

might constitute the granting of her request. Perhaps it was 

this impossibility that led her to make her request of an 

omnipotent being. 

At any rate, I set out to examine what made her re­

quest so peculiar, and, to see if any other similarly pecul­

iar cases existed. This thesis represents the current stage 

of that endeavour. I had hoped that an analysis of these 

cases, now expressed in suitable propositions, would be of 

some philosophical value. Of course, it remains up to the 

reader to decide if this hope has been in any way fulfilled. 

1. 
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(ii) 

The tradition of western philosophy, especially since 

Descartes, has been riddled with attempts to discover that 

which persons can know with certainty. And yet on every oc~ 

casion, this same tradition has maintained a skeptical atti­

tude towards particular 'pretenders' to this prpperty. A 

-host of candidates for this coveted position have been put 

fDrward, only to be subjected to the most rigourous scrutiny. 

r. never cease to be amazed at the zeal with which philoso­

phers attack such claims as Descartes' "Cogito ergo sum", 

Kant's synthetic apriori propositions, or Moore's "There ex­

ists at present a living human body, which is my- body". One 

gets the impression that the entire discipline of philosophy 

hinges upon the successful outcome of these skeptical on­

slaughts. After all, we must be certain that we are certain 

(and so on ad nauseaum). Consequently, each candidate in 

turn has succumbed to criticism and been discarded. 

The strongest argument against the possibility of 

human certainty (one cannot be certain since this would in­

volve 'knowing that one knows that one knows, ad infinitum) 

seems insurmountable. Doubt can always get a foothold. Yet 

notice that this argument against the possibility of human 

certainty, even at first glance, can be seen to be too strong­

ly put. In its current form, it poses the same sort of in­

surmountable difficulties for itself as it does for any other 

proposition offered as a human certainty, That is, doubt can 
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always get a foothold as to the truth of the proposition, 

'Doubt can always get a foothold'. There is no good reason 

for us to suspend our skepticism in regard to this proposition 

since this proposition seems little different from those it 

was designed to stand against. It would appear, then, that 

there are at least some propositions that are not susceptible 

.to this argument. 

Of course there are exceptions; philosophers do accept 

a well defined class of propositions as being known with cer­

tainty, though apparently these are of little significance, 

since they have little, if any factual content. The conces­

sions granted to certainty in traditional philosophy are very 

minor ones. Clearly, these are not the sorts of concessions 

that are able to generate a satisfactory answer to the skeptic. 

Philosophers are correct, I think, in leaving the investiga­

tion of the members' of this class of propositions to the lex­

icographer. 

The tradition of western philosophy, then, has con­

structed a dilemma to be used in the dismissal of all those 

factually significant propositions we should like to say are 

known with certainty. We are asked to recognize that, for 

any given propositi?n, one can always either a) doubt the 

truth of that proposition, and hence deny that that proposi­

tion is known with certainty, or b) if, indeed, it is impos­

sible to doubt the truth of that proposition, then that prop­

osition is known with certainty but is without factual. -
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significance. I think that G.E.l'iloore felt something of the 

force of the above dilemma when he said; 

It is a well known fact in the history of 
philosophy that necessary truths in gen­
eral, but especially those of which it is 
said that the opposite is inconceivable, 
have been commonly supposed to be analytic 

1 . . . 
Two problems are generated by the above, contrived, 

dilemma. First it suggests that knowledge, or certainty, is 

beyond the grasp of human beings. Second, it leads us to 

believe that everything that does qualify as a certainty is 

trivial. The former is disasterous to epistemology, and 

astounding ( at the very least) to the native speakers of a 

language, The latter, as we shall see, is simply false. 

The task of this thesis is that of exposing the weak-

nesses of the above dilemma by pointing to a set of cases 

which are not amenable to it. I shall argue that the prop-

ositions to be discussed, though known with certainty, are 

neither trivially true nor uninformative. There does exist 

a set of propositions which ca~~ot be doubted, yet which 

cannot be automatically dismissed as void of factual content. 

The set of propositions I intend to discuss currently numbers 

six, but there is no good reason to maintain that the current 

list is exhaustive. Still, I believe that the current list 
_________________ r ___ __ 

. 1 G.E. Moore! "The Refutation of. Idealism", in 
TweU~le~h.Century £hllosophx: ~ Analytic Tradition, edt 
Morrls weltz l New York; The Free Press, 1966 ) p.]2 



is sufficiently diverse to provide the reader with a strong 

grasp of the type of informative proposition that can be 

know{l with certainty. And when I say that 'these propositions 

are known with certainty', I do not mean just something like 

'it is obvious that persons assume these propositions to be 

true'; I mean, rather, that we cannot be mistaken in saying 

that these are true. The second section of this thesis at­

tempts to bring out this difference, and to suggest why it is 

that we cannot be mistaken here. 

If the arguments I advance to achieve this task are 

good o~eSt then I think a number of philosophical consequences 

follow. Probably the most forceful of these is that, "Any 

philosophical thesis that can be shown to be incompatible with 

one or more of these six propositions is a false thesis. Fur­

ther it can be shown to be false by discovering and noting 

exactly where it contradicts one or more of those six proposi­

tions we know, with certainty, to be true." Philos ophers have, 

I think, always acknowledged that any theory which contradicts 

the facts cannot be a true theory. Unfortunately, however, a 

great deal of uncertainty about the scope and validity of 

those facts at once begins to interfere with this procedure 

for demonstrating a theory's compatibility or incompatibility 

with the facts. If my arguments are correct, then one need 

no longer be puzzled about which facts must be considered, nor 

be puzzled about the validity of those facts. 

These consequences aside, our current task is that of 
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isolating certain basic statements, and arguing for the claim 

that those basic statements are known to be true with certain­

ty. That endeavour will proceed more fruitfully if the read­

er is aware, beforehand t of the paths I shall follow. I shall 

provide, therefore, in the next section of this introduction, 

a brief map of those paths. 

(iii) 

The second chapter of this thesis is, for the most 

part, descriptive. I place the six candidates for certainty 

in appropriate contexts and invite the reader to observe what 

happens to both our behaviour and our language when such prop­

ositions are denied. I then argue that persons universally 

judge these propositions to be true, and that they do so in­

dependently of any appeal to either analyticity or particular 

current linguistic conventions. Thus far, then, I am content 

to a) describe the language and behaviour of persons, b) to 

describe the judgments persons must agree upon, if the above 

behaviour and language is to be intelligible, and c) to note 

the force with which these judgments are held. 

The third chapter centers upon three sources of oppo­

sition to one of the six candidates for certainty that I have 

advanced, I there discuss one understanding of modern physics, 

process philosophy, and the sense-data theory in so far as 

each appears to invalidate the universality of our judgment 

'that the world is composed of material objects', I then argue 

that each source of apparent opposition fails ( each for a 



different reason) to undermine the universality of that judg­

ment. Note again that, thus far, I am arguing only that per­

sons do universally exhibit certain judgments, and have set 

aside ( until chapters V, VI and VIr) any discussion of the 

validity of those jUdgments. These first descriptive chapters 

though often tedious and seemingly superficial, are essential 

to the arguments advanced in chapters V, VI and VII. If, in 

fact, persons d'o not agree in these judgments, then the argu­

ment I intend to advance cannot be, even for a moment, plaus­

ible. 

Several philosophers have drawn attention to this set 

of pt:culiar propositions, both recently and in the more dis­

tant past. Hence, in the fourth chapter, I attempt to bring 

together this support. The chapter serves several purposes 

but chief among these is its demonstration that these propo­

sitions are noted by a diverse class of philosophers, and thus 

are not the outgrowths of anyone philosophical school or 

tradition. The chapter is also important in that it points 

to the need for a unified theory to account for the peculiar 

properties of these propositions. Each of the philosophers 

discussed recognizes that one or more of thes~ propositions 

is odd, yet each. can account for this oddity only from within 

the context of his o~~ system. 

As can be seen in the table of contents, chapter V 

marks a shift in the central argument of the thesis. Whereas, 

in the first few chapters, I am content to merely isolate 
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and describe the judgments persons do make, I am now more 

concerned with the question, 'Are the six judgments we have 

thus far described ~?'. Hence, in the fifth chapter, 

I prepare a context for arguing in defense of an affirmative 

answer to this question, and I do so by means of a discussion 

centered upon human judgment. I there make a distinction 

between 'deliberated judgments' and 'implied judgments D. Since 

the relationship of evidence to the judgment is altogether 

different in these two cases, the validity of 'implied judg­

ments' must be established in a manner different from that 

used to establish the validity of ;deliberated judgments'. 

This distinction is important since the propositions we have 

isolated and described in the first few chapters make up the 

content of-'implied jUd@nents' and not 'deliberated judgments', 

In the sixth chapter. I set out a collection of argu­

ments in defense of an affirmative answer to the question. 

"Are these six 'implied judgments' correct?", Each of the 

three arguments in that collection has, as an essential pre­

mise, some claim about the nature of persons. I argue that 

the first of those arguments is invalid, but that the second 

argument overcomes the problems of the first. Still, the 

success of that second argument remains contingent upon elim­

inating an apparent ambiguity which seems to emerge in its 

conclusion. After setting out and criticizing a third argu­

ment in defense of the claim that these judgments ~ correc~, 

I return to the major assumption of the second ( and strongest ) 
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argument Pfrom the nature of persons 6
• The chapter concludes 

with a defense of that assumption. 

Two further arguments can be advanced in defense of' 

an affirmative answer to our question& and these appear in 

the seventh chapter. The first ( an argument 'from the prop~ 

ositional content of these six particular judgments') attempts 

to establish a relationship between the content of these six 

particular 'implied judgments' and our concept of evidence. 

That is, it might be the case that these particular human 

judgments must be correct largely because the propositional 

content of these six special 'implied judgments' asserts 

what can count as a mistake for any 'implied judgment'. Of 

all the arguments advanced, I am most disappointed in this 

one. I am' convinced that the objective of this argument is 

legitimate, but am dissatisfied in that the argument I advance 

fails to fully achieve that objective. This argument ( from 

propositional content) also suffers from an apparent ambiguity 

of conclusion. The seventh chapter includes one final argu­

ment, the argument from 'the universality of these six par­

ticular judgments'. This final argument cannot stand alone 

as a defense of an affirmative answer to our question, but 

rather is designed to be conjoined with either the above ar­

gument or with the second argument 'from the nature of persons'. 

By conjoining the latter with the argument 'from universality' 

I am a.ble to show that the charge of ambiguity of conclusion 

is misplaced. Hence, the final objection to the second argument 
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'from the nature of persons' is answered. Since the final 

conclusion of that argument was that the second central pre­

mise of this thesis is true ( just in the case of six special 

sUbstitutions for p ) there remains no good reason for doubt­

ing the truth of that premise. 

In chapter eight, I consider an objector who argues 

that the ambiguity resolved by the argument 'from universality' 

is only an effect of a more worrisome ambiguity, and that that 

ambiguity first appears in the premises of the argument 'from 

the nature of persons'. He claims that this specific ambi­

guity is more worrisome since it covers over a basic problem 

from the philosophy of perception. I then argue that there 

is a fundamental difference between the sources of that pro­

blem~ and the sorts of things I argue for in the argument 

'from the nature of persons', Hence, the problem from the 

philosophy of perception that our objector claims is glossed 

over, does not even arise for that argument. 

The final chapter brings together and states what I 

believe this thesis has successfully argued for. Since that 

chapter is short and to the point, I shall not restate it 

here. 



PART A; THE FIRST PREMISE: 

"Persons universally agree in their judgments 
that six particular propositions are true," 
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THE SIX PROPOSITIONS 

A. 
Prefatory Remarks 

(i) 'x' cannot be wholly red allover and wholly green allover 

at the same time. 

(ii) The world is composed of material objects, 

a) No two things can exist in the same place at the 

same time. 

or b) No one thing can exist at two different places at 

the same time. 

or c) The things that make up the world are extended in 

three dimensions. 

(iii) An event cannot wholly occur both before and after a 

given time. 

(iv) Seven plus five equals twelve. 

(v) The world maintains a uniformity over time. 

(vi) Every event has a cause, 

All of the above are known with certainty but in a 

way different from the way one might know with certainty that 

'Every. husband is married'. In order to make this difference 

clear, and in order to capture as much of the special flavour 

of certainty these propositions exhibit, it ,is worthwhile to 

place each proposition in one or more appropriate contexts. 

11. 
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The contexts serve one other crucial function. My 

claim is that these propositions are judged to be true by all 

persons. But to merely assert a set of propositions and make 

the above claim about them is not sufficient. One might al~ 

ways object that; "Of course you have committed the not un-

common error of universalizing your own particular judgments 

over the range of all persons. There is always the possibility 

that the judgments you make are very peculiar and not at all 

in accordance with the judgments of human beings in general,1I1 

That is tosayp I have offered no reasons for believing that 

these propositions are judged to be true ~ ~ll person~. 

Wittgenstein offers us a way out of this difficulty. 

It must be the case that humans agree in their judgments if 

1 "t b f" t" 2 anguage 1S 0 e a means 0 communlca-1on. Later we shall 

find that this agreement in jud~nent is a prerequisite of any 

form of communication. At any rate, this agreement in judg­

ment is expressed in and secured by a shared language. Hence 

to discover those judgments that are universal to all persons, 

one must begin not with introspection into one's own judg­

ments, but with an analysis of the judgments expressed in our 

common language. The objector, then, is adequately answered 

by the following: IIThese judgments cannot be peculiar to me 

lSee Stephan Korner, Cat~£rical Frameworks, ( Oxford; 
Basil Blackwell;1970)p.14 for a similar statement of the objection 

2See Ludwig Wittgenstein, Philosophical Investigations, 
( Oxford; Basil Blackwell, 1968 ) sec.242, p88e 
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since they are merely derivations from the language that you, 

I, and other humans employ. If you examine this language we 

shars, you will find that you yourself repeatedly make these 

same judgments. It is this common language that provides the 

answer to your objection." 

The importance of placing these propositions in proper 

contexts, then, cannot be overemphasized. Without a study of 

these propositions at work in our language ( without a study 

of the judgments we do express in our language ) there is no 

means of' arriving at the universality of judgment we require. 

B. 
The Propositions in Contexts 

(i) 'Xf cannot be wholly red allover and wholly 
green allover at the same time. 

Several philosophers 1 have drawn attention to this 

proposition, but only for its capacity to be a nuisance to 

the analytic-synthetic distinction. The aim of this thesis 

is to render suspicious a dilemma and Dot ~ distinction. This 

point is crucial if one is to understand the force of what is 

to follow. Since this point is so important I think it is 

worthwhile to dig(('e,ss for a moment in order to explain what 

I mean. 

I am not concerned ( as was Quine in "Two Dogmas of 

iSee for example D.F. Pears, "Incompatibilities of 
Colours" in Logic and Languaga, edt A.G.N. Flew ( Oxford; 
Basil Blackwell, :1.966 ) or Stanley ?lTunsa t, ~he Analytic-SyI'!­
thetic Distinction, ( Belmont; Wadsworth, 1971 ) p.a 
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Empiricism" ) about whether or not one can provide a non-cir­

cular definition of "analytic:'. Nor am I concerned ( as were 

strawson and Grice in "In Defense of a Dogma" ) about whether 

or not one could still make that distinction, even if no non 

-.circular definition of "analyticlll could be provided. Rather 

I am concerned with a dilemma that is nearly always conjoined 

with that distinction. 

Suppose, first, that the analytic-synthetic distinction 

cannot be made. We might still talk about propositions that 

are factually 1l!linformative arld say· of them that they can be 

known to be true with certainty. Think here ~.Df the tautologi­

cal propositions of logic. We might also still talk of fact­

ually informative propositions and say of these that they 

cannot ever be knoV'rtl with certainty to be true. Though the 

analytic-synthetic distinction is gone, the dilemma -- 'Every 

proposition is either factually uninformative or cannot be 

known to be true with certainty' - might still remain. Hence 

even if the distinction cannot be made the dilemma might re­

main, Hence, even if the distinction cannot be made, it is 

still important to show that a certain class of propositions 

suggests that the above dilemma is not exhaustive; the dilemma 

is false when said of the class of all propositions. 

And now suppose that the distinction can be made or 

at least noticed. Hence when one considers a diverse collec­

tion of propositions ranging from 'Husbands are married males' 

to 'Most typewriters are blue' one has little difficulty in 
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deciding whether anyone of those propositions is analytic 

or synthetic. That is to say, though one may not be able to 

provide a non-circular definition of "analytic" one might 

still be able to make the analytic-synthetic distinction in 

practice. This result is not in itself worrisome; it only 

becomes worrisome after this result is conjoined with our 

original dilemma. As a consequence of this conjunction, we 

are inclined to say not just that we can 2...0P.';.§!t,ig)e.§. mak.e this 

distinction in practice, but that we can always do so. 

The propositions I intend tb discuss do not show that 

the analytic~synthetic distinction cannot be made; indeed I 

believe that it can be made in practice for a great nany prop­

ositions. Rather they suggest that our original dilemma is 

false. Accordingly, that diler.TIna cannot be conjoined with the 

fact that we are sometimes able to make the synthetic-analytic:: 

distinction in practice, in an atte!opt to conclude that we can 

make that distinction for every proposition. It is one thing 

to say that we can make a distinction but quite another to say 

that that distinction is exhaustive. In order to conclude the 

latter from the former, we require the truth of something like 

'Every pro1)osition is either factually uninformative or cannot 

be knovm to be true with certainty'. I believe that the six 

central propositions of this thesis are counter cases to the 

above dilemma, but in order to show that they are we shall 

have to examine their use in appropriate contexts. 

To return then, suppose we replace 'x' with 'the ball' 
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in our first proposition. And now imagine a classroom scene 

immediately following recess. The students return from re­

cess saying such things as "We certainly had fun playing with 

the red ball" and "That green ball hurts when it hits you on 

the arm". The teacher, overhearing this dialog~e, assumes 

that the students played different games. She encourages 

them to play together but they insist that they did. Our teach­

er is a bit confused, but believes that she now understands 

and says "You must have played a game that required two balls 

and in this case one was red and the other was green~'. And 

now to complete the scenario, the students claim that everyone 

played in the same game and that that game involved only one 

balL 

Clearly there is in the above at least a) a reference 

to a red ball, b) a reference to a green ball and c) a claim 

that only one ball is involved. How might the teacher handle 

this information? She might respond with "Even though you 

played with only one ball at ~ time, you probably switched 

balls at some point in the game" or "Now I understand, if you 

played with only one ball, then it must have been partially 

red and partially green" or "Some of you are certainly colour 

blind" or "If some of the game took place in the shade and 

the rest took place in the sun, then some of you may have been 

fooled as to the colour of the ball" or even "I'm tired of 

your little joke, let's get down to work". 

This list of utterances is probably not complete, 
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though I think it is sufficiently complete for us to notice 

a trend. The above set of responses illustrates a systematic 

attempt to exclude a particular interpretation of the recess 

events t namely 'that only one ball was involved and that that 

ball was wholly red allover and wholly green allover at the 

same time!. That is not to say that the above utterance is 

in any strong sense meaningless. We can and do talk about 

impossible states of affairs without lapsing into a meaning-

less babble. Consider our talk of 'squared circles', We can 

arid do say that no such thing can be produced, and yet none 

of this talk is nonsense. It must be noted that we are never 

exactly clear about what might count as a 'squared circle': 

the meaning of that term is far from determinate. The dialogue 

succeeds only so long as it remains loose and inexplicit. The 

more seriously we entertain the notion of a 'squared circle', 

that is the more we attempt to rigorously' fix the use of this 

term, the more we approach absurdity.1 

If we now return to the classroom scenario, we find 

a similar sort of thing going on. The students might sensibly 

claim that they 'played with ared and green ball'. But as we 

begin to delimit the ambiguity of their claim, we rapidly 

approach an unintelligible utterance ( or to borrow from P.F. 

lNotice that when I first asked you to IIConsider our 
talk of squared circles" you were not the least confused. 
It is only after we begin to consider the specifics of such 
a thing that we discover that 'the definition ( a rigorous 
one) of a circle excludes the possibility of its being a square'. 



Strawson, we approach 'the bounds of sense' ). The final 

reformulation of the student's claim ~ 'We played with a 

ball that was wholly red and wholly green simultaneously' 

18. 

might even still remain within these bounds, yet only because 

we grant it a loose understanding. Perhaps we might take . 

'simultaneously' to not exclude the possibility of extremely 

short intervals. Hence we would then understand the proposi­

tion to be about a ball that very rapidly fluctuates in colour 

from red to green and back again. And should someone demand 

total rigour the student's claim would indeed exceed the bounds 

of sense. 

Why is it that this proposition becomes unintelligible 

.... vhen we attempt to give ita rigorous" interpreta tien? I 

shall, at this time, consider only one explana.tion of this 

fact and then only to dismiss it as, if not mistaken, then at 

least misleading. 

The most convenient explanation begins by bringing 

the dilemma we discussed earlier to bear upon this proposition. 

If a 'red-alI-over green-all~over ball' is impossible then it 

must be the case that your original propositionWcB not fact­

ually informative. Accordingly, the impossibility of such 

balls is not unlike the impossibility of a 'married bachelor', 

Part of the meaning of "bachelor" includes "unmarried" and 

nothing can be both married and unmarried at the same time, 

Similarly (J) "red" may be construed to mean at least in part 

"not green". Hence a green-alI-over not-green-all-over ball 
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is impossible in the same manner as a married unmarried per­

son is impossible. 

I am not convinced that the above argument is wholly 

mistaken p yet still I am suspicious of it. If "red" may be 

c.onstrued to mean, at least in part, "not green" then several 

oddities must be permitted. Suppose I request you to bring 

me a pair of red socks from the drawer. Further suppose that 

you are familiar with the above argument. And now you return 

with a pair of black socks. I claim that you must have mis­

understood my request, or that you do not understand the mean­

ing of the word "red". You explain that were I a more sophis­

ticated user of language, I would know that "red" may be con­

strued to mean. in part "not green". And since clearly the 

black pair of socks you brought me were not green, it follows 

that you at least partially fulfilled my request. And here 

it would be appropriate for me to shrug my shoulders and fetch 

my own socks from the drawer. 

The above case suggests that a certain amount of so­

phistication is required before one is able to notice that 

the meaning of "red ll includes "not green ll
• But surely the 

impossibility of red-alI-over. green-alI-over balls is just 

as apparent to the least sophisticated users of language. The 

move from red to not green might serve as an after the fact 

justification of our dismissal of such ballsl BUT IT CERTAINLY 

IS NOT A PREREQUISITE FOR JUDGING THAT SUCH BALLS CAN NEVER 

OCCUR. 
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We are under some compulsion to judge that red-all­

over, green-alI-over objects cannot occur. Since that com­

pulsion cannot be deduced in any obvious way from the type 

of necessity attached to analyticity, I think it unwise to 

"automatically reduce that compulsion to analytic nec;essi ty. 

(ii) The world is composed of material objects. 

By this is meant ( at least ) that, of whatever serves to 

make up the world, it will be true that; 

a) no two of these constituents will occupy the same 

place at the same time, and 

b) no one constituent will exist in two places at the 

same time, and 

c) that each constituent will be three-dimensional. 

I take the above to be fundamental properties of objects. 

Hence to show that humans agree in their judgments that a), 

b) and c) are true is to show that humans agree in their judg­

ment that 'the world is composed of material objects'. 

Three objections to these propositions must be set 

aside but only because they are sufficiently complex to be. 

out of place in the current discussion. Accordingly, the 

problems raised by this proposition in science ( notably phy­

sics ), in sense-data theory, and in process metaphysics will 

be reserved for a later, more thorough discussion. Thus far 

we are concerned only with the universal judgments that humans 

express in a language, and not with an interpretative theory 



of those facts~ 

For there is a massive central core of hu­
man thinking which has no history ~- or 
none recorded in histories of thought; 
there are categories and concepts, which 
in their fundamental character, change not 
at all. Obviously these are not the spe­
cialities of the most refined thinking. 
They are the commonplace of the least re­
fined thinking; and are yet the indispens­
able core of the conceptual equipment of 
the most sophisticated human beings. 1 
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It is one facet of this indispensable central core 

( namely the concept of an object ) which we now set out to 

articula te. But before doing so f I mus t again digres,s. briefly 

in order to eliminate the possibility of a particular confu-

sion. Whereas Strawson talks of concepts and categories, and 

I talk of hUman judgment; still I do not think that we are 

engaged in radically different enquiries. I think that in 

order for us to say that any person has a particular concept, 

that person must exhibit certain judgments, and these judg-

ments are expressed in his language and behaviour. Similarly, 

if that person fails to exhibit those judgments by means of 

either his language or behaviour, then we are not entitled to 

say that he has that concept. Hence, we would be entitled to 

say of any given concept that it is a part of the 'central 

core of human thinking' only if there exist certain judgments 

( expressed in hUman language and behaviour ) that are common 

to all persons. A discussion of what might make any given 

lStrawson, Individuals ( London; Methuen,1959 ) p.10 
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concept ( or judgment ) indispensable must await the second 

section of this thesis. 

Consider the judgments expressed by a native speaker 

of the language when he utters such statements as: 

1. This is no less futile than banging your head against 

the wall. 

2. I'm awfully sorry about your broken headlightj it never 

occurred to me that this parking space was too small. 

3. Jim and Bob ( simultaneously), "There is only one key 

to this door and I have it". 

4. Daughter, "I went to the early show" 

Mother~ "Father saw you in the pub at eight o'clock" 

5. Don't throw that piece of paper out; I've written an 

important address on the other side of it. 

6. I don't know what colour it is on the other side, I have 

not flipped it over yet. 

7. Virtue is its ovm reward. 

8. Let's make a long-distance phone call. 

I shall begin with the last of these ( 7 and 8 ) since they 

are in a class of their own ~Dd might generate confusion about 

the others. 

'Virtue is its own reward' ••• seems to be 
on all fours with ••• 'Smith has given him­
self the prize t

• So philosophers, taking 
it that what is meant by such statements 
as the former is analogous to what is meant 
by such statements as the latter, have ac­
cepted the consequence that the world con­
tains at least two sorts of objects, namely 
particulars like Jones and Smith and 
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• uni versals' like Virtue. 1 

Of course, Virtue cannot literally receive a reward 

any more than one can Jit~ally make a long-distance phone 

call ( consider what a curious sort of assembly line one would 

need - what sort of tools and raw materials would you use? ). 

There are a host of similar utterances which do not mean 

lit~l.:1!lly what is said. Everyone has, at some time, taken 

great delight in holding others responsible, literally, for 

utterances that were never intended literally. To identify 

such utterances, we begin by placing them next to utterances 

of the same grammatical form. Questions that are sensibly 

asked of these others are then asked of the utterance whose 

status we are unsure of. If absurdities arise then the ut-

terance in question is meta.phorical in the sense that it does 

not mean what its grammatical form suggests it means. 

These metaphorical utterances are not incorrect, nor 

meaningless, nor even poor English. They are merely mislead­

ing, and then, only if we fail to realize that such utter-

ances are grammatical short-hand utterances. We encounter no 

difficulties with such utterances until we forget that they 

are just that; until we grant them the same status as all 

other propositions of the same grammatical form. Were we to 

avoid this error, \'Ie would not find it necessary to think that 

lGilbert Ryle, "Systematically Misleading Expressions" 
in Logic §..I19.. JJ~mguage, ed. A. G. N • Flew (Oxford; Basil Blackwell, 
1968) p.20 



the world contains two sorts of objects. 

So our original statement was not about 
'Virtue' but about good men and the gram­
matical subject word 'Virtue' meant what 
is meant by ' ..• is virtuous' and so was, 
what it pretended not to be, a predicative 
expression. 1 
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Similarly, the grammatical object 'a long-distance phone call' 

becomes the predicative expression 'to call long-distance' as 

in "Let's call long-distance". 

Hence propositions 7. and 8. do not present insur­

mountable difficulties for our original claim that the world 

is composed of material objects. It remains our task to now 

examine the six remaining utterances, seeking out the judg~ 

ments they express. What sort of things must we judge to be 

true if each of these utterances is to be meaningful? 

Clearly for the proposition "This is no less futile 

than banging your head against the wall" to be meaningful we 

must agree that there are such things as heads and walls. 

These look very much like the objects we seek, but so far 

they need only be identifiable particulars. The proposition, 

however, says something else; namely that we judge it to be 

futile to try and alter one or the other of these particulars 

by the process of banging. How is it that we agree that such 

a thing is futile? We agree in our judgment that it is fu-

tile since we agree in our judgment that heads and walls are 

libido p.2l 



the sorts of particulars that are solid. Or again, when one 

meets the other a collision ( and most likely a healthy 

bruise) results. The futility, and this is important, does 

not require testing out but is already contained in our shared 

knowledge about the sorts of objects we are dealing with. 

Since we all agree in our judgments that heads and walls can­

not occupy the same place simultaneously, we all agree that 

it would be futile to 'bang one's head against the wall'. 

The second proposition "I'm awfully sorry about your 

broken headlight; it never occurred to me that this parking 

space was too small" makes mention of an error in judgment. 

It would seem that persons might sometimes be mistaken in their 

jUdgments, But it is important to notice at what point a 

mistake might arise. Here the driver has misjudged either 

the pimension~ of his own car or the dimensions of the space 

available for parking. At this level we quite often do make 

mistakes, and the owner of the damaged vehicle might even ac­

cept judgment errors of this sort. But suppose the driver 

now claims that he made no judgment error of this sort and 

says "I fully realize that my car is eleven feet long and that 

the parking space is at most eight feet long -- yet still I 

think that I can park in that space'-'. Were the driver to make 

an error in judgment of this second sort, he would the~by 

lapse into nonsense. For errors of the first sort he might 

receive a fine; for an error of the second sort he is liable 

to be placed in a padded cell. (The £adding here is 
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noteworthy since our driver is likely to be one who would 

also not recognize the futility of banging his head against 

the wall.) 

The first two cases serve to illustrate our univer­

sal agreement in judgment that no two things can exist in one 

place at the same time e Again, the judgment is arrived at by 

means of an examination of the common language persons share. 

With this in mind, let us now examine cases 3. and 4. which 

serve as expressions of a second judgment about objects, 

'that no one object can exist in two places simultaneously', 

We notice immediately a diffic'ul ty in case three, 

Why? - "Well if there is only one key then clearly Jim and 

Bob cannot both have it; unless a duplicate has been made in 

which case there are two keys; or unless each is grasping a 

portion of the same key." Without the above or similar ex­

tenuating circumstances, we should say that at least one of 

the two is mistaken. That we should say this immediately, 

that is without examining key(s), could only come about if 

persons agree in their judgments that one and the same key 

cannot be in two places at once. This judgment refuses fals­

ification ( just try to describe the state of affairs that 

would falsify it). Suppose that two keys are produced and 

that each is examined and found to fit the lock. But of 

course this is inadequate, since, here, two keys are mentioned 

and our original claim concerned only one. Well, suppose then 

that only one key is produced ••• and now it is only a matter 
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of noticing who produced it ••• they cannot both have produced 

it. We seem to meet up against a barrier here. We shall la­

ter discuss the nature of this barrier, but thus far it is 

sufficient to notice that human dialogue encounters, and at 

times is a product of, such barriers. 

The daughter mother dialogue (numbered case 4. ) 

admits of a similar analysis. Supposes the daughter produces 

several trusted witnesses who support her claim that she at­

tended the early show, from seven o'clock to nine o'clock. 

Further suppose that the mother is convinced by thesewitnesses 

and says "Yes, I recognize that you went to the show, but still 

you have not answered my complaint about your being in the 

pub", The mother might mean here "Still, I wonder how your 

father was mistaken". But if she means to request evidence 

that the daughter was not in the pub at eight o'clock, then 

her request is absurd. Conclusive evidence of that sort has 

already been provided, since persons concur in their jUdgments 

that the daughter could not have been in both places at once. 

Notice that OUR AGREE;\1ENT IN JUDGWENT HERE DICTATES WHAT WILL 

COUNT AS EVIDEi'~CE FOR THE TRUTH OR FALSITY OF A PARTICULAR 

CLAIM. 

And that is why if Jones can prove that he was some 

place other than the scene of the murder, then Jones ceases 

to be a suspect for that murder. We would be wasting our 

time in attempting to prove that he was also at the scene of 

the crime. We might view a particular alibi with suspicion, 
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but it would be nonsensical to question the notion of alibis 

in general; we all agree that no thing, not even a person, 

can be in two places at once. Here we can see how human ac­

tions, in addition to human language, hinge upon persons 

agreeing in certain of their fundamental jUdgments. The ex­

pectations of a district attorne;y, the verdict of a jury, and 

the endeavours of a police detective all make sense only if 

there is this agreement in judgment. 

We come now to the propositions numbered 5. and 6. 

whlch are of the same type as the one mentioned in the intro­

duction of this thesis. Suppose that I have before me a 

blank piece of paper and I begin to crumple it up. You say 

to me "Don't throw that piece of paper out - it has an impor~ 

tant address on the other side", What I now do with the piece 

of paper that is in my hands is quite likely altered. Yet 

this only makes sense if the side of paper you urged me to 

save is somehovv related to the blank side of paper that I be­

gan to crumple. You would become confused if I were to con­

tinue to crumple saying, "Don't worry, I am only crumpling a 

plain side of paper and not the side of paper your address is 

written upon". I am expected to know that a piece of paper 

has two sides ( in addition to its thickness) and that the 

two are preserved or crumpled together. This behaviour is an 

expression of our agreement in judgment that the things of 

the world are three-dimensional. We agree in this judgment 

inspite of the fact that we do not see directly all three of 
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those dimensions. 

Similarly, case 6. makes no sense at all unless we 

agree in our judgment that the object in question has an op-

posite side which we can 'flip it over to'. And, as in case 

5., we do not say that this flip side ( 'second side', 'other 

side', 'reverse side' ••• notice how we are compelled to 

choose words that serve to relate the tw.Q. side§. ) is a second 

particular but rather a second dimension of the first partic-

ular. Now suppose we do flip the object over, only now we 
. it?l other?l dlscover that ••••• has no •••.••••• side! Perhaps we imagined 

a very thin shape like this 

/".._-

or perhaps this 

but the case of a one sided particular cannot be drawn nor 

sensibly be described in a language whose roots presuppose 

objects. 

talk. 
being 
whose 

[Perception] is always accompanied by so 
called 'interpretation'. This 'interpre­
tation does not seem to be necessarily 
the product of any elaborate train of in­
tellectual cognition. VIe find ourselves 
'accepting' a world of substantial objects 

1 . 
Even here we cannot escape our own object latent 

Any resistance to that compulsion results either in 
unable to say what we desire said, or in an utterance 
only sensible understanding excludes what we desire said. 



directly presented for our experience. 
Our habits, our states of mind, our modes 
of behaviour all presuppose this 'inter­
preta tion I. 1 
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(iii) An event cannot wholly occur both before and 
and after a given time. 

It is important to notice that the above proposition is about 

one event and not about two events of the same type. Hence 

the proposition does not include, within the scope of its de-

nial, cases like 'The first game of the double-header was 

completed by nine o'clock and the second game began shortly 

thereafter', Here there is a clear reference to two events 

( Mets-2; Dodgers-l and Mets-3; Dodgers-5 ) of the same type. 

In faot we might identify each by its particular outcome. 

Consider now a more difficult case, 'There are two 

showings of the same movie; one finishing just before eight 

o'clock and the other starting shortly thereafter', Notice 

first that we d~ identify two showings of the movie though 

here we cannot do so by appealing to each showing's particu­

lar outcome. Suppose that the even~of the movie's showings 

exactly overlapped in all their particulars ( the same people 

attended both showings, there were no projector 

1A.N.Whitehead, Adventures of Ideas ( New York; The 
Free Press, 19.3.3 ) p,217 Whiteheadelsewhere states that our 
language also presupposes sUbstantial objects, He further 
acknowledges that these considerations are difficult ( I should 
have said 'insurmountable' ) hurdles for any philosopher who 
sets out to provide a process metaphysics. 
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breaks in either showing etc. ) How is it that we can and 

do talk here of two events? Again, this only comes about if 

we agree in our judgment .that one event cannot have wholly 

occurred both before and after eight 0 "clock, there must be 

two events. We need not explicitly assert this judgment. It 

is implicitly contained in many of the things we say and do; 

talking of 'two showings' rather than 'one and the same show­

ing occurring twice' for example, Consider the absurdity in 

requesting either 'exactly the same showing over again' or ' 

exactly the same baseball game over again'. We might 'wish' 

for such things, but this only demonstrates our agreement in 

judgment that such' things cannot happen. 'llo 'wish forsomething 

over again' is to admit that 'of course it won't be the same 

but •.• ' 

Our overworked dilemma appears once again, however. 

One might object that "If such events .§..Di impossible, then it 

must be the case that proposition (iii) is factually uninform­

ative. And of course we do have a means of accounting for 

impossibilities which are factually uninformative. Hence 

proposition (iii) is true but only because any event must be 

either past present or future. And once we settle the tense 

of a particular event, it follows analytically that that same 

event cannot have some other tense. 1I 

IIPast", "present" and "future" are interdefined, any 

one word having for its meaning the denial of the meanings of 

the other two. So if our third proposition hinged upon one 
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or more of the above tense words, it would begin to look very 

much like an analytic truth, that is true by virtue of the 

linguistic conventions surrounding our use of tense words. I 

think that this is a mistaken way of deGcribing what this prop­

osition asserts, 

Consider an alternative convention that might surround 

our use of tense words, 1 Suppose we agreed to say of an event 

that it is "glibem" if it has not yet occurred, and to say of 

all other events that they are "gloin", Hence of 'to break 

a window' we could say only, 'to break a window glibem' or 'to 

break a window gloin', Further suppose that this linguistic 

innovation is passed on to all prospective users of the lan-

guage until it becomes a fully established convention. But 

there is no a priori reason for those who use this altered 

tense convention to alter their original judgment that prop­

osition (iii) is true, Inspite of their having difi"erent 

linguistic conventions surrounding the use of their tense 

words, there is no good reason for thinking that they should 

now alter their judgment about the truth of proposition (iii), 

Let me try to make the same point in another way. Sup­

pose that for proposition (iii), we select as ~ given time' the 

current moment. Here our proposition does seem to be factually 

uninformative in that it seems to follow straightforwardly 

1For a similar alternate convention surrounding our 
use of tense words, see Whorf, La:lguage, ThoufZht and Reality 
( Cambridge; The ~.I.T. Press, 195 ) p.59 
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from the linguistic conventions surrounding our use of the 

words "past", "present" and "future". But now select as 'a 

given time' some moment in the past. We should still want 

to say that no one event could wholly occur both before and 

after th§...i moment yet, at first glance, there does not seem 

to be a linguistic convention from which this should follow. 

This is not quite true, however, since philosophers have 

sometimes been known to talk of the 'past-past', the 'past' 

and the 'future-past', Once again our proposition might be 

said to follow straightforwardly from the linguistic conven­

tions surrounding our use of those tense words. But now se­

lect as 'a given time' any moment in the 'past-past'. Though 

we should still judge it to be true that "t{O one. event could 

wholly occur both before and after this past-past moment" it 

is difficult to see how this might follow from a linguistic 

convention surrounding our use of tense words. This difficulty 

becomes even more apparent when we select as 'a given moment' 

some moment in the 'past-past-past-past-past'. So far as I 

know, no one uses this tense and so there are no conventions 

surrounding its use; yet even here we should agree in our judg­

ment that no event could both wholly precede and wholly fol­

low that moment. 

It is not a conventional fact that we consider time 

in much the same manner as we consider a set of points arranged 

in a straight ( as opposed to circular ) line. Just as no 

one point on a straight line can·occur both to the left and 
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right of a given point, so no event can wholly occur both be~ 

fore and after a given time. We continue to judge this to be 

true even though how we carve up the series ( in both cases ) 

may change depending upon the conventions we adopt. 

(iv) Seven plus five equals twelve 

A mathematical nronosition such as 'seven 
plus five equal; t~elve' '0. is incorrig­
ible because no future ~appenings would 
ever prove the proposition false, or cause 
anyone to withdraw it. You can imagine 
any sort of fantastic chain of events you 
like, but nothing you could think of would 
ever, if it happened, disprove 'seven plus 
five equals twelve'. 1 

Consider a situation where, were the abov~ not true, we should 

have good grounds for judging 'seven plus five equals twelve' 

to be false. Suppose I first count out seven pencils, and 

then count but five more. Now I count the pencils collectively 

but only get eleven. Clearly this result is incompatible with 

the truth of 'seven plus five equals twelve'. The most likely 

course of events would be my recounting of the pencils. But 

what would you, as a witness of this event, say or do? Would 

you not pay careful attention to my recounting, anticipating 

at every step in the process, an error on my part. Or per-

haps, if you had a strong faith in my counting abilities, you 

might begin a thorough search of the floor for the twelfth 

lGasking, "Mathematics and the World II in I.Jogic and 
Langu~p-:e, edt A.G.N.Flew ( Oxford; 3asil Blackwell, 1966 )" p.207 
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pencil. Noti.ce that you might begin your search immediately. 

But how is it that you know what to do in this case? How is 

it that you know that you must 'search for the twelfth pen­

cil' or 'perform the process yourself'? I need not ask you to 

do any of these things; you are quite prepared to carry out 

these tasks on your own initiative. This can be the case on­

ly if we agree in our judgment that something has gone wrong 

WB'H THIS CASE and not with our mathematics in general. 

My point then, is that in cases where our suspicion 

is aroused, that suspicion is alway~ directed ~owards the par­

ticular case and not directed towards the mathematical prop­

osition to which it stands in opposition. There might be a 

large number of explanations of what went wrong here, but all 

of these have in common the property of ruling out the parti~ 

cular case thereby permitting the maintenance of our judgment 

that 'seven plus five equals twelve' is true. 

Once again we must confront the dilemma described in 

the introduction of this thesis. We think that if we judge 

this proposition to be true and feel certain in this judgment, 

then it must be the case that this proposition is factually 

uninformative. And so we are inclined to say "We know that 

'seven plus five equals twelve' is true simply because we know 

what 'seven (7)', 'plus (+)', 'five (5)', 'equals (=)' and 

'twelve (12)' mean. Part of what we mean by 'twelve' is the 

same as what we mean by 'seven plus five', and so our origi­

nal proposition is merely a statement about the way we 
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commonly use certain symbols." Gasking is right in pointing 

out that this view is mistaken. 

If '7+5=12' were really a proposition about 
the common usage of symbols, then it would 
follow that 7+5 would not equal 12 if peo­
ple had a different symbolic convention. 
But even if people did use symbols in a way 
quite different from the present one, the 
fact which we express by '7+5=12' would 
still be true. No change in our language­
habits would ever make this false. 1 

Suppose that our mathematic conventions developed out 

of a keen interest in the series '1, 2, 3, 5, 7, 11, 13, 17, 

23. 29, 31, 37, 41 . ,.. . We might recognize that something 

fills the gaps in that series bu~ think of that something as 

insignificant - just as we ig:n.ore fractions when counting. 

Within this new convention the addition table wO\lld be; 

1+1 =2 2+1 =3 3+1 =5 

1+2 =3 2+2 ~5 3+2 =7 

1+3 =5 2+3 =7 3+3 =11 

1+5 =7 2+5 =11 3+5 =13 

1+7 =11 2+7 =13 3+7 =17 

1+11=13 2+11=17 3+11=23 

1+13=17 2+13=23 3+13=29 etc. 

and the fact expressed by '7+5=12' would be '13+7=37', But 

even within this new convention, we would agree that '13+7=37' 

~ if we were to count matches and _find. that on one such 

occasion '13+7=3r. We judge that the fact '7+5=12' is true, 

1ibid , p.209 
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regardless of the conventions we adopt to express that fact. 

Once again we find that a) a particular proposition is univer-

sally judged to be true, and b) that that same proposition is 

factually informative. 

(v) The world maintains a uniformity over time. 

The scope of this assertion is that things don't rapidly a1-

ternate between existing and not existing, nor alter abruptly 

in weigh"\; dimensions or location. It must be noted that no 

attempt is being made to exclude the possibility of change. 

However, the proposition makes a claim about change just as 

it does about the rest of the world. Change then must be of 

a uniform sort. I urge you as well not to take this proposi­

tion under to severe a scrutiny, since it is intended to de-

scribe a very general sort of judgment we make and is not in-

tended as a rigourous scientific hypothesis. 

Something novel happens when we begin to consider this 

proposition in the light of our dilemma. Throughout the phil-

osophical tradition to date, no one has argued that this prop­

osition falls victim to the second horn of our dilemma ( that 

the proposition at hand is factually uninformative). But 

rather than abandoning the dilemma and thereby admitting to 

a case which is not amenable to it, we find philosophers at-

tempting to gore this proposition on the first horn of the di-

lemma. Though this proposition is factually informative, we 

are told that it is not knovm to be true with certalnty. - . 
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Accordingly our approach to this proposition must 

differ from any approach we took previously. Since it is a­

greed that the second horn of the dilemma does not catch this 

proposition, our task must be to show that it is not caught 

by the first horn either. The first illJ2. in this endeavour 

is to show thatpersons universally agree in their judgment 

that this proposition is true. Subsequent steps, to be de~ 

veloped in the second,. section of this thesis p hinge upon this 

first crucial step. 

Let us consider, then, the Judg;mentspersons express 

in both their verbal and non~verbal behaviour to see if there 

exists a consensus in judgment as to the truth of this prop­

osition. 

1. Would you place the plates on the dining room table, 

2. You really must read Lord of the Rin&~; it's a superb 

book • 

.3. Gasoline has risen in price to seventy-five cents a 

gallon. 

4~ There is a connecting flight that departs from Winnipeg 

at 8:10 in the evening. 

In each and everyone of the above cases the speaker implicitly 

ratifies the truth of 'The world maintains a uniformity over 

time', We would quite quickly lapse into absurdity were we 

to both assert one of the above utterances and withhold our 

assent to the truth of the original proposition. Hense in 

the first case the statement is nonsensical unless we judge 
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it to be true that dining-rooms, tables and plates continued 

to exist and that they continued to have most, if not all. of 

the properties they have had in the past. The table must 

continue to be larger than the plates, continue to have a 

sufficiently solid surface, and so on. 

It is not enough here, to say that these utterances 

are sensible solely because the speaker makes certain judg­

ments. The fact that all of the utterances make sense in ~ 

language suggests that all· users of the language make these 

same jUdgments. Several of our linguistic ( and non-linguis­

tic ) practices develop parasitically upon the fact of a con­

sensus in these jUdgments. Hence, the ~ of , commending a 

book' is completely lost if we don't agree in, our judgment 

that books continue to exist in the future, and in a way un­

altered from the way they existed in the past. Even the non­

linguistic practices of 'pricing commodities per unit' and 

'making travel reservations' only have a point if,in the former 

case, we judge that the quantity of a particular unit remains 

as it was in the past, and in the latter case, we judge that 

future planes will fly just as past planes have flown. Surely 

such philosophers as Bertrand Russell do not mean to d.eny 'this 

when they object to proposition (v). 

Russell concedes that in regard to these judgments 

"none of us feels the slightest doubt". He further recognizes 

that we do make a "judgment that the sun will rise to-morrow, 

and many other similar judgments upon which our actions are 
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based". He even admits that "we are all convinced that the 

sun will rise to-morrow" 1 or again, we all judge it to be ' 

true that 'the sun will rise to-morrow'. So as things turn 

out, our objector actually concurs with us as to what sort of 

judgments we do make. Russell's skepticism is focused upon 

the question of whether or not these judgments are justified. 

Though our objector agrees that we universally agree in our 

judgment that 'The world maintains a uniformity over time' ; 

still since he denies that that judgment is justified p he is 

able to claim that we do not know with certainty that 'The 

world maintains a uniformity over time' and hence able to main-

tain the dilemma which we are trying to show false. The task 

of this first section of the thesis is restricted to that of 

showing only two things in respect to the six propositions in 

question; first that they §.ll factually informative and second 

that they are judged to be true by all persons. Once we have 

shown that both of' these properties obtain for these six pr.op­

ositions, we can then take up ( in the second section of this 

thesis ) the question of whether or not persons are correct 

in these jUdgments. 

(vi) Every event has a cause 

As in case (v) we are able to safely avoid the second 

lall quotations from Russell, The Problems of Philosophy 
( Oxford; Oxford University Press, 195~T p.))f 
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horn of the dilemma by careful wording of this proposition. 

Hence, though 'every effect has a cause' is fac·tually unin­

formative 'every event has a cause' is not. 

As a note of caution t I urge you not to take case 

(vi) as equivalent to 'every event has a knov{n cause'. 'l'o say 

that one does not know the cause of a particular event is not 

to say that that particular event does not have a cause. In 

fact we are quite often called upon to assert the former, 

while at the same time sensibly denying the latter. Our ig­

.D..Qrance of the cause of an event cannot count as a counter 

case to the claim that we agree in our judgment that 'every 

event has a cause' is true. 

For now) we can only begin to confront the first horn 

of the dilemma. As on past occasions, we must begin by an~ 

swering the question; 'Do persons universally judge proposition 

(vi) to be true?'. Once again we must look to the judgments 

that persons express in both their language and behaviour. 

Consider the following case, suggested to me by professor T. 

Y. Henderson. 

Suppose a man has just left his wife, having had 

lunch with her. He is deeply in love with her and she with 

him. During lunch they discussed their children,.all of 

whom are doing exceptionally well. He is now returning to 

work, where just that morning he had signed a major deal, 

been praised and promoted by his employer, and been honoured 

as the most conjenial member of the staff. Now suppose that 
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this man, while walking down the street, aims and viciously 

swings his arm at the throat of a passerby, striking so brutal 

a blow that the passerby dies. 

An existentialist philosopher might suggest that that 

is all there is to the story. The story is complete; no ques­

tions need be answered. But what in fact do we do when con­

fronted with this context? Surely we continue to judge that 

his action must have had some cause, and so we might pry 

deeper into his history ( perhaps as far back as his toilet 

training days ) in an effort to uncover that cause. Now sup­

pose our research comes up empty-handed. What do we conclude? 

We have searched for some cause of the man's action and found 

nothing. 

Two obvious alternatives are available to us. We can 

say that the cause of his action escapes us, thereby saying 

something about our own limitations without saying that the 

man's action indeed had no cause, Or, and this is more likely, 

we might judge the man to be insane. In judging the man to 

be insane, we admit that his action had a cause, but further 

claim that that cause lies outside the limits of our under­

standing. The first alternative points to a current short­

coming on our part, the second alternative points to a fun­

damental shortcoming on our part, but neither alternative 

suggests that there is no cause of the man's action. 

There is no room for counter cases to proposition 

(vi) since we alone arbitrate what might count as the cause 



43. 

of any particular event. Thus the event of a flood might be 

accounted for by pointing to inadequate water control measures, 

but it might also be explained by citing the curse of a local 

witch-doctor, or even by means of a reference to the hand of 

God. Our habits of demanding and providing causes for events 

is too entrenched in our history and in the actions of our 

everyday life for anyone to seriously deny that '1Ne judge that 

'EYery event has a cause' is true. 

C 
Conclusions 

We are now in a position to make some general claims about 

what these six propositions have in common. That is to say, 

we are now in a position to state several general conclusions 

which follow from our discussion of these propositions as ap-

plied to appropriate contexts. 

1. First, we are able to conclude that EACH OF THESE SIX 

PROPOSITIONS IS FACTUALLY INFORr~;ATIVE. On those occasions 

where it looked as though these propositions were not factually 

informative, that is on those occasions where the propositions 

appeared to be primarily about the current linguistic conven-

tions surrounding our use of certain words, I. have argued that 

even if we employed quite different linguistic conventions, 

we should still judge the "facts" which we express by these 

propositions to be true. 

Given that we are now able to conclude that each of 

these propositions is factually informative, we are entitled 
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to conclude that these propositions cannot be caught on the 

second horn of our original dilemma. But this outcome alone 

will not achieve a destruction of that dilemma since ( as we 

saw in propositions v and vi ) one need only claim that these 

propositions cannot be known with certainty to be true. It 

would then follow that these propositions are caught by the 

f1rst', horn of' the dilemma in question, and hence there would 

be no good reason for being suspicious of that dilemma. In 

order to bring about the destruction of that dilemma, we must 

show that these ~ factually informative propositions can 

be known and indeed are known to be true with certainty. This 

brings us to the second claim that we are now entitled to ass-

ert of these six propositions. 

2. ~~at we are supplying are really renarks 
on the natural history of human beings; 
we are not contributing curiosities, how­
ever, but observations which no one has 
doubted, but which have escaped remark 
only because they are always before our 
eyes. 1 

We have found that all persons say certain specific types of 

things and perform certain specific types of actions; and that· 

these same utterances and actions suggest that ALL PERSONS A-

GREE IN THEIR JUDG'i',1ENTS THAT THESE SIX PROPOSITIONS ARE TRUE. 

Our six propositions the~elves are not the sorts of proposi­

tions one would find being uttered in everyday language. It 

1Wittgenstein, Philosophical Investigations ( Oxford; 
Basil Blackwell, 1968 ) sec.415 p.125e 
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is not as if someone on the street says such things as 'The 

world maintains a uniformity over time' but rather that every 

man says and does certain things which entitle us to say that 

he judges the above proposition to be true. That is to say 

one cannot withhold one's assent to these six propositions 

and yet continue to perform everyday activities or partake in 

everyday discussion. 

I have further noted that this agreement in judgment 

as to the truth of these six propositions will not, by itself, 

allow us to conclude that these propositions escape the first 

horn of our dilemma. Our agreement in judging these proposi­

tions to be true is only the first essential step in that 

proof. \'l'hat is required 13 a full proof which establishes 

that we are not mistaken in these judgments. The presentation 

of that proof is the primary objective of section II of this 

thesis. 

3. Finally, we noticed that we seem to be under some'compul­

sion' to maintain our judgments that these six propositions 

are true. If our judgments that these propositions are true 

was 'compelled' by the world containing certain Ilarticular 

facts ( that is if these propositions were inductive general­

izations from particular facts ), then it would always be 

possible for the world to admit of possible cuunter cases. 

But either a) we cannot speak of the world being a different 

way here, and hence cannot sensibly describe a possible falsi­

fying case for these propositions, or b) when it appears that 
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we can point to a falsifying case, we dismiss that case as 

mistaken and continue to judge the original proposition to be 

true. In cases of the former type, we exclude the possibili t;)r 

of counter cases indirectly by arbitrating what can sensibly 

be said within a language. In cases of the latter sort, we 

exclude the pos~ibility of counter cases directly. So, in 

either case, our judgment as to the truth of these propositions 

is not 'compelled' by any particular facts in the world. 

It seems that our language is constructed such that, 

for most of these six propositions, no sensible counter cases 

can be stated. For the remaining propositions, where conflict­

ing evidence can be stated, we repeatedly arbitrate in favour 

of the original proposition. Quite simply. this is what ~ do. 

That i~ where the evidence seems to conflict with one or more 

of these propositions -- regardless of the degree of that 

'evidence - we DO preserve our judgment that the original prop­

osition is true, thereby dismissing the evidence which conflicts 

with it. 

I think that this 'compulsion"is noteworthy for a 

number of reasons. Flrst, there can be no denying that we 

encountered it in our discussion of these propositions as ap­

plied to everyday contexts. ( see "bounds of sense" p.18 and 

"meeting up against a barrier" p.27). Second, the same 'com­

pulsion' has been noted by some of those philosophers we shall 

discuss in chapter IV of this thesis. The third reason fol­

lows from the first two. That is, when we come to argue, in 
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the second section of this thesis, that persons are correct 

in judging these six propositions to be true, our account 

shall have to make room for the fact that I 'we feel under some 

compulsion to so judge', (I believe that the source of this 

'compulsion' can be located in the neurophysiological make-up, 

or parts thereof,which is: common to all persons. However, 

to argue for this belief here would take us far beyond the 

confines of our present enquiry. ) 



III 

SOURCES OF OPPOSITION 

In the preceding chapter, I spoke as if no one could 

sensibly oppose any of these six propositions. So long as we 

consider these propositions as derivatives from common sense 

we are not misled by this claim. Every human being grants 

his consent to these propositions merely by performing the 

eve.ryday activities that are characteristic of the human spe-

cies. But now can persons, upon moving to a more sophisti-

cated level of understanding. withhold their assent to the 

truth of these propositions? I think not, but have set aside 

three particular areas as sources of possible opposition to 

the proposition 'The world is composed of material obje~tst 

in an attempt· to show why. Our task then, is first to examine 

the postulates of each of those areas in turn, and second, to 

answer the question "Do any of those postulates contradict 

our claim that 'persons universally agree in their judgments 

that the world is composed of material objects'?". 

A 
Science 

It is often suggested that science does away with ob-

jects. Russell, when considering his infamous table, says, 

"sober science ••• tells us it l}he tabl~ is a vast collection 

of electric charges in violent motion" (Problems of Philosoph~, 

48. 



p.6). Hence~ if we were to step into the world of the 8cien-

tist, we would acknowledge the error of our previous judgment 

that the world is composed of material objects, and acknow­

ledge now that it is made up of charges. In a certain unin-

teresting way, science does do away with objects - there can 

be no denying that our familiar table is gone. Yet in another 

very important sense, the microscopic scientific view of the 

world differs not at all from that view of the world which 

maintains material objects. 

Protons, neutrons, electrons and mesons are understood 

as spatially extended particles. No two of these can occupy 

the same space simultaneously, and no one particle can exist 

in two different places simultaneously. The particles of mo­

dern day physics display remarkable similarities to the.atoms 

postulated by Democritus; 

but Democritus left to the atom the qual­
ity of 'being' f of extension in space, of 
shape and motion. He left these qualities 
since it would have been difficult to speak 
about the atom at all if such qualities had 
been taken away from it. 1 

Science then, does not abandon or dismiss material objects 

but rather, through its move to a microscopic understanding 

of the world, merely reduces their dimensions. Material ob-

jects are not, as we mistakenly suspected, analyzed out of a 

1Werner Heisenberg, Physics and Philosophy ( New York: 
Harper and Row, 1958 ) p.69 
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scientific world view. 

Even the confusion that is generated when the physi­

cist talks of charges and energy ( without mentioning parti­

cles ) is of a surface sort. He is speaking metaphorically 1 

here just as we do in everyday language when we say such things 

as "Virtue is its own reward", And just as in the Virtue case, 

we must guard against being misled by the grammar of our own 

metaphors. Hence, though the grammar of some scientific 

statements might suggest charges exist, a closer scrutiny re-

veals that this talk of 'charges' is parasitic upon the pre-

dicative expression 'being charged'. The metaphorical utter-

ance remains meaningful only because we can, if required, re-

peat the utterance in its non-parasitic form; we can always 

restate talk of 'charges' in terms of 'charged particle' talk. 

The work of modern day physicists does not endanger the uni­

versality of our previous claim that 'all persons judge it to 

be true·that the world is composed of material objects'. 

Heisenberg goes a step further and argues that the 

l This claim is defensible only if the reader refers 
to the criterion for metaphorical utterances as set out on 
page 23 of this thesis. C. VI. K. I,;~undle ( in perCel?ti2!fi Facts 
and Theories ( Oxford; Oxford University Press, 1971 pages 
93 to 97 ) performs the analysis I there recommend on several 
claims advanced by the modern physicist. I',':undle's analysis 
of UIJ.1his table has no solidity of substance II for example, re­
sults in the generation of those absurdities characteristic 
of metaphorical utterances.. Since li.undle' s analysis and ar­
guments parallel ny ovm on this point, and since his arguments 
are already available in the above published work, I shall 
refrain from duplicating them here. 
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concepts of classical physics ( one of which is the concept 

of a material object) are indispensable to modern physics. 

The concepts of classical physics are just 
a refinement of the concepts of daily life 
and are an essential part of the language 
which forms the basis of all natural sci­
ence. Our actual situation in science is 
such that we do use the classical concepts 
for the description of the experiments . 
•• , There is no use in discussing what 
could be done if we were beings other than 
we are. At this point we have to realize, 
as von Weiz~cker has put it, that "~ature 
is earlier than man, but man is earlier 
than natural science". 1 

Heisenberg is not alone in recognizing that natural 

science reli.es heavily upon the judgments we express in ever­

yday life. Hempel echoes these sentiments wh'en discussing 

the highly abstract concepts of science. He argues that ra-

ther than eliminating or analyzing away the concepts of ever-

yday life; 

Certain connections must obtain between 
these two classes of concepts; for science 
is ultimately intended to systematize the 
data of our experience, and this is pos­
sible only if scientific principles, even 
when couched in the most esoteric terms, 
have a bearing upon, and thus are concep­
tually connected with, statements report­
ing in "experiential terms" available in 
everyday language what has been establish­
ed by immediate observation. Consequently 
there will exist certain connections be­
tween the technical terms of empirical 
science and the experiential vocabulary; 
in fact, only by virtue of such connections 

lWerner Heisenberg, Physics and Philosophy ( New York: 
Harper and Row, 1958 ) p.56 
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any empirical content. 1 
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If our language and actions indicate a universal judg­

ment that the world is composed of material objects, then the 

"experiential terms'! available in our language will be object 

orientated. Since the purpose of natural science is to sys-

tematize that which can be described in these "experiential 

terms", then natural science can no more do without material 

objects than Old MacDonald can do without his farm. 

Rather than belabour this point unnecessarily within 

the current context J I shall carry the debate over into the 

following section. The current context cannot yield the sort 

of strong conclusions we seek since the field of modern phys­

ics is itself split over the very issue we are trying to 

clarify and analyze. 

All of the opponents of the Copenhagen inter­
pretation do agree on one point. It would, 
in their view, be desirable to return to the 
reality concept of classical physics, or to 
use a more general philosophical term, to the 
ontology of materialism. They would prefer 
to come back to the idea of an objective real 
world whose smallest parts exist objectively 
in the same sense as stones or trees exist 
••• it is important to realize that their in­
terpretations cannot be refuted by experiment, 
since they only repeat the Copenhagen inter­
pretation in § different langu~~. 2 

tHempel, Fundamentals of Concept Formation in Em}2iri.­
cal Science (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1952 )p.21 

2Werner Heisenberg, PhY..§,ics and Philosophy ( New Yorks 
Harper and Row, 1958 ) p.129 
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B 
Process Philosophy 

The themes of most process metaphysics follow very 

closely upon t~cent developments in modern physics. However, 

process philosophy is more philosophically significant since 

process philosophers offer us a unified system within which 

metaphysical postulates are conjoined with, for example, epis­

temological postulates. Since Whitehead has provided us with 

a completely systematized process metaphysics ( especially in 

his work Process and Reality), I shall rely upon his works 

for a clear account of the intentions and efforts of process 

philosophy. 

Whitehead argues that the primary purpose of his pro-

cess metaphysics is to provide descriptive generalizations of 

experience such that even the most recent data provided by the 

natural sciences can be accounted for. And if some of the 

more recent work in physics suggests that processes, and not 

SUbstantial objects, are the basic entities making up the 

world, then Whitehead's metaphysical system must make provi­

sions for that data. Accordingly, the ultimate constituents 

of the world, for Whitehead, are actual occasions. And over 

and over again, he asserts that these actual occasions are not 

SUbstantial objects but rather processes of 'becoming' and 

'perishing'. His task then is a) to develop the thesis that 

events or processes are the basic constituents of reality ( a 

thesis that we have seen has its origins in atomic physics) 
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and b) to then provide an account of all other currently a-

vailable experiential data in terms of this thesis. 

Whitehead's work makes it possible for us to now ]2oin1 

out accur.aJ~_e1-x the problems generated by a world view purporthig 

to be without the notion of a sUbstantial object. Though 

science began by "presupposing the general common sense notion 

of the uni vers e" 1, 

The continuous effort to understand the 
world has carried us far away from all 
these obvious ideas. ~atter has been iden­
tified with energy: the passive substratum 
composed of self identical enduring bits 
of matter has been abandoned. 2 

It is one thing for Whitehead to make a critical point but 

quite another for him to provide us with a sensible alterna­

tive. A host of difficulties become obvious as Whitehead 

sets out to describe the world by employing 'becoming' and 

'perishing' as basic concepts. 

The first thing we must notice is that 'becoming' and 

'perishing' language immediately gives way to talk of 'actual 

occasions'. Whitehead urges us to keep in mind that these 

'actual occasions' ~ ( the 'is' of identity and not predica­

tion ) 'becoming' and 'perishing', yet he himself finds it 

necessary to ignore this cautionary note. So we soon find 

Whitehead asserting that ~actual occasions' are the basic 

lAlfred North Whitehead, }/lodes of Thought ( New York: 
Free Press, 1938 ) p.129 

2ibid • p.137 
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constituents of the world, and that they §:.£.~ ( this time the 

'is' of predication and not the 'is' of identity) in constant 

process of becoming and perishing. 'Becoming' and 'perishing' 

cease to perform the role of primary concepts - they are now 

properties; or again. their disguise has been lifted since, 

in fact, they were properties all along. 

The more Whitehead tries to talk about these 'actual 

occasions', the more anomalies he generates. Consider, for 

example, Whitehead IS claims concerning how c.actual occasions I 

become and perish. Here, in the Whiteheadian spirit, we really 

ought to say n .,. how 'becoming and perishing' becomes and 

perishes". At any rate 1 'actual occasions' become by prehend­

ing ( or grasping) data which is ( of identity) itself also 

'becoming'. Accordingly, Vlhi tehead 's point is most accurately 

stated as "becoming becomes by grasping becoming". 'This is 

not so much awkward as it is misleading. CertainlYt 'becoming' 

cannot 'grasp' any more than 'Virtue' can 'receive rewards'. 

We are quite clear about what it means to grasp, but not so 

clear about what Whitehead might here mean by grasping. What 

would it be like for a process to grasp a process? 

Of course, these anomalies are not so. blatant in the 

text of Whitehead's works, but this is only because he starts 

us off on a more familiar path. When he sUbstitutes "actual 

occasion" for "becoming and perishing", we are already well 

on our way to objectifying 'actual occasions'. We begin to 

think and talk about them in more familiar ways; usually as 



very small particles that first become and then perish. 1 And 

all the while one is mi.sled into thinking that process philo­

sophy supplants the material object as a primary concept. 

Whitehead often acknowledges the difficulties we have 

pointed to ( see pages 29 and 30 of this thesis). His mis­

take is not that he failed to notice these -difficulties, but 

rather, that he failed to appreciate their powerful obstinacy. 

He admits that we judge the world to be made up of substantial 

objects, but holds that this judgment can be altered merely 

by altering the language in which we describe the world. What 

he has failed to fully appreciate is that the source of our 

judgment that the world is ~l1ade up of sUbstantial objects is 

not merely the linguistic conventions we currently employ. 

Hence, that judgment might remain and indeed does remain in 

spite of an alteration in those conventions. THIS JUDGMENT 

CANNOT BE DISCARDED AS ON£: WOULD DISCARD A PAIR OF SPEOTACLES 

V/HOSE LE:~SES VlERE PURPORTED TO BE FLAWED. 

C 
Idealism and the Sense-Data Theory 

Our sense-data opponent is a man steeped in the history 

of British Empiricism. He has probably read Locke on the 

lIt is not so sUrprlSl.ng to find that everyone who sets 
out to understand Whiteheadian metaphysics ends up ske!chi..!}.g 
'actual occasions', usually as small circles. Such a model is 
inconsistent with the spirit of l,'ihi tehead' s metaphysics, though 
quite consistent with the text of that metaphysics. 
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problem of perception, and appreciated Berkeley's contribution 

to that problem. Still he is not content with either formula­

tion of the issue, and so sets out once again to tell us what 

we see; hence. the modern thesis of sense-data. 1 

In spite of a change in terminology, the position re­

mains remarkably unchanged. "In all cases of perception the 

objects of which one is directly aware are sense-data and not 

rna terial things".? Or aJgain in Ayer' swords; 

(Philos ophers] do, in ge~eral, allow that 
our belief in the existence of material 
things is well founded; some of them, in­
deed, would say that there were occasions 
on which we knew for certain such propo­
sitions as 'this is a cigarette' or 'this 
is a pen'. But even so they are not, for 
the most part, prepared to admit that such 
objects as pens or cigarettes are ever di~ 
rectly perceived. What, in their opinion, 
we directly perceive is always an oQj~t 
of a different kind than these: one to 
which it is nowCuSto::J.ary to give the name 
of 'sense-datum'. J 

The first thing to notice is that neither Berkeley 

nor his modern day counter part ever tells us what we 'see'. 

( Keep in mind such a~omalies as u;:1ind that you don I t trip 

over that sense-datum - Oh yes, I ~ it".) Instead they 

tell us what the 'objects of our awareness' are; or again, 

1for a specific opponent see Ayer, The Foundations of 
]2:!1pirical Knowledge ( London: :'iiacT\~illan and--CO., 1940) , -

2J •L. Austin, Sense and Sensibilia ( New York: Oxford 
University Press, 1964 ) p.8~ 

JA.J. Ayer, The Foundations of Empirical Knowledge 
( London: r .. :ac;~~illan and Co., 1940 ) p.2 
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what we ' directly perceive t • And there is a very- sound !3 tra-

1egi.£ reason for this shift in terminology, Consider cases, 

and they are few, where the word "perceive" is at home in our 

language; "NoVi I perceive the seriousness of your situation" 

or liDo you know that I couldn't perceive the solution, even 

after he pointed it out to me". In these and other similar 

cases, what we mean by 'perceive' is roughly 'to grasp mental­

ly' or 'to understand'. 

It is not surprising, then, that when philosophers 

make the shift in terminology from talk of seeing to talk of 

'perceiving, they feel coerced into the positing of objects of 

a different kind from material objects. WHArr is grasped MEN-

TALLY must certainly be something different :from a material 

object. One cannot grasp :VIENTALLY something that is physical; 

so WHAT is grasped must be some sort of mental object - sense 

-data. The philosopher's compulsion to posit mental objects 

would seem to deny our previous claim that all persons impli-

citly judge the world to be made up of substantial objects. 

It is not just that Ayer [§tnd others] some­
times speak as if only sense-data in fact 
existed and as if 'material objects' were 
really just jig saw constructions of sense­
data. It is clear that he is actually 
taking this to be true. 1 

I:f Austin is correct here, then it will not do :for me to suggest 

l J ,L, Austin, Sense and Sensibilia ( New York: Oxford 
Universi ty Press, 1961} ) p.-fW 
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that Ayer is speaking metaphorically when he says that the 

ultimate constituents of the world are sense-data. The fam­

iliar answers to opposition must be abandoned here. 

The way out lies in Ayer's first description of sense 

-data. They are, he suggests, "objects of f! different ~" 

from material objects. But why describe them as objects at 

all? The solution to our problem lies in revealing on exactly 

·what points these new mental objects differ from our familiar 

material obj ects. Vfuat does the sense-data theorist say about 

sense-data other than that they are mental objects? 

(i) 'Visual sense-data take the form of patches of colour'. 

Here I am tempted to ask; tHow thick is the patch?'. Don't we 

think and talk of them as having a thickness? To concede that 

they are very thin patches is also to concede that they are 

extended in three dimensions. 

(ii) 'No two persons can have one and the same sense-datum'. 

How does one 'have a sense-datum'? And if I have one, where 

do I keep it? Do I keep it in my head? And it will not do 

for the sense-data theorist to object to this line of question­

ing since he himself makes possible this line of questioning 

merely by saying of sense-data that they are had by persons. 

In setting out to describe sense-data, he must begin, if he 

is to carry out his task in a meaningful way, with the lan­

guage that you and I are conversant in. The anomalies sug­

gested by the above line of questioning are a symptom of the 

situation the sense-data theorist places himself in, and are 
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not contrivances of mine. But even if this hurdle could be 

overcome, a second worry arises. If sense-data are objects 

of a different kind from material objects p then the require­

ment that no one of these ~ objects can occur simultaneously 

intv.J'O places is unfounded. That is to say, the above require­

ment originated in our judgment that the world was composed 

of §ubstill1tial objects; and since the sense-data theorist 

claims to have abandoned this judgment, his continued support 

of the above requirement is without justification. If we judge 

the world to be composed of lLu.J2s tan..,tial obj ects, then we are 

entitled to say that no one of these objects can exist in two 

places at the saf.1e time o and that that objeot will be extended 

in three dimensions, The sense-data theorist carries over 

thf;se .properties to his new objects - sense·~data - yet, at 

the same time, claims to abandon the very grounds for intro­

ducing those properties. 

The sense~data theorist commonly fails to notice a 

crucial discrepancy between what his theory says and how he 

says his theory. We may conclude, then, that the ~ objects 

posited by the sense-data. theorist are new in !l.~ only, since 

they continue to enjoy the same basic properties that substan­

tial objects enjoy. On the basis of the above, we may further 

conclude that the sense-data theorist does not contradict our 

previous claim that' 'persons universally judge the world to 

be composed of material objects'. 



IV 

SOURCES OF SUPPORT 

At the end of the second chapter, we attempted to 

bring together and state three general conclusions concerning 

the status of the six propositions of this thesis. The first 

con'clusion, that these propositions are factually informative, 

is, I believe, fully justified by the discussion and arguments 

which occur in that chapter. However, the second conclusion, 

that persons universally concur in their judgments that these 

propositions are true, and the third conclusion, that persons 

are under some 'compulsion' to so judge, were both perhaps 

hasty. Since I do not think that the arguments advanced in 

chapter three completely dispell any remaining uncertainty 

about these latter two conclusions, it will be worthwhile to 

consider, in this chapter, some sources of support for those 

two conclusions. 

A 
strawson 

The opposition discussed in the preceding chapter fo­

cused upon our proposition that the world is composed of mat­

erial objects. Since the problems surrounding this proposition 

are still fresh in our minds, I shall begin this chapter with 

Strawson's support of our claim that conclusions two and 
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three do apply to this proposition. 

Strawson, in his book l.vdividuals, sets out to des­

cribe "the actual structure of our thought about the world" 1 

or again, "to lay bare the most general i'eatures of our con­

ceptual structure", 1 Since this thesis has, .illi it ptarting 

l2..2.in!, a similar undertaking, it is important that the results 

of my labours find some overlap with the results obtained by 

Straws on. 

Strawson begins by noting that we think and talk about 

the world in terms of particulars, But in order for us to be 

able to talk about these particulars, it must be possible for 

us to uniquely identify those particulars. 

We may agree, then, that we build up our 
single picture of the world ••• in which 
every element is thought of as directly 
or indirectly related to every other, and 
the framework of the structure, the com­
mon unifying slstem of relations is spa­
tio~temporal. 

Given that particulars always occur within a spatia-temporal 

framework, Strawson finds little difficulty in accounting for 

our ability to uniquely identify particulars. Still, he argues 

that there remain problems which are generated by the frag-

mented nature of our experience, Hence, might we not have a 

new space-time system for each of the fragments of our 

1p ,F, Strawson, Individuals ( London: l'vlethuen and Co., 
1959 ) p.9 

2'b'd 11. p.28-29 
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experience? And what is even more crucial; if the above could 

be answered affirmatively, how is it that we are able to re­

identify particulars? StraVlson argues that since we do rei­

dentify particulars, there can be only one spatio-temporal 

framework; all the fragments of our experience must participate 

in one and the same framework. 

How is this unification achieved? What is the nature 

of the particulars we identify and reidentify? Strawson an-

swers both questions at once. 

It seems that we can construct an argument 
from the premise that ide~tification rests 
ultimately on location in a unitary spatio 
-temporal framework of four dimensions, to 
the conclusion that a certain class of par­
ticulars is basic in the sense I have ex­
plained. For that framework is not some­
thing extraneous to the objects in reality 
of which we speak. If we ask what consti­
tutes the framework, we must look to those 
objects themselves or SO!i1e among them. But 
not every category of particular objects 
which we recogl'lize is com}Jetent to consti­
tute such a framework. The only objects 
which can constitute it are those which can 
confer upon it its O\\ffi fundamental charac­
teristics. That is to say, they must be 
three dimensional objects with some endur­
ance through time. 1 

StraVlson, then, does lend support to our claim that 

-persons judge the world to be composed of material objects. 

In fact, he argues not only that these objects are 'extend­

ed' ( as did Descartes ) or's olid' ( as did Loc}ce ) but that 

1ibid • p.39 
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it is a "necessary condition of something being a material 

body, that it should tend to exhibit some felt resistance to 

touch". 1 This further property exceeds .Q.illZ requirements ( of 

extension in three dimensions, solidity, and }lnique spatio-tem­

poral location ), yet it does describe how one might expand 

upon what could be described as the core of our concept of an 

obj eet. 

In the conclusion of our second chapter, we also 

s~oke about our feeling that we are under some 'compulsion' 

to maintain our judgments that the six special propositions 

of this thesis are true. Though a full understanding of that 

'compulsion' must await a later discussion, I mention it once 

again now since it seems that strawson also noticed it. 

or again; 

We might now ask whether it is inevitable, 
or necessary, that any scheme· which pro­
vides for particulars capable of being the 
subject~matter of discourse in a common 
language - or at least any such scheme we 
can envisage - should be a scheme of the 
kind I have just described. Certainly it 
doe~ D~! ~ to ge a p_~tingent matter 
about empirical reality that it forms a 
single spatio."'!temporal system. 2 

We are dealing here with something that 
conditions our whole way of talking. and 
thinking, and it is for this reason that 
~ feel it to be non-contingent. 3 

1'b'd 11. p.39 
2'b'd 1 1 • p.29 ( underlining is my ovm ) 
3'b'd 11. p.29 ( underlining is my own) 



Hence, strawson, in his essay in descriptive metaphy­

sics, lends some support a) to our claim that persons univer-

sally agree in their judgment that the world is composed of 

material objects, and b) to our claim that we seem under some 

'compulsion' to so judge. 

B 
Hume 

The support I seek from Hume is of a very different kind from 

that provided by Strawson. There is little, if any, overlap 

between Hume's task in the Treatise and the aims of this pre-

sent work. Perhaps this is not quite right since Hume is also 

concerned with the problem of certainty; still, the differ~nce 

in our approaches to that topic are too diverse to permit the 

transfer of arguments, and subsequent conclusions, from that 

work to this, Consequently, this appeal to Hume is directed 

only towards one or two insights he mentions in the Treatise 

and not towards any unified portion of that work, I turn now 

to that part of the Treatise that is centered upon a discus-

sion of our concept of causality, 

Upon the whole, necessity is something, 
that exists in the mind, not in objects; 
nor is it possible for us ever to form the 
most distant idea of it, consider'd as a 
quality in bodies, Either we have no idea 
of necessity, or necessity is nothing but 
that determination of thought to pass from 
causes, according to their experienc'd 
union. ,., the necessity of power, which 
unites causes and effects, Ties in the de­
termination of the mind to pass from one 
to the other. The efficacy of energy of 
causes is neither plac'd in the causes' 



themselves, nor in the deity, nor in the 
concurrence of these two principles; but 
belongs entirely to the soul, which con­
siders the union of two or more objects 
in all past instances. 'Tis here that the 
real power of causes is placId, along with 
their connexion and necessity. 1 

66. 

My first reaction to Hume's psychologised account of 

causality was much like the reaction of Hume's spurious critic; 

What! the efficacy of causes lies in the 
determination of the mind! As if causes 
did not operate entirely independent of 
the mind, and would not continue their op­
eration even tho' there was no mind exist­
ent to contemplate them, or reason con~ 
cerning them. Thought may well depend on 
causes, but not causes on thought. This 
is to reverse the order of nature ••• 2 

However, repeated attempts to dismiss Hume's observations have 

met with little success, As it turns out, Hume's insight is 

n.ot mistaken, it is merely uncomfortable. He is not providing 

us with a theory, but instead provides only observations upon 

our employment of the concept of causality. Accordingly, he 

points out that we never perceive a causal relation but only 

the constant conjunction of events or objects. His most ex­

citing observation, at least from our current point of view, 

was that of noticing that the human mind exhibits a tendency 

or 'compulsion' to posit causal relations between constantly 

conjoined events or objects. 

lDavid Hume, A Treatise of Hu~an Kature edited by L.A. 
Selby Bigge ( Oxford:-Clarendon Press,196Er) p. 165-166 

2ibid • p. 167 



Some of Hume's critics have failed ,to make the distinc-

tion between an uncomfortable observation and a mistaken one. 

Consequently, many have attacked his notion of causality, tak-

ing his reliance on the 'determination of the mind' to be the 

weak link in his analysis. The present thesis abandons that 

criticism and instead makes use of Hume's observations by plac­

ing them within the context,of a system of human judgments. 

Consider Hume's claim that some principles of the mind's 

operation are 

permanent, irresistable, and universal; 
such as the customary transition from 
causes to effects, and from effects to 
causes: f" they are the foundation of 
all our thoughts and actions, so that 
upon their removal human nature must im­
mediately perish and go to ruin. :I. 

or again, elsewhere 

Nothing is more curiously enquir'd after 
by the mind of man, than the causes of 
every phenomenon; nor are we content with 
knowing the immediate causes, but push on 
our enquird..es, till we arrive at the orig­
inal and ultimate principle. We would not 
willingly stop before we are acquainted 
with that energy in the cause, by which it 
operates on its effect; that tie which con­
nects them together; and that efficacious 
quali ty, on which the tie depends. 2 

Perhaps HUme overstates the force of our judgm.ent that 'every 

event has a cause' yet he is, I should argue, correct in as-

serting that this judgment is universal to all persons, or 

1'b'd 1 1 • p. 
2'b'd 1 1". p. 

225 

266 
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again, in asserting that this judgment is an essential part 

of persons as they are currently constituted. Hume's senti-

ments o then, echo our own when he claims that people univer-

sally judge events to have causes, and that they seem to do 

so under some 'compulsion of the mind'. 

C 
Kant 

I have intentionally avoided any reference to Kant 

thus far, even though my inde1?tedness to him is by now appar­

ent. That sources of support for our claims about the six 

propositions of this thesis are abundant in Kant's works must 

be obvious so I shall not tax you by itemizing that support. 

A discussion of I\:ant has been avoided for a second more fUn-

damental reason. Though there exists a strong overlap between 

the AI?~S of Kant 1 s Cri ti9u~ of Pure Reason and my AU:iS here, 

there remains many crucial areas of difference in ;v:ETHOD be-

tween us. !\'~any of these variances in method are employed to 

escape the difficulties and criticisms that Kant's methods 

are susceptible to. Three hundred years of criticism and sup-

port of Kant's theses, as well as several less directly related 

advancements, could not help but result in the provision of 

new methods to achieve Kant's aims. 

By way of example, consider the methods that Kant 

sometimes falls into when confronted with conceptual questions. 

Sometimes for Kant, to analyse a concept is lito become con-

scious to myself of the manifold which I always think in that 



concept" 1 or again p to decide whether 'all F' s are G' is to 

be construed analytically, is 

to think the concept associated with the 
subject and to note whether in so doing, 
one also 'thinks the concept' associated 
wi th the predicate. 2 

Recent contributions to the philosophy of language make it 

possible for us to abandon these sorts of methods; the analy-

sis of a concept need no longer rest upon psychological pre~ 

mises. 

These differences in methodology aside, we might still 

look to Kant for support of the basic objectives of this thesis. 

Kant certainly held that all persons do judge our six propo­

sitions to be true. In addition, Kant thought of his inves-

tigation 

as possible only because he conceived of 
it also, and primarily, as an investiga­
tion into the cognitive capacities of be­
ings such as ourselves. The idiom of the 
work is throughout a psychological idiom. 
~~atever necessities Kant found in our 
conception of experience, he ascribed to 
the nature of our faculties. 3 

Kant has a difficult time supporting this position since by 

'faculties' is meant 'the understanding'; and Kant neglected 

1Kant , Critigl1..El of Pure Reason translated by Norman 
Kemp Smith, ( New York: st. Martin's Press, 1965 ) B-p.11 

2 Jonathan Bennett, Ka.Q.t' s Analytic ( Cambridge: Cam­
bridge University Press, 19bb ) p.? 

3p ,F. Strawson, The JiQunds of Sense ( London: iv"Iethuen 
and Co., 1966 ) p.19 
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to include one of these curious objects amongst his heirlooms. 

Not only is this a great loss of what must be considered a 

valuable collector's piece; but further this oversight on Kant's 

part places us at a distinct disadvantage. So much of Kant's 

thesis depends upon 'the understanding' having certain prop­

erties, and, since Kant is the only person to have inspected 

'the understanding', we can only trust that he has accurately 

reported those properties. 

Kant is, I think, correct in ascribing the source of 

necessity to the nature of our faculties; but he generates in­

surmountable difficulties for himself when he fills out what 

is to count as a 'human faculty'. To say that our 'compulsion' 

to thinlc and speak in certain ways is a product of certain 

essential properties of 'the understanding' is to thereby dis-

card all possibility of empirical verification for that thesis. 

And; 

Kant cannot base his theory on neurophysi­
ology, for he is emphatic that a science 
of human bodies could yield only aposteri­
ori results ••• he denies that any partic­
ular scientific hypothesis is apriori. 1 

For now we shall be content to agree with Kant, at 

least to a point; the 'compulsion' to maintain our judgments 

that each of the six propositions of this thesis is true might 

be contingent upon some facts about persons; but in regard to 

1Jonathan Bennett, Kant's Analytic ( Cambridge: Cam­
bridge University Press, 1966 ) p.1S 
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the nature of those facts, I shall for now remain silent. 

UNLIKE :Kant, however, I have taken great pains not to exclude 

any candidates in advance. 

D 
Wittgenstein 

We have already noted one of Wittgenstein's observa­

tions that proved to be an invaluable contribution to this 

thesis. Without his insight that humans must agree in some 

of their judgments, if communication is to be possible, I 

should not have gotten even to this point. But Wittgenstein~s 

point is a very general one: agreement in judgment is secured 

( quite obviously since we do communicate) without mention 

of the content of that ,judgment. IVIust humans agree in their 

judgments of a particular politician's worth? in their judg-

ments that parsnips are TIore nutritious than popcorn? or even, 

in their jud@nents that fire will burn a human hand? Given 

the sorts of beings we are, which of our judgments both a) 

meet with a universal consensus, and b) carry with them a cer­

tain 'compulsion'? Wittgenstein offers us no clear answer. 

This absence of a clear answer makes our search for 

support more difficult, but not impossible. Wittgenstein's 

works contain many strong suggestions that certain areas do 

enjoy the two properties listed above. 

Sec. 214. V/hat prevents me from supposing 
that this table either vani~hes or alters 
its shape and colour when no one is obser­
ving it, and then when someone looks at it 



again changes back to its old condition? 
- "But who is going to suppose such a 
thing!" - one would feel like saying. 
Sec. 220. The reasonable man does NOT HAVE 
certain doubts. 1 

72. 

Though the 'certain doubts' Wittgenstein speaks of are never 

listed, section 214 seems to point to an area where human 

doubt has no place. This case that escapes doubt is on a par 

with our sixth proposition: 'the world maintains a uniformity 

over time = things don't abruptly alternate between existing 

and not existing nor radically change in their basic proper~ 

ties'. Wittgenstein also supports our claim that such prop-

ositions escape hUman doubt because of characteristic human 

judgments: "Our not doubting ••• is simply our manner of judg­

ing and therefore of acting",2 

The uniformity of nature is a recurring theme in Witt-

genstein's works. 

Sec. 315 • ••• the teacher will feel that 
this is not a legitimate question at all. 
And it would be just the same if the pu­
pil cast doubt on the uniformity of nature, 
that is to say on the justification of in­
ductive arguEents .,. 
Sec, 317. This doubt isn't one of the doubts 
in our game. (But not as if we chose this 
game! ):3 

lLudwig Wittgenstein, On C§rtaint;y ( Oxford: Basil 
Blackwell, 1974 ) p.2ge 

2' b "d J. J. • 

3"b"d J. J. • 

section 232 p.:30e 

p.40e-41e 
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1968 ) especially sections 124, 126, 21'1, and the footnote on 

page 54e ). In the light of this firs t trend J VVi ttgens tein I s 

claim that we don't doubt the uniformity of nature is just a 

description of current human practices. And to merely des-

cribe current human practices is not to exclude the possibil-

ity that they might have been different, nor to exclude the 

possibility that they might easily be altered. As it turns 

out, Wittgenstein claims that these practices rarely alter, 

but this is so only because each has a Roint and any altered 

practice would quite likely lose that Qoint. I find this ad­

dition ( of a Qoint to our practices) to be of little benefit 

since what persons take as a point is equally subject to a1-

teration. This first trend in Wittgenstein leaves no room 

for the 'compelling' force of some of our current linguistic 

and non-linguistic practices. 

The second trend, equally well represented, seems to 

stand in opposition to the first. Within this second trend, 

Wittgenstein argues that some of our current practices might 

indeed have a foundation. 

Sec. 358. Now I would like to regard this 
certainty, not as something akin to hasti­
ness or superficiality, but as a form of 
life. (That is very badly expressed and 
probably badly thought as well. ) 
Sec. 359. But this means I want to conceive 
it as something that lies beyond being jus~ 
tified or unjustified; as it were as some­
thing animal. 1 

l ibid . p.46e-4'1e 
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THIS FOUNDA'l1ION DOES NO'r TAKE THE FORril OF A REASONED JUSTI-

F'ICATION 0:2' nTDUC'l'IOl'!. IN FACT J IF OUR JUDGlillNT AS 'ro THE 

UNIFORI'UTY OF NATURE IS SOMETHING ANIMAL, THE QUESTION OF A 

REASONED JUSTIFICATION NEVER ARISES. 

The squirrel does not infer by induction 
that it is going to need stores next win­

-----.ter as well. And-no more do we need a 
law of induction to justify our actions. 1 

This latter trend does leave room for the 'compelling' prop­

erty of our judgment 'that the world maintains a uniformity 

over time', Its roots are animal, part of our form of life, 

and hence may not be subject to certain forms of alteration. 

Still, Wittgenstein's own lack of confidence in this position 

'This is badly expressed and probably badly thought as well' 

renders him an unlikely candidate for strong support of 

this position. The last philosopher we shall discuss, W.H. 

\Valsh, argues for a similar position but with a great deal 

more conviction than did VIi ttgenstein. 

E 
W.H.Walsh 

Walsh, in his book entitled Metaphysics, sets out to 

articulate the role of the philosopher as a metaphysician, 

and to defend that role. Though I take both his task and 

results to be misguided, Walsh does on one particular occasion 2 

1ibid • section 287, p.37e 

2see W.H.Walsh, Metaphysics ( London: Hutchinson and 
Co., 1963 ) Chapter 10, section 1 
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suggest a very interesting position. The discussion of that 

position out of context will not result in an injustice to 

Walsh's argument since, as far as I am able to discern, he 

makes no use of that thesis. The specific position I am re-

ferring to appears to be an independent and neutral observa-

tion on Walsh's part, 

Walsh inte-nds to drive a wedge between two recognized 

types of nonsense. He begins by arguing that the dichotomy 

of material and formal nonsense is mistakenly held to be ex­

haustive. All that he requires to make this point is a de-

monstration of some third form of nonsense such that speaking 

nonsense of this third sort does not involve a) a violation 

of the rules of formal logic ( formal nonsense ) or b) a de­

nial of any obvious facts that persons recognize ( material 

nonsense ). 

He begins this endeavour, just as we did, by construct-

ing several contexts. I shall quote one of these in its enti-

rety since it bears an uncanny resemblance to one of my own 

cases. 

1. I am being driven by a friend in a mo­
tor-car when, without warning, the engine 
stops and the car comes to a standstill. 
I ask my friend what has happened; he re­
plies that the car has stopped for no rea­
son at all, I laugh politely at what I 
take to be his joke and wait for an expla­
nation or for some activity on my friend's 
part to discover what has gone wrong; he 
remains in his seat and neither says nor 
does anything more. Trying not to appear 
rude, I presently ask my friend whether he 
knows much about motor-cars, the implication 



being that his failure to look for the 
cause of the breakdown must be explained. 
by his just not knowing how to set about 
the job. He takes my point at nnce and. 
tells me that it is not a question of ig­
norance or knowledge; there just was no 
reason for the stoppage. Puzzled I ask 
him if he means that it was a miracle, 
brought about by the intervention of what 
eighteenth=century writers called a 'par­
ticular Providence', Being philosophically 
sophisticated, he replies that to explain 
something as being due to an act of God is 
to give a reason, though not a natural one, 
whereas what he said was that there was no 
reason for what occurred. At this point I 
lose my temper and tell him not to talk 
nonsense, for ( I say) 'Things just don't 
happen for no reas on at all'. 1 

77, 

The context serves to illustrate a new sort of non-

sense; namely the sort of nonsense involved in denying "1'hings 

just don't happen for no reason at all", Walsh constructs a 

second context in order to establish this same claim for 

"Things do not vanish without a trace". A similarity between 

these propositions and two of my own ('Every event has a cause' 

and 'The world maintains a uniformity over time' respectively) 

must, by now, be obvious. However, thus far this similarity 

ranges over only the- general content of these propositions. 

To make our agreement more explicit, I must now develop a point 

that I have neglected discussing for too long. 

Walsh's claim is that to deny either of his two prop-

ositions is to lapse into a nonsense of a special sort. My 

1963 ) 
1 W.H. Walsh, Metaphysic§ ( Londoni Hutchinson and Co. , 

p.155 
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claim is that we universally judge certain specific proposi­

tions to be true, and that this judgment has a peculiar 'com~ 

pulsion' attached to it. How are these claims related? That 

is, given that Walsh and I independently arrived at the same 

peculiar class of propositions, do we also concur as t~ the 

manner in which these propositions are peculiar? Here we must 

keep in mind a distinction between the questions; 'How are 

these peculiar?' and 'Wh1l are these peculiar?', Walsh and I 

!!lax concur in our answers to the former, but I am certain that 

we should not agree in our answers to the latter. 

Walsh argues that these propositions are peculiar in 

that they 

are rather presuppositions of empiiical 
truths than empirical truths themselves. 
, ,. The distinguishing mark of such pre-· 
suppositions .,' is that we cannot sen­
sibiy make them the subject of further 
questioning, 1 

And he continues; if it is not sensible for us to question 

these presuppositions, then, should anyone deny one of these 

presuppositions, he will end up talking non-sensibly, or again, 

talking nonsense. 

Walsh's claim, then, is that to assert '",p' ( where 

'p' is a placeholder only for one of the six special propo­

sitions of this thesis ) is to talk a special sort of nonsense. 

At the very least, this claim entails that we judge 'p' to be 

l ibid • p.159 ( underlining is my own ) 
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true. But something ~ must be going on since the assertion 

of ' ....... p. results g not in a charge of error, but rather, in a 

charge of nonsense. THIS DIFFERENCE IS CRUCIAL, Suppose you 

claim that "Graduate students don't drink beer". Here tit 

would be appropriate for me to claim that you are in error. 

Notice that I could achieve the same results by making the more 

awkward claim liThe contradictory of your c;Laim is generally 

judged to be true, though it might not have been were graduate 

students slightly different". It is possible for me to dis­

miss your claim by either alternati~e since either your claim 

is true, or its contradictory is true, but not both. Hence, 

to say that your claim is mis_taken ( or in error ) is also to 

say that given the current state of affairs, the contradictory 

of your claim is generally judged to be true. Strawson says 

much the same thing as this when he says; 

or again; 

The charge of untruth refers beyond the 
words and sentences the I'1an uses to that 
in the world about which he talks. Vie 
deny his assertion r and, in doing so, make 
acounter-assertion of our own about the 
subject of his discourse. 1 

To deny a statement has the same logical 
force as to assert i~s contradictory; the 
differences are here irrelevant. 2 

l p ,F. Strawson, Introduction to ~ogical Theory ( London~ 
f':Iethuen and Co. J 1952 ) 1): 1 --

2ibid • p.20 
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But now suppose that you are the automobile owner in 

the context described by V/alsh. Now your c1aim is that "The 

car stopped for no reason at all", It is not enough here for 

me to dismiss your claim by saying that you are mistaken. 

Were I to do so, I should be saying only that 'the contradict­

ory of your claim is generally (?) judged to be .true, though 

it might not have been given that were slightly dif-

ferent. And now we are at a loss for words; we are not so sure 

what J2.?rticular changes in the world would result in an alter­

ation of thi§. judgment. There just are no particular facts 

such that if they occurred we would now judge as true the claim 

that tiThe car stopped for no reason at all", When it comes to 

one of our six special propositions, neither our own previous 

analysis. nor Strawson's, is of any benefit. AND THIS IS BE-

CAUSE THE JUDGl'i1ENTS ETVOLVED IE THESE CASES DO NOT DEPEND 

UPON ANY PARTICULAR FACTS AT ALL. Consequently. Walsh chooses 

to dismiss these claims by describing them as 'nonsense of a 

special sort', And of course 'special sort~ is meant only to 

exclude both formal and material nonsense. 

But if to assert 'pI ( where 'pI represents only such 

propositions as 'The car stopped for no reason at all' ) is to 

talk a 'special sort of nonsense'. what can be said about '-p'? 

It is clear that whatever could be said about '",p' in this 

~ must be stronger than what was said about 'Np' where to 

assert 'p' was only to make a mistake ( as in the graduate 

student case). To say that '~p' is universally judged to be 
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true, and that we are under some 'compulsiod to so judge these 

propositions is consistent with this requirement. It is also 

consistent with each and every point that Walsh employs to de-

velop his special form of nonsense. This discovery should 

come as no surprise since I began this theGis with a curious 

case of nonsense, and made repeated use of the notion of non= 

sense in several of the contexts I discussed. 

Hence, Walsh and I agree that there exists a certain 

set of propositions which are peculi.ar. We also agree on the 

particular propositions that are properly included in this 

clasG, This last part is not quite right. We do agree upon 

the general content of those propositions, but differ as to 

whether that content is to be considered in the affirmative 

or in the negative. Accordingly, my discussion centered upon 

the proposition 'Every event has a cause' whereas Walsh is 

more concerned with the propositioh 'Some event happened for 

no reason at all'. Hence, I arrived at a 'compelling' agree-

ment in judgment that 'p' is true, whereas Walsh concludes 

that the assertion of 'Ap' results in a special sort of non­

sense. About the contradictory of his own claim '~(~p)',' 

which of course is equivalent to my claim 'pI, Walsh says; 

the contradictories of the statements in 
question are often formulated in terms of 
necessity ( 'There must always be a reason 
for whatever occurs-' -, -, Things can..not van­
without a trace' ) '" Some philosophers 
'" hold that the only statements entitled 
to the description 'necessary' are those 
whose truth depends on logical considera­
tions. Of this dogma no more need be said 



now than that the statements with which we 
are concerned seem prima facie to count 
against it, for there is nothing logically 
impossible in the notion of an event hap­
pening for no reason at all, or of a thing 
vanishing without trace and passing clean 
out of existence. Of course we could, if 
we chose, make it a matter of definition 
that nothing could be calleq an event un­
less we believed it happened for a reason, 
and similarly in the other case; but it is 
nlain that this would not solve the problem. 
There is an important difference between 
saying 'There are no events which happen 
for no reason at all' and saying, 'There 
are no "events" which happen for no reason 
at all'. 1 -
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This statement, together with our analysis of what Walsh means 

by fa special sort of nonsense' entitle us to conclude: 

specifically (a) that Walsh and I agree tacitly in our answers 

to the question 'How ( in what way ) are these propo-

sitions peculiar?'. 

and generally (b) ]:"OR THIS PARTICULAR CLASS OF PROPOSITIONS: 

to say of anyone of these propositions that it is 

judged to be true by all persons, and that persons are 

under some 'cor.1pulsion' to so judge, is also to say 

that any person who asserts the contradictory of that 

proposition thereby lapses into talking a special sort 

of nonsense. Further, to say of someone who asserts 

the contradictory of one of these propositions that 

he has thereby lapsed into talking a special sort of 

:1. W. H. Walsh, ffetanhysics ( London: Hutchinson and Co •• 
1963 ) p,156-157 
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nonsense, is also to say that the proposition in ques­

tion is judged to be true by all persons, and that 

persons are under some"compulsion' to so judge. 

Given the above general conclusion, it In.lght seem as though 

both methods of developing this peculiar class of propositions 

would prove equally fruitful. This is not the case largely 

because of a difficulty ~ have already encountered and over­

come. When I clai~ed of any given proposition tha.t it was a 

member of the class of propositions in question, I was able 

to justify that claim by pointing to concrete judgments per­

sons exhibit both by the things they say and by the things 

they do, Walsh provides no similar justification it seems 

as if one must merely trust \'lalsh's intuitions as to which 

propositions are properly described as 'a special sort of non­

sense'. Walsh's intuition was extremely keen in respect to 

the two propositions he did discuss; still, there is no good 

reason to go on trusting his intuitive faculties when a more 

objective methodology is available to us. 



ttJaLf.{., \ !.<'f<;: ,; ( 
/; \." 

PART B; THE SECOND PRE:f.rSE: 

"If persons universally agree in their judgments 
that six particular propositions are true, then 
the six particular propositions are true.» 

, . 
_~ ("~-'''''''' 1 ;,.~i (': 
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PRELIMINARY DISCUSSION 

A 
Summary of the Argument 

Since this thesis undergoes a shift in emphasis at 

this point, it is worthwhile to now summarize what has gone 

before and to clarify the major argument of the thesis. By 

the end of the second chapter we were able to conclud~ that 

oursix propositions escaped the second horn of our original 

dilemma in that we found them to be factually informative. 

By the end of the fourth chapter we were able to conclude 

that 'persons universally agree in their judgments that these 

six propositions are true and that they are under some 'com-

pulsion to so judge'. Our task is now to show that persons 

are correct in judging these six propositions to be true. If 

we can show these judgments to be correct, then we shall have 

shown the propositional content of these judgments to be true 

since a judgment 'that p is true' is correct just in the case 

where p is true. Consequently, our task can be looked upon 

as an attempt to defend the truth of the premise 'If persons 

universally agree in their judgments that p is true, then p 

is true' for certain SUbstitutions for p. If we could ade-

quately defend this second premise then, by ~odus Ponens, it 

would follow that these six propositions ~ true. And if we 

could show that these six propositions ~ true, and that they 

84 
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are judged to be true, then we would be entitled to conclude 
I 

that persons can know these propositions -to be true with cer:" 

tainty. But if persons can know these propositions to be 

true with certainty, then these propositions are not caught 

by the first horn of the dilemma either. It would follow 

then, that our original dilemma is not true when said of all 

propositions; that is to say, ~ ~ dilemma it is false. 

The second major premise, whose truth is now our pri­

mary concern, looks to be the most suspicious, The premise 

has a prima facie similarity to another premise "Saying it is 

so, makes it so" whose difficulties are all too familiar. 

Hence, to SUbstantiate my own second premise I must begin by 

noting the differences between it and the above problematic 

premise. These claims are not analogous largely because my 

ovm premise is, as yet, incomplete. It can be neither true 

nor false until a SUbstitution has been made for the proposi-

tional placeholder p. 1':y own premise is a contingent propo-

sition which is clearly false for most SUbstitutions for p 

and, I shall argue, true for certain other specific substitu-

tions for p. Any argument which has a premise "Saying it is 

so, makes it so" can leave no room for such contingencies. 

The second crucial -reason for not regarding these claims to 

be asserting the same fact resides in the difference between 

merely saying that so~ething is the case and the peculiar sort 

of' judging something to be the case that I shall now attempt 

to elucidate. 
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B 
On the Nature of Judgment 

When I say that 'persons universally agree in their 

judgments as to the truth of our six propositions'. I do not 

mean something like 'the jury unanimously agrees in its ver­

dict: Judgments of this latter sort involve ~ sort of re­

lation between a collection of evidence and a judgment. One 

is faced with two or more courses of action and must choose 

between them on the basis of a body of evidence already avail= 

able. The total body of evidence is rarely fixed solely to 

one alternative. and hence some deliberation is in order. The 

evidence must be sifted through and arranged according to which 

alternative action it supports. Finally an active conscious 

decision is made between those alternatives. In selecting one 

alternative, however, one thereby tacitly accepts that evidence 

which is deemed in support of the alternative selected, and 

tacitly dismisses that evidence which is ranked with the re-

maining a1 ternati ves, THE SE~ISE OF 'JUDGMENT' USED 11HROUGHOUT 

THIS THESIS IS SLIGHTLY r:lORE PERVERSE SINCE I MAKE NO SnULAR 

DEMAND FOR ALTERNATIVES, DELIBERATION OR CONSCIOUS DECISION. 

The verdict of a jury is, ~or want of a more appropri-

ate label, a 'deliberated judgment'. Such judgments are ex­

pl~cit in that the person(s) making the judgment quite often 

declares that judgment. As a consequence of the above, 'de­

liberated judgments' often have the further property of being 

datable. The judgments that concern us are not of this 



'deliberated' sort. 

'Implied judgments't on the other hand, are more like 

presuppositions than 'deliberated judgments', Suppose Jones 

rummages about in his storage closet and returns with an um-

brella and a raincoat, He takes both with him as he sets out 

for work, He needn't assert that non the basis of the wea­

ther forecast and the heavy cloud cover. I judge that it will 

rain", Jones' judgment that it will rain is tacitly implied 

by his previous actions. Though it is appropriate to ask of 

a jury "How do you judge the accused?", it would sca.rcely be 

appropriate to ask Jones if he judges the proposition "It will 

rain ll to be true. He has already expressed that judgr:1ent 

merely by carrying on in the manner described. 

Since this first example of an 'implied judgment' has 

a predictIve force to it, it would be wise for us to examine 

a second case. Suppose that I have }\:novm you for a good many 

years, and that you are now driving me home. You begin to 

switch lanes when I notice a second car alongside of us. 

( .) T\T I th . F~· 1 } h . b' t J. I.OW say no J_ng. ",W SJ. ence lere ex J. J. S my 

judgment that 'you are a careful and observant driver', 

Nevertheless, I awake the following morning in the 

hospital, 

or (ii) I'\ow I sound the alarm. That alarm points to my 

judgment that 'you are not a careful and observant 

driver', Now you swerve just in time and we both 

brea the g. sigh of relief, 
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We uncover 'implied judgments' by asking the question 

"Given that a particular persons says or does x in a particu­

lar situation, what must that person presuppose to be true in 

in saying or doing x, if that act or utterance is to be intel~ 

ligible?". So in our first exa!1lple, for a particular person 

to search out an umbrella and raincoat, indicates that that 

person judges 'that it will rain', Similarly, in the second 

case, not sounding the alarm indicates that I judge you to be 

a careful and observant driver, whereas sounding the alarm in­

dicates the opposite. 

The examples provided here help to clarify ( I hope ) 

what I take to be the difference between a 'deliberated judg~ 

ment t and an 'implied judgment'. In 'deliberated judgments' 

the judgment itself comes at the ~ of a chain of events. 

It is a consciously made decision that results from the as­

sessment of fixed evidence. By an 'impli.ed judgment' I mean 

that an action or utterance itself implies certain presuppo­

sitions about what the actor or speaker takes the world to be 

like. These presuppositions can, if necessary, be formulated 

as judgments yet the actor or speaker need never have con­

sciously entertained those judgments, nor entertained any de­

terminate body of evidence either in favour of or contrary to 

those Judgments. He need never have deliberated concerning 

alternatives nor made a choice between such alternatives. The 

person exhibiting an 'implied jud~ent' need only act or speak; 

we discern the 'implied judgment' from the behaviour. The 
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judgment is not something the person thought, said or did. 

It is not a premise, which once considered by the agent, con­

cludes in an act or utterance. It is rather something that 

we contribute in order to render intelligible that which a 

particular person says or does. I am doing nothing more here 

than providing an analysis of what it means for someone to 

'presuppose' or for someone to 'act upon a presupposition'. 

What remains to be done is to provide an analysis of 

the role of evidence in 'implied judgments'. I have argued 

only that the evidence is not encountered nor consciously as~ 

sessed prior to the implici t use of such judgments; but this 

tells us only vlhat role evidence does not play in 'implied 

judgments'. Suppose for a moment that such a judgment has 

been explicitly articulated, that we are now aware of the 'im_ 

plied judgment'. But it is only now, at this point, when the 

'implied judgment' has been explicitly articulated, that the 

question of evidence can be introduced. THIS POINT IS CRUCIAL. 

In ~eliberated judgments' one has first the evidence and then 

the judgment. So when one comes TO ASSESS THE CORRECTNESS of 

a 'deliberated jud~nent' one already has before oneself a fixed 

and determinate body of evidence ( facts) with which the 'de­

liberated judgment' must properly accord -- if it is to be 

assessed as correct. IN THE CASE OF AN 'I:',';PLIED JUDGI;lENT I ,~ 

ONE HAS FIRST, A~m ONLY, THE JUDGr!~ENT. SO WHE~i. ONE CDri:ES TO 

ASSESS THE CORREC'TNESS OF AN 'IWPLIED JUDW'f;ENT' O~E DOES )!OT 

HAVE BEFORE ONESELF' A FIXED AND DETERlVII~jATE BODY OF EVIDENCE 
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( FACTS ) WITH 'N"l-IICH THE 'L;IPLIED JUnw,mNT' MUST ACCORD IF IT 

IS TO BE ASSESSED AS CORRECT. Accordingly, when one comes to 

assess the correctness of an 'implied judgment', one must 

first set down the guidelines to getermine what ~igb~ count 

as evidence either in favour of the judgment or against it. 

In the case of assessing 'deliberated judgments', all of this 

has been done for us. 

Once these guidelines for confirming and refuting 

evidence have been set do,,'m, there remains only an investiga­

tion of the facts in order to discover which body of evidence 

obtains. So if Jones, by preparing his raincoat and umbrella, 

exhibits an 'implied judgment' that it will rain, Y:!§. must first 

§.ecid~. what will count as evidence for Jones being right or 

wrong here, and then check to see which body of evidence ob­

tains in this case. Accordingly, we might decide that any 

precipitation will count in favour of his 'implied judgment' 

that it will rain, whereas a sunny sky will count against it. 

But then again, we might decide that Jones' 'implied judgment' 

will be correct: only if we get more than .4" of precipitation; 

or only if it rains and does not snow or hail; or only if there 

is a heavy threatening cloud cover; or only if it rains be­

tween seven o'clock in the morning and ten o'clock in the even­

ing. It is not as if we lenow beforehand exactly what will 

count both in favour of Jones' 'implied judgment' and against 

it. However, once we have overcome this diffic~lty, it becomes 

merely a matter of waiting out the day. 
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All of this becones critical since, as it turns out, 

the six propositions of this thesis are the propositional con­

tents of 'implied judgments' and not 'deliberated judgments', 

Since our task in this second section of the thesis is to as­

sess these six 'implied judgments' in order to determine whe­

ther or not they are correct, we should be in grave error if 

we should ta}~e as our model the assessment procedure which 

attaches to 'deliberated judgments' and not the assessment 

procedure that rightly attaches to 'implied judgments'. All 

. of the arguments to follow atte~npt to establish the conclusion 

that these six particular 'implied jud~nentst are correct; all 

of the arguments to follow ta};:e for granted the above assess­

ment procedure for 'implied judgments'; and so it is important 

to get clear about that procedure before we begin. 
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DEFENDING 1'HE PRE:.";ISE 'FROM THE NA'l'URE OF PERSONS' 

In this chapter, and the next, I shall be primarily 

concerned with defending the truth of the premise "If persons 

universalJyagree in their 'implied judgments' that p is true, 

then p is true ll
• I intend to defend that premise only for 

certain sUbstitutions for p, namely for the six central prop-

ositions of this thesis. All of the arguments advanced in . 

these chapters appear within the context of a general theory 

for assessing the correctness of 'implied judgments'. 

It is obvious that most 'implied judgments' c.an be, 

and sometimes are, mistaken. Vihat I must argue then, is that 

though these six special implied judgments'~ are 'implied judg­

ments', still they differ from most 'implied judgments,.l We 

shall see that these six special cases might differ from nor-

mal 'implied judgments' in a number of ways J yet the net result 

of those differences is, in each case, that of rendering these 

six special implied judgments* immune fro!1l error, Once again, 

if I can show that these six special implied judgments* differ 

1 In order to avoid subsequent confusion, I shall adopt 
the following convention. Vihen speaking of ' implied judgments I 

in general, I shall continue to use single quotes. But when 
referring to the six special implied j.udgIilents of this thesis, 
I shall, to make the contrast clear, employ an asterisk ( im­
plied judgment* ) 

92. 
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from most, and if that difference results in their being im-

mune from error, then I shall have shovrn that these six spe-

cial implied judgments-r.- ( unlike I implied judgments' in gen­

eral ) cannot be mistaken. But if these six special implied 

judgments>:J- cannot be mistaken, then they are correct. Finally, 

since an 'implied judgment' that Q is correct just in the case 

where p is true, it follows that if these six special implied 

jUdgments* are correct, then the propositional content of those 

implied judgments~'i- is true. Hence, to defend the truth of our 

second premise for six special subs~itutions for p, we need 

only show that these six implied judgments* differ from most 

'implied judgments' in that they are immune from error. 

A 
Setting up the Argument 

Persons have certain expectations as to facts in the 

world. Each 'implied judgment' is linked to one or more of 

these expectations by means of a loose bond. Most often the 

expectation closely correlates to the content of the 'implied 

judgment', though it need not. For example, correlated with 

Jones' 'implied judgment' ( that "It will rain" is true ) is 

the expectation that a certain fact in the world, rain-fall, 

will occur. 

Notice first that so long as the facts do not conflict 

with a person's expectations, the person's 'implied judgment' 

remains intact; the notion of a mistake cannot even arise. 

Consider once again the context discussed on page 87 of this 
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thesis. Suppose that, again as in part (i), I am acting un­

der the 'implied judglnent I that you are a careful and obser­

vant driver. Now suppose that you complete the hasty lane 

change, but this time the driver of the second car skillfully 

and quietly avoids the collision. I noticed the second car 

originally, but, since I am comfortable riding with you, I 

di9:. pot ~ it Q§. £ threat. My expectation is that I will ar~ 

rive home safely, and in this altered case, that expectation 

is not thwarted. As a result, my 'implied judgment' that you 

are a careful and observant driver does not, at lea.st on this 

occasion, come under scrutiny, From outside the context we 

can, of course, see that this 'implied judgment' is mistaken. 

But this is of no help at all since human actions and utter­

ances do not nor~ally take place as part of a story. For the 

pa.rticipants, the question of a mistake does not even arise. 

Persons are rarely concerned with why they are right. 

On other occasions, the correctness of an 'implied 

judgment' does come under scrutiny. Recently I read an article 

in an anthology on Wittgenstein. A friend had lent me the book 

and I had later returned it. I needed the book once again, 

but this time I chose to take it out of the library. All that 

I could remember was that the book was by George Pitcher. I 

found the book and checked it out along with several others. 

Much to my surprise, it was not the book that I was looking 

for: my expectation of finding that particular article in the 

book was thwarted. Now I have gone wrong and I should like 

. , 
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to know why. 

The first step in finding out is one of analysis. The 

'implied judgment' that correlates with this expectation must 

be uncovered. What must I have presupposed. to be true if the 

above actions are to be intelligible? Analysis reveals an 

'implied judgment' on my part; that "No one author is respon-
, 

sible for two books with roughly the same title aDd subject 

matter lf is true. 

The following evaluation process can now occur. 

'(i) I decide what might count as evidence for the judgment 

and what might count as evidence against the judgment. 

(ii) I i::1spect the facts to determine which class of evidence 

obtains. 

(iii) I either reaffirm the judgment or conclude that that 

judgment is mistaken. 

In the case of nearly all 'implied judgments' that come under 

scrutiny, the judgment is discarded on the grounds that it is 

mistaken. Hence, in the case of most 'implied judgments', it 

is possible for those judgments to be mistaken. But now sup-

pose that THE EXPECTATIONS WHICH CORRELATE TO THOSE IIviPLIED 

JUDm~ENTS* Et~JOYn\G A U~nVERSAL AGREEMENT DIFFER FRO~i1 THE EX-

PECTATIONS WHICH ATrrACH TO ~,WST 'I:"~PLIED JUDm.~ENTS'. Suppose 

that they differ in that they have an effect upon any investi­

gation or inspection of the facts. The expectation is imposed 

upon all experience such that all experience is coloured o~ 

framed in a way that conforms "'.,lith the expectation. At first 
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glance, this move appears to be an arbitrary one, but perhaps 

it can be made to appear less. so, 

Philosophers readily agree that an intervening medium 

is always capable of altering or colouring our experiences of 

the world. Hence the wearing of blue tinted lenses results 

in perceptions of the world which differ from the way the world 

actually is. But now conceive of these expectations as the 

sorts of lenses 'Nhich cannot be removed. This notion is hardly 

far fetched since we do acknowledge certain parts of the hUman 

anatomy, for example, to be essential for the occurrence of any 

experience. ~otice that persons with severed heads are not 

considered to have experiences of the world ( legends and folk­

lore excepted). The notion of a necessary medium between 

the world and our experience of it, is, at the very least, an 

intelligible one. 

The argument 'from the nature of persons' requires 

only this assuBption in order to make its case. I shall first 

trace out the implications of that assumption, that is set out 

the argument 'from the nature of persons', and then argue in 

defense of the premise itself. The process for evaluating 

these peculiar implied jud~nents* can, if the, above assumption 

is correct, be interfered with at two distinct stages. Accor~ 

dirlg1y, the basic ar£ument 'from the nature of persons' must, 

at this point, be separated off into two subordinate branches. 
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B 
The First Branch of the Argument 

The first branch of the argument runs as follows. 

Since all experience is made to conform to the expectations 

that are bound to these peculiar implied judgments·:!- , it follows 

that no experience can ever thwart those expect~tions. And, 

if those particular expectations can never be thwarted, then 

it follows that the implied judgments-Y.- which correlate to those 

expectations can never come under review. But if the only pos-

sibility of showing 'implied judgments' to be mistaken entails 

that the 'implied judgment' comes under conscious scrutiny. 

and s if, by the above argument, these particular implied judg-

ments* can never come under conscious scrutiny, then it follows 

that these particular implied judgments* can never be shown 

to be mistaken. However, if these implied judgments~A- can ne-

ver be shown to be mistaken s then these implied judgments-X- are 

correct. Further, since a:n 'implied judgment' that 12 is cor-

rect just in the case where p is true, it follows that, since 

these implied judgments* are correct, the propositional con-

tent of these implied judgments-::- is true. 

The first branch of the argument is wrong on two counts. 

To begin with, a number of its premises are counterfactual. 

It asserts that these implied judgments-:l- cannot come under 

conscious scrutiny, but in fact, this thesis is built upon the 

conscious scrutiny of those implied judgme!lts*. The subject 

matter of this thesis is by no means novel; it is exactly 
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these implied judg:nents·:t and others like them that have been 

the focal point of philosophical dispute for centuries, Hence 

the claim that these implied judgments·:} can never come under 

conscious scrutiny flies in the face of the facts. 

The second error in the argument is the move from 

' .. persons can_not be shown to be mistaken in their judgment that 

a particular proposition is true' to the claim that 'that same 

judgment ( that a particular proposition is true) is correct'. 

One feels inclined to argue that 'being unable to prove an 

error' does not entail that 'no error exists', It is at this 

point that the psychological leanings of the argument prove 

to be a shortcomi~g. So long as the first half of this ques­

tionable inference is couched in terms of 'persons being un­

able to show the judgme':'1t mistaken' we.will have no grounds 

for distinguishing between 1) persons being unable to show the 

judgme:lt mistaken because persons are "pigheaded", 2) persons 

being unable to show the judg:;Je:lt mistaken'because of some 

human shortcoming, or J) persons being unable to show the judg­

ment mistaken because the judgment, in reality, contains no 

mistake. We seem to require the third alternative to show 

the inference valid, yet have no means for separating off the 

possibility of the first two alternatives obtaining. This se­

cond worry is, I believe, not an insurmountable problem. La­

ter we shall discuss a way out of the problem. 

I wish to now reconsider the first objection to the 

argument ( that one or more of its premises is counterfactual ) 
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in order to get clear about how such an error could have aris-

en in the first place, If we can achieve the above understand-

ing, then we will be better equipped to eradicate that error 

from the second branch of the argur.1ent. 

The objection runs: one of the premises of the first 

branch of the ~rgument -- these specific i~plied jUdgments* 

can never come under conscious scrutiny - is counterfactual 

or again, false. And of course, any argument which contains 

a false premise cannot establish the truth of its conclusion. 

The false premise is introduced into the argument by means of 

a prior premise - if these particular expectation::? can never 

be thwarted, then it follows that the implied judgr.1ents~} that 

correlate with these expectations can never come under review. 

The error is introduced here because the implied judgments-:l-

at issue can be uncovered from two quite different perspec-

ti ves yet the argument just rehearsed mal-::es room for only -one 

of them. From the perspective of the person acting or speak-

ing under an 'implied judgment', the judgment is discovered, 

or at least articulated, only after its correlated expectation 

is thwarted. But from the perspective of a philosopher, an (, 
'implied judgment' can be uncovered, by analysis, any time a 

particular human action or utterance arouses curiosity. Be-

cause the argument ignores this second perspective, it remains 

open to the counterfactual objection. The second branch of 

the argument 'from the nature of persons' avoids this objec-

tion as we shall now see, 
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C 
The Sec'ond Branch of the Argument 

(.rhis see ond branch has I as its starting point J the 

same central premise as the previous argument and it is for 

this reason that I refer to it as a branch of the major ar-

gument. Hence, we begin with the assumption that THE EXP.cC-

TATIONS 1~HAT COR1\ELATE TO II'::PIJIED JUDG-:VIENTS~f- EI':JOYr'm UNIVER-

SAIJ AGREEr:;Sf'{'1' DIFFER FROT.I THE EXPECTATIO:rS 'fHAT ATrrLCH '1'0 

I.10ST 'r.~PLIED JUDGrr.E:'-rTS' I A;:D THNr iraEY DIFFER IN 30 FAR AS 

THEY TAINT OR COIJOUR ANY r,rvEsTIGA'fl0~r OF FACTS IN IrHE WORLD. 

The first branch of the argument had, as its aim, the reduc-

tion and ultimate elimi!l.ation of a-rty possibility of error in 

these six peculiar implied judgments-:l-. The achievement of 

process ~lhich g,itempts to establish the occurrence Q..::f. an ,§£-

ror in an '.j]gnlied judg;rnent I. That aim remains in the se-

cond branch of the argument, though the means of accomplishing 

it are now altered. Accordingly interference with the above 

process will now occur at a different stage. 

The second branch, then, runs as follows. 'Implied 

judgmeYlts' can come under conscious scrutiny in two vmys; either 

the expectation linked to the judgment is thwarted and this 

sets in motion the process of analysis, or, the process of 

analysis is directly set in motion as a result of a person's 

interest in human behaviour or language. In either case, the 

object of the analysis is the uncovering of an 'implied judgment'. 
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Once uncovered, the propositional content of that judgment 

is articulated. The correctness of that 'implied judgment' 

can now be consciously scrutinized, or again, assessed. Hav-

ing decided what might count as evidence either for or against 

the judgment, we must look to the facts to establish the judg­

i""llent f s correctness or mistakenness. But in these particular 

cases of implied judgments-lr, the correlated expectation col~ 

ours of taints our investigation of the facts. Since that ex­

pectation is an unavoidable medium between the facts in the 

world and our experience of them, and since that medium taints 

the facts in a way that results in their always conforming to 

evidence in favo1.!£ of these special implied judgments~~ , it 

follows that any investigation of the facts will result only 

in evidence for the correctness of those special implied judg­

ments*. Everything stands in favour of our six special im-

plied judgments-l<- and nothing stands against them. This is not 

quite right, however, since, if the medi.um is an unavoidable 

one ( that is, essential for the occurence of any human exper­

ience ) then it follows, not ,just that no facts stand as coun­

ter evidence, but that no facts could stand as counter evidence 

to these ir:1plied judgments-Y.-. But if an 'implied judgment' is 

about the world then that 'implied judgment' can be mistaken 

only if the v.fOrld can provide counter evidence to that 'implied 

judgment'. Since the world can provide no such counter evi­

dence to these six special implied judgments-l:- ( by the above 

argument ) and since each of these six special implied judgments';} 
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is about the world ( see the second chapter of this thesis ) 

it follows that these six special implied judgments-::- cannot 

be mistaken. If these six implied judgments-l(- cannot be mis­

taken I then these six implied judgments-:~ mv.st be correct. 

But thef~e six implied judgments~(- are correct just in the case 

where their propositional contents are true. Hence, in the 

case of each of these six special implied judgments''!-, the 

propositional content of that judgment is true. The inference 

from 'persons universally agree in their implied judgments* 

that a particular proposition is true~ to 'that proposition 

is true t , then, is a valid one for CERTAIN SUBSTITUTIONS 'J 

that is, in just those cases where the proposition is one of 

the six central ' propositions of this thesis. 

This second branch of the argument clearly escapes 

the counterfactual charge that its predecessor fell victim to, 

It appears to have eluded its predecessor's second difficulty 

as well. There is no obvious move from 'it is impossible for 

persons to show that these particular implied judgments* are 

mistaken' to 'these particular implied judgme~ts* are not mis­

taken'. One feelshoodwinked here, though quite unable to say 

exactly in what way the problem remains. The areument contin­

ues to have psychological leanings ( in the assumed premise ) 

. but those leanings no longer result in the difficulties we 

encountered earlier ( see page 98 abov~·). 

This suspicion is perhaps best concentrated upon the 

following premise of the above argument: "Since the world can 
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provide no such counter evidence to these six special implied 

judgments*, and since each of these six special implied judg~ 

ments* is about the world, it follows that these six special 

implied judgments~n~ cannot be mistaken". Vlha t happens to the 

argument is now clear. Tbe basis of our earlier worry was 

that 'persons being unable to shoVl these judgments to be mis~ 

taken' might have-been the product of "pigheadedness ll or hu­

man shortcoming, and not a result of there really being no 

mistake present. But in this, the second branch of the argu­

ment, it is the world that fails to provide us with counter 

evidence and not persons. Clearly all talk of "pigheadedness u 

impeding the provision of counter evidence must now be aban­

doned. 

The argument 'from "pigheadedness'" is often advanced 

and in fact often taken to be th£ argunent 'from the nature 

of persons'. Since, as we have shown, it is without founda­

tion, it might be worthwhile to quickly rehearse it now. 

Having reminded the reader of the form -of that ajl.:'gument, I 

shall then return to the two remaining loose ends of our main 

argument: 1) the world's failure to provide counter evidence 

to these six special implied judgr.lents-::- and 2) a defense of 

the central assumption of the main argument. 

The argument 'from "pigheadedness'" generally takes -

on a form similar to the following. 'Implied judgments' ex­

ist in a hierarchy; that is to say, certain 'implied judgments' 

are the cornerstones or building blocks for others. ( I am 
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reminded here of the sort of I implied judgments I G.E. !,:oore 

articulated in his "Defence of Common Sense" which provide 

~ foundation for a great many other 'implied judgments', ) 

Accordingly, if one of these core 'implied judgments' was to 

be considered mistaken, then a great many other 'implied 

judgments' would also have to be considered suspect. (Ima­

gine yourself in surgery - the doctor performs an abdominal 

. incision - and then removes a collection of mechanisms and 

complex vviring! How many other ! implied judgments', in addi­

tion to "There exists at present a living human body which is 

my body." must now be abandoned?) Since such a shaking of 

the foundations is psychologically difficult, persons ( out 

of a "pigheadedness" one must assume) refuse to alter or aban­

don tl!.2 core 'implied judgments'. Unfortunately, what fol­

lows from such an argument is only that persons are "p igheaded ll 

in holding some 'implied judgments' to be immune from mistake, 

and not that those 'implied judg;;1ents' are, in fact, correct. 

The counter cases to this inference are too inumerable 

to even begin listing here. However the problems with the 

above argument go deeper than just its counter cases. Kotice 

that discomfort can exist in degrees, and hence might easily 

vary from one person to the next. But now if the 'implied 

judgments' correctness is dependent upon this discomfort, and 

if it is possible for each individual to experience a differ­

ent degree of discomfort, then it follows that one and the same 

'implied judg1nent' might be rendered immune from mistake by 
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some individuals and not by others. The argument makes pos­

sible one and the same 'implied judgment' being correct for 

some individuals and not for others. ~either difficulty can 

be remedied by pointing to the degree of discomfort and saying 

of it that it is nearly unbearable, 

We have said enough about bad arguments; let us return to 

one which has, I believe, a good deal more promise in it. The 

second branch of the argument 'from the nature of persons' 

seems to establish the conclusion we require, yet still we 

have some reservations. I have attempted to show that these 

six special implied judgments* are immune from mistake by ar­

guing, in part, that ~J,the world cannot provide counter evi­

dence for these six special implied judgr:1ents-~. A quick re­

view of that argu::lent places the problem in clear view: 'the 

world' as used in the above premise, is ambiguous. Previous 

premises of the argument in question made use of a distinction 

between 'the world of facts independent of persons' and 'the 

world of facts as experienced by persons', But the premise 

currently under consideration ignores that distinction. 

The similarity between the above ambiguity and the 

ambiguity encountered by the first branch of the argument (see 

again page 98 of this thesis ) is now apparent. Still, some 

gains have been realized by the second branch of the are;ument 

'from the nature of persons' - the counterfactual charge has 

been avoided and the source of these implied judQ11ents~!- correct­

ness can no longer be located in human "pigheadedness", 
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However the argument is still ambiguous as to whether these 

six special implied judgments'l~ are not mistaken because 1) 

the world of facts independent of persons is exactly as these 

implied _ ju4grrrents~;' says, or 2) the world as experienced by 

persons is exactly as these implied judgments'~ say. At any 

rate, the problems of the first and second branches of the 

argument do not exactly overlap and hence the ambiguity above 

cannot -be reduced to r nor subsumed under, the ambi€:,'Ui ty we 

encountered in the first branch of the argument. ':;:he ambiguity 

we have encountered here is crystallized; that is to say, it 

is centered upon introducing a distinction ( between the world 

independent of persons and the world as experienced ) and then 

ignoring that distinction. 

D 
A Defence of the Argu~ent's Central Assumption 

The argument 'from the nature of persons' can only be 

set up after the introduction of a very crucial pre~ise. It 

is the purpose of this section of the paper to both fully ex-

plicate that assumption and to arGue for its truth. 

To begin with, the assumption "ve introduced is not real­

ly a single assur:lption but rather a cluster of related assur.1p-

tions. I first assumed that "THE EXPECTATIONS WHICH CORRELATE 

rro THOSE I:'~PLIED' JUDGIV:E~TTS'::' ENJOYING UNIVERSAL AGREE:{ENT DIF~"ER 

FRO~,~ THOSE EXPECTATIO>IS vmICH ATTACH rro ;-/lOST 'E:PLIED JUDG:'(ENTS' ~I 

I then postulated the way in which they were to differ; THEY 

WERE TO HAVE A:T EFFECT UPON AJ.JL EXPERIEi\CE A~m HEI~CE ANY 
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INVEsrrIGATIO:,i OF THE FACTS: THAT EFFECT BED\G TO TAn~T OR 

COLOUR THE EXP2RIEI';CE ( nTVESTIGATIO~J OF THE FACTS ) IN A 

WAY FAVQURABI!l1: TO THE Ii",TPLIED JUDG~"~ENT-:~ IN QUESTION. I shall 

discuss each part of the assumption in turn. 

This peQuliar set o~ expectations* ~( once again I 

shall mark off these specific expectations from those that 

attach to normal 'implied judgments' with an asterisk) can 

differ from the expectations that attach to most 'implied 

judgT:1ents' either in their force ( quanti tati ve difference ) 

or in their basic properties ( qualitative difference). I 

shall begin by considering the evidence for the former. The 

expectations of any individual are strengthened on those oc-

cas ions where the expectation occurs and is not thwarted. If 

these expectations-Y.- ( those that correlate wi th the six special 

implied judgcnents-:!- of this thesis ) occurred ~ often than 

the majority of expectations, and if they were not thwarted, 

then these expectations-l~ would be stronger than the majority 

of expectations. And if these expectations* were stronger than 

the majority of expectations accompanying 'implied judgments' 

then these peculiar expectations"l~ would differ quantitatively 

from the expectations which correlate with normal 'implied 

judgments' • 

A required, but suppressed premise "in the above argu-

ment is that 'these expectations-l~ do occur I!!.2££ often than the 

expectations which attach to normal 'implied judgments", But 

now the above argument runs nearly parallel to the argument 
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'from "pigheadedness"', Compare a) "these expectations* oc­

cur more frequently" wi th "these implied judgmentsJk are core 

judf,'lTIents" and b) "these expectations-* are stronger in force" 

wi th "denial of these implied judgments~l- results in extreme 

discomfort" and finally c) the emphasis on the individual in 

both arguments. Since the same difficulties encountered there 

count against this argument, we must conclude that this pe­

culiar class of expectations* does not differ from the expec­

tations which attach to normal 'implied judgments' in terms 

of their force, or again, in terms of their quantity. 

The argument 'from "pigheadedness II , and the argument 

in support of guantit?tive]~ differing expectations attaching 

to 'implied judgments', though both criticized, were criticized 

in that they misapply when extended to cover the special class 

of impliedjudgrnents{r which are central to this thesis, But 

it does not now follow that those arguments have no applica­

tion at all. In fact. for normal '.:lmJ2..l~ judgmBnts' the anal­

ysis suggested by both of those arguments h~s a strong empir­

ical backing, Hence, AT THE LEVEL OF A GENERAL THEORY OF 

'IMPLIED JUDm.:ENTS-

i) The force of the expectation correlated with the 'implied 

judgment- does differ from individual to individual. 

2) The expectation is strengthened on each occasion where 

it occurs and is not thwarted, 

3) Different persons do speak and act in accordance with 

different 'implied judgments', 
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J.}) It is the case that our expectations are sometimes thwarted 

and the 'implied judgment' must be discarded as mistaken. 

A quick review of the normal 'implied judgments' that I have 

used as examples will corroborate these claims. I leave the 

actual performance of that review to the reader. 

Now if the above describes the basic properties of 

those expectations attaching to. normal 'implied judgments', 

what can be said about the basic properties of those expecta­

tions* attaching to the six peculiar implied judgments~~ of 

this thesis? As the reader will recall, a number of those 

properties surfaced in our discussions in chapters II. III, 

and IV of this thesis. We found that 

1) persons }Jpiversally agree in six specific implied judg-

2) persons are under some compulsion to maintain these six 

specific implied judgments-::-; 

3) the expectations* attaching to these six special implied 

judgments* are never taken to be thwarted; 

4) on those occasions where the expectation'::- is apparently 

thwarted, the implied judgment'r is not discarded. 

Accordingly, at an empirical levels we must conclude 

that there does exist a difference between the expectations 

attaching to normal 'implied judvnents' and the expectations''(­

attaching to our six special implied jUdvnents*. This differ­

ence is not one of degree but rather one of type. That is to 

say, expectations-x· differ from expectations ( normal ) in some 
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of their basic properties and not merely in terms of their 

force. 

There is a second good reason for maintaining a dif­

ference in kind between the above two types of expectations. 

~rhe expectations vihich c orrela te with normal 'implied judg>- < 

ments' have the properties they do because both the 'implied 

judgment' and the expectation are generated out of past ex­

perience f and are founded upon a principle of induction. In 

·the past, a particular person judged p to be true and K oc­

curredi ~ow it happens that that person is in a similar sit­

uation again; though not now conscious of his judgr:1ent that p 

he never-the-less expects x to occur. This foundation cannot 

work for the six special implied judgments* of this thesis, 

since one of those special implied judgments-l'c has as its con­

tent a principle of induction. Accordingly, these special 

implied judgments*' must originate in' some manner other than 

by being generated out of past experience, and must be founded 

on something other than a principle of induction. (If pressed 

I should argue that these six peculiar implied judgments-r.- are 

inate and are founded upon the neurophysiologica·l makeup that 

is common to all members of the species. A defence of this 

claim, however, would involve a second major work. ) 

The second part of the assumption must now be examined: 

that which correlates to these peculiar implied judg~ents*, 

that is expectations*, must have 1) AN EFFECT UPON ALL. 
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EXPERIE:'TCE N'W HE:\lCE Ai'fY I;,iVESTIGATImr OF THE FACTS, and 2) 

TAINT OH COLOUR THAT EXPERIEiWE IN A WAY FAVOURA3LE 110 THE 

IVPLIED JUDG~ENT* IN QUESTION. Clearly 1) is beyond the scope 

of any empirical verification. Still, one f.§ll argue for the 

intelligibility of that claim. 

Few theories of perception, if any, escape using some 

form of the distinction between the world as experienced and 

the world independent of human experience. That is to say, 

only Solipsism denies that distinction and as it turns out the 

Solipsist cannot sensibly state his case. It follows that any 

sensible theory of perception requires some form of the above 

distinction. But that distinction cannot be made without 

positing some I:ledium between the vlOrld and our experience of 

it. Something must separate off the experi.ence from that 

which it is an experience of in order for us to understand 

these as two things as opposed to only one. 

There is a second good reason for maintaining this 

medium, and that reason is that we often require such a medium 

in order to account for perceptual error. We do make a dis­

tinction between correct perceptions and mistaken perceptions; 

yet we would often be unable to make that distinction if we 

did not acknowledge the existence of such a medium and its 

effects upon our perception of the world. 

Finally we come to the argument from analogy hinted 

at earlier ( see page 95 and 96 'above' ). To get the 

analogy going, you can imagine yourself looking at the world 
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through a kaleidoscope. I ask you to now examine something 

v/hieh I place before you. But since the experiences you are 

having of the object are very distorted, you first remove the 

end cap of the kaleidoscope. Still, since the eyehole of the 

kaleidoscope is small and ~he object is very close f you are 

unable to view the object in its entirety. Accordingly, you 

discard the viewing instrument altogether - your field of 

view expands and the entire object can now be seen. You be­

gin to describe that object to me, but I object and clabo that 

you have not gone far enough back in stripping off the mediums 

between yourself and the object in question. I might argue 

that your perception of the object is being altered by this 

final intervening medium and that, if you are to accurately 

report about that object, you must strip off this final inter­

fering mediufIl o But now VfHAT ~',:ORE CAN BE REMOVED - THA'l' v'iHICH 

HE~;AIj\~S BErl'WEEI'; '1~HE OBJECT A:'~D ~\';Y EXPERIENCE O? IT CANNOT BE 

RE;,10VED WITHOUT ALSO REr,10VING EY EXPERIEiJCE OF 'rHAT OBJECT. 

This is not quite right, however, since the above analogy only 

shows that' any medium still remaining cannot be stripped off 

in the ~ manner as the kaleidoscope was stripped off. 

Hence an objector to the above analogy might argue that 

of course, one cannot pluck the man's eyes out and still ask 

of him to report what he sees, Still one can imagine what it 

would be like to do so, that is one can imagine what one's 

experiences would be like without that medium. I am not so 

sure that I need be bothered with what someone claims he can 
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imagine. At any rate, these imaginings will have as their raw 

data previous experience which itself has already been made 

subject to the constraints imposed by that inescapable medium 

between the world as experienced and the world independent- of 

exper.ience. That is to say, the data for that which is i!na­

gined has already been made subject to the medium. Imagine 

a !'{artian! Imagine him describing his world to you! Don it 

both the );lartian and his world resemble you: and your OWYl world 

(at least in their basic properties). The type of ~artian 

our objector needs here either escapes him or says and does 

nothing, and as such cannot be a source of concern. 

The notion of a necessary or inescapable medium between 

tl18 world independent of experience and the world as experienced 

is, I think, an intelligible one. Unfortunately, I can not 

provide empirical evidence for such a mediuyJ.. Suggestive evi~ 

dence, that is non-conclusive evidence, is availabe to us, but 

only after a large portion of the causal theory of perception 

has been adopted. Since I intend to keep this thesis as theory 

neutral as possible, I shall avoid any di~cussion_of that evi­

dence here. 

We come now to the final portion of the assumption; 

that which correlates to these peculiar implied judgments·:i- ( 

that is exnectations* ) TAINTS OR COLOURS-EXPERIENCE AND HEXCE 

ANY INVESTIGATION OJ:? ·THE FACTS IN A WAY FAVOURABLE TO THE E>. 

PLIED ;ruDm~E:'~T~':- E·; QUESTION. Clearly J if something adjudi­

cates in the case of' these peculiar implied judgments~r, then 



114 •. 

it adjudicates in a way favourable to the tmplied judgments-x­

in question since, as a matter of fact, no part of our exper­

ience conflicts with those implied judgments{i- t C:onsider the 

followi~1g. An empirical investigatio:n of the evidence both 

for and against these six peculiar implied judgments{~ is per­

formed. We discover that, for these particular implied judg­

ments-:l-, persons accrue experiential evidence only in favour of 

these implied jUdgments-::-. Clearly then, the medium v{hich 

taints or colours that experience, taints or colours that ex­

perience in a way favourable to the .judgments-~;' in question. 

The question is an empirical one: I can provide nothing other 

than an empirical ansv.,rer to it, 
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VII 

FURTHER ARGUfiiE\{TS 11': DEFm{CE OF 'l'HE PREi'.~ISE 

A 

From the Content of the Judgments 
---

In the fifth chapter we noted that the procedure for 

assessing the correctness .of an 'implied judgment' must dif-

fer from the procedure for assessing the correctness of a 

'deliberated judgment'.- "In the case of an 'implied judgment' 
'. 
one has first, and only, the judgment. So when one comes to 
.<i 

assess the correctness of an 'implied judgment' one does not 

have before oneself a fixed and determinate body of evidence 

( facts ). with which the 'implied judgment' must accord if it 

is to be assessed as correct.". Thus far that difference has 

been important but not crucial. As we shall see, the argu-

ment from the propositional content of these six peculiar im-

plied judgments~~ attempts to put that difference to worl{: in 

support of the premise 'if persons universally agree in their 

implied judgments* that six particular propositions are true, 

then those six propositions are true'. 

The argument 'from the nature of persons' developed 

out of a general theory of 'implied judgments', It sought to 

achieve two aims. It had as its first task, the provision of 

a gene~al procedure for establishing the occurrence of mis-

takes in 'implied judgments', that is, a procedure for assessing 

115 



1.1.6. 

the correctness of 'implied judgments'. Its second task was 

that of establishing that the six peculiar implied judgments* 

of this thesis differed from the majority of 'implied judg~ 

ments' and that as a consequence of that difference, when we 

come to assess the correctness of these six special implied 

jud.gments~~ f we find them to be immune from error. Success in 

achieving these objectives entails that these six special im­

plied judgments1~ cannot be mis taken J and ultimately, that the 

pro})ositional content of these six implied jud§:.,lOents-::- is true. 

That argument's method of achieving those aims was 

that of concentrating on certain peculiar properties of per­

sons. ?he first section of this chapter has exactly the same 

objectives but, as we shall see, employs considerably differ­

ent tactics to achieve them. The previous arguments sought 

to separate· off these six peculiar implied judgments-:l- from 

the majority of I iT:lplied judgments' by noting that, as a con­

sequence of certain properties of persons, these six special 

implied judgments* fail to have all those properties of norm­

al 'implied judgments', namely that these six peculiar implied 

judgments* are immune from error. The argument to follow con­

centrates on the content of these peculiar implied judg1nents-::­

and attempts to separate them off from the majority by means 

of that content. That is to say, perhaps there is something 

about the propositional content of these six special implied 

judgments* that is not present in the majority of 'implied 

judfZlTlents' and which dictates that the inference we are 
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interested in supporting follows for these six special cases, 

In order to make clear the notion I am aiming at here, I shall 

first use as an example a very specific SUbstitution instance 

for p in the premise IIf persons univer~ally agree in their 

'implied judgments' that p is true, then p is true', 

Consider the following substitution instance for p: 

universal agreement is the only crterion for truth. This 

specific SUbstitution instance for p renders the inference 

legi timate f but only because the content of the an.tecedent 

places sufficient bounds or restrictions upon the consequent. 

In short, the antecedent both sets out the only criterion for 

truth and then asserts that that criterion is fulfilled in 

this case, 

'rlhe above example is riddled with difficulties. To 

begin with, an investigatio::1. of the'implied judgments' persoYls 

do make reveals that persons do not universally agree in their 

'implied judgments' that the only criterion of truth is uni­

versal agreement. Hence, the a::1.tecedent of the inference is 

factually false. But if the antecedent is factually false, 

then we cannot affirm the consequent. It seems that we can 

demonstrate the truth of the conditional premise, but not the 

truth of that premise's antecedent. The example also intro­

duces the possibility of two senses of tttrue tt ; one which oc­

curs in a meta-language and one which occurs in the object 

language. These difficulties aside, the example does serve 

the purpose of illustrating how a restricting relation might 
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exist between the propositional content of an 'implied judg­

ment' and the consequent of that inference we are attempting 

to defend. Our task in this section of the paper, then, is 

to determine if our six special implied judgments1~ exhibit 

this relation. 

The majority of 'implied judgments' do not restrict 

the consequent of the inference 'If persons universally agree 

in their 'implied judgments' that a particular proposition is 

true, then that proposition is true', Where the propositional 

content of the 'implied judgment I is "that Lt is raining", or 

"that you are a careful and observant driver" or "that no one 

author is responsible for two books with roughly the same 

title and subject matter" no restricting relatio~ can be es­

tablh3hed. WltholJt such a restricting relation i the inference 

1S not. a legitimate one. 

But now consider the propositional content of the six 

special implied judgments-:l- that we are most interested in. 

In each case. that propositional content either articulates 

a boundary or states a restriction. It is not enough however, 

for these implied judgrnents~& to merely articulate boundaries 

or state restrictions, since a great many normal 'implied 

judgments' have this property as well. "That all men are over 

one inch ta11' articulates a restriction and might easily be 

the propositional content of an 'implied jud~nentt. still, I 

do not think that it can be rightly considered a meT:1ber of 

the peculiar class of propositions that we are concerned with. 



119. 

What we require, if the argument from content is to support 

the inference under discussion, is a demonstration that the 

propositional content of these six peculiar implied judgments* 

resticts or bounds the consequent of that inference and not 

something else. 

Consider now the procedure we employ to assess the 

correctness of NORI;l.AL t implied judgTl1ents f. ( We might also de-

ser-ibe the following as a procedure for demonstrating the oc­

currence of a mistake in normal 'implied judgTl1ents'. Accor~ 

dingly, I shall alternate between these two terminologies.· ) 

The procedure for establishing the occurrence of a mistake in 

normal 'implied judgments' begins with an articulation of the 

propositional content of the 'implied judgment' to be assessed, 

The3ec·ond step in this procedure is to mate clear what might 

count as evidence. Here we must notice, and perhaps clarify, 

boundaries or restrictions on all possible facts in reference 

to their evidence potential to this case. In the first in-_ 

stance, those boundaries will restrict all possible facts 

into two classes: relevant to the propositional content of 

this 'implied judgment' and irrelevant to the propositional 

content of this 'implied judgment'. In the sec6nd instance, 

the boundaries will subdivide the relevant possible facts into 

two further classes: favourable to the propositional content 

of the 'implied judgment' in question, and unfavourable to 

that content. Thus far, our procedure entails only that 'to 

establish the occurrence of a mistake in any 'implied judgment', 
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one must first have a clear understanding of what might count 

as a mistake for that 'implied judgY:lent'. 

If there are any problerrm VIi th the procedure thus far j 

then they must be problems of vagueness. A diagram may be of 

some benefit. 

TO DE:\~ONSTRATE THE OCCURREl'WE OF A r,~ISTAKE IN NORi\1AL 
'r,':PLIED JUDG:v:m';TS" 1 

STEP 1: Uncover the 'implied judgment' and articulate its 
propositional content~ 

STEP 2: notice the boundaries of evidence; that is, which 
possible facts will count for what. 

2a POSSIBLE FACTS 
REIJEVA l-~11 

r ------- - --.---------........ 
I t 

j I 
! 
1 
I I 
L_j ________ ~..J 

. I!/ ~ 
2b FAVOUR-ABL:';': UN:':"AVOURABLE r--------· --"I r-·-~·-"·-"··I 

! I I ! 
I ! 

L ___ L_J L __ J_.J 
STEP 3: Investigate the facts. 

AC~(lUAL RELEVN·TT FACTS 
FAVOURABLI~~ Ur~l'AVOURABLE 

POSSIBLE FAC~rS 
IH.RELEVANT 

,...-~.~- .. -.-...- -_ .... -. ---1 

: I 
I I 
I ' . I 
i i l __ __ . _. _ . ...&._ • ___ .J 

AC'rUAL IRRELEVANT 
?ACTS 

... - - .. -- - ---

#'-- -----._-

STEP 4: DeC1Slon; a ~istake occurs / does not occur. 

S'rE? 5: Dismissal or reaffirmation of the jl.),dgment. 

The argur:lent from content begins by suggesting that 
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for normal 'implied jud~oents', we do have a clear understand-

ing of what is to count as evidence at every stage of the as-

sessment procedure outlined above, We know, for example, 

tha t the possibility of my eating "Snicker Snacks" for breaJ\:-

fast· this morning .is irrelevant iil its e.vidence potential for 

J'ones' 'implied judgment' "that it will rain". Similarly, 'v'le 

know that the possibility of a sunny sky all day would stand 

as unfavourable evidence for Jones' 'implied judgment'. v" .L'l-

nallYt we know that the possibility of a torrential dovmpour 

would stand as favourable evidence for that 'implied judgment'. 

SOt in the case of normal 'implied judgments', we need only 

notice what will count as evidence, and then investigate the 

facts to determine which body of evidence occurs. 

BUrr NOW ACCO:~Dn-~G 'l'O THE ARGU!,:Ei\"T '}7RO:,~ frHE PROPOSI-

TIm~AL COFTE~;T OJ<' THESE B'iPLIED JUDG;i1E~FrS'~", THE SIX PECULIAR 

n'iPLIED LTUDG;::EN~:S~k OF THIS THESIS ARE DIFFERENT FRO~,i NORI,':AL 

'BIPLIED JUDGICS1\:TS' II\' THAT THEY ARE NOT AI;iE1"ZABLE TO THE 

1This diagram provides us vii th an excellent opportunity 
to review each of the arg;uments advanced in favour of the in­
ference from 'persons universally agree in their 'implied judg­
ments' that p is true' to 'p is true'. Each of those arguments 
attempts to support that inference by demonstrating that no 
mistake can occur in the six special implied judgments~:- of this 
thesis. Hence, though all of the arguments strive to interfere 
with the above procedure, ultimately each. interf.eres at a dif­
ferent stage of that procedure. Thus the first branch of the 
argument 'from the nature 0:: persons' can be seen to interfere 
with the procedure at STEP 1, the second ( and stronger) branch 
of that argument interferes at STEP J, the argument 'from "pig­
headedness'" interferes at STEP 4, and finally, the argument 
currently under consideration interferes at STEP 2. 
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ABOVE ASSESS~';:ErT PROCEDURE. 

The boundary around po~sible favourable evidence de­

scribes a collection of possible facts in terms of their fa­

vourable evidence pote2'ltial for the 'implied judgment' in 

question. In the case of normal 'iinplied judgments I, we merely 

notice ( and perhaps clarify ) those boundaries before pro­

ceeding with the assessment procedure. But notice that the 

proposi tional content of the six special implied judgments>)} 

of this thesis also assert a boundary. Suppose that the bound­

ary asserted in that propositional content overlaps with the 

boundary around possible favourable evidence to these six 

special implied judgments*. This would be a very convenient 

result; we should no longer have to notice that boundary since 

it would be articulated by the propositonal content of the 

implied judgment>)} in question. It would further follow that 

we should have a clear understanding of what could count as 

possible evidence in favour of these six special implied judg-

ments*, 

To negate the propositional content of these implied 

judgments* is to describe the boundary around possible evi~ 

dence unfavourable to these implied judgmentsi'< since, "unfa­

vourable" is only the negation of "favourable", But now re­

call that the negation of the propositional content of these 

special implied judg:nents>y,- results in a special sort of non­

sense ( see again chapter III part E "atiove ). It 

now follows that the boundary around possible evidence 
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unfavourable to these iJi1plied judgments·l(· cannot be sensibly 

drawn, since that which was to have described that boundary 

is a nonsense claim, But this means that we cannbt have a 

clear understandine of v,rhat might count . ..... aga1l1s \., these implied 

judgments:* c_ And,. as argued previously, such an understanding 

is essential to the demonstration of the occurrence of a mis-

take in any 'implied judgment', But if we cannot sensibly 

point to the possibility of a mistake in these implied judg-

ments-::-, then these six special implied judgrqents·l;- are correct. 

These six special implied judgments-::' are correct just in th.e 

case where the propositional content of those judgments-:~ is 

true. Hence ,. the propos i tional content of these six implied 

jUdgments-;:- is true i or again ~ from 'pers ons universally agree 

in their implied judgments~~ that p is true' we may conclude 

}'OR THESE SIX SPECIAL SU3STITUI1ION n:STJ\}~CES that 'p is true'. 

The above argument ( from the propositional content of 

these judg,-;18nts-r.- ) in favour of the second premise of this 

thesis is not without its difficulties. To begin, the assump-

tion that it relies upon - "Suppose that the boundary asserted 

by the propositional content of these six special implied judg-

ments* overlaps with the boundary around possible favourable 

evidence for those implied judgments~}11 - is both vague and 

without support. What precisely is meant by -'a description 

of a boundary around evidence overlaoping with the proposit~._ 

ional content of these implied judgments-~'? What is required, 

I think, is a strong relationship between what is asserted in 
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the lJrOposi tional content of these implied jUdgments>A- and our 

notion of 'evidence'. Some sort of conceptual bond might do 

here. though I am at a loss to see how one could argue for 

such a bond. To argue from an analysis of our concept of 

'evidence' seems to be the most likely method of establishing 

the above relationship. However, such arguments nearly al­

ways fall victim to a charge of subjectivism -- "Your analysis 

is nice but of course it merely describes the manner in which 

you use the word "evidence" l1
• To establish this relation on 

the basis of the meaning of the phrase "favourable evidence" 

would generate an analytic relation, this being the strongest 

sort of relation we could hope for. We shall have to settle 

:for less until such time as the stronger analytic relation can 

be demonstrated. 

We can establish a weaker relation between 'favourable 

evidence t and the propositional content of these implied judg­

ments>,r if we note that, on those occasions where evidence is 

given in favour of a claim, that evidence always conforms to 

the propositional content of one or more of these six special 

implied judgments*. Further, persons just do not count as 

'evidence' anything which requires the denial ,of the proposi­

tional contents of these six implied judgments~,r. Several of 

the contexts that I discussed in chapter II make this claim 

clear. ( Consider again a prosecuting attorney attempting to 

enter as evidence the following; liThe crown acknowledges that 

the accused was at a movie at the time of the crime, but shall 
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attempt to prove that he was also at the scene of the crime 

when it was cammi tted ". ) 

Hence, all that is meant by "the boundary asserted in 

the propositional content of these ~ix special implied judg-

ments* overlaps with the boundary around possible favourable 

evidence for these judgments':~" is that J AS A ~::ATTER OF FACT, 

persons do not count as 'favourable evidence' anything which 

entails the denial of the propositional content of any of 

these six special implied jUdgments-x-. The restriction asserted 

in that propositional content. is also a restriction on what 

might count as 'favourable evidence' for any claim. 

rrhe second difficulty with th is argument is, by now, 

a familiar one. Once again, the argument moves from 'the oc-

cur1'e::10e of an error in these six special implied judgYnents* 

cannot sensibly be demonstrated' to 'no mistake occurs in 

these six special implied judgments·x-'. On three differerit 

occasions, we were able to establish that persons cannot· de-· 

mom:;trate the occurrence of a mistake in these implied judg­

ments~~, yet could not state unequivocally why this was so. 

None of the argu.ments advanced permit us to arbitrate between 

(i) It is impossible £or persons to establish the occurrence 

of a mistake in these implied judgments-x- becaUse of some spe­

cific human shortcoming 1, 8.nd (ii) It is impossible for persons 

1In chapter V, that shortcoming was an inability on the 
part of persons to directly grasp the world. In the current ar­
gument, the shortcoming is an inadequacy in the language that 
persons create and employ. 
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to establish the occurrence of a mistake in these implied 

jUdgments':;- because t as a matter of fact, these implied judg-

ments* contain no mistake. 

The repeated emergence of this problem in various forms 

is worrisome, since that problem occurs in the context of 

three quite different arguments. It appears that these argu-

ments have something in common f and that the source of the 

above problem is quite likely located in that something all 

three arguments have in common. We need only recall that each 

of the arguments in support of the second premise of this thesis 

has a common starting point. Each attempts to support that 

premise by interfering in the procedure outlined on page 120 

of this thesis. And now the source 01' our probleL1 is clear: 

each of the argumerlts is slesigned only to show that it is im-

possible for persons to der:lOnstrate the occurrence of an error 

in these six implied judgments·~~. Any claim to the effect that 

no r:1istake occurs in these implied. judgments~} would seem to 

automatically exceed the scope of the argu:nent '.s frame of ref-

erence. Si::1ce the final are;v.ment hi favour of the inference 

meets directly with the probleT:1 under discussion, and since 

that argur.1ent attempts to r~solve that problem, we shall now 

turn to the argument 'from the universality of these six spe-

cial implied judgraents·Y,-'. 

B 
From the Universality of These Judgments* 

To begin with, even the possibility of a universally 
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shared impli.ed judgment1'l- should interest us. To secure an 

arrreernent in 'deliberated judgments' ( where open manipula-

tion and argument is possible ) is often arduous and sometimes 

impossible. Accordingly, if we should stumble upon 'implied 

judgments I ( where ma:1ipula tioD and argument cannot occur )" 

that enjoy universal agreement, we should be right in consi~ 

dering it a lucky find. 

'11he argument t from the universal agreement enj oyed by 

these ~mplied jUdgments*' is the final argument I Shall ad-

vance 1n favour of the second premise of this thesis. This 

argument does not deny any of the previously advanced arguments. 

In fact, it"requires that at least one of those arguments be 

sound. It clairilG of those previous arguments t only that each 

failed to extract all of the data available in the antecedent 

of the inference that each was designed to support. That is 

to say, each of those arguments failed to devote appropriate , 

attention to the ~_ersali t;'l of agreement mentioned in the 

antecedent of the inference: "If persons universally agree in 

their implied judgrnents·l:- that p is true, then p is true". 

This lack of appropriate emphasis does not result in a denial 

of the soundness of those arguments. Rather, it merely gen­

erates confusion and ambiguity as to what each of those argu~ 

ments might prove. 

Thus the argunent 'from the universality of these im­

plied judgments-Y<-' cannot, by itself, stand in support of the 

inference. Its only objective is that of eliminating the 
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above ambiguity and confusion in one or more of the previously 

advanced arguments. It must, therefore, be conjoined with 

one or more of those arguments, 

Two, and only two, of the arguments already rehearsed 

are capable of establishing the conclusion "It is impossible 

for persons to demonstrate the occurence of a mistake in these 

six special implied judgments~~II. The first is the argument 

'from the nature of persons' ( specifically, the second branch 

of that ar~ument ); the second is the argument 'from the prop-

osi tional content of these implied judgnents-l:-'. Both of those 

arguments were ambiguous in their conclusions, and hence both 

are equally likely to benefit from the support of the argument 

'from the universality of these implied judgments*'. 

Still, there remain two good reasons for selecting, 

as a candidate for support, the second branch of the argument 

'from the nature of persons'. The first of these reasons is 

that the argument 'from the propositional content of these 

. l' d . d t .'f-' • t l"t ' f J.mp le JU gmen.s, lS, as ye , on y ln 1 s wea.t~er .orm. The 

second of these reasons is nut so easily stated. The argu-

ment 'from the propositional content of these implied judg-

ments*' established its conclusion by noting a particular re-

lation in the language that persons construct and employ. 

However, the essential nature of persons is logically prior 

to the language they construct and use. Hence, even though 

the ambigui t;y in the conclusion of the argument 'from the 

proposi tional content of these implied judgments1~' is on a 
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par with the ambiguity in the conclusion of the argument 

'from the nature of persons', if some means of support is 

available to both of these argument~, then that support is 

best granted to the argument which is logically prior. ,/>..c­

c()rdihgly, the argument 'from the universality of these im­

plied judgmentsf<' to follow vd.ll be directed in support of the 

second branch of the argument 'from the nature of persons', 

The task of articulating the objective and scope of 

the argument 'from the uni versali ty of these implied judgments-:~ I 

is now complete. I am now in a position to set out that argu­

ment. That argument begins ( in this case ) by presupposing 

the soundness of the second branch of the arguI1ent 'from the 

nature of persons'. It further notes the apparent ambiguity 

in the conclusion of that argu;nent. Hence, when that argument 

concludes that ";\:0 mistal{e occurs in these blplied judgments-l:-II 

on the grounds that "It is impossible for persons to demon­

strate the occurrence of a mistake in these implied judg­

ments~L", we are not exactly clear about vlhat might be meant 

by that conclusion. It might mean only that "l'To person can 

demonstrate the occurrence of a mistake in these implied judg­

ments~r" or again, it might mean that lilt really is the case 

that no mistake occurs in these implied judgments-*/I. That ar­

gument is designed to establish only the former, yet seems 

determined to conclude the latter. 

1'he argument 'from the universality of these implied 

judgments*' can now be enployed as a source of support. rrhe 
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second branch of the argument 'from the nature of persons' 

lapses into an apparent ambicui ty only because it fails to 

devote sufficient attention to the fact that "iW lJERSOT{ can 

demonstrate the occurence of a Tnistak.e in these implied judg­

ments·:''', . Wi thoutthis emphasis, that are;ument proceeds as if 

g;omehow the occurrence of a mistake might .still be der;1onstra~' 

ted, But since it is persons, and only persons, who might 

demonstrate the occurrence of mistakes, we can legitimately 

conclude that liThe occurrence of a mistake in these implied 

judgments* cannot be de,nonstrated ". 

Given the above emphasis f the conclusion of the second 

branch of the arGument 'from the nature of persons' is ambig­

uous ( al)parently ) in a manner different froD that previously 

supposed. Hence, "Ho mistake occurs in these implied judg .. 

ments·:~11 might now mean either (i) liThe occurrence of a mistake 

in these implied judgments·:~ cannot be demonstrated" or again, 

it might mean (ii) lilt really is the case that no mistake oc­

curs in these implied judgments*". I shall argue that" it can 

mean only the former, since for it to mean the latter entails 

the committment of a fallacy. If I am successful in so argu­

ing, then it would follow that the conclusion. of the second 

branch of the argument 'from the nature of persons' is not 

ambiguous at all. 

1. Assumption: If any assertion p means the same as any as­

sertion q, then, at the very least, it must be the case that 

p implies q, and q implies p. 
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2. Alternative meaning (i): 

If "no mistal-::e occurs in these implied judg:nen"ts·;':-11 means the 

same as "The occurrence' of a mistake in these implied judg-

ments* cannot be deDonstrated", then, at the very least, it 

must be the case that the latter implies the former and the 

former implie~ the latter. It is clearly the case that; 1) 

...... 1 
mlSL8.Ke occurs in these ir:1plied judgments*" then "The 

occurrence of 8. mistake in these implied judgr:1ents-X- cannot 

be demonstrated". But it is not obviously the case that; 2) 

If liThe occurrence of a mistake in these implied judgments-:~ 

cannot be demonstrated" then "No mistake occurs in these im-

plied judgments*". 

3 . Alternative r:1eaning (ii): 

If ."}'Io mistake occurs in these implied judgments-;-'-" means the 

same as "It really is the case that no ·mistake occurs in 

these iY:1plied judgments-l~", then, at the very least, it must 

be the case that the latter implies the former and the former 

implies the latter. It is clearly the case that; 3) If "It 

really is the case that no mistaJ\:e occurs in these implied 

judgments-::- II ~1l "No mistake occurs in these implied judg-

ments-l~". But it is not obviously the case that; 4) If "No 

mistake occurs in these implied judgTnents-:l- II then "It really 

is the case that no mistake occurs in these implied judg-

ments·:t ll
• 

4. Discussion: 

The following discussion has, as its aim, a defence of the 
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inference numbered 2). VIe are suspicious of that inference 

only because we believe that something extra could be added 

to the antecedent of that inference. Or again, though we 

acknovlledge that no demonstrable mistake could occur in these 

implied judgments~\-, still, ViE BELIEVE THAT. WE ARE ABLE TO 

PROVIDE SO?lE ?URrHER GUARANTEE AGAINST THE OCCURRENCE OF A;'TY 

So long as we have this belief, 

the validity of inference 2) remains in question. But if 

this belief is unjustified, and if we could show it to be un~ 

justified, then there would remain no good reason for denying 

the validity of inference 2). 

Consider the second alternative meaning of "I"io mis-

take occurs in these implied judgr:1ents-*" namely, lilt really 

is the case that no mistake occurs in thesci implied judg-

ments-x-". We can prefix our original clair.l with "It is the 

case that ••• " without affecting the meaning of that claim. 

Hence, the only essential difference between our original 

claim and its second alternate meaninG' is the addition of 

the v{ord "really". l'!ow either the addition of this word con-

tributes nothing to the meaning of our original claim, or it 

contributes something. If it contributes nothing, then in-

ferenees 3) and 4) are both tautolo:z;ies. That is to say, both 

are trivially true since both would have, as their logical 

form, 'p:>p'. It would then follow that the second alternative 

means the same as our original claim but that it does so only 

trivially; just as "It is raining" ~eans the same as "It is 
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raining" but only trivially. Since our task is to arrive at 

a non-trivial meaning of our original claim, we may assume 

that the addition of the word "really" contributes something 

to the second alternative meaning of our original claim. I 

have tried to capture the force of that contribution by noting 

that our confidence in the validity of inference J) differs 

from our confidence in the validity of inferen6e 4). 

Now consider inference J) and notice that, though the 

consequent of that inference is identical with the consequent 

of inference 2), we are not at all ~uspi6ious of inference J). 

If the antecedent of inference J) says anything more than the 

antecedent of inference 2) g then vThat it .§.§1l§.. is that no· NON~ 

DK,:O~'-JSTRABLE mistakes occur in these. implied judgments-::-. It 

would appear that our suspicion of inference 2) is well ground-

ed, We believe that some guarantee against the occurrence of 

NOi'r~DE>:o~~srrRA:BLE mistakes can be provided, and that guarantee 

does !3eem to be provided in the antecedent of inference J). 

But if the antecedent of -inference J) provides a guarantee 

that no ='WN-DE;!IO:'~STRABL3 mis takes occur in these implied judg-

ments'~, then it must be the case that no ;{ON-DEi,IO:'TS'I'l{ABLB mis-

take occurs in these implied judgments~}. And if the antece­

dent of inference J) provides a guarantee that no ~ro;:\-DK::Oi'·r­

srl'RABLE mistake occurs in these implied judgments*, then it 

does so by saying that no ='lON-DE:':IOFSTRABLE mistakes occur in 

these hrplied judgElents-~. But §aying that no I';Q)'~-DK.:ON3TRA3LE 

mistake occurs in these implied judgf.1ents-:l- does not I by itself, 
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plied judg;iients{~, since p8:ying that something is the case 

does not, by itself, entail that that something i.s the case. 

lIenee, the antecedent of inference J) does not provide a G'Uar~ 

antee against the occurrence ofa .. I-WN-DEI'.:ONSTRABLEmistake in 

these implied judgments':". 

One mi.ght object here; 'Surely one can provide a guar-

antee against the occurence of a !'WN-DE:',CO~\rSTRABLE mistake in 

these implied judgments·)l- without cammi tting, the fallacy of 

"Saying it is so, makes it SO"I, 7hat objection would be un­

founded, however, since in order to do anything more than just 

payin£ that no l'Wf:~DE;',=O~·rS~~RABLE mistake occurs in these implied 

judgT.lents·x-, one must begin to £ernonstrate that no l\o:'~-Dm;;O~'r-

STRABIJE mistakes occur in these implied ,judgments':". If one 

fails in thi.s dem.onstration, then one must once again merely 

rely upon saying that no JW:'I-DK,-;ONSTRABLE mistakes occur in 

these implied judgments':l-. But if one succeeds in that demon-

stration, then, of course, the mistakes thereby guaranteed 

not to occur iT! these implied judgments'::' are demonstrable ones, 

that }. r< not T'TO~.T D~f"orTSTR f. BLk' ones ... .*':>.f _' _ !l :"1.-- ~p/~ 1\. _~ .l-J _ I. 
Hence, it follows that one cannot ( except by cOr.1mit­

ting a fallacy ) provide a guarantee that no NON-DE~ONSTRABLE 

mistake occurs in these implied judg:nents1-L. Accordingly, our 

belief that such a guarantee bould be provided is unjustified, 

and thus there remains no good reason for denying the validity 

of inference 2). Further since inference 1) was never in 
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question, it now follows that the first alternative meaning 

of "No mistake occurs in these implied judgments1~" fulfills 

a necessary condition of mea!1il!£ the ~ as "j'~o mistake oc­

curs in these implied judgments-l'c". 'l\he second alternative 

meaning fails to fulfill that necessary condition in any non­

trivial manner. HenceuThe occurrence of a mistake in these 

imp1ied judgments-1~ cannot be demonstrated" could ~ the 

s~ as 1i:{0 mistake occurs in these implied judg;ments'~" BUT 

"It really is the case that no mistake occurs in these im­

plied judgments-1(-1I cannot nl.~.@ll th~ ~ as "No mistake occurs 

in these implied judgments'::-" We may conclude I therefore, 

tha.t the conclusion of the second branch of the arg'ument 

'from the nature of persons' is not ambiGuous as previously 

thought to be. 

Since the above ambiguity V.faS the last of our obj ect­

ions to the second branch of the argument 'from the nature of 

persons', and since that ambiguity has been resolved, we are 

now in a position to assert the conclusion of th.at argument. 

The propositional content of each of the six special implied 

judgments1~ of this thesis is true. Thus, FOR THESE SIX SPE­

CIAL L::PLIED JUDG~··:mY;TS~~, or again, VtHERE 'dE SUBSTITUTE 'li~{E 

PROPOSITIOnAL CO~TEN~: 01<' THESE SIX SPECIAL IItPLIED JUDG:',:m:rrs~~ 

FOR P, the following inference is a valid one: "If perso;'ls 

universally agree in the ir implied judgments-:'r that six par­

ticular proP9sitions are true, then those six particular prop-

ositions Q£.Q. true. 



VIII 

AN OBJECTION TO THE PREr.lISE, CONSIDERED 

A 

The Objection Stated 

The Objector: 

To say that all objections to the second branch of 

the argur~ent f from the nature of. persons I have been answered 

is mistaken, or at least only partly true. I urge you to 

consider the following. You claim, in the immediately prior 

section of this paper, to have resolved the apparent ambigui­

ties suggested by the seco:ld branch of the argument 'from the 

nature of perso~s'. Still, you attetlptedto do so by means 

of resolving those aT1biguities as the;)' .appear in the conclus­

ion of that argument. As you will surely recall, you asserted 

that this worrisome ambiguity first energed in the following 

Qremise of that argumentj "The world cannot l)rovide COU:'lter 

evidence to these six special implied judgments-:~II •. You fur­

ther claimed that, since the ambiguity was now crystalized, 

the second branch of the argument marked a significant improve­

ment over the first branch of the sarr.e argument. But if the 

above premise isolates clearly the ambiguity apparently pre­

sent in that argument, then you ought to have resolved the 

ambiguity at that point, rather than at the more general level 

136 
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of the argument I s conclufJion. 

Vlhat I am saying amounts to this. In the ::;econd 

branch of the argument 'from the nature of persons' you iso­

late and state clearly a specific ambiguity which apparently 

arises in that argument. Yet, when the.time comes to resolve 

that specific ambiguity, you abandon it and instead resolve 

a more general sort of ambiguity. Even if that general ambi­

guity is a consequence of the specific ambiguity, still, you 

have only resolved the effects of the argument's ambiguity 

and not that ambiguity itself. IIence, it might still be the 

case that the argument's ( now non-ambi@;v.ous ) conclusion 

relies upon an ambiguous premise. 

In what follows, I shall argue that that specific 

ambiguity does remain in the prer:lises of your argument, and 

that so long as it does so remain, the argument fails to es­

tablish the conclusion you intend it to. 

"The v;'orld cannot provide counter evidence to these 

six special implied judgments-:;-" is ambiguous since you fail 

to make clear what is meant by "the world lt
• You previous1y 

drew a distinction between~he world as experienced by per­

sons' and 'the world independent of human experience'. But 

in the above premise of your argument, you fail to distinguish 

which sense of lithe vlOrld" is being used. 

This remaining ambiguity is fatal to your argument, 

since it introduces a yet unsolved problem from the philosophy 

of perception. If you intend to conclude that persons cannot 
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be mistaken in these implied judgments'~ since 'the Vlorld as 

experienced' cannot provide counter evidence to these implied 

judgments*, then your argument has some plausibility. But, 

if you intend to conclude that persons cannot be mistaken in 

these implied judgTl1ents~- since J the world independent of per-

sons' cannot provide counter evidence to these implied judg-

ments*, then your argument is in error. That is to say, all 

appearances of the world might repeatedly conform to these 

implied judgments~,l-, but from that, it does not follow that 

I the world independent of pe;rsons' conforms to these implied 

judg;ments'::-, Accordingly t a mistake might still occur in the 

six peouliar implied judgments1~ of 'this thesis. But j.f such 

f). mists-Ke rnight still occur, then tn.<,=:! p;eoposi tional content 

of those impJ.ied judgrnents';f- might be false I and the t~uth of 

the second premise of this thesis is still in doubt, 

B 
The Objeotion Answered 

The argument 'from the univ{;;t.:'$ality of these implied 

judgments'll' I £lA-£l seel( to res 01 ve the ambiguity in the argu­

ment 'from the nature of persons' as i.t appeared in the oon-

elusion of that argument. The objector is correct here; the 

ambiguity resolved by the argument 'from universality' was of 

a general sort. I chose to attack that ambiguity at the gen­

eral level.since, at the general level, the same ambiguity 

also emerges in the argument 'from the propositional content 

of thesG implied judgTnents~~'. Hence J if that general arnbigui ty 
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is only apparent in the argument 'from the nature of persons' 

then it is also merely apparent in the argument 'from the 

propositional content of these implied judG'TIlents~k'. still, 

even if these are the reasons for resolving the ambiguity at 

a general level, the force of the objection remains. What is 

required then, is a resolution of the specific ambiguity 

thought to be contained in the premIses of the second branch 

of the argument 'from the nature of persons', 

Our objector claims that I have failed to adhere to 

a distinction of my ovm making. He then claims that my fail-

ure to do so results in a very specific ambiguity in one of 

the premises of the argument 'from the nature of persons', 

But his most pressing objection is that this specific ambigu-

ity is not of an innocent sort but rather covers over a fun-

damental problem from the philosophy of' perception. I shall 

argue that, in fact, this specific ambiguity is innocent and 

that it in no way overlaps with the problem our objector sug­

gests it does. In order to do so, however, I shall have to 

say a bit about the nature of that problem, Since Plato de­

scribes that problem as well, ,or better than, any other phil~ 

osopher that I am familiar with, I turn now to his statement 

of the problem. 

Picture men in an underground cave dwelling, 
with a long entrance reachi~€ up toward the 
light ftt in this they lie from their child­
hood, their legs and necks in chains, so 
that they stay where they are and look only 
in front of them ••• Some way off, and high­
er up, a fire is burning behind them, and 



between the fire and the prisoners is a 
road on higher ground. Imagine a wall 
built along this road, like the screen 
which showmen have in front of the audi­
ence, over which they sho\'.[ the puppets 
. .• picture also men carrying along this 
wall all. kind.s of articles, which overtop 
it, statues of men and other creatures in 
s tone and. wood •.. 

'A strange image and strange prisoners' 

They are like ourselves 'f' for in the 
first place do you think that such men 
would have seen anything of themselves or 
of each other except the shadows throw:'l 
by the fire on the wall of the cave pppo-
8i te to them •.. 
Then if they were able to talk with one 
another, do you not think that they would 
suppose what they saw to be the real 
things? 

'Necessarily' 

140. 

Having set up the analogy, Plato invites us to consider what 

will happen if "one of theTa [i~ released, and forced suddenly 

to stand up and turn his head, and wallt and look towards the 

light". Plato claims that such a prisoner Vlould still be un-

convinced that what he hael been seeing before were "mere 

foolish phantoms", 

But tf' if someone were to drag him out up 
the steep and rugged ascent, and did not 
let go till he had been dragged up to the 
light of the SU:l, would not his forced 
j our:--1ey be one of pain and an:loyance 1 and 
when he ca:-ne to the light, would not his 
eyes be so full of the glare that he would 
not be able to see a single one of the ob­
jects we now call true, 

'Certainly, not all at once. f 

Yes, I fancy that he would need time before 
he could see things in the world above .. At 
first he would most easily see shadOWS, 
then the reflections in water of men and 
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everything else, and, finally, the things 
themselvefJ, 1 

The problem Plato sets before us is this. It is pos-

sible for the chains to be removed from one or more of the 

prisoner.:l, and hence possible for the::n to see t things them-

s~lves', Similarly (?), it is possible for us ~o remove our 

chai.9s ( if we are like the prisoners in the cave as Plato 

suggests ) and see that what we judge to be real ar(=) 'mere 

fooli.sh phantoms'. 'l'he shadows or appearances we now call 

real are, in fact, not real at all. So even though we judge 

these 'shadows' to be real, it is possible for us to be mis-

taken in these judgments, just as the prisoners in the cave 

v/ere mistaken. Now I might admit the problem Plato describes 

and yet still claim that it is not a problem for the second 

branch of the argument 'from the nature of persons' •. And, 

of course, this is what I shall do, 

Plato's analogy mirrors our ovrn human condi tiOD, but 

only in so far as it describes a great many instances of hu-

man perceptual error, But from the fact that his analogy is 

sometimes correct, it does not immediately follow that that 

analogy is always correct. Hence, on every occasion we, .like 

the prisoners of the cave, do experience constraints on our 

investigation of the facts. 

1mh · t' . 1 1S en 1re serles 
The Republic ( London: Dent 
A.D. Lindsay, p.207 to 208 

And just like the prisoners in 

of quotations appears in Plato. 
and Sons, 1964 ) tr~nslated by 
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the cave, it is possible for us to remove those constraints. 

By removing the constraintf3, we are able to discover that 

what we saw originally Vlere 'mere foolish phantoms' and hence 

able to discover the 'things themselves'. In this way we over­

come our original m.istaken way of seeirig things and replace 

it with a correct way of seeing things. Plato has had the 

opportunity to describe how these constraints might be remoVed 

in his analogical case; I should like now to take a moment to 

describe how those constraints .might be removed in our own 

case. Plato offers us no clear statement of what might ( in 

our own case) be analogous to the prisoner's chains. still, 

he later argues that .2.:!d£ own chains can be removed by contem­

pla.ting the forms. 'l'hough his analogy arises in the realm of 

hurnan perception, he a ttempts to shift i ts application to a 

realm r:1Uch wider than that of human perception. ;y~y oVin analy­

sis of both the nature of our chains and the process of their 

removal will be an attempt to keep the analogy within its 

proper frame of reference. 

We know that both internal and external constraints 

can generate errors in perceptual judgment. ;';OW if 'He are 

truly like the prisoners in the cave, then of course it is 

these constraints that the analogy urges us to remove. Be­

fore VIe can see how this might be done, however I we \A/ould be 

well advised to get clear about the nature of those internal 

and external constraints. The external constraints include 

(a) the observer's viewpoint, i.a the relative positions of 



(b) 

(c) 

his sense organs and the object perceived; 
the relative pOfc3ition and nature of the light-source(s) 
and the nature of the light(s); 
the nature of the [externajJ medium, or the presence 
of other things between the observer and the object 
perceived. 1 

The internal constraints include 

(a) 

(b) 

the states of the observer's sense organs, nerves and 
brain; 
psychological factors such as the observerts fears 
hopes or expectations. 1 

What we mus t do, if we are to see the 'things the:n-

selves l
, is to strip off these interfering constraints. This 

is easily accomplished for the external constraints. Hence 

for (a), if this particular vievv'point is an inadequate one, 

then I merely alter it: that is to sayp if off in the distance 

I see a poorly defined shape, then to avoid error in my re-

porting abcut that shape, I must move closer to that shape 

until it is well. defined. Similarly for (b), if the nature 

or positioning of the light is ina.dequate and prevents an 

accurate report, then I must improve either the nature or 

posi tionine of that lighting. \'le have already seen how the 

constraint of an interfering external medium might be removed 

( in the kaleidoscope case ). 

VIe come now to the internal constrailYts and the ques-

tion of hO\v it is that they might be removed. There is no 

possibility of the percipient stripping off these constraints 

----------~--------------

lC. VI. K. !\:undle. Percention: T;'acts and Theories ( Ox­
ford: Oxford Uni vers ity ?ress, 1971 ) p. 30 



since these constraints are internal ( that is properti~s of 

the percipient and not properties of his environment ); they 

are not the sort of constraints which the percipient can di-

rectly manipulate. Still, such constraints can be robbed of 

their interference powers by the introduction of a second 

percipient. Hence, if after a blow on the head I begin to 

see double, then we can eliminate the constraints that mY ner­

vous system is placing upon an adequate account of the con­

tents of the vwrld merely by requesting of a second percipient 

those same accounts. And of course, since this second per­

cipient has not incurred a blow on the head, it is unlikely 

that he should see double. 

In a great many cases then, ?lato's analogy is accur­

ate: in order to see 'things theomselves' I we qui te often must 

strip off any perceptual constraints. In stipping off those 

constraints, we quickly come to realize that what we sometimes 

take to be the real things in the world, are in fact often 

'mere foolish pha~toms'. 

But now consider the constraint posited in the argu­

ment 'from the nature of persons', It was to be an unavoid­

able medium between the wOl'ld 'as experienced I and the world 

'independent of human experience', I wish, now, to discuss 

the difference between this type of constraint and the type 

of constraints suggested by Plato's analogy. If this con­

straint is an unavoidable medium, and if all persons are 

subject to this liledium, then the removal of this constraint 



might not be so easily achieved.. 

The above sort of constraint provides a ffiajor obsta-

cle to Platofs analogy, since in the terms of that analogy, 

it 81T,ounts to a chain which is both universal and cannot· be 

removed. Or again, when Platots prisoner is released. and 

leaves the cave t he j;2k~ '1d.1Jl. him certaiYl internal chains. :1. 

And further, since we are all like the prisoners in the cave, 

there does not exist a third party to whom we could appeal 

as in the case of normal internal constrai~ts ( I must apolo-

gize for ruling out -. somewhat arbitrarily - the possibility 

of a benevolent Super-3eing being of some aid here .) 'llhat 

is to say, any third party we could appeal to, is also sub-

ject to these constraints. Hence the constraint ( the unavoid-

ablE: medium) I posited in the arGument 'from the nature of 

perso~'ls ~ is not analogolJ.8 to the type of constraints which 

generate serious proble~8 in the philosophy of perception. 

Consequently t trIOse problel.:s do not arise for the argument 

I from th e nature of persons', and thus J the ambiguous premi.se 

of that argur8.ent cannot be said to gloss over those problems. 

Si.nce those problems were the only problems our objector sug-

gested might have been glossed over, we can now conclude that 

the ambiguity of this prer.lise is of an innocent sort. 1.I'he 

lance again ( as on page 110 ) I should, if pressed 
argue that these constraints are imposed by the neur;physio~ 
logical structures which are genetically inherited, and hence 
commonly held by all members of the species. 
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objector's most pressing criticism has been overcome. 

Though the premise "The Vlorld cannot provide counter 

evidence to these six special iDplied judgments~'" It re;-nains in­

nocentl:)" aT:'lbiGlwus, I do not think that it must remain so. 

However to remove this final, innocent, ambiguity \''lould entail 

a very long and involved argument. Accordingly, I shall rest 

content with the claim that at least no harm results from the 

ambiguity in that premise. 



IX 

CONCLUSION 

A 

Conclusion to Part B 

1 f Pers ons universally agree in their implied judgments-l:-

that these six particular propositions are true. ( from 

chapters II, III, and IV ) 

2. If persons universally agree in their implied judga:ents-} 

that these six particular propositions are true. then 

these six particular propositions are true, ( from chap~ 

ters V, VI, VII, and YIII ) 

frHSHS.;i'ORE: 'fhes8 six particular propositions are true f ( By 

~odus Ponens, Q.E.D. ) 

I cannot stress too ~uch that premise two is true only for 

a very limited number of propositions. aence the argument is 

sO'l.rnd only for- a very limited nUf:lber of proposi tions I though 

of course there is no reason why they n:ight not number in ex~ 

cess of six. In order to fill out this class of propositions 

known to be true ,one must a) investigate the 'implied judg~· 

ments I persons do mah:e and separate off all those and only 

those which enjoy universal human aereement, and b) argue for 

the truth of the premise numbered 2. above, for the proposi-

tional content of those particular 'implied judgments'. 

147 
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The first criterion is an empirical one and requires 

a familiarity with the things that persons say and do, Since 

philosophers generally do not lack this skill, I think that 

the first essential step is easily~fulfilled. But we have 

seen several universally agreed upon -I implied jud!,ynents' that 

fail to adequately meet the second criterion. Accordingly, 

it might be worthwhile to review what is required in order to 

fulfill that second condition. 

I have arGUed that OY1e can successfully argue for the 

truth of the second p~e~ise in two ways. One can first ar~ue 

'fro~ the nature of persons', One must be careful in so ar­

gtdng since i t i;:~ easy for an argument g from the nature of 

1)er80n8' to tal-:e a wrong turn. Such an argument must rely 

heavily UDon so~e property of persons such that so long as 

persons have that property, the particutar limplied judgment! 

caYlnot be mistaker:.. An argu.r;)ent of this sort goes astray if 

it allows this property to attach to some persons but not to 

others f or if it allows that property to be merely an acciden­

tal one. The sort of property the argument requires is a 

property which is characteristic of perso:ls, a property vlhich 

anything must have if it is to be considered a person. Fur~ 

ther that property must be such that it makes it impossible 

for persons to investigate the facts and discover the 'implied 

judgment' in question to be :nistaken. These I then, are the 

major conditions which must be met, if one is to argue 'from 

the nature of persons' in defence of the second premise. 



The second means of support for the second premise, 

l3 to argue that the propositional content of the 'implied 

judgment I in question asserts vvhat might count as favourable 

evidence for that 'implied judgment I I arld that that same prop-

ositional content renders nonsensical any description of 

"',That might count as evidence unfavourable to that 'implied 

judgment'. That lS to saYt there must be something peculiar 

about the proposi tiona 1 content of the 'implied jud€:,(Tnent' in 

questioD t such that that content excludes the possibility of 

any sensible counter evidence for that 'implied judgment', 

£].'his, then J is the major condition which must be met, if one 

is to argue 'from the propositional content of a particular 

'implied judgment' in support of the second premise. 

I have tried to arGue that in either case, the essen-

tial conditions listed above are fulfilled for the six pecu-

liar implied judE0Jents-Y.- that this thesis is centered upon. 

Hence, I think that, for these six particl:1.1ar implied judg·-

rnents*, the second premise is defen~ible. Accordingly, the 

propositional content of these six implied judgr.1ents·l', is true f 

and since we judge that propositional content to be true, it 

follows that we can know the truth of these six particular 

propositions with certainty. 

B 
General Conclusion 

Given that the six propositions of this thesis are 

factu~lly informative ( defended in Part A ) and given that 
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these saIfle propositi.ol1F:; can be known to be true with certainty 

( defended i:1 Part B ), it follows that ~~ 0I)Jdn.§.l .2:...t1.en:§, 

as outlinE;d in the introduction of this thNJis I is false. 
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