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ABSTRACT

'

A}

In this thesis I offer an accqunt of what concepts are, and of

what it is to have a concept.

3

In Chapter 11 d1scuss several accounts of concepts whlch haga

been glven by phllosophers and psychologlsts So far as concept p

session 1s~concerned thefe appears to be some . agreeme

3

a concept is to have a certain sort of capacity, but

»

nt that “to have

. v L
there is disagree-

ment over whether the Capacity in question is a capacity to recognize,

/\.,/

to judge, to use language a;p;npriately‘or to follow ruies. I leave

aside the queétlon of whethe concepts are‘capacities

and in’ Chap/er 2 glve an account of’ capacities which

11minary dlscuss1on of dlsposltlons and natural neces

&

until_Chapterl6,
I base Qn a pre-

51ty

Having dlscussed capac1t1es in general 1 dlSCUSS in Chapter 3 the

7 -

notion of recognition,-since several philosophers have held that‘to have

a concept is to have-gwnecognitignalpcapacity. This
~wenition in its turn requrres;an account of judgement)
- Chapter 4. 1In Chapter.S’I discnss*the relation betwe
concept possession and thatAaccount which holds that

is a matter of hav1ng a certain linguistic competence
N W,
*

In Chapter 61 reJect the view thatlone can va
.concepts are capacities.from the premise that“to,haye
Have a capacityﬂ I grve‘an account of concepts aspth
which one'judges,whether things are of certain kinds;

§

discussion of judgement,in Chapter 4 to elucidate the

»
-

,—-?’ - ' o ‘ 'iv

account of recog-:

which T givesin

en nylaccOUntzof

concept possession
lidly deduce that
alconcept_iS‘to o -

e‘standards by 'pﬁ
'drawing on my

‘idea of 'a 'standard"’



In the final sections of Chapter 6 I discuss such notibns as

'conceptual conneéctions', 'conceptual frameworks' an@;”ébnceptual dev-
eiopment', relating these notions to my previods account of concepts

) . // v - 7
and concept possession, FiggllyT/I consider what light my account 'throws
an the various accounts of.concepts meéntioned in Chapter 1. I show that -

there is some truth in most of these accounts and that what is of value

'in each of them can be integrated -in the account I have given. e
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NOTE ON NOTATION

I'shall normally uaebcapital 1ettersﬁﬁn order to indicate
that I am apeaking of concepts. Thus I shall speak of the_concept
)

-Belief, the concept Concept and the concept Soluble in Water

' I shall use capltal 1etters .alone to stand for concept

A

variables:< the‘conceptmxg the concept’Y. I shall use'corresponding-

small letters‘for'the_cQ;respOnding;thing variabléé,1sohthat X8 wiil be
‘ T P N S ‘ R :
‘things. falling under the concept X, ys will be things falllng under the

-

concept Y. In some paSaages I'Shall for”various,reasons use the alter-
v e A | e S
native mode of”expressiOn cohcept of bellef” ”concept of a»conceptﬁ,

concept of be1ng soluble 1n water There are 31tuations where the
| 2 ) N . . .

: ,capltal letter notatlon becomes unusable, e.g. ; one can hardly say that

—a -
Y .

-contemporary and medlaeval sc1entlsts have dlfferent concepts Heat, ‘one
) ! A -

mus t say that they have dlfferent c&hcepts of heat In other places the

A
concept Qf" notatlon seems preferable for styllstlcm$easons
£ ji% {In quotatlons from other wrlters I prJ?erVe their notations
nnchanged, e\g "'the conéept red" '”the concept red"ﬁ'etc."
BN

I should add that thlS Note 1§:1ntended only for 1ditlal .h

: purposes'of clarlflcatlon. I.dO'not mean~to suggest ‘that these QUestions
of notatlon can be entlrely separated from certaln phllosophlcal problems

abont concepts .

”'ééﬁﬁ\\gxyi.
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INTRODUCTION e e

of . RN
. .

oA

The purpose of this dissertation is to provide answers to

- -

the‘questions"What is a concept?” and "What-is it to have a concept?".

In this: 1ntroductory sectxon I want to sketch some general dlfflculties

i
Leter

surroundlng EheﬁquEEtlons.

R F}rst, it -may be sald that ”What is ...?" questions in
- . . ( . : . . o ’
general are otidse, that it‘is juSt unhelpful,in philosophy to ask — -

@

"What is an intention?”'"What’is knowledge?" etc. -Philosophers Qho take
this view usually do soﬁhecauée they are opposed to what they call
1t

easentialiSm”;~ Popper, for instance writes "I»?eject all what-is’

. . . ) I ' . ) . : . ¥ .
questions: questions,about what j/;hing.&s, what is its ~essence or‘its

. true naturé.' And hlS ‘reason “for saying thlS is that we mus t give up

N

..the' view, charaCterlstle of essentialism that in every s1ng1e ‘thing

1 g ) ) . . ! ~
- there is an essence, -an inherent nature or prlnelple‘(such as‘the spirit

of wine “in wine), which necessarily causes it to be what it is, and thus
P . . . RN : . . ; “.(. o ‘. »5 . \\ - v ‘ . ) ‘ . »
to act as it'doesi" (Popper 1977, p. 195). It Seems'unreasonghle, how-

N P

eVer, 31mp1y to wrlte off all what -is quietlons because one reJects ‘the
o .

phllosophlcal theory of essentlallsm Everyday questlons such as "What
\ a . __w.-

-

is ah’armadillo?“; "What are sunspots7“ make perfectly good sense, “and

ean~often.be-ansheredfto‘the satisfaction-of therquestioner. rIt'is only

\4.

~if such questlons are taken in a partlcular way - as demands for’an vh'\S\\ R

'essence' or for a set of necessary and sufficient cqnditions'for"a‘

: IRRRERE B ~ y
. ‘ - —_— -~ . " . . X 'A . ' . . . . o
- things' to be. of a certain kind - that they can become otiose. However,

even when taken in such ways many what-is questions are ansWerabie,‘e.g.,
the inhlerent principle which causes liquids such as w1ne.ahd.whis¥ey to
. make ?eople'drunk is easily,idéntifiable as ethyl alcohol,, and the

. i.



i oL
. ' 9 _ .
necessary. and sufficieng condition for a person to be a grandfather is

‘ ” 4

that he is male, and that at least one of*his children has at least one

- - ‘ .
child. No doubt there are what-is questions that must,be rejected, but
. then specific reasons need to be given for rejecting them - reasops that
- I ) .
depend on peculiarities of the specific questions. _ K .

“This brings us to the second sort of objection that may be
raised against tfie questions '"What is a concept?" and "What is it to

~have a concept?'", and particularly againé; the‘former.LiThe objection

N "

can be outlined as follows:'ﬁWhere'an anélytic>philosopher,i§ dealing

L

with a concept such as Inténtion or Knowledge he often givés an account
of that concept in terms of its'relations to other concepts. This pto-

cedure may take the form of an 'analysis' of_thé concept in question-
,

That is, the philosobhgr mayftry to state what" the 'componen:s"ofrthe

€

concept are; as ‘when a_ philosopher maintains:that Knowledge :is a

compogite'boncépt formed frqm the qoncepﬁs Justification, Truth and

Beliefj -On the other! hand, a'plilosopher may not want to attempt an

‘analysis' in this:sehébu for e‘may'hold‘that»Belief, say, is no more .

- 'basic’ than Knowledge,; and so cannot be regarded as a component of
e T | | - P 7 — 4
Knowledge. In such a case the philosopher may still want to give-an

account of the concept he is intgfested in by stating the relations
otHer’than:'inclusion’.which the concépt has to other concepts. Thus he

- may still want to say-.that it is necessarily true that the concept

Knowledge, involves ;hé qdﬂcepts Belief,‘Trugh_and'Justification without

' | -

wantingyto say ‘that the latter concepts are more,bésic*than_the‘former.
He may indeed hold that while it is trué:that-the1concept Knowledge .- -

; involves’the‘concepts Belief, Truth and Justificatiom, it is also true

[ D

- .

that each of thesemcqncepts,inVolves the concept Knowle

!




T ‘4
. ' \‘

- . e -

philosopher wouldl hold that these four "c‘.on‘cepts mit be gr#{d together
O

4

if they are to be grasped at all, that these concepts form a 'network' .

such that none of the concepts.belonging to the network can be possessed::

.

in independence of possessing the others. o :
. v ) \ '4 e o . . . 3
Now it is not my‘aim at present to clarify what philosophers
e : N A E e :

mean when ‘'they speak of 'conceptual networks', 'conceptual analysisg', -
and so on. An adequate understanding of such notions presupposes some

degree of .clarity about what concepts are and what it is to have a
. : . ¢ / CL ;' .
concept. ,And it is this that presents the problem When a philosopher

S

: ,s presented w1th the task of eluc1dating, say, the concept Knowﬂedge,

L

he takes for granted that such an eluc1dat10n will proceed in a certaln

”,«- ) - ‘ IR , £
way, e.g, by analysis. into -components or by rélating the concept to

other concepts. . In short, when proceeding to the task of elucidating a

'concept he assumes that.hetknows what it is to.-elucidate a concept. The -

uestlon of what conceptual eluc1dat10n is doesn 't come -into t}: uestion
q q

.

of how prec1sely, the concept Knowledge 1s to be eluc1dated the'former

questlon must have been answered at lqast prOV1s1ona11y or 1mp11c1t1y,

»

o
[

before we can proceed to the latter But 1n the case of the concept
Concept‘the situation is different. An uPderstandlﬂg of what it is to

eluc1date a concept can hardly be prlor to an understandlng of what a

.

concept 1s,'so that an understandlng of what we are d01ng when we engage,;

“in elucldatlng the concept Concept cannot be separated from the under-

. - . | o .
standlng wh1ch the elucidation is-to,provide us with. jNeurath somewhere

compares the process of. expllcatlng concepts w1th that of repairyqﬁ’a 'fr
. ,

ship. wh11e it is at sea, but in the case of the concept Concept the

analogous plcture would be that of u31ng an instrument in order to effect

‘ rﬁparrs to that~instrument. Put.less_metaphbrically,,the point is that .



.
' « . 4 A

Nf we are to elucidate the concept Concept we cannot have a _full under-
standing of what we are.doing until we have done it. (A similar
- ‘ LG

'situation arises when a philosopher attempts to understand understanding, .

and in a few other'pafallel.cases). Still, perhaps to realize that
~ . : : )
Mere must be a qurious'ipitial fogginess surrounding the question "What
is a concept?" is to take the first step toWwards dispelling the fog.

If we take it that there is such an activity as ‘elucidating

a concept, the question arises of what sort of;actiVity it is. At 1eqst

rwo distinct avproaches are available here.g(The first approach assumes -
_ N

that to elucidate a concept X is to show how certain words and phrases
connected with having the concept are used. For instance, if we wish to
- elucidate the concept Knowledge we should enquire as to: the conditions

~under which it is correct to say that someone has knowlédge of sdhephing,,
. ) ‘ : ‘ . L. . - ) ) . : Lo - .
cr knows . nething. We will therefore look at the use of expressions

such as "knows how to...", "knows that...'", "knows him", etc. However,

:
.

as is ' known, there are difficulties with this procedure. It works®"

well where peop%e,agreé that 'it makes sense' to say that ps are qs, o

that ' .. doesn't make sense' to say that ps are rs, or mot ts; and so on.

‘o

For instatce, it makes sense to say that '(some) adjectives are of colour, .’
"' or that (all) adjectives are words, but not that (any) adjéctiVes‘are

coloufédy ‘What can be said,'what must be said ard what cannot be'Said7'<
. ‘.. '_ . . " ‘ ',‘.. » . g ' ' - Do ‘ A \‘% y R
‘intelligibly, show us in this case certain things about the cquepq &
Adjective. However, in the case of philosophical concepts or conéepts_

that have developed at léast.in part in the context of’phildsoéhical i

« . -

speculatibn,.the situation is usually more problematic. 'Iﬁ the case of
L T , : S o - . ,
‘thé concept Concept it isj,often just not clear 'what we should say'.

: 'For.insfancej‘shouldfwe speak of inventing éondepts,_wieldfng concepts,

731_ o0 -
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*

B - ' : ; (
Xconsgnucting concepts; %hould we speak of links between concepts and

'

boundaries of condepts, should we speak of two people having 1f§eren

o -~
. -

concepts,of the same thlng. Prlor QQ’a detailed 1nvest1gat10n of what
i ’ .
concepts are, and what it is to have a concept it seems that we mugt .

o @
admit that we don't know- what we should say, a} a matte;\of fact s

\

people do make use.of various®loctutions inyolvingﬂthevword "cOncept“
which ofheys refuse to make use of. :
| A drfferent, and perhaps complementary approach tobthenquéstionf
"What . is a concept?” is to ask not how 'we' use‘the term'”concept'g bnt -
what concepts hgve‘beem.taken to be by pedple who have devoted consider-~

able thought to issues that involve an understanding &f what concepts -

N ’ . y .
N . T . .

are. Two groups of'people‘who often find it'neceSSary to give some

u

explanatlon of what they mean by ”concept“ are, of course, phllosophers'
‘and psycholog1sts. Phllosophers, 1& thlS century éspeclalfy, have been

very much concerned with what they. call conceptual analySis"; and_
psychologists, especially thoSe 1nterested intognitibn{have'devoted~

?

con51d£ble energy to the 1nvest1gat1on of what they ca11 "concepg

b}

acqu151t10n Members of both these groups have from t1me to tlme tried

" to make ,clear just what they-understand by the’term'ﬂconcept"; and,by~j?
consideripg ‘their accounts we may be able to uncover something fiKe a -
' Qd_gc;’onsen'susﬂ_of.opi.niczn on how the term is to be used. This istabpossibilifyb

'that I shall éxplore in Chapter 1.2

The general plan of the dlssertatlon is as follows N In Chapter 1
I 5

I rev1e’g number o‘f statements by phllosophers and psycmlogists

concernln what co te ts are or. what it is to have a coneept. - Two
g % P P L

‘ ~
”a

e 1mportant and very,dlfferent accounts can be dlstlnguished, one of which’
makes'concepts into capacities of people to do various things, while'thé-
. . T ' AEI . _/”’ - s ! .. *

ek
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other makes concepts -into sometHing objective which can exist independently

of people having concepts. - Contémporary writers gravitate strongly

towards one or other formfof the capacity account, and I discuss this

account in the following chapters, with bne(reservation. That is, 1
o } . N . .
discuss in Ehesb chapters the view that to have a concept is to have

‘.' wd
o

certain capacities. Whether this view commits one to the view.that

concepts are capacities, is-a question I leave aside until Chapter 6.
Chapter 2 deals with caﬁaéities in general; chapter 3 deals with the °;
. ¥ A -

concept Recognition, since one important view is tbat'to~have a coﬁcept
. :
is to haver a recognitional®capacity; Chapter 4 deals with the concept
. A \ ‘

Correct Judgement, since the view that to have a concept is to have a

L} *
recognitional capacity turns out to be closely linked with the view that

having a concept is a matter of Being able  to make correct judgements of

a-particular sort; Chapter 5 discusses the view that to have a concept

< A

is to have a certain linguistic capacity. Having made out a case for
~ N '
the view that to have a concept is to have a certain sbrt of capacity,

-

I discuss in Chapter 6 the question of whether it follows -that concepts

'
4

are capacities. I argue that it does not follow, and then explore the

. . 13 Lo
consequences -of this conclusign. for. the question of what concepts ‘are.

'

/

(



» CHAPTER ONE

- SOME VIEWS ON THE NATURE OF CONCEPTS

1.1 Some philosophéfg' views . .a—\\l

The importance of the ngtion Concept in recent analytic philosophy

\

mlfe denied. Even a casual glance through philosoPhical books

\ can hard
. "~

7d articles of the last half-century reveals an enormous “amdunt of work

. "devoted to the 'analysis', 'explanation' or 'exploration' of concepts

such as Intention, Mind, Belief, Knowledge, and so on. Often, indeed,
; o ' . s . , .
_philosophers have suggested that 'conceptual ana?&sis',"as distinct from
. . AL v N .
empirical inVestigation, is the task and aim of philosophy in general.

A “~

« Bound up with these investigations of individual concepts there

have been many references to 'conceptual connections', 'conceptual

schemes' and 'conceptual frameworks'. .Many philosophers have held that
o " ) . ¥, o, . )
conceptg do not exist in isolation, but that they are in some sense
concer v L s - %
'connected' with one another in a manner which is often referred to as
- TN -
“a 'conceptual framework' or 'conceptual:network'. Many philosophers

would élaim that being related to other concepts is essential to the
nature of ény concept. ﬁyle (1962) writes that '"the philosophicaly

examin@;jonﬁof a concept like that, say, of Time or Probability or
NS a v ‘
Voluntariness, can never be the examination of that concept by itself,
‘but ddly the examinafion of-it vis-a-vis its numexous neighbour

' " S : ce A . '
concepts, and these vis-a-vis their innumerable neighbours too."

(p. 444 in Ryle (1971)):\-White (1967, p; BShfémérks thatA"éoncepts are
in this respect like mathematicél points:  nhey have no.quai}tieg\jfhgr =
/" \than their Felation to other concepts.'" A4s it stands ‘such a view is-
' ;gtherwmystérious, since if ghe'églz 4ga1;ties,of~a concept‘C a;e its

v - ‘

v

) -. LT . ' 8'

k3!
e



1

by 'vehicle" in this context, such a definition gives us little under-

i

. , : j
relations to other concepts D, E, F,. . . and if the only qualities of |

D are its relations to C, E, F, G, . . ., and so on, then it is hard to

[ YN

¢

see how any light at all is shed on what a concept is. White hastens to

modify his position (p. 8) by saying "Concepts are, of course, in some

F

respects unlike mathematical points. The uses of concepts are related
not only to each other but also to the material in the world about which

we use them.'" 1If it is asked "But what “is a concept?" the only answer

»

we can extract from White's account is that a concept is a ''way of

L

. N
_ thinking" (p. 9); that using a particular concept is a matter of

. R -
"thinking about something in a. particular way" (p. 7). In similar vein
g : p ‘

Hérré (1966, ﬁ. 2) states that c®ncepts are '"the vehicles of thought",’
] - : : . . S S :
but without an account of thought and an explanation of what is meant

' . -~ -
-

X

standing of what concepts are supposed to be. -

If we turn to the writingssof H. H. Price we find something much

\

more definite: .yff b 7 : ' '

Whatever else a concept may be, to possess a ooncept is at
least to have the capacgty of recognizing insgances if and
when ‘they are observed.f (Price,; 1953, p. 35)§

3
~

ea is to have the capacity
stinguishing them from
is part of what it is.

To have a concept or abstract
of recognizing instances and of
nonr~instances, or at any rate that
(Ibid., p. 114) -

A conqebt'is a. recognitional capacity which manifeéts o g
itself also in thinking in absence. (Ibid., p. 277)

In Chapter 3 I shall discuss Pricé's view that recognitional .
: . ‘ , v g .

capacities are essential to the having of concepts. Here-we may note

that Price only claims that being: able to recognize fs is a necessary.
. ‘ . : : - , - -

condition df»having-the concept F, He does not think of it as a

sufficient condition, since he wants to say, that anyone who has the



10

R

. concept F a{so has the capacity to think about fs when they are not

present: !

-

at a dog is like'
for doing two

' - A man who has the concept Dog ('
is the ordinary phrase) has th
things which a man who lacks it\cannot §o. When he is
actually perceiving a dog he can T ze that'it is>one,
and he can think about dogs when he is not perceiving any

~dog. Thesetwo sorts of occurence, recognizing instances
in presence and thinking of them in absence are the two
fundamental ways in which a concept (or the fact that one
possesses it) are manifested (Ibid., pp. 276-277). -

’// The double criterion* here poses some problems: can there be a

I3

y .
;ése thre someone has the capacity to = recognize dogs When he comes
s . /’ N

Ry

’ aqrdss'them, but is~unab1é td think of-them_when they are absent? Itﬂ
seems ddi;é;péssible to imagineiakmeqﬁﬁi &isbﬁ&ér in Which'tbis.happens;
and in such a case it is,ﬁot clééf Whéther Price thld'algbw that' the’
person had the concept Dog. The conQerée Casé, where soﬁeone céﬁ think
about dogs but is totally;unéble'to_recogniie‘them.whénrthey appear'ié

:h;rder to imagige. This sgggests,'perhéps fhat the fecggnLtionai
, criterion ié the fundamental ﬁne, and it‘seems;that‘thiszié %nd;ed"
Price's view.
The view that ébﬁcepts are basicaliy éapacitieérfoférecéénitibﬁ
ié‘ofpén found in psychological writings‘on”cénéepts. I sﬁgli'conSider'

o

of these accounts shortly, but mednwhile thers are ather philos-

‘opvicaI §ieYs'fo be~meptionéa. ;it may Beisaiq.thaf'the?abiiity‘tbd
judge whether or not'FhingS’ére félisV@ngOOG-a cg}terion fgr poésgss%ng
tﬁe cpndept F as i; the.capaéity for reCOgnizing fs: wBennett (1966;
p.ﬁ73‘;') ;ﬂrit;es ‘that . - N - r :

s

\

% I discuss the double criterion further in-Chapter 3.

% .
~ . . .- . .
c . : g

~
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> To have a concept is to be able to .cope w1th‘-1 e. generally
sort out true from false among--judgements .of some functional
kind. T say that a class of judgements areg‘ "functional
"kind' if and only if they do the same sort ﬁ/&ork have a
§1mi1ar1ty of function: the class of judgements which treat
of humans forms a functional kind and determlnes the concept
of humanlty ) : L
& » ' :
Such a view of concepts immediately raises the. question of what

k. . " * .

judgedents are. In particular one wants to ' know whether a judgement is

o

S0 thing that can only be made by a language user, or whether anlmalé

&‘

can e’said to judge. Bennett's own view is that non-lan uage-users
¢ v judge. . , _ A

such as animals can make certain kinds of judgement, and thus have
) . —_— . -

He .-

. o N CO . )
- certain kinds of ‘concept, but that other kinds of judgement, and hence

& o . . N

other kinds of concept are barred from them. Other philosophers, sucn'

@ * ' . o

. as Rhees have placed more"emphasis on 1anguage: according to Rhees

’

(1954) "If 1 have the concept [of red] 1 know how the word 'red'. 1s;;‘

v used"; thropghout Rhees' Wrmtlngs one flnds an enormous emphasis placed

‘ physical evidence to the same pictdré of the‘universe unless theirf

i

. Oﬁ the importance of language in,our“underStanding of the'world,' ThEa

2 >
£

seme emphasis-cen be foond in the writings of those philosophers,

psychologlsts and -linguists @Ho'nsve Been influenced by the Whorfian

hypothesls whlch asserts the dependence of a11 conceptual systems onv :

[

. . .
1anguage and a11eges that "all observers are not led.by the same
3 .

1inguistic\hgcfgrounds atre similar, or can in some way be calibrated."

¢

-,

C (Whorf 1956, p.-214).. . -

Anothersbnilosopher who links”the possession of concepts with the
. ’\

v.abilxty to make Judgements, but also with 11ngu1st1c ability, is Geach

A

" in hlS book Mental Acts (1957) Geach maintains that concepts are i

'capacltles presupposed to and' exercized in Jjudgements" (p. 11).
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N " ‘ \ ~7
He wishes to say that "the concept.every. knlfe is exerclsed in any

judgement to " the effect that every knife is + + . ., and is in fact the
ability to frame Judgements of thls forﬁ " (p.- 53) One should add
perhaps,vthat Gedch 1n1t1a11y puts the matter in a' semi- stlpulatlve way:

n shall apply the,old term concepts to. these spec1a1 capacities."

~

"tp 12) But he then goes on to obJect‘to psychologlsts saying that
:anlmals have concepts, so it is not purelz a mattgr of stlpulation

Geach holds that a suff1c1ent but not “a necessary, condition for _i
.cubhaving the concept X is that one.has‘mastered the intelligent use.of?a‘

'vword'for xs in some ianguage. He allows. 'that a man struck with aphasia-

~ L
o

may retain certain-concepta, but‘he does "not think tHat We‘shall'go far

wrong if we concentrate henceforward on concepts exerc1sed 11ngulsti-

’cally " (p 13) R e
. . _ : \

Phllosophers have -thus 11nked the notion Concept w1th the notlons

Thought, Recognltlon Judgement and Language . This does not yet exhaust

the.positions'that‘have been-he1d~ One 1mportant v1ew links Concept
with‘Knowledge. (Cf Price's parenthet1ca1 temark quoted at the t0p of
’p. iO)a Hamlyn (1967 pp 37 & 39) wrltes that to have a concept of

somethlng is to know the pr1nc1p1e 'in accordance with wh1cH thlngs are
» . . \

said to be of the‘relevant»klnd o to(have a concept of X is to

know what it is for something to.be an X". 1In a later-article he links

Concept with both Knowledge and.Understanding: "To haVe a‘concept is to -
have a certain form. of”’ understandlng, to have a concept of X is to

understand or know what 1t is for somethlng to be ln X". (Hamlyn, 1971,

T e e

. Then there is the currently popular view that Links Concept with:
- o v K \
" Rule. Onvoccasion concepts havefheen'identified with-rUles,_e.g. by

-



E. Calhdu (1959):; ”The<concept in genefal is the rule shat aigiven

"object be taken for what it is'". There are, however,wobvious difficul=
ties in any Simple identification of»cogcépts with rules. For instance;.
rules can be kept or broken, but I do not think that anyonéswould want

to say that concepts can be correct or broken. A'more'plausibiefsuggesf

\

tion—ié that a person has a concept if and only ifvheiié capable of
following a classificatory rule,»bdt here too there are difficulties. ///

For instance, it is not at all obvious that someone who can follow the
classificatory rule "If a thing is round, red and made of metal it .

’ ' : : C A o
should be classified as an X" thereby has the concept Red Round Metal )

Tﬁing, since it is not obvibué'thaf‘thére'js aqy sﬁch‘cbnéept. v}__
| Convegsely, if a bersOn has the‘concepp'Red it‘is'ﬁéﬁ:at éil obVi@usf
'that\hebis;followiﬁé aﬁy rule’in classifyiﬁg thinés”as réd.“ A fulé for
| class{fying‘chiﬁéé aé red would HaVe to be éf‘thétférm'”lf it‘hgévk |

'characteristics ¥, Y, 2 it should be classified as red", but it seems

that there are no Eharacteristics'X{ Y, 2 such'thht,\if'things have them, -

they count as red.
Some of thé above ‘accounts are accounts of whdt- it is to have a-
concépt rather than of what, concepts are. However, Price and Geach say -

explicitly that concepts are capacities, énd.thé’other accounts are not

-incompatible‘With this interpretation. Thus we have here a set of

posttions accordiﬁg to which cohcébts are capacities for fecognition,
. capacities for sorting out true-judgements from false, capacities to use

words. correctly; and capacities to follow yules.  (In addition, if we
_accept the Rylean point that knOwing’is a matter of having cértain <

capacities, ‘then the view that concepts are knowledge can be regaxded e
as a view of the same sort). Accounts which make concepts out ‘to be

R



ey

= e

capacytles may be c13331f1ed as 'subjective' accounts, in the sense that’
o , p ‘ . . "

in -theser accounts a concept is something that can exist-only'whereua

. i ot ’ . )

‘subject exists;. who, ‘as we say,*'has tHe ‘concept'. Subjective accounts

of cencepts are not~incompatibie with the view that many people can have

B dl.‘

P o - -
T - LR \ . - T - p .
‘the same concept - they interpret this as meaning that all the people

concerned have similar capacities'to recognize, judhef“use languages_Qr

"‘whatever one prefers te take as the mos t cheracterlstlc manlfestatlon of o

ES

hav1ng~c0ncepts. (Cf, Geach, 1957 p' 14) - ; qﬂ‘ :tﬁf:;' -

: ) ]

T In contrast to these SUbJECthe v1ews of concepts there afe L
accounts which’make concepts objectiVe and independent of‘the'hﬁman
: : . * v . . r

beings possessing‘them. Thus for Frege a concept is what is 31gn1f1ed

by a predlcate and.contrasts w1th an. object, which 1s 51gnafled by a

name. (See FregE, 1892) LThia.way of usingathe word "concept" seems tb‘ ”“d

be S0 dlfferent from the way 1n whlch the other phllOSOphers so- far

[

mentioned use it, that it may be best to regard the concept Concept o
v .

which Freée employs as sim 1,'a different conce t‘from that with which' N
_ ; _ 1mpLy i P o

we are_concerned (It may be noted that Frege explﬁc1t1y mentlons that lwn~~

the word ' concept” ”Begrlff"--xs'USed in various ways by VariOUS‘

r

writers’ and»that he himself has-chdsen»to;nse it in a particular"f
-restrictedeay). An‘under&tandihg‘of "concept””Similar to .that of

'.fFrege-can be.foundiin the eariy philosophical writings of'Bertran&'z ‘

Russell: for Russell concepts are universals - of whlch we ~are avare '

(Russell 1912 p 52), and a unlversal is. taken to be something’/"

existing ;ndependently'of’human belngs._ﬁ_ T

‘1.2 Concepts: and méntal images

Most of the above mentioned dccounts of what toncepts are take

concepts to be not only subjective, but dispositional in nature, but

i



o
T
-

o e s s
. ° T o . i 4 ! ) ' S . . Y
‘V“just as'there.are‘obJective~accoqnts&‘so too there are subjective non-

”dlsp051t10nal accounts.'lfh particulaw‘theré'are the traditional accounts -

" . N - . . ¢ N
of concepts or‘“ideas whlch assert that concepts are a klnd of mental
. o - 5 g > ;
“"u;ﬂlmage,vor somethlng 31m1Bar to a mental 1mage. ;ThurstoneTCIQZA), for = -
. . ) f'/\ . i, A7 - ) B . . . ' ) R‘
R : writes: g o ? e C [

’J<

"Stop now and notice what really constitutes your concept "house". sf“Hn

If you;dweil'On the concept'you.willrdiSCover that unless you specially

. ;‘v; .

.guard agalnst it, you w111 be 1mag1nrﬁ@ a partlcular house, you are
perhaps d1rect1y in-. front of 1t or- you are in it rlght now You even»

4

-”v';_»see the furn1ture and rug§~-1n thlS that was a concept when youA

o v . . 5 it

e : X
star%gd I grant that thlS partlcularlzed 1mageryémay Serve as a

N . N
: N

:
)

concept,.as a carrler of the fewer atgributes that characterlze the

»un1Versa1 But the fact remalns that thlS minutely spec1f1ed 1magery "is e
- not: the concept" (p 62) R :EV? C & s ~'.v} .

L

“The concept is s1m11ar to- the 1dea except that 1t contalns fewer
. '? vl "

'attrlbutes\, (p 62

p*?lf on the oth r hand my’représentation”of inewspaper ~is simply e
; : ‘ : PR i
. the v1sua1 or artlculatory 1magery of the word then the 1mag1na1 ”,‘ A

irepresentatlonxshould be spoken of as a conCept " (p 52) _ $>w”.,; e

ST
——

— Another psychologist P McKellar( has quxte recently\epdorsed : L

t,‘"

_ Thurstone s view: of concepts ' McKellar (1957)ewr1tes . : [ :
e ) . _ -_ I L e
S "as Thurstone‘remarks; it reqnlres inhibition of no mean order
to retain the concept as ‘such'. It is, for example, ‘a feat of no ﬁeaﬁhg gf\
order to remain conscious of the abstract idea of red w1thout allowlng
Sl : oL e
this - to concretize into some specific red'object.” (p 388)

S SR T . g R : |
P Recent philosophical support for the vrewrthat'concepts are -mental
L B : - T . . .

. images or something similar is-not easy toffind, but pone might mention .

1
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~ahPrice's view in a paper written a couple of years before the book from

which I have already’ quoted . Price writes:

o -, <

"A VLSual image of a dOg is not; of"course, an instance of the

t -

(¢ concept Dog, but it is much .nearer to being so than the word 'dog' is.’

- M

It is. in many ways what an actual instance of the concept would be."

(Price,'1951/2 p. 155) ;‘ : n - fr'. 2
- g \ ' .
ol It is perhaps worth noting that\if somepne ‘says that concepts are ~
* ‘e LR i.\ + <

a kind of mental image, he may have either Of two distinct positiors' in’
mind: one is the view that by “conceptﬂ we mean something like "mental

T

image" the other is that although 'concépt” means, say, "capacity to
- : . ‘ _ o
‘recognize", m mental images are the means’ by which human beings recognize

3 . “ ' : ' .

. 'things.  The difference between the two views could be characterized by -
. : ¥, B ) . - : '

h'Saying that according to the first view ‘concepts are logically identical " -
e o e e S T Rt - o

with mental images, whereas according to the'second view concepts are

logically identical with certain capaCities,’and only contingently ) j

iden i&al with mental.ﬁmages: (As an example of the princ1p1e that every

conceny ble pOSition is\held at some time by someone, ‘we ‘may note that o

o

N¢rrek1 t (1973) holds that concepts are contingently 1dentica1 With

a. . ¢

'iacities. This view is: discussed briefly by Borst (1975) ) ‘ii,f

) éf:‘r‘-.g .
/_I{ must be. admitted that’ accounts. of concepts in terms of mental . .
v i : : . Y -

. . 3 .
: ks . . -y

images are not popular in contemporary philosophy ‘However, before - i

. R

dismiSSing such accounts we should at least Tun through the obJections o
. .:r E

that can be raised against~such accounts, in order to see'why:they‘must N
be rejected. CoT e DT -
The standard"mental'image_accountlof concepts may be . taken to*say;

e roughly that haVing thetconcept X is a matter of. haVing the. capacity to

':recognize whether xhings are XS or not, and that that is a matter of
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' Y

having in one's mind a sort of generic image of xs, so that when a
. - ' _ ) < ' A
putative x appears one can check on whether<the-thing appearing resembles

the mental image, and hence determine whether or not the thing is an x..

For example, it ﬁight,be held that having the igpacity to. recognize the
. v
colour turqu01se when’one sees it involves having in one s mind an idea

or image of turqu01se, with whxch one compares the colours one sees,

rather as one -might compare them with a oolour sample.* On this view;

‘recognizing the colour turquoise is a matter of finding that one's

-mental image is of the same colougr as the thing perceived, and haoing
T : - S ‘
the concept Turquoise is a matter of having the image stored in one's

mind. o S

The objections to such a mental imagé account of concepts can be

S

listed as ‘follows: =~ - , .

(1) Berkeley's criticism: One cannot have an idea of 'a triangle

.

(where "idea' means anything like '"mental picture!) which is an abstract
'idea of a triangle, i:e. not specifically right-angled, isoscoles,
5ca1ene,-etc., but simply triahgular.' A mental picture of a triangle,

11ke a physical p1cture or an after 1mage, must be a plcture oiNa

ES

,

‘trlangle, ie. a trlangle of a deflnlte shape As Berkeley adds in the

.second edition of The. Prlnclples of Human Understandlng thls does not

R R T

>

‘mean that one«cannot ”con51der a flgure merely as - trlangular, without .
attend1ng to the partlcular qualltles of the angles, or relatlon of the

-SldES . So far he may abstract.- But thlS w111 never prove that he can .
’ . ]

- . . "

frame an‘abstract,_genera};'ihconsistent idea of, a triangle.",v S

*Cf.':Wittgenstein'(i958, p;Afo»\ S :l' .

‘e,
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In other words, there can be no picture in the mind or elsewhere
. which is equally a bicture_of a right-angled triangle and of a nomeright-
angled’ triangle; what is-trne-is that the notd "triangle' applies equally

to any triangle, but that fact is quite independent of the existence of

~

mental images. It is interesting to note that as distinguished a.
» “ N . .

) " | _
psychologist as Titchener claimed he could frame "Locke's picture, the

“

triangle that isAnh'triangle'and'all triangles at the same time. It is

- A

a flashy thing,,come and gone from moment to moment: it.hints at two or

‘three. red angles, w1th the red 11nesadeepen1ng into black seen on a
P

N . - |
dark green grouhd. It is' not there 1ong enough;for me to say whether ~

the angles joLn to form the complete figure, or even whether all three;\

of.the necessary anglgs are.given. Nevertheless it means triangle..."
(Tltchener,'1909 qnoted’in’Nuttail,‘1967). -

With regard to this I think that all one can say is ‘that hav1ng
mental 1mages of . thls sort has nothlng to do" w1th upving concep One -
: does_not need_tordeny‘that, for Titchener,'the_concept Triangle was '5
assoeiated with a stfiking mentallimage,‘but surely sueh‘an inage is
vpéeuliat'to-Titchenef;x having suchias.inage_is not what is meant hy

» having'the coneept Tfiangle; nbr is there any'feasdn to'think that
~ha¥1ng this 1mage enabled Tltchener t6 recognlze trlangles make Judge-<,f'

'ments ab0ut trlangles or in other ways manlfest his possesslon of the
vconcept Triangle. I%deed,~one suspects thatavivid mentaltimagery Qf-
this sort would be'a hindrance rather than a help in doing, say,

geometry.

4 . : .

"a

(2) The "psychological’ cr1t1c1sm Befkeley's'eriticism*of
'abstract ideas' was_thatAtheyﬁcannot,:logically, exist. But Titchener's

claim that they do exist leads us to a differentwsort of criticism:
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That is\\it seems to be a contingenteempirical question whether people do'

o ‘ . ] .
or do not have mental images associated with their conceptual abilities,:

-

and this is so whether we understand conceptual abilities to be basic-
,‘\_,\ : . ) . . , “

e

ally linguistlc; or to involve capacities for recognition, etc.

. ) A - ? . .
Experimental-work has in ‘fact been done in this area, but the results

are rather inconclusive. Words often do conjure up vague.%generic‘

images' as in the case of Watt's 'observers' who reported the images
g ; p 8
C : o0

{Epi@h appeared in connection with the words
3V . : ‘ ° %

" “Grain: fleeting image’of a rye or wheat fieldy-the species is
LT ! g y ] pecie .
v J }\ -
not clear."

- [

I

"Hide: Image of an animal torso thickly EbVered»with hair- (very

unclear). To Qhat.animal it belonged I do not know." (Quotedbin,c

Ly -
;//) Humphrey 1951). o

Whatever we make of such Yeports, the p01nt 1s that whether

fpeOple have generlc 1mages assoc1ated with their conceptual ab111ties is

a matter for'bsychologlsts to determine. It may ot may not be true that

.

a B
anyone whekhas .the concept X also has stored in his m1n6 d generic image

- of xs, but whether by concegt” we mean recogn1t10na1 capacity" o

ablllty to use ‘a word correctly” or “ability.to judge”; etc., there is

no necesslty for there to be a mental ~image- assoclated w1th each

o«
[}

concept It only seems that there 1is. such a neces51ty rf we thlnk that

wvnothlng but the hav1ng of mental lmageg could exPlaln the fact that

' people can, e. g., recognlze thlngs : But 1n fact mental 1mages can not

functlon’in this ex " pac1ty, for the reason ﬂbw to be
discussed. h
: (3) The 're ress’ itici ) The posiession of the idea of xs

is/supposed to enable rson to-recognize xs when he comes across them,

EAIY . —
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and for this reasen might be identified With.having‘the concept X. The
! L . : o " o : o
difficulty, Hhowever, igtthat.one must first be able to recognize his
idea as an idea of xs. If he doesn't alre‘ady ftnow-that .thg idea is an

idea of xs then he can't be said to know that the objects he picks out
: , : p '

by means of this idea are xs.  So any account of recognitional capacities .
in terms of ideas will inevitably lead to the need for ideas of ideés by

means of-which the ideas can be rébognized,'and s6* into an_infinite

. ) ’ ¢
regress. But -then one can never get started in recogalzkhg anything
On the other hapd 1f the regress is stopped at the stage of 1deas we are

° 1

left with an exacb analogue of our orlglnal problem::: how is it that we

o
ot

can recognize these ideas for'what‘they afe?. g -k

a

(4)  The ffami&y resemblance'_critfcism.' If’we consider a class -

of thlngs of the same ‘kind and subtract from each any quallty or char-

acteristic not shared by all -the others, it is not at-all obv1ous that

we shall be,left with a’common quality.. It 1sfsurely poss1b1e to ‘have * ™

o

'a concept K such that thlngs count as ks 1f they have most of th

- ¢

characteristics_of A, B, ¢, Df‘E. 'Thus someth;ng With‘character stics
A, Cﬂib, E uili.be a k; sozuillhsomething with chatactetistiCS A, B:_ﬁ,
"E;.or B,'C, D, E; or?A, B,'C, E; or'A,.By;C; D. However}'theséathinés
of kind K"haVe no coﬁmonvcharacteristic:Ln’ylitue of.whichethey-areﬂaiiﬂ

ks. Whether such ‘concepts are common or not- ‘remains to be seen, but “M»;rct

~ .o . e
“ \:» oy : oo . : %
o

they are at‘leasv’p0531b1e concepts, and of any such concept it cannot -

be sald that to have 1t\1s to have an 1dea (a mental plcture) Ln ‘one s,

' . ,

R FUE. . . . e . . - "’q_ . g .

mind. - - o o . . :
» 1 T ) : ,

. L N . . - L

%) The Wblanketing' criticism: The view'that”concepts are

> : . v

}deas in the, mind gets what plausibility it has.from consideration of a’

special group of concepts, i.e., 'perceptual concepts' such as Horse,_

RS
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recanlze§ by means of general 1deas) to allsconcepts {But even a

+
i

,.supé?f&c1a§§pons1derat10n of othér concepts suggests that there are no

e -

;c1ated with the concepts of ﬁegatlon dlsJunctlon, truth, etc.

' ‘ i

or' do conjure up images or feelings, these feelings

1

differ fr‘m person to person. ‘Geach (k?57,;p. 23) says that '02; suggests

W
c‘m
v

to him a theat Russell (1940, p. 79) says it congssponds to a state of

o

“y

he31tationd) Slmllarly with mathpmatical notlon%——we do not have distinct

{ w5

. \
ideas corresponding to the arithmegical concepts!1247, and 1248, nor to

\

the geometrical concepts of polygdhs with these numbers o sidés.

Logical and mathematical concepts :are very hard'to fit into any account

» h 9

of concepts which requires thefefﬁo be a general idea corresponding to

each concept, but they are not the only awkward'caséél What mental

5 RICIN

,biétures correspond to the coﬁcepts Right, Left, Cousih,”Debt?_ Surely
‘ gny pictures tﬁat»float qp iﬁ'connecﬁion with fhesé words are-going to
be 1arge1y.idio$yﬁcratic.- And 1f this is so,lare we gélng to say that
people w1th different mental .pictures have dlfferent concepts, even.

o “

though there is no dlfference in how' they understand the words?

een said about the view that concepts are

that by the term "concep-,t"w not- -+~

mean "mental image', though what we do mean is still obscure. “To have

Perhaps enough has now

-

e . N
a kind of mental image. It seem

a concept may be to have the gfpacity to'dQ various things, but mental
¥ . .

2

images can only come into €n account of concepts as that in virtue of
which one has,the»éapa¢ities in question. Yet when we consider the
matter it seems that mental images are not involved in the having of

concepts even in this cdnt{ngent respect. Some people, in special

circumstances, do have vivid mental images on hearing the word '"triangle",~
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but others do not. And even those who do have the images on occasion
surely do not have them when they are trying to recognize something. ‘x
Nad
Vivid mental imagery would interfere with recognition rather than enable
it to take place.
In this section and the previous one 1 have classified accounts of
concepts accordlng to whether they take concepts to ge sub jective oOr

Ty

objective, and,I have divided the sttbjective accounts into the disposit-

ional and the ndn-dispositional. .1 do not mean “o suggest that all
: . _ ;T

. accounts nature of concepts cen-be fitted into such a .simple
scheme. %br example Ryle's pOSLQlon sto which I shall refer later

. e / .

(p. 162) is that one cannot properly speak of concepts as eX1st1ng at

LA

all: o :
L o ¢ - N

'x is a concept' and 'y is a judgement' are themselves

systematically misleading expressions.,..I think it can

be shown that it is not true in any. natural sense that

"there are concepts{... (Ryle, 1931/2, p. 139)

Our.forefathers at one time, talked...»of Fhe concepts - 9 P
or ideas corresponding to expressions. This was in :
many ways a very convenient idiom, and one. which in
most situations we would do well to retain. It had
the drawback, though, that it encouraged people to
start Platonic or Lockean hares about t?épstatusor
provenance of these concepts or ideas. ‘(Ryle, 1953,
p. 305) '

-

Finally, it should be noted that there exist other philosophical
accounts of concepts in other philoSOphicai traditions that c¢an hardly

be discussed withouﬁ'drawing 55 aycohsigerable'hackgrou?d;understanding
of the tradition in questionf"For example there ere di;CUSSions ebOuf-
the nature of concepts in the Thomist tradition (see, e.g., Pelfer (1952)
and Welnberg (1970)), ;nd in the Ideallst tradition (see e.g., Mqéfe‘

B )

(1899)). . - | o | o

N,
\



1.3 Some Eéybhologists' views

It would be beyond my competence to attempt to give a full summary

w»

-

of recent psychological investigations of 'concept formation', I Shall’

instead simply mention a few promiggnt landmarks in this area.
1 haGé,already referred to the investigatidns of psychologists

e

. C. ) '
such as Titchener and Watt, in which concepts or abstract ideas were

P
- v

‘investigated by asking thélsubject to attend to his mental imagery when
: R ' . - :
presented with certain words. This sort of investigation seems to have

been totally abandoned with the rise of behaviourist psychology and the
correSponding‘diffusion"of a suspicious attitude towards introspective

investigations of any kind: \/h1 the new schools of behaviouristically

orientated psychology the earliest 1nvest1gatlon of concept’ formatlon is

that pf Hull (1920). Hull presented his subjects with series of Chinese

ideograms, such that each'series %ontained a common element which was to
T v . ' "
be associated with a nonsense syllable. After a suitable number of

presentations Hull's subjects were agie to identify ideograﬁs containing
- a pafticular»elemeﬁﬁ by their 'name', although tﬁey were'nqt necessarily.
able to ggy in what fespect ideogramé Qith thét name were similaf. Hull
regarded the dcquisition of such ab111t1es to discriminate as 1nstances
of concept formation, and this sort of view’has been shared‘by many
_'o;her'péychélbgi;té. For Skinner, for'ékample, learning alconcept.is a

matter of acquiring a disposition to respond selectively,_this'ability- 

being acquired through one'f responses to certain aspects"of one's

1
1

: . 1 C .
environment being 'reinforced', Whlle one's responses to other aspects
/ .'c . ) ' ;
_of one's environment are extlngulshed (Skinner 1945) ST -
& ' ' ‘ '

Experiments of the Hullian type.haYe one very misieadiqg

*éharacteristiq. They are designed around the assumption that a person's

Y

.
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" ability to ideﬁﬁify-things ‘of a particular kind must rest or some

immediately observable characteristic df the things in questiog. But'a

moment's thought shows that in the case of many concepts this is not the
-case. Many concepts are such that whether a thing falls under them
depehds at least in" part on that thing's function (consider Table, ”

Screwdriver, Kidney, Brake) or on its past history or cause (Hybrid,

a ! N . T [y
Footprint, Stab-wound), or on what will happen if certain things are

LN

done to it (Soluble, Maleable, etc.), or on its‘relationship to other
thingd (Father, Basement, Boundary), and so on.

We may note here that'many psychologisté take this p;oblemf
seriously and do not insist that things falling uﬁder-th¢ same_conce§E  . )
gust look the same or pave.'priﬁary stimu1;s~equiva}ence'. jWhat is

crucial, according}tobﬁany bsychologists is.th;t things.falling under

‘o - . ‘ .
a given concept elicit similar responses. Proponents of this view

include people such as‘Osgood (1952) and Miller and-Dollard (1941) .

In a review of psychological work on concept formation Kendler

[

(1961, p.- 447)_3Uggésts that congebt.learning should be defined as the

"acquisition or utilization, or both, of a common‘respoﬁse to dissimilar
stimuli'™ and this definition would appear to cover -fairly well the use

of the term in academiblpéychology up. till agbout 1960. Since then,

L4

however, many psychologists have wanted to revise or at least ﬁualify. :
this sort of definition. I shall consider briefly some views of Hunt

(i962) ﬁhich may give an idea of how the use of the term "concept' has
been'.modified. B

= N
'

" Hunt objects to the idea that a person must be able to respond

4

overtly-if he is to count as having‘a concept. He regards possessing-a ..

concept as requiring only the ability to disﬁinguish situations. in
By . B o S

W



— BRI
\\\\ . ‘ N
\\\
which the response is appropriate. '"Concept learning and use refers —

only to the identification step” (p. 2) and not to the actual responding.
But Hunt then confusés the situation by_speaking of ”idgntifyipg respounses".

He suggests that Kendler's definition should be reworded to read‘
"acquiring or utilizing or both a cdmmon'identifzing response «o dis-
- ‘J . '

similar stimuli". Hunt goés on to say

. If we think of a name as a response, such acts as learning
to call particular animals ‘dogs"will be classified as
concept learning. This seems appropriate. We certainly
wish to include the learning of the use of names as an )
example 'of concept learning. There are other types of
behaviour, however, which fit the modified definition and
may not be the sort of thing we mean intuitively, when we
speak of concept learning. Suppose a psychologist trains
a rat to jump téwards circles and away from triangles.

Do we wish to say.that the rat learns the concept of
triangularity? Or do we wish to disglnguish between two
.classes’ of behaviour, discrimination and concept learning,
under the same rubric of 'common response to dissimilar
stimuli'? The author feels that the distinction is*impor-
tant, and wishes to make it. But it must be made-in a
precise manner. To do so, three further restrictions will
be placed on the general classification situation.

(Ibid., pp. 2-3) | -

. . A

The first restriction which Hunt imposes is the severe one ‘that

the subject must bé able to teach a human being to mike the identifying-
o _ . . : LI ) .
response without using examples. In other words the subject must be.

able to explain, in some language, the‘Elassificatory principkg‘involvéd.r

This of course-rules out animals as possessors of concepts, but Hunt
Believes that it allows in suitable machineq\(p.'3).? "L s
M . . .

. C o : \ T :
The second restriction is also a severe one, and as weé shall see

.

. later, almost certainly untenable. It reads: "The rule to.be learned
must be one”that can be applied to any appropriate stimulus regardless

of the context in which the stimlilus appears." (Ibid., p. 7) In defernce
' " ‘.. . -
Qf this Hunt says ”S;nge éoncept~1earning refers to the.learning of

* .
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what a thing in general should be, it seems reasonable that we should
' c ' B . ) ‘
demand that ctonceptual classification be based only on information
) .

—-contained in the object to be categorized." (Ibid., p. 6) This seems a -

backw;;;\;zggt\giﬁtg\it\;EEEE\ng\ifi?:jfifect1y satisfactory concepts

such as Cousin or Servant (where the principle of-classification depends -
. ) | | it o ‘

on the‘relatiohship the person has to other beople); Fossil or Hybrid
(where the brinciplé of classification depends on‘the origin of the

thing), Can Opener or Key'(where the principle of'cldssificatio@‘deﬁgndé |

‘on the function of the thing), or any concept which is such that the
principle of classification is not "based on information contajined in

the object to be classified." o , -
o - : . ‘ ) : S . .
Hunt's third restriction is that once a stimulus is completely -

2 »

described it should be:uniquély classifiable (ibid., p. 7), bﬁtrhis

reasons for saying this are cOnnected with a technical'disfinqtion he
whichfhardly concerns -us

s

makes BetWéen"perCeption' and 'coﬂception'
- \ : TN
¥

here.’ . CoT o A .

" After giving his_definitipn and the restrictions to be placed on

N

it, Hpnt‘gbes on to say YAl forﬁ§ of behaviouf,in whigﬁ"the‘usé df'a>
name is learned will be inéiudéH undef the f@brié ;conceﬁt 1éarniné?5
In fact, for a b:ief'définigion df‘du;'topic~wé'c;n'use,thelﬁ*‘ase
'léarning the gsé of-names;”. Then on pége 8 he-sayéy“koncepts.ate'
‘.eSSentiafiy defihitibnsainléymbolic logic". In chqpfer:Z (p.¥13) Huht
_gays fwe %eel intuifiyely that c@néept; are‘things u§ed ihlkhoughts"}

They_are'alsq rules: "“The cdncgpcAof"dog' is a rule by which we

decide, ffom:ﬁhg descffptionfﬁf an object, whether or not it can be

LI : ‘ . ) xt' o . .
called a dog. Such a degcision rule may be expressed in a series of .
questions about the desCription of.théiobject,;for‘example 'does it -’

:
i
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bark?' " (Ibid., p. 29) "'The concept is a classification rule by wh?ch o
the appropriateness of applylng a name may be determlned " (Lbid.
b 30). a,_wmﬂaa;\;

Turnlng from Hunt s book to another definition of “concept” glven

by a psychologist,.we find in J.”B. Carroll's language and Thought

(1964) that concepts are "internal representations of classes or
categories Of experience" and that "a child who can correctly recognize

instances of a particular concept and distinguish them from ndn-instances .
thereby demonstrates his acquisition of the‘concept.V'(pi“81), “This
sort of account is common amongst cognitive psychologists. Compare for

example Rosensteinis,(19§’) remarks in a review of the literature on
cognition in deaf children: o - -

A concegt is a mental state or process whlch means or '
refers to more_ghan one object or experience,: or to
one objedt in relation to others... The term concept
" does not refer to a word or'a group of words, but"
represents an 1nterna1 cognltlve system, for which a
- word may be a label. : :

,Thig idea’of a conceof“asﬁan;in;ernal representation of a class of

things, or as . a mental state which 'means’ a group of thlngs is full @f
s difficnlties; howeyer,I'do not propose to dealuwith'them here: 'Instead' :

1 would 11ke to dram*attentlon to. another remark by Carroll which raises

" a sllghtly more manageable issue. Carroll wrltes.that "A concept can :

be arbitrarily,constructed_by comblning-other eonoepts:~ MATT Colorado

‘spruce’ trees betweenﬁthreevandﬂfivewfeet_in height situated on U.S.

R . - - L - - . ) N . . , : B} : F-

farms of 100.acres:oi-more'.": On the whole, psychologists seem.quite
'happy to accept such arbltrary constructlons as concepts, as witness

many of their experrmental de51gns, buf 1 thlnk many people would be ,

uneasy ab0ut this. One is very strongly 1nc11ned to say that there is

no such concept as CarrolI S. Colorado spruce tree concept'; even
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though one is .quite prepared to say Ehat/its 'components' are concepts,
that Tree.is a concept, that-Spruce Tree is a concept and thatholorado

Spruce Tree is a concept.’ Any adequate“account of"concepfs should

explaln what the dlfflculty is here, I shall dlscuss the matter 1n

<Chapter 3. B | S A;/";/va> e
_——«——-'.’*‘,«'"_ ‘ . T N } o //-/

e

1.4 Concepts and rag bags ;///

After thls survey of some of the many ways in whlch’phxlosophers

et
- . . s

pt"- one may~be left” with

- and psychologlsts haved used the term "c

,tthe feellng thatzit'rs,nons.“‘e u> speak of the concept Concept It may-

_ ) / : ) »
. seem. that there.are a number of dlfferent concepts here, 1ntercdnnected

R 1 vafious_wa{s, but wlth/ﬁo “common thread runnlng through them and no

. . / .
-obvious way/of arranglng them so that certaln of the uses of the term

o
/

,_.‘

//”‘ e .
so much a/'famlly resemblance term as a. rag bag term Ihzs p01nt of

ot

. ,/ L g
~ Pt
,,,,

TP

'the concept good' or
“the“conceptnnumber - QY even "the. céhcept red'; they
-efibark upon -+ conceptual analysis', 'expound 'conceptual
truths' ; study conceptual systems and/or frameworks',

- detect” conceptual necessities' and’“conceptual 1mpos-

- '51b111t1es ;-afrd .50 on. Yet how precisely such terms
/2% 'contept' and 'tonceptual' are to be understood is .
; ~ rarely explained and frequently obscure. By now, in
%777 fact, the words have become a kind of catch-all, cor-
responding to the. 'ideas' and 'notions' ‘of eighteenth-

Lcwfrrf“k century eplstemology. (pp. 75-76).
: 5iwi?¥w Bennett wrlteslof his explanationfof'“concept"?qugted,above-

(p. 12):

My rough guide;to the ‘use 6f 'concept in Kant and in
'MphLIogophy generally could be improved in all sorts

S of waysj but not in such a way as to present 'concept’

. as a precise technical term, for it is in fact an. imprecise

'{aré ce tral/ agdaothers 'derlvatlve "Concept it may appear, is not,;éc”f



. technical term whose utility depends on its very 1mpre-
c151on (Bennett 1966, p 75)

Heath, in the Enozclopedla of PhllOSAPhy (1967) wrltes ‘that:
'

fConcep is one of the oldest terms in the’ phllosoph1c31

vocabulary, and one of the most ‘equivocal’ Though a

frequent source of confusions and controversy, it remalns

useful, precrsely because of its ambiguity, as a sort of

passkey through the labyrinths represented by the theory

of meaning, the theory of thlnklng and _the theory of being.

Aaron, in the tevised second,edition oflhis’book'Universals (1967)
writes: _ I c N - . K

The term 'concept' is used in'a wide ‘variety of senses both
in da11y life and in philosophical reflection. ' Today it is
almost as much of a“rag-bag as was the term, 'idea' in the

eighteenth century (p. 188) S o

-

Such views are understandable when one. con31ders the multifarlous
wayscin‘whlchvthe term_ concept” has been used by’psychologists'and
,philosophers. However, there is . also somethlng deeply puzzllng about 4

the conclus1on that ”concept” is a ,rag-bag term ~ How - can it be both

a rag—bag and of central importance in philosophy? How_can the :
,,amb1gu1ty of the term allow it to functlon as'a 'passkey And what
does ”passkey really mean.here7' The 1mprec1sxon of the term'“concept"“

stq Wthh Bennett refers is, perhaps not so dlsturb1ng, but the mblguitz :
N\
»to whlch Heath refers_is surely 1ntolerab1e even in an 1mprec1se ‘

.

technical-term.
_Yet, having said this, it seems .to me unnecessarily pessimistic
simply to giVe,up and dismiss the'term "concept”- a '%atchall" or a

”ragfbag". The‘pOint is this: If one goes through phllosophlcal anﬂw

T

psychologlcal\wr1t1ngs and llsts all the ways 1in wh1ch the term "concept"

has been used, one: 1nev1tab1y ends up w1th a rag bag For,thenvconcepts
will be objective entities and subjective entities, mental images and

) 5 -
—
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capacities to use words, capacities for recognition, definitions, names,

. . e

°

rules, vehicles of'thought} discriminatory responses and so on. However,
to lump all-these uses of 'the word "concept' together indiscfiminately @

is absurd. We need first to separate 'objective' from ‘subjective’
parate 'object jective

accounts. On the objeCtive' side we have the views df-Frege and Russell,
. - L f

# . . - g )
o

for example. On the 'subjective' side we have numerous accounts of ¥

concepts as mental i&ageg,.capacities fof reéognition,-capacities for
,‘ i

- correct Judgement, 11ngu1st1c capac1t1es, vehlcles of thought etc.

3 From here on 1 shall leave aside . the objective views ' since, as I said

s .
~

gbove;‘they.appeér to be accounts of_a different concept rather\than

" different accounts of the concept that concerns us.

Lf objection is taken to this procedure of taking'concests to be

we . . .
. - . . .o ’

"sub j ive', 1d point ou , ethe? not concep b-
SU>JECt§Ve , 1 uou point o t that whethertor epts are su

jective, having a concépt certainly is, and it is with this latter.
notion thetllléhail_be mainly concerned yntil we reach Chapter 6.

”Among the subjective“views some are just too vague to be’ of much
help;to~us—-e,g} the view that'concékts are’ the vehlcles of thought

Such characterlzatlons should be bbrne in mind. when trylng to frame a

satlsfactory account of concepts, but by themselves they are'not of
. X . . : - o . .

A
3 P . . .,

very&much,véiue.to‘us.‘ Other subjeCtive views such as the view that

Fa L

. concepts are mental 1mages must be reJected for spec1?1c reasons, as”'

tow

5we saw above. Thus w1th1n,the general -subjective 'approach the f1eld
.. can be narrowed to possibilities such as the following:. “Concqp;s,are

‘saidvto_be'capacitiee‘for recognitioné abilities to usé words'correctly,
‘capacities for correct judgement;,capac1t1es to follow rules,vd1spositions

to make discriminatory responses. . The strlklng fact about these remaln-

“ing candidates, istAof-COurSe,‘that”they are all broqd1y~disposit10na1
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‘¢characterizations. Concepts are held to be :capacities or dispositions

_ 7 , \ . S o
of people to do various things, or, if we are more cautious, the having
. : L . RO . S0,
. N :

of concepts is a matter of having certain capacjities to do-things.
In Chapter 2 I shall investigate dispositions, capacities-and
abilities in gendral, and then we may turn to'the question of what a

capacity for. The various alternatives

o

person who has a concépt'has a
A A e
) . - . . N o . . g '
are not necéssarily, exclusive, or gven independent. It might be‘argued - -.

‘that the making:of‘éﬁdgemenfs, for instance, presupposes the mastery of

%i}it might be”argued> :

the use of the relevant words. in some language,
that” to be able tor recognize things is just to be able to_makgfcettgiq;‘ '

! e v . @

discriminatory responses.

7 Y . e

In Chaptéf 3 I shall consider the notion of ;ecoénilion‘in_some‘
detail; in Chapter 4 1 shali examine the ‘notion of judgement; and in
. . N ‘ N b . . : ~eeld . tL

- Chapter 5 1 shall discuss the thesis that to have a concept is to have

. certain 1ipguisticA£apacities. I'hOpe to show that the choice between'
the various capacities that might be suggested as equivalent to-fhévingf
. . . Yol e ' : 1) BN .
concepts' 1is'tot arbitrary,- but at the same time I would like.to® show’
M .. TN N . . . B ~

why some peoplﬁ\have wanted to insist that having concepts is a matter .

. . . . - . ~. N - , - . v . - . N ) .
of haying recégnitional capacities, while others have wanted to say that

it is a mattlr'of\having linguistic capacities or_judgemental-

capacities. , e
g . : ' A . : - vy v o

. C . : . . . .‘ ) ) g ‘ . -.' , v .
Before starting, however, on my discussion of 'cagacities', I want

‘to discuss.several points that can reasonably be discusséd without

odw

. i

; cpmmiﬁtiﬁg-oﬂéself ﬁovany ;éff explici;'VEéQ ébouﬁ :hg na;gre*pf qon-i :
gébtsf  In‘tﬁeséwaext twonec:iéns‘I shall ;sg ﬁhe1reaéefbEélunderstaﬁd":,
tﬁé }e;m{ﬁCQQCéﬁgﬁiin tﬁe,ﬁay he»would.unde;sgéhAJit if‘hé;weré readihé,v
wé'philoééphicél work that YaSInOC cénpefngd with énédysiﬂg ﬁhé2¢0ncept

W . B i B \

N
R . X



Concept. . .

1.5 Degrees of having a concept - v : -

It is often tempting to think that a person either has a concept
. : 2 . - N
or he doesn't. This view is encouraged by considering examples such as
the concept Triangle. We think that if someone knows that a triangle is
a plane closed figyre with -three sides then he has the concept, other-
. . . 9. ¢ ca o .

wise heidoesn't.' But this simple view of the matter is dispelled when

o

we. thlnk abnut the actual process of acqu1r1ng the concept There are
many”stages‘a ch11d Boes througn in acquiring- hlsbponcepts and there is’
no srngle point at whlch’one .can say "Up t111‘now he dldn t have the'
concept,_but now he'doesu” One S understanding;oi a coneept can'beA
vdeepened by.egperience,bone can. have only a sllght grasp of a‘concept or

~an adequate grasp. HaV1ng concepts seems to 1nvolve hav1ng understanding,

j‘and understandlng is a

par of degreer A.Chlld may be\able to select‘

R htriangular shapes .{of different'shapesd;but;be.unahle to

chcoseiinto which} _“differentl}'shaped hqles.a}trianguiar
-shape will fit. - He} ght say. that the child has some grasp of- the .~ .=
| ,:cnncept;Triangle, buf fainly'it'is—not_an.adequate Oneﬁ*fOne-might;f~;

/ \s;,; :

' even'want3to_say'that ;one who is not famxllar with Euclldean geometry

fthe concept Trlangle, or to g0 even, further one ;
"(' . L

;derstand (adequately’) the ph1losophy of

. has. an adeguate‘graspx
might’require_that heé

-gebmetryy,‘Where one Q”aws the 11ne between an adequate grasp and'anf

s

1nadequate grasp seems then to depend on. one’ Snlnterests and putposes ,Lf
; That conceptual understandlng is a matter of degree 1s llnked with
I - .

"the fact that concepts do not ex1st sxngly but Jdno conceptual systems

°

E The understandlng of what it 1s to be a trlangle cannot be had quite

a

1ndependent1y of understandlng what lines and angles are, the understanding
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of the cpncept Electron cannot be had quite independently of an under-

standi%g of the coﬁcepts Atom, Electric Charge, Mass, Orbit, etc. The

~

understdnding of one concept requires the understanang of others, and
~ ) . - ¥ . '. . . k‘
the more one understands of how one concept is lnggd with. others the

deeper can be 'said to be one's grasp of that concept. Thus tBerfaqt

that having a concept is a matter of degree and the fact that concepts

exist as elements in conceptual frameworks are closely ¢onnected facts..

i

Just what is to be understood by the phrase "conceptual framework",
. , y the phrase P

© .

‘however, is a matter whose detailed discussion I must leave until my

last chapter. - v o : -

1.6 Opncegﬁs énd their criteria

.

J‘Concepts are often said to have crlterla of appllcatlon, or simply

'criteria’. However, these terms have been used in many d1fferent ways

 ‘by different writers, and it will be necessary for me to specify how'l

) . ' _ . v
shall be using ther?) ., : L o B

In the early part of the Blue Book WittgenStein_introduces'the

. term ”criterion” 1n the follow1ng way

If medical science calls angina an- 1nf1ammat1on caused by

a partlcular bacillus, and we ask in.a particular case 'why
o do you say this man has got angina?' then the answer 'I have
found the bacillus so-and-so in his blood' gives us the °
criterion, or what we may call the defining cr1ter10n of
angina. (p., 25) ‘ '

“criterion' is 1ntroduced as an equrvalent to'"log1ca11y necessary

B

ere

and suff1c1ent condltlon and thrs is a, common way in whlch the term is‘

N .
used in’experrmentalfpsychology. In'the Blue'Book Witqgen§tein contrésts

”criteridn”.with'”symptom":
1 call 'symptom’ a phenomenon of Whlch experlence has taught
us that it coincides, in some way or other, with the phenomenon
which is our defining criterion (p. 25) . - - :

’
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Thus there may be symptoms of angina which are found to be present
wherever there is angina, and wherever-there are these symptoms it may
. / ) ! . . ' | .
{ ,turn out that there is angina. Thus one can speak of empirically - = .Qq
necessary and/or sufficient conditions for the occurence of angina, but

these ape distinct from the criteria for the application of the concept

’ . ¥ roo
Angina. Theé criteria for the concept are conditions which determine the

« meaning of the word "angina”, or which determi at-counts as suffering

from angina.

s
fo & ;ﬂ?f.—/—/// .
ngrein notes, is that in

One complication here, which Wittg
practice there often occur shifts~betwéé the conditions that are
e .co ons .

counted as 'criteria' and the’ conditions Yhat are cowfited"as. 'symptoms'.

’

Thus while the more obvious pﬁ&Eﬁéaixanq/éhemgtal‘prbperties of a.

-substance mused to function as the criteria for .being that substance, in
3 R : - v
. . 5 .. . . . . .
modern chemistey one is more ‘inclined to say that the criteria lie in

the material’s atomic structdre. If .a'material with the more obvious N

v

tes of‘goldxturheé_up, yet it did not, according to

observable propér

- more sophisticdted. tests, have_the atomic dtructure of gold, no modern.
. { . , . N - . . .

chemist would simply say "That's gold toozj»but»would want to carry‘0ut :
o k“ ‘\. . = . o . v ’ : u - - ‘,\ ) . B .
some very extensive investigations in order to find out why something

- -that is-not gold has so many propertiéqfin-cammbpvwifh gold: -'Still, 80 -

long as we bear in mind that shifts.between 'criteria"and 'symptoms '

are’cdmmpq, we caﬁ Say‘fhgt thekﬁgifeyia of a coﬁcept F are ;gé chafactér; ;,

:§stic$'of.a:tﬁing,Wﬁicﬁ mége.it:counkﬂas.an.f, Qhé?eaé tﬂosé chara;?ér;f Q
.-‘i;ticsiof tﬁe thihg‘which m;ylchanéefwhiieffhé thing is.s;illlcouhtéd ééihi
ad.fﬁ-are‘qo‘péfg of,chéjcr;téri? forfeﬁe,concept." H" “; ;f. ,,. A

e .

» A
. 2y

S Thé,distinctiOnfBQtween criterial characteristics and non-eriterial. .
' characteristics is important, but there is now an equally important point:~

1
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" " .to be’ made, namely, that the idea of a criterion as either a logically
necessary or logically sufficient condition (or both) is inadequate in
. 1 ‘ : A
. . . . . i
g . undetstanding the naturé of most concepts. “We cdﬁ:give logically
v 14 C "‘g -

necessary and/or sufficient conditions for—the application of geometrical
_ . &

concepts such as Tria gle or genealogical. concépts such as Cousin, but

these are rayher exceptional cases. If we try/to give necessary and/or

sufficient ¢onditions for the applicatioﬁ"of,'say, the concepts Table,

or Soluble, we find the task impossible; but/at the same time we are

v

somethidg_like a criterion—sydptqg distinction is still valid.

For some characteristics of things are irre&evant to whether they are -
/ > LT y

tables, whereas other

#

haracteristics are %ot. For‘eXaﬁ@le, it seems
irrelevant whether‘a thigg isrmaég‘of'ste.l or of 'wood, but it seems
very relevant wh t the hing is used for,  or what it was designed to be

~used for1§_in‘facg, one is tempted to say that a necessary and sufficient:

condition for being a table can be given in terms of function - some
. e o

|

" dictionaries for instance suggest that a 'table is,'an article of

~
i

'%Urnitufq with g,fi.x top éboug_three/féet 6ff_thé ground, on which R
, . e, ’ ) / X R . . [ . '
‘things may be placed for convenience ‘or display.' What colour the thing
€ Coe : s Do o , A~

. is or what it is made of does not matter; and the flat top and specified .
A v % T # ’ . : f
.~ height*mattet-only in so far as they allow the thing to fulfil its (;?‘gfﬁx,
328 a ' A

v fdncﬁioﬁ; (E.g. one can have a’special~tab1e'wifh deep grooves tobhold ,
pens, etc.,.and a giant's table could be-of any height). What makes a .

.-piece.of.fufdifure_géggg as afEable:ig'what it is used for, or what it
;wés_déé{gned tofBe used for, épd tﬂig; if anytbing, is to be régérded
as the'cfitegfoh fbr:being a table. Ho;eVer, if'wb insist onythé

function of\a{%éﬁlé.beipg ﬁécé?géry'and suffici;ﬁi fot a pingbo? “v

.

furniture being a table wegrunaintb the'probiem Ehatﬂin‘special



circumstances a piece of fdfniture that is undoubtedly a table doe§ mot
—~ .
. have the normal function of a table. The thing might, e.g., be on show

in a table manufacturer's window as an example of the excellent tables
~made in that factory. It might even have been designed with the eXxpress
. . \ . -
aim of'showing what can be done in the way of table

manufacture by expert

craftsmen. No philosophical sleight of hand can, in such a case, prove

that this table has the nofmal function of a Eable. “This table has a

quite different function.

Now what afe we to say about such a case? We'can hardly go back

‘and say t this thing is the same shape as, or is constructed of the

sa materials as, things which are tables according to the functional

“criterion. For we have seen that such characteristics are just not

4
.

: ' s : T
criterial for tabTasy It is undoubtedly the function that is the
criterion; but in this Speciai,gase the table dbes not satisfy the
N . . e ' :

criterion for being a table. It follows that if we are to use the term

"eriterion" ij%ponnection with concepts such as Table, and if we are to-

avoid pafadgii/Qe mgus t ynodify the meaning of the term ”éfiterion"f but
N ' ' '

we must modify it in such a way that we presefve the distinction between.

: : : ' . : : .
'criteria' and 'symptoms'. The way to ‘cdrry out the modification is to

'

note that the cases where a thing is of kind F yet does not satisfy

those conditions which we should want to call 'criterial' for the concept
F,-qpe{abnormal cases. They are abnormal not in the sense of beipg

,'ymerely unu;ual,bbut}in the sense that they requirq a special:accggnf.in
order to make-thém intelligibie. Thus one cannot iﬁéélligibly"say
"Here is a piece,of furniture which was néithet:deéignéd for, nor is
ué;d for the purposes of a table--;Z£ it ii a‘table,'énd tﬁere is no

more to be ‘said." The natural reply to this would ‘be "What do you mean?

El
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’

*Compare Aune (1967), Chapter 53
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How can it count 38 a table? Do you mean.:/..?" The point is that given

. A
a suitable background context or 'story', the assertion that a thing
i x

without the defining function of a table nevertheless is a table, makes

sense, but without the background story it does not. Having a certain

function can thué‘be regafdea as the criterion for being a table in the
sense that having the fdnction détermines wﬁat_normallz is to count as
a table. Having afparticqlar function is linked with the meéniqg of
"table" but it is not a logically necessary or éufffciént céndition for
'thé aﬁplication of the term "table'.

What I—have said about the concept Table applies in the case of a
great- many othe; concepts. Very, few 'scientific éoﬁﬁepts, for example,

are such that one can give necessary and sufficient conditions for their

application which take no account of abnormal cases. 1T shdll discuss

dispositional concepts such as Soluble in my next chapter, but we may

note ‘here that a substance counts as soluble only if in normal circum-

stances it dissolves when placed in the solvent. We don't refuse to '

~classify a substance as soluble because it fails to dissolve inm abnormal

conditions~--such as the solvent‘being saturated or too cold, or the -4ﬁ$

N i

solute being covered with.agpiéroscopichlly thin laYer of insoluble
oxide. '"Dissolving when placed in the solvent" is the criterion for

the application of the concept Soluble, but it is not a necessarz
o ¢ w . o ] 5 s ‘
condition.* Nor, I think, is it 'a sufficient condition, for if the L

substance vanished when placed in the solvent on one occasion because of

some intense fadiétion interacting with both solute and; solvent,




7
this would not be sufficient to allow us to say that the substance had
dissolved. I discuss this sort of case more fully in the next chapter,
but I think it is clear already that there is no stralghtforward
logically suff1c1ent condition for countlng a substance as soluble. On
the other,hand if someone says "This substance is soluble, but it didn't |

-disappear when placed in water, and that is all there is to say" or if
he~says "fhis substance disappeared when placed in nater, bnt it is not
soluble, and that is all there is to say" we hardly. understand him We ‘

- can only understand by searchlng for a p0531ble explanatlon of w _hx the
stuff didn't dlsappear when 1t was, after all, soluble,_or why it 'did
dlsappear when it was, after all, insoluble

To recap and elaborate a llttle, there are two important.features
of the concept Crlterlon as I shall be understandlng it. The first is -
that the criteria for the appllcatlon of the concept F are to be dis-

tinguished from characteristicsfbf fs‘whichzare irrelevant to whether a

thing counts as.an f. thence the criteria for the applicatlon of a.

‘ concept are not necessarlly to be 1dent1f1ed w1th the. Characteristics of ' -
"a thing whlch enable one to recognlze it as an f.. For onelcan recqitize

an f through notlclng that all gs are fs and that this thlng is a g |

Here belng a g is an emplrlCally suff1c1ent‘cond1tlon ('symptom') of'“»:

' belng an f, but belng a g is not a crlterion for the appllcatlon of the‘

| _concept F On ‘the other hand the characterlstlcs by which one recognlzes

'»1- an fc,aK be- those characterlstlcs that are cgiterlal for fs.

The second 1mportant feature of the concept Criterlon, as I shall 4
understand 1t is: that it is rot to be 1dent1f1ed w1th Loglcally
Necessary and/or Suff1c1ent Cond(tlon Correspondlng to ‘the notion "

Loolcally Suff1c1ent Condltlon I shall employ the notion Positlve
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Criterion. A characteristic or set of characteristics Q will be a
lpositive criterion for the concept C if and 6@1; if it is true by
definition that things which are qs'are,‘unless there is some special
reason to the cdntrary,~cs. Or we can say: A cha;acteristic Qis a
posiﬂive criterion for the concept C if and enly’if judging gs not to be
cs‘is unintelligible without a_epecial context. Correspending fb the
notion Logically Necessatry Condition I shall employ the'notion’Negafive
Criterion. A characterietic-o; set of characterietics Q @ill‘bé a

negative criterion for the concept., C if and only if it is true by

definition that thiﬁgs which are cs ére, unless .there is .some special

reason te the contrary, gs. Or, a characteristic Q is a negative

criterion for the concept C if and only if judging cs not to be gs'is
unintelligible witfbut a special context. In addition, of course; one’
- may consider’combined positive and“negative criteria'correspoﬁding to

comblned necessary and suff1c1ent condltions.

A brlef'way of characterlzlng the sotions of p051t1ve and negatlve

criteria would be toﬁsay that a positive criterion forfa boncept C is a-
set of characteristics which creates a -presumption that anything with

‘these characteristics falls under-the concept C, and that a negative

criterion for a concept C is'a set of.éharacteristics which creates a

2 L

Eresumgtlon that anythlng which does not have those characterxstlcs “does-

not fall under the concept C. But this way of putt1ng :he mayier can
‘easily slide into the idea that, if Q is a criterion of.C, thén;it
o - ‘ 'S ! . B N 7 . . h ~..

e

folTows that if adihing has Q there is necessarilyigﬁadfevidence that™._

. _1t is C jlndeed this account of crlterla 1n terms of necessarlly good

ev1dence“has ‘been very popglar in recent phlloscph1ca1 writing (See

«Malcolm 1954, Shoemaker 1963, Lycan 1971, Hacker 1972). Howeve:, it )

a



will not ,do, since if we consider an abnormal case where g thing has

characteristic Q but is not a c, we can't say that someone who notes
that the thing has Q has necessarily good evidencel\or indeed any
; 3 €

evidence at all, that the thing is at. ‘Whether he has good evidence,
whether he is justified, .in thinklng that a partlcular thing is a ¢

depends on what he knows about the c1rcumstances or context. He may or

>

may not have good ev1dence that the th1ng is a c but it makes no sense - _

to say that he has necessarily goed evidence; Evidence is not the sort

i)

of : thing that can be necessarlly good for whether or not evidence is

good depends entirely on the c1rcumstances. What we can say is that,

1

necessarlly, if someone sees that a thlng has characterlstlc Q, then he-

,_Wlll in normal c1rcumstances have good ev1dence ‘that it is a c. The

¢

: dlstlnctiOn to be made here is that between'say“ g ”It is necessarily

H] —_ ° .
‘

true that Q is normally good ev1dence for C" and saylng "It is normally

’true that Q is necessarlly good ev1dence for C". The second of these =

sentences seems to make no sense but the first can be used to- express

‘the fact that Qis criterial for C.

There is one further p01nt that needs to be dlSCUSSGd before we

v
o

‘have an adequate account of 'criteria'.” One often encounters cases

N

,where thlngs wh1ch have many or most of a-set of characterlstics b, ¢, d, ”};

I \_

e, f, g count as ks (and it may be that some of these charactetlstics

are more relevant fo

bernﬁ a k than others) Here we must say that

having many or most o - the characterlstlcs constitutes a3 necessary and

‘sufflclent condltlon fo belng a k. As an example of this consider the

bpre sc1ent1f1c (or perhaps early sc1entif1c) concept of a metal A .

K

metal.in this sense, is SOmethlng wh1ch has many or most of the following

characteristics: It is a mater1a1 substance whlch is hard, shiny,



3

malleéble, ductile, tasteless; odourless. (Some of these characterist}cs
are more important than others. Being shiny, at least when polished, is

highly characteristic of metals, whereas one would-not cavil much about

v - .

a metal that was not ductile). It follows that'having many or most of
these characteristics is necessary and sufficient for being a metal, and’

the characteristics themselves might nathrally,be‘referged to as the

criferia for the concept Metall _ ,
o ﬂOQeyer; thevsi;uation'just describe6 is ohly a special Ease of

 ’that whéfe»soﬁetﬁinélnormallx Cdﬁnés as é k if‘and on{?jif it has‘many
or @ost‘of the Ehar;ctéristicsvb, c,»d,.e;and:f.( For‘example gomething

) BTy X
- . ES

~ normally counts as a birﬂ'{f;it is 2 winged, feathered vertebrate
animal. However, the 'normally' qualification is essential. The concept
of‘a.pird%isfapplied against>a'back¢10th of assumptions, such as the

-assumption that vertebrate animals have a head, legs, a certain sort of
~internal constitution, that they reproduce in certain ways, and so on.:

If the hormai’a53ump§ions cannot be made then something that satisfies

the criterta for being a bird may not be a bird, and things which are -
birds may not satisfy the criteria for being birds. For'ihstance? if

H B -

we épco@ntef on éo¢e distqpt“blénet creatqrés like birds_&hiéh‘have -
the inpe;nalrcon;titution of -an insegf'and which.;éprodugééby fission;
‘wérwil} p;obéﬁly not want fSéount them gs‘Sirds{ Cbﬁversel;,-é bifd
fhat’has beén'pluckgd is stiil ahbi;d, ana‘so is a‘bir?<that has.1ost

its wings through some unfortunate accident.” o

t . i .

. Cases of this last sort aré in fact very common--that is, cases :
) o , : - . . ' : : o
where there is a presupposed backcloth of normal c¢ircumstances, and a =~
. X o ) . T . . . : - '

. whole set of characteristics which are more or less relevant in"deciding

whether things are of a certain kind, or fall under a certain concept.

N

\ ' o l - N _ = . = . SR
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©

Other cases, where there is no need to refer to normal circumstances,

and/or where the need for the presence or absence of characteristics is

rigidly sPéCifiable ‘can be regaraed as specialiéasés of ;hé general;¢asé;

just described. - ‘ ' o o « : o
HaV{ngAtrieduto make clear these prelimin5r§ pbints about concépts;

I'turn,no@ té_cﬁe main task-bf elutida;ing‘what'céncepté afe;' We sag' e

that there is-good reason to think that having concepts is a matter of

having certain cégacities and it is to the clarification of this ndtibn,ﬁ

of a capacity tha; I devote*thé ﬁext.Chaptér.
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CHAPTER TWO

CAPACITIES

o ' »y 5 .
said. that somethlng is soluble even® though it Ais not placed in water, it

2.1 Dispositions, necessity and laws - " | e o

‘There has -been considetable discussion of dispoSitions by -

phllosophers of sc1ence, part of which can be. brlefly summar1zed as

follows (For more details see e. g , Pap (1958) Sellars (1958) and o

Rozeboom (1973)) Con51der the d1§p051tion usoluble in water'. The

~ obvious account t0'g1ve of thls phraseuls that "d is solubie:in_watet",,f

»‘means_that if d is placed. in water then d will dissolve. ‘But'what'sqrt -
'of:if..fthehjcdﬁheetion,is‘invqlved:here? It is not a logical,entailment, -
' but if we take it to_be'material impliéation we‘enc0uhter'the5difficu1tyh

7that, accordlng to thlS deflnitlpn of "soluble in water”, anythlng that

is not placed in water is. soluble in water f.
 To av01d thlS d1ff1cu1ty we . can try extendlng the orlglnal formula

sd = (t) (WdtDDdt) e s

‘(whete ""$". stands fbr Usoluble”, W for "placed in water” “D"'fdr.

@

‘.“aissdlves”;‘and t rénges’éver time) in the folldwing‘way When it is

[
- *

seems that what is be1ng -said 1s that thls thing is physically or

\ W

F'chemlcally 51m11ar to. thlngs wh1ch hHave dLssolved in water. Or,rto say |

that d is soluble is to say (a) that all th1ngs of a certain kind k-

| dlssolve vhen Placed in water and (b) that d is of kind k. Thugwe '
hCOUId wrlte a'~ | R g - ».h“,."» : _ e»‘. ) : '*,‘~‘.
| | Sd= (30 MOy ) L '.
- - ‘ ‘,_" . e ’: : ?'H - )
. y - - ‘hiyE:‘
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but this suffers‘froaaﬁuch\thezsame defect as the original formula. It
. ‘\\\‘ . N - .

—

.would meah that something is soluble\whenever nothing of its kind has

ever been placed in water.

chiavoid the-vacucus case we could add that on at least some'
. .occasion something of kind k has been uiaced in water:ﬂ. |
Sd = (31 [kd.(32)(3 £) (kz.Wzt) . (y) (£) (Ky. Wyt > Dyt)].
“This formulatibn says_in effect that "d is sofuhle in Yater?;rs equivalent
0."d is of ?hki“d which regularly dissolves in waterf;' But while we

-can get rid of the vacuous case in this way the formula seems inadequate

o as~an explication of "x is soluble in water". Fcr it is surely possibie

%that somethlng is soluble even though nothlng of that klnd has ever been

‘s

{placed in water Further be1ng soluble isn't 81mp1y a matter of a

Bl . . ’
L]

‘substance always h EEenlng to dlSSOlVe, but . rather a matter of 1ts

T belngvof;a kind such,that it must»dlssolve. Thls, ‘and the persistent
trouble with the vacuousgcases suggests that~We need to abandqn~the

°

formulation in term} of‘materialyimplication and . introduce a 'stronger'

. ‘sort df implication. If wefallqw'for the moment that there can be sugh -
.a stronger imblicatién, we canrwrite .

(3 k) (kd. ) (t)(ky Wyt — Dyt))

[y

',where the "—3' 1nd1cates that we.are’ deallng wlth a lawllke statement

. . , ‘ ¢

that cannot be vacuously satisfied. Even so, this formulatlon is not

v

‘quite satisfactory: .weydd'not want'to be. restricted'tb substances that

nvarlablz dlSSOlve when placed 1n water. _,In.certain circumstances a

A

oluble substance may not dlSSOlVe and we need to allow for such cases

,(E.g, the particles of the substance‘may have & thin]coating-of

!

”21nsolub1e ox1de, there may. be Yol much of the substance already in

'solutron thatcthe:solutrpn 1s(saturated_ the water may be too cold and



.

-
ed

L3

-

so on). In stating the law we need to say'that circumstances are such

. . SETe R . K : . - .

that none of these contingencies arise, but it is unsatisfactory to '

write’ . A CE

Sd -‘= ¢ k) (kd. (y)(t)( Cyt kyt Wyt ’-')Dyt))

where C stands for specified c1rcumstances in which the substance does

not dissolve, because any s_uch list of circumst_ances' is open-e_nded: “The

¢

- term C Should function in a negative way to tule out circumstances where

~

the law (y)(t)(kyt Wyt—)Dyt) doesn t hold, but any list of such c1rcum-‘_" ‘

stances w111 probably never be- ‘complete ALl we-.can safely say is that

.there are circumstances (and these are the normal crmumstances) in

-which the law holds * Thus our def1n1t10n of "d is soluble" bec'omes

(3k)(3c)(kd (y)(t)(cyt kyt wyc->x)yc))

Just what .the property k is,, is a- matter for sc1ent1f1c 1nvestigat10n,v

'hut one would expect it ‘to bL'Q-‘ strue‘tural property of the soluble.-

material. S . : . IR

It seems then that 'a fairly sati,sfactory'aocoun_t of dispositions =

T

.can be givlen' provided:that we have a-satisfactory account of laws involv~

{ng.an 'if....then' connection that is 'stronger' than material

' implicat’i‘on. . Universal 'generaliz'atiéns that are not "’laws"fcan be- ex- .

pressed qu1te satisfactorlly by the use of material 1mp11cation (see

the flrst formula on page AL) s0 t:hat ‘our. problem is that of explaining -

*That is, g‘iven"‘/oertav'in unspecified cig umstance's the law will hold. . g

Note that these circumstances may never in fact obtain, and that for
this reason care is fecessary in- the reading. of "(3k)(3 c)( - Yand

"31m11ar Iajmulae e S . : :
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what exactly is the dlfference between a law and a generallzatlon that

.Just happens to be true, ‘or

a;ctly 1is 1nvolved in. the necess1tz

l-lizations.‘ This has been\something'”

&

of laws as contrasted withi
. ' : ~ ) -3 E o . . . o -

of a standard problem in th{ of science ‘for a long timé; and

Afenigiven by writers such-as -

L

a’ moderately success}

) Braithwagte (1953)  ard ‘J shall ndt.repeat-theirpanalySes,.u

&

brent account* which can-be compared with

EI

however, but give a raj
theirs.

. - 3 - B . ) R . st . ‘, .
Let us consider a ? Fsimple case of causal necessity: two cog-

wheels are engaged in a kwork mechanism so that, as we would

ordinarily say, the turnin one wheel causes the other to turn. We

can see that the wheels ard :}ning, and, in a quite ordinary sense of

"see' we can see that the tuMling of one wheel cause$ the other to turn.

- Indeed, we can gee that if the first wheel turns then the second must
) o . —
turn.

Now a Humean philosde d’ say that- there is no neces51ty here
e flrst wheel is turned it will simply -

/

it.is.conceivable that when *

pass through the other 11ke a ghost And in,this-he is clearly right--

"there is no logical neeessity.inVOlVed.! Logically,.the‘first'wheel
could turn without mov1ng the second : However, one st111 wants to say 'e‘“
‘.that the turnlng of the second wheel is’ Ehzsxcallx necessary, and the -
’questlon arises of what is meant by thls_phrase I/thlnk that what 15 |
pmeant can. be expressed (rather vaguely) by saylng ~given that the \
phy51eal world 1s the way it is and that the cog-wheels are ordlnary

1

'.phy31cal objects the second wheel must (loglcally) turn. . If it‘doesn t.

)

*Cf. Toulmin (1949), Hamlyn (1961). - -~ =~



we can't be dealing withdordinary cog-wheels~-that concept can't be
applied in this situationr(perhaps the wheels-are'images formed by a
lens; perhaps they are made of some very fiexible_material; and so on).

{
The necessity in the second wheel's tf@rning comes from the hidden

presumption that the wheels areégrdinary cog-wheels. Take away this

presupposition, and the necessity vanishes. Thus the cansal,necessity
is a conditional necessity--it is conditional on the applicability_of

certain concepts in the situation, in this case the concept of a cog-

»wheel.
This I-think throws some light on both Humean-and rationalist

accounts of causality. The rationalist says that’the.fact that the .

<

second wheel turns follows as a matter of nece351ty, glven that the e

"first wheel turns. In thlS he is rlght granted the presupp051t10n ‘that

the wheels are ordinary cog-wheels. ‘The Humean says .that there is no

‘necessary connection, the second wheel may not turn; whether it does or N

‘not is 'a dgtter that can only be settled by observatlon And he is
rlght too, because thevpresupr51t10n that the wheels are ordipary cog-
'wheels-may not‘be true. The fact that the second wheef tUrns.does not

_follow loglcally from the fact that the f1rst wheel turns, but it does

W
»follow loglcally from that together w1th the fact that theﬁwheels are.

<.

.

the sort of thlngs they are. g : :, | ; | ,
. . : o \;

: That was an elementary'example of physical necessity. -—I want now'-
to dlscuss several cases where a spec1f1c sc1ent1f1c 1aw is invoLwed in
_dorder to illustrate how the same sort of account applles in - the cage of

: . . . : . . R . 3‘1’? ‘
S. Consider first Ohm's’law We say that 1ncre351ng the . potential

thference across a copper w1re causes an’ increase 1n the current

"f1°‘““g th““gh‘“ - (Suppose, to avoid the charge that,man)" electrical
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measuring. instruments presuppose- the truth of Ohm's Law, that the-prdf
e : L _ A

' is determined by an electrostatic voltmeter, and the.chrrent-by a

tangent galyanometer); Theirationalist will,Sayuthat the increase in

‘t . ° . . . . | 'vfg’ Lo : . :
current follows from the increase in p.d.; the: Humean will say it.doesn't -

follow'at‘all since it is quite conceivablevthat\ah'increase in'p,d;_wilr

:not be followed by any 1ncrease in ‘current. . Now clearly the Humean is

-

'K'rlght about there be1ng no 10g1ca1 necessity 1nvolved but I thlnk the

A ratlonallst’lsfrlght'too,:granted,that we~are dealing.with an’ordinary L

‘copper wire. Copoer‘is~known'to-have a structure with many free
“electrons-:there is evidence for this from,otherwsoufces;.e.g.fthe

~+ .relation between thermal and electrical conductivities=-and it ‘is quite:
eas§st0fdeduce that materials with this kind of structure will -exhibit"

Y.

Ohm's_regularlty;i.e.,~the reéularityfinvolued in Ohm's Law. If‘afpieced L

i

f J v
of dopper d1d not: conduct accordlng to Ohm s regularlty 1t would mean

.
o’

that our normal concept of metalllc structure d1d not apply in- this

_case, that-thls~was,no'ord1nary copper. In other words, the wire being'

‘fwhat it is* it 1s necessary that 1f the p d xncreases the current will-'b

T -

'1ncrease Thls can approprlately be called a phy31cal necessity--lt is‘-

’relatlve to the wire: belng 2 cértain klnd of physical thlng

The nece551ty 1nvolved in Ohm g law can thereforeﬁ} explamed as_

0

follows If a mater1a1 has a certaln structureJ(lnvolvxng the pf@senceﬂ T

of free electrons) it follows (10g1ca11y) that the P d. across.it iSjg
’proportlonal' to'the current through*lt Conversely, Ohm s regularit;
(loglcally) must .hold- of _any materlal whlch has "hat structure, and ;
‘whether 1t has the structure can be determ1ned w1thout having to

-

;detetmlne flrst whether Ohm s regularlty holds of 1t. In ordinary

c1rcumstances we Wlll be assured tha; a materlal has ‘the structure in
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questioh if it has thg obvious physical characteristics of a metal,

N\

e.g. copper; and, granted that, we can say ihat iﬁcreasing the p.d.

must increase the current. It is ih this' sense that I mean that Ohm's
. 0 v

-

regularity is nggé?ééry and heqce countg as a law: it is neéessarylif
a material has a particular sort of str;c;ufe. If-Ohm's-reguléfity-dpes
not hold'in_a particular sor} of case (e.g. in‘fhe’case of gefmanium
iﬁystals) then materials of that kind cannot have that sort of Struéture.
. Convéfsely, if a material has éhaﬁHSOrt of strucﬁgré Ohh's-regularity
‘gggglhold of that materiai. |

"Aféimilar account should be possible éf laﬁs such asiSnell's law
. of ref;acpion. T;'say that Sgeli's.relati;n is a law is t%.ééy not only

thét it does hold, but that it must hold. Here again I would régard
this as a conditional "must"--Snell's law must hold if Eransparené‘

. 4. , ) | . P ‘
materials have the structure they do have, if they are what they are. '

Of course the details of 'what they are' are complex, and all sorts of
experimental and theoretical results have a bearing on(the question.

In this respect'my account of physical négessity is not very,é different’

&

from that giveén by Nagél and Briiﬁizgise and other neo-Humeans. 6 Both
, - . .

they and I hold that whether a -general statement counts as a law depends
+ . E . . : . .J/ ’

on whether there are reasons for accepting the statement other than -

conf&fming instances of the general statement,--on wheth&r the statement

fits into a larger theoretieal framework that éupports it. But I would

v

einphasise the importance of concepts in this connection: it is because

the truth‘of certain general statements is necessary for the correct

\ R
[4

applicetion of certain concepts, that -it makes sense to séy:that these

‘general statements are laws. 1In the case of Ohm's law and Snell's law
. o St oo ‘ S ) .
the concepts in question are structural concepts, but this is not always

o ’

= . 7
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the case, as examples such as the law of conservation of- energy show.
For this law must hold if we are to operate successfully with classical

mechanical concepts generally. The concept Potential Energy, for

. E 0.
Y .

instance, would‘have no application if the law_did not hold, and without
this.COneept the whole framework of classical mechanics wouldfcollapse:
The holding of regularities such as thatfexuressed“by the 1au of
conservation of,energy'ia necessary to the successful application not of-.
a single'concept but of a uhole‘conceptualj etwork.. Regulatitieé of

¢

this sort are &ften dignified by the name "Principle", rather than merely i

-

"Law"; which is an 1ndicat10n of the fact that they canéht be abandoned
w1thout a thoroughg01ng conceptual upheaval. o |
Let us now consider two examples of laws that might be said to be
counterexamples tb'my thesie. Oneﬂsudhfie Balmer's 1au concerning the
-distribution of spectral lines. Balmer s Iaw at ‘the time it was

discovered ‘was not embedded in any theoretical scheme It was a highly

-

and precisely confirmed regrlarity'which was neyertheless counted,as a
law. ‘My teplyhto this ohjeetion is thatﬁpeOple often regard a well-’
confirmed‘regularity as_a law because they believe it is a law, i.e.
‘they believe that ‘the statement of thé law, 15 necessarily true, though

they do not know that it'is or why it 1? ‘SWhen a well confirmed
.
'regularity appears, it 1s, i think very plaus1b1e to assume that the

.

1 | S
reason ‘the regularlty always holds i that in the nature of things it o

must hold. In the case of Balmer s law we now know enough about‘ "the

.

nature of things' to see why it. _must hold--in particular, atoms could
not be corstituted in the way,they are without the law holding.

Similar rematks apply in the case of Boyle'S-law. Boyle s law

/
ﬁtarted as a well- -confirmed regularity, and. it is hard not to believe

BN
N
\

‘;\\‘\5 - ) S



that such regularities are laws. 'Strictly speaking, however, I-think it
could be said that Boyle's law was not known to be a law prior to the

elaboration of the kinetic theory of gases. (Nevertheless, I would have

no real quarrel with thoese who regarded the law as a law prior to the

kinetic theory, since Iiconsider that tﬁey_had very good reasons--though

not the best reasons--for supposing that they_were dealing with a law.

Why else should the regularity exist-if not because it is somehow in

the nature of gases to behave in-that way?)

2.2 Dispositions and their bases

Given the .above account of-natural necessity we can eliminate the
al

! from our account of solub111ty, so 1ong as we are prepared to make

.

use of a suitable notlon of entlalment .The log1c of entallment is still

-

far from having been satisfactorily worked out, but this is hardly

. relevant for my purpose§ here. I shall use the symbol ! <: ' for

entailment, on the understanding'that this is mere shorthand for the
’_unexplicated iﬁtﬁitive notion. (In general, in what follows, I'shall,
ion only the interests of brevity or perspicacity).

j
<:' for 'entails' we can replace the deflnltion

" sd

[

(310(3e) (kd. (3) () [ky < (eyt.Hyt SDy6)]), .

. which‘éays,that "'d is SOIeble in water' ‘is equivelent'tolseylng thee: :
there,ls a kind'of meterial’k and conditions c sueh that: d is of kind
k, and if anythlng 1; of klnd k it follows that, glven conditlons c, it

dissolves when placed in water.. Note that k has now become a theoreticafK\

‘term; Thlngs are of klnd k 1f and only if they are of a kind which
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according to a true theory, is such that if things of that kind are
'placed in water,'then horhally they will dissolve. (A qualification
-that needs to be made 1s that k must de31gnate some genu1ne natural
kind'; we cannot allow as k gﬂz'arbitrary construction, since one cou d
then define an art1f1c1a1 property kx —\(Cyt Wyt :3Dyt) so that anythi g

not“ 1n water would be a k, and hence be soluble in water. It is,

) .
however,'e:sier to see that such arbitrary constructions muet'he dis -
‘allowed;than to specify qualificatione that will{e;clude theml.

lh moderhiphysics or chemistry there is of”courée more than one k,
so far as Soluhility in water islconcerned. lt can be deduced that salt

will dissolve in water from the theoreticaltlnformation that salt

molecules are constituted by ionic bonds, and that water has'a high _
\ - “r . T
dielectric-conﬁtant,'but'this account does not apply in the case of

solutes with a covalent structure. Covalent bonding is less well under-’

stood than ionic bonding, but it is certain that the reasons for sugar

- . . . . : ~ A - :
dissolving in water are different from the reasons. for salt dissolving
- in water. And when we consider cases of solubility in non-aqueous
solvents such as benzene the account may be different again*. 1If we

stick to cons1der1ng water as the solvent however, we can say that the
: {

- .
'base of: salt S solub111ty is_.one type of molecular structure and ‘that’

-

the base of‘sugar s solublllty is a dlfferentwtype of molecular

structure. : . SR - .

The question arises of whether.there must be a 'basei'agsociated .

with every disposition. Isn't it coriceivable that there should be no k
: / .

*Consider also that we speak of zinc dlssolv1ng in sulphuric acid,
where dissolving 1nvolves a chemical change
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associated with the solubility of a material? Certainly it is true .that
no structure need ever have been discoyered‘for'any material, and that

it might have turned out, to the best of our knowledge, that matter~wa%

_structuze}ess. In that"case we-might still .want to speak of solubility,

"~ but I-think-at the same time we mlght insist, that there was omething

(k) about soluble substances that enabled them to dlssolve, although -

.the'nature_of k would be mysterious. Methbdologically at'least,,it

would be better to assume that there was a k since to assume the Opposite

TN

would simply put an endu;o research 1nto the questlon of what it is

about soluble materlals that‘makes.themksoluble.

Whether we are entltled to take a stronger positlon here, and say

- that there must be a base, I am not sure Con31der the situat1on where

people areoconvinced that matter is‘structureless; In- sp1te of thls

P

they have to accept that d1fferent materlals behave in. different ways,

.thatvlron dissolves in sulphurlc acid wh11e gold does.not, etc;

Empirical regularities of this sort could be well established, and where

one finds such regularities, I have suggested, one. is 1ncl1ned to suppose

‘that they are manlfestatlons of laws--that the regularltles lways hold

because they mus t hold B‘;‘then the questlon arises of why they mus t

hold, and‘by'hypothesis the mos t natural'sort-of-explanation (l.e; in

terms of internal structure)-has beenfeliminated. Perhaps;we can"imagine
‘;_.%_, - - . ’ .

some other explanatlon, but let us suppose that there Just is none

avallable, and’ that people have come to accept that there are no bases

. for solubility;dispositiOns. In such a case, I suggest; they cannpt

‘regard it as a law that iron,dissolves.in sulphuric acid. For they

have no Justlflcatlon for supp031ng that the fact that iron: does

Y

dlssolve is backed up by ‘a law wh1ch ensures that it must dissolve.

v
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SuchhpeoPIe would‘he‘in the genuinely.Humean posltion of being-able to
give no justification for their belief'that the gégtrspeciﬁen of irono;
will dissolve. But if one does not believe that iron must (normally)

. oo, " [ ’ ’ ’ - .
dissolve when placed'in sulphuric aeid, ean-oneﬁassert that iron 15' -

soluble in sulphuric acid? I suggest that the answer to this question

is No, on the grounds that the 1dea of a law of some sort lies at the

bacﬁ of our concept Of,solubillty; certainly we have not been'able to
explain the concept without referring to a.law. é\\/[’\\>' 4

o)

©

2.3 ‘Capacities and dispositions

In The Concegg of Mind (1949) Ryle points out’thatfthe terma.,,v 4
s
' capac1ty" on the sone hand, and "tendency” or "llablllty" on the other,

‘are used in rather dlfferent ways. Th1s is true, and there are: plenty

-
-

of more subtle distinctions to be made. In the generél area of dis-
S _ o : . ’ ’ o

R : E N . o - yo |
positional concepts we find not only capacities, tendencies_and

) .‘ . ’ .'_ A - { - ‘ . ,. L - : N g
liabilities, but also abiliti€s, capabilities and competences; habits,

inclinations,‘predispositions,Qoroclivities, pronenesses and propensities; =

biases, 1ikelihoods,-botencies; nowers and susceptibilities. The

precise way in which theselterms differ“1n=meaning‘can mos t easily bé’

ascertalned by consultlng works such as Webster s D1ctionary of Synonyms,

rbut I shall only dlstlngulsh three main fam111es among these dlspositional

/

concepts. Flrst the 'liability famlly.: X has a liability to’ Y (is
subject to Y- 1ng, is susceptlble to Y- ing, etc. ) if (roughly) there are

~c1rcumstances c such that if: c obtaln then X Y s. Secondly there is

LA

'?f_i-"t;he tendenc& famxly X has a t:endency (propen31ty, proneness) to Y
if (roughly) there are’ c1rcumstances d such that unless d obtain, X Y 8.

Thus 1ron is liable to rust “hot air tends to rise. Grenades are liable

P

‘._ .
L A
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to explode;,the roots of plants tend to grow downwards. The‘differences
between these two fam111es of concepts are unimportant for my d1scussion
--both of these’ types of concept can be fitted into the\general scheme -
for dlsp031t10nal concepts:. . | » . '
MCRIEDRCE (53 (8) (kg < (cyt WytDDyt))) R
"The only drfference is 'that. in the case of a tendency concept we will
replace Wyt by n/Wyt, 80 that d w111 have the property S if and only 1f
it has a property k such that if. anythlng has k then, under normal
: cohdltions, if it is not Wd- it will D. | |
Capacrtles are not so easy to deal w1th ‘One sort of 31tuationvn
'where we say "X has the capac1ty to Y" is where there is no reason to jjv
- believe that it 1s 1mpossyb1e for X to Y Th1s’exp11cation gives "X
has the capaclty to Y"- the same meanlng as "It is p0331b1e for X to Y"
‘Thus if we are tryrng to’ llght a flre we may ask whether green ash -
abranches are capable of burnlng, ie. whether such branches can burn,
" and here we are Spec1a11y concerned to know whether there is a law' to
‘fithe effect-that 1f a match 1s applied the branches won't burn. 'If'we':'

. are sure that there is not such a law defeating our aim we say that it

bls p0351b1e for the- branches to burn, or that they are capable of

_,burnlng » -

-

However, I do not . th1nk that 1t-1s EEEElZ in this sense of

. capaclty" that we say that. someone has, say, the capac1ty to 1dentify
" fs when he comes: across- them ’ To say that someone _can identlfy fs would,

. usually be ‘to say that given sultable c1rcumstances he Will 4dentify fs,g
Aand not merely that there is no law preventing him frbm 1dent1fying fs

in those c1rcumstances But 1f we’ say th1s there seems to be nothing

iabout the capacrty to identlfy fs which d1stinguishes it from the :
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P

{

disposition to identify fs, where “dlsp081t10n" is understood in. @he way
I have explained above. "I think that this is largely. true: we speak of'
: a capacxtz here because 1dent1fy1ng involves being Elﬂﬁ_, and wherever
there is a standard of correctness or success 1nvolved we speak of

" capac1t1es rather than S1mp1yhof dispositions-or 1iabiIities. To say

that in circumstances ¢, X has the capacity to Y seems to be to say
that T:hg is in some sense‘an end or goal for X ‘or that we count Ying |
as a success and not- Ying as a fallure for. x. Thus we. might ordinarily
say that a material had a llablllty or. propens1ty to burn, but if we are,

spec1a11y concerned to 1gn1te it we are more 11ke1y to ask if it 1s

v capable of burning, 1f it can burn It is 81mp1y our interest in the

i

result R that makes us regard the disp031tion to R when Sd as a capacitz
“of the thing to- R when Sd In the case,of-identificatiOn we are almostf

inevitably interested in the lresult s1nce the question of whether ‘//7ﬁ

someone has the capacity to 1dentify fs is a matter of: whether he :

-

‘ performs correctly.’ We have a- practical 1nterest in.a person s liability'_

to be right about what kind of thlng something 1s, and that is why we

speak of the 11ab111ty as a capacity o - ' f R *{
There 1s, perhaps, another respect in which capac1t1es can be

distingu1shed from dlSpOSltlonS understood 1n the- general way I have
descrlbed above That is,'a thing is normally understood to have the

capac1tz to Y only 1f when Xd in. c1rcumstances C, something wlthin the

'thlng brings it about that Y: Thus a car has the capacity to’ do 70

.

m.p.h. only 1f when its accelerator is depressed in circumstances

-C '(Q = car on the open highway, engine running, etc )

vlts engine brings it about that it does 70. If, to adaptvDQn Locke's;?,—

(1973/4) example pres51ng,theﬁacCelerator happens_to'switch:on a giant

[ A
Vo

<
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~magnet severgl hundred yards away,band,‘as a result;’the car is ’.aﬁ
accelerated to 70 m.p.h., we would not say in virtue of that,‘that'the"

car had'the‘capacity to do 70. As Locke“points out, it is not_easy to

find a principle that will separate off‘cases of this sort from cases o
where weﬁwould say the cax‘had thefcapacity} For 1n a sense it is

someth;ng in . the car--the ferrous nature of its ch3831s and engine--"

, wthh ensures that'1t reaches ZO when the magnet is switched onl . .gﬁ

’Fortunately for our purposes 1t is of no- great importance where the 11ne S

is: drawn between cases where we would say the car had the capacity and-

where we would say it d1dn t have it. L s'd;'- ,L.JT ‘f-«Qf

Ty . . . : i

One further p01nt may be’ made about capacities and abilities

1 have been suggest1ng that "A has the capaclty to X"'means roughly that;lfflu

- SrE

A is such that there are c1rcumstances c such that if‘A is Yd 1n clrcum- ¥

":_'-." -

,'stances C then A w111 X. HOWever, we can t say that A is able to X 1f ‘

[N

it turn§ out’ that 1t is. 1mpos31b1e for A to be Yd or:if'CircumstanCes*»'

- C are 1mp0551b1e3to produce.- Thus we. could in a sense séy that a. new

powerful locomotlve can pull a traln at 500 m. p h if the train is

>

fitted w1th su1tab1e wheels and allowed to run on a suitable track

N

However,.the locomotlve”can-twin fact pull a train*at_SOO'm,p.h.'hecause'

it is impossible to manufacture wheels and track with the required.

dcharacteristics.d In cases like this we-say'"lt could’be donelln theory;«

but not in practice , the reason belng that the theory does not.. concern
“itself w1th the detalls of what is practically possxble From now. on I
| shall assume - when' speaklng of the d1sp081t1on to X when Yd in C that

: rtuls p0531b1e for C tolobtaln, and that lt iSupossible for XﬁtofheVde

» . . .
¥ - i

§

ln C. . ,‘. S :, .
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2.4 Human abilities ‘and natural powers

%

The capacities with Which wé’shall‘be conoernedbin discussiné
"concepts are capac1t1es possessed by human beings, and possibly by some

animals. “Now while it is plau51b1e to explain the 11ab111ty of salt to'

o [
°

dissolve when placed ih“water; or thevpower of a lighfed match to ignite
a pigce}ofbdry wood,‘in terms“of what ﬁill hapoen in ;ertaih circum-
stances, this‘sort of account‘is not‘quite so plausible-in the case of,
say, the ability of.a person to 9wim a certain'river;vor his-ability to

hit a bull s~ -eye at 50 yards. For although a person may have ‘the -

ab111ty to swim the river he may ‘have come to hate swimming s0 much that

"';in*gg circumstancesvwould he actually ‘swim. »Or.he may dislike firearms i

.}sodmuch-that.in no-circumStances will he fifebaggun.: To say that aylf -
.’person?has‘andability is.notvto say hejwill'performmthe action ifucertain o

f{Vcircumstahces obtain;vhut‘that he'willﬁdo,it;ff certain'circumstanCes:
iiébtain‘ggg‘heyis”suitably motivated.- Howeyer, this_does'not mean that
'?human‘ahilities cannot be“fitted'intolthe analysis of dispositions‘given
‘1ahoye; all it means‘is‘that in the case‘of humah ahilitieszwe shall:often»
f‘have‘to include agmotivation condition in\thelcifcumstances Chwithin
.which a. person w111 X 1f Yd I say Voften rather than."always" because

there are some human abilities that do not bring in a motivation

— ‘ 3

qondition.<.0ne such aBility that is relevant for our‘discusgion.of
. concepts is the ability to recognize things of a certain kind. JA'person

"has this ability if in su1table c1rcumstances (such as belng within

° .. . -8

g _v1sual rsnge of them in good light) he recognises things of this kind

when he encounters them One does not usually have to be specially

¢ v

motivated in order to recognize things, although tﬁu;e are cases where

Lo

©a person w111 not recognize things as of ‘a certain kind" unless he tries
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hard, concentrates, looks .at them from every angle, etc.
. T . ‘ ) . _ .
We saw that, as the terms are ordinarily,used, a thing M only has

the capacity or power or ability to do X if the bringing about of X .
- S ) ) ‘ ) - N ‘
" depends on the nature of M, or on what goes on inside M. One would not

naturally say that the‘car'which.onlyidoes 70 when propelled by a giant
magnet has, itself, the ability to do 70. A similar point can be made

about human abilities. We would not naturally say that a person has

'the ab111ty to rise into the air, on the grounds that he does regularly

rise into the air whén out with the410ca1 balloonlng club. - ‘,'v_ ¢

A few more points about human abilities « To say that a person P

has the ab111ty to. X, glven that Y’ obtalns in c1rcumstances C, is not \.

to say that P will invariablz X when Y obtains in circumstances C, even Vo

.s\ t \L

.granted that C includes an adequate motivation cond1t10n P hasithe»

“ab111ty to- shoot the apple off Q s head—-he does it almost every night

'as-part of hlS act~-but.thls 1s qulte compatlble with occas1ona1 fallure;

The p01nt here is b351ca11y the same’ as the poxnt that a substance can :
o

\be soluble even though it doesn t 1nvar1ablz dlssolve ' The‘only dif;

ference is that we,are.more llkely to be able to say wiat preyents the

"

substance frbh diséorYing.thanrwehare'to be:able to eay-yhateurevented ,
fvfrom shootinguthe aople off'Q's head on'particular occasions.‘ And in
'erther case ‘there 1s the 10g1ca1 p0551b111ty that no explanatlon will :_‘
~ever be‘found‘for ‘the failures. S - f;'e\;

~Then there is. the p01nt that for P to have the ab111ty to do X,

~given Y, it is not enough that P regularly Xs, given Y; for the'reg-
. » <« %
~ularity could be acc1denta1.' For P to have the ab111ty to X, given Y ‘

2

v S

-

1t mus t be the case. that the Xing depends ln some way on P's present

state, his past hlstory or his activity: in trying to do X. This point

>



&

_is connected Qith.the point that material implicat&on\will’not do aS'the
‘connective 1n‘stat1ng the regularity involved in the diSpOSition |
Material implication is qu1te adequate “for symb01121ng acc1dental reg-
_ulayities, whereas what is required is a.statement to. the effect “that

in su1tab1e_c1rcum3tances and given\P slconstitUtion, history, etc.,

Xing muét follow the occurence o he' case of a human ability,
—— L L ' . i i .

the fuIlee?ails ofrwhyix nuSt cur, givean are 11kely to be enormously
'complext;,ibrobably far more.so'than ‘the caSe of dispositions such as -
soldbility ~but this is 1rre1evant to the analy:1s t For practicall |
purnoses:ne}assume that where a regularity persists_bver a-period of

time this can't be just an accident, and that is sSurely a feasonable ..
Lme 1§ € jus \ urely a. €

“assumptiony -

2.5 Di%gosition~manifesting event concepts

lﬁ this section,I want to discuss a particular group of concepts; o
.with#afview to avoiding unnecessary confusions latEr‘on..-Consider again'
the standard case of solubility We are 1nc1ined to say that sugar 18 o

L

soluble inbwater on the grounds that it normally dissolves when placed

-5

*4
in water, but there 1s a problem here about what counts as dissolving..

It is gmw31ble to. place a fine 1nsoluble powder 1n a 11qu1d aqd for the; f

N . \v
,powder 50 go into suspenSIOn in the liqu1d w1thout dissolﬁing 1t looks

d is‘. -

jenon is of a. different sort. They want to say this partly because
rone c%ses (suspen51on) the substance can be retrieved by filtration,
W I .

.whereas”in other cases (dissolving) it cannot Further,'we now have
& . :
: ‘ﬁy £
i
some understanding of the physical reasons for the differences in the A

'v,tfwith various liquids. Only certain

i‘y certain sorts of substance will
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go into suspension. Given sufficient.knoyledge of,chemical struégure -
and so on we can say that the_ﬂﬁsappearance of a powder in a liquid is or
is net:a'case of e@ssolving, and can:go on to exhlain that it is a matter
of whet sort of sebstance it is and how it interacts‘w;th the liquid. It
is only if it is a subétancebof a particular chemical EOrt which inter-
echs wi;h Ehe liquid in a particular wa; that we can eay that its dis-
appeerance in the liquid is a?case of dissol?iné. Thus "éiSSolying" is
not for Ehe ehemistfe straightfofwé;d event tergEHie.JE’E\term»which is
eniy eppiied vhen e.particuiar sort of event dtcure es a result of, or ash
a manifestaeion of; a particnlar dispositionai~bese?v "Diéappearing“; on -
\Ehe,bther hand,.ig:a'straightferwarq event term. |

'Now wherevervne havera disposition to'X when Yd we eaniintroﬁﬁte'

'

Ca d1spos1tlon-man1fest1ng event concept K such that Aa thlng Ks if and

; only'if it Xs as a result of a digposition to X when Yd. Thus if a thing
on someQQCCaSion'Xs when'Yd,'bnt has no settled disposition to X when Yd,

)

we' will ndt'sey itehas-Kdgb_Similarly there<is'the'possibi1ityvﬁhat a’

thing‘which has\the"dispositiqn to*X when Yd, on océasion Xs when Yd just

by chance, and not as. a manlfestatlon of its dlspos1t10n to X when Yd

- »
-

In this sort of case, too, we: shall not allow that the Ehlng has Kd

S
.

One way in: Whlch d1sp051tlon-man1fest1ng event concepts arise is

the f0119w1ng: We notlce a regularlty of the form "Whenever fs are Yd

~.in cirCumsfencesackthey X". Here Y and X will normally be straight- . mv

,forward eVent cdneepts. We.establlsh that certaxn things in certain

s
3

: c1rcumstances have the d1sp051t10n to X when Yd but on occasion some-

thlng wlthout thls d1sp081t10n happens to X when Yd Now we wan;_to'
dlst;ngulsh*between this" sort of X;ng and the sort'which is a manifes--
“tation of a settled.disposition to X when Yd, and so we introduce the



y

I'd

disoosition—manifestinv event concepc K. ihus even 1f we 1gnore the
\ .

dlfference between, e.8., dlssolvlng and g01ng into. suspen31on we'
will not want to say that a __x case of a thlng dlsappearlng when placedQ

in a llquld counts as 'dlssblv1ng' CIfa substance known to be 1nsol—
uble in water disappears when placed in water, thls wlll not be suff1c1ent f
for us to say that it has dlssolved "Dlssolv1ng" is reserved for thlngs
whlch are known to have the d159051t10 to dlsappear when placed in a |
llquld, In the case of othey dlsappearances we should Simply call
'themv"dlsappearances". ‘

ferhaps a different sort of example will help‘to make!thé point -
clearer. Iragine two machines which leok like desk calculators. ﬁaéh‘
has a keyboard with numerical and other arlthmetlcal 51gns 1nscr1bed on
‘ the keys'. We press the keys marked"S' '+'vand '8' ln\that order, on
Y‘.each machine, w1th the result that the number '13' llghts up in the :
'wlndow of each maphlne. Now both machines have produced the right ;
answer to the add:Lt:Lon 8 + 5 =7 but it is not yet clear whether ghéy B
' have both performed the addltlon of 8 + 5. Suppose‘onelof’the machines-.t

is a normalfcalculator——ln 1ts case we are likely

in,saying that'it performed an addition;':Butvsuppose't at‘inside‘the#
other machlne is a largely random arrangement of components whlch only
OCCa51onally and by chance produces correct results when the keys arg
pressed.~ In thls case, 1f ‘the correct answer was produced purely by
'chance, I do not thlnk that we would say that the machlne had added 8 and

Tne reason for tth can be expressed by saylng that we do. not speak
'of ag_;ng unless the machlne has a- settled dlspOSltlon to get the

~ answers to arlthmet1Cal _problems rlght Addlng is an event concept, but

it'is a dlsp051tlon-man1fest1ng event. concept without the dlsposl ion
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v

the broduétion of the right answer does no£ count as adding.

Concepts 6f‘this sort ére perhaps not very numerous; I mentioﬁ
them because one of t@e concepts I discuss later, namely Judgement,
appears “to be.a concept .of this sort. The Special diffiéﬂ}ty involved

in the explanation of these concepts is that such explanations are liable

to seem circulaf:,"For example, we are inclined to say that a substance

is soluble in water if it is disposed to dissolve in water

, but then we
o ‘

[

realize‘that we can hardly say that the stuff dissolves unless we can

. $ n A

already. say that it has the disposition. Or in the case of addition we
, > & a »

want to-say that a machine has the capacity to add, but'thenfwe realize

I

‘that we can't say it adds unless we can already attribute to it the

capacity we are trying to explain. In these cases the thing to do is to
‘define the disposition-manifesting event concept in terms of the dispo-

Ky -

- sition, which then itself must be defined in terms of a straightforward
¢ ) ' s 7 :

event concept; in ghe cases above the relevant event concepts are

Disappearing and Producing the Correct Answer.

In this chapter I have tried to give'é'generai account of what
L A v ‘ - _
'capacities“and'disﬁd@i;ions are, or, more exactly, what is involved in

W

having capécities;and disﬁositions. The main points relevant to my 5

a-

discussion of cbncepts in the folldwing chapters can be summarized as -

followsﬂ

o

Having a cépacity involves”having a disposition, in the technical
“sense of ”dispdsitionv.that}I’have been empléﬁidg.f-tht distinguishes

capacities from other dispositions is that in the case of capacities

there isﬂsome‘standafd of success or correctness involved, so 'that having

the.cépacity istnot just to have.the disposition to X when Yd, but to be
disposed to@gei something right, or to bevﬂisposed to succeed in doing

!
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something, given the right circumstances. In some cases where we use the

term 'capacity' the standard of success or correctness may lie in the

background, as when we say that sbmethgng is capable of burning, but it

A

is there nonetheless. N
@\

v

Capacities, then, can be regarded as a species of disposition..
A person, thing or substance has a disposition to X when Yd if he or it

is such that if Xd he or it must Y. It is something that is involﬁed‘in
. : S

the nature of the person, thing or substance which ensures that when Xi'

and this 'someﬁﬁing' I have referred to as the base of the
oL . _ E -
dispofition. What ensures . that the car will do 70 is the nature of its

NEe .
i

. ; I
; ; : v 4 . . : .
engine; what ensures that salt dissolves in water is its jonic structure;

and so on. I have taken the:conneqtion between base and disposition to.

be a logical one, such that if a thing has the base it folloéé logically

that it will Y when Xd; thus nothing will count as an adequate description

of the base of a substance's solubility unless”it follows from that

description (together with whatever laws and theories aaxé involved in
giving the descri7£ion) thaf-substances of that sort will disappear when

placed in.certain liquids. We may simply- 8ay that the base of salt's

solubility lies in its molecular structure, but this is to say that salt

" has a structure (perhaps unknown) ‘such that if any substance has that

structure it follows that it will dissolve when placéd‘in water.

Turning:ﬁoy'ﬁoethe cgpécitie; that are involved -in having concepts
two, questions érisef Firsf) what érqlsuch capaéities éapacities for?
Secondly, whéf are tbé bases of the céﬁaéifies,'or in‘virtue of'what‘doe;
q~pérson have the conceﬁt;al cépaci;ies;he doés‘have? I t;y té answer
thése ﬁuestions iﬁ ChaP§efs‘3‘and 4, N !

. ..,



CHAPTER THREE

* CONCEPTS AND RECOGNITION Qi”\

3.1 Having concepts as _a necessary conditjpn for recognition
' o) . /yv . \

‘1 referred in Chapter 1 to H. H, Pr1ce s view that to have a

east to have the capacity ofvrecognizingrinstances if and

o

concept is at

dfen they are observed. Price holds that being ablezto recognize fs is a

necessarx conditign of having the concept F, but he seems doubtful abQUt

!

whether it is-a sufificient conditlone’on the grounds that something élse

v

_appears to be necessjry, i.e. the ability to thlnk,about fs when. they are

\

- «

" absent.
¢ i . ‘ . e ) s ) “ B '
Let us look first at the claim that being able to recognize fs if
and when‘EheyFare observad, is a necessary condition for having the
R . . T ’ . * ' . :

hat naturally comes to mind is that the "if

3

concept F. One objection
and whenAthey~are obserVed",clauée is too strong. It is not contradictory a
to say that a person has the concept Dog, yet 1n certain c1rcumstances is

'_unable to,recognize a dog as a dog when he observes 1t. For example, he
A ] : o : o i
may"observé the_dog at a great distance3 or through a mist. 1In general,

he may not be .in a s01tab1e 2031t10n to recognlze the dog which he

observes.. Then agaln, the person may have somethlng wrong with his eyes,

i

he may be dazed or‘drunk OT‘JUSt~nOt paylng enough attention to what he

PR
)

observes. In general, he may not be in a suitable state to recognize the
dog which he observess ' -

In fact 1 do not think that these points constitote real objections .
ko Price's account.. Price doesn't claim that anyone with the concept Dog

Willvfecognizeﬁdogs when he observes  them; he only claims that a person -

" who has the,concept will be able to recognize dogs when he observes them.
. . . _ - . - S

¢
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Now to claim that someone is able to recognize dogs when he observes them

3

need not, according to my account of abilities in)thé;previous chapter,
AN
R o/

involve any more than claiming that there are circumstances such that if

the person is in those circumstances then-he will recognize dogs if he
observes théﬁ.: The fact that someone is dazed, foruinétance, doesn't.

mean that he has no abflity to recognize dogs when he observes them; it

means only that he may not recognize a dog so long as he is in that state.

In short, failure to recognize a dog when one observes it--whether or not

an explanation is ayailablé fof.the-failuré--is quite cbmpétiﬁle with
having the abilityAto_recbgnize dogs wﬁeﬁ one observes them. (Compare
my discussion in the previous Chapter, pp. 44 aﬁd 59) . Hence it is no
objectién,tq Price's account Fo point»out‘thét a person yith the concept
Doé may on occasion fail t§ recogniée'é dog when he obsgrveélpne; 

A real dvif’ficul_ty-lwith his account does °a3fis¢ from the: reference
to observation in the phrase "if and‘wben;thgy are:ob§érvédﬁi4 Two- sorts
. of.case are relevant hefé: firSt,iéasgs whé?e.a~;ersén'h;5'tﬁé,cé?cept
F bgt.ié never able to reéogniz€>f§ wﬁen he observéS‘ﬁhem; and,'sécondly?
cases where a person”haé the'concept‘F, b;tmfs'are jusf éot tﬁe sort.of.
thing that can be observed. A good ek#mple of the first sort of case is .
provided byﬂﬁrmsén‘(l955/6,'p. 261), .Most of ‘us have the c6nceét‘MiddIe‘
C, bﬁt'few of us‘arg able to.rgcognize instangeé of this note‘when.we
hear 'it. On1§ tﬁose'with perfe¢§ pitch céq recognize instances of notes.
when_theylébserve them; thevreét‘of;us have‘to idéntify notes by other'
means, sﬁch asAcomparing‘the.hpterwithﬁa sfandérd note emitted by a |
tuning fork, or heasuring’the freqﬁencyﬂof the gqrrespondihg sduﬁd wave,
etc. An equally good exampie wéﬁld be provided by.the Conceptipousin. -

RS

In this case no one can recognize instances when he observes them, since
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n..”\

- the criteria for f being a couéin are not observable characteristics of

fs. . A . .

’

The second sort of case I refefred‘to, where‘fsvare,just not. the

sort of thing that can be observed, might be\illustfated by examplés such

N

as Electron, Knowledge, Complex Number. It may be argued, of course, thét
. o o o

in a.sense one can observe electronms in cloud chambers, and that one can
‘ ‘;\' . ’ ' : N ' . - : \\. T " . } .
observe knowledge in the way a:man handles questiops, but I think it is
: ‘ : o ! S

fair to say that such moves involve stretching the notion of observation
ES _ gt

cthiderably}//One can't observe electronsin the.wéz one' can observe

: _ o
’ . : & el / .
dogs, and theré are detailed reasons for this. ElectronsJ in so far as

.

one can speak of their size at all, -are too small td be olserved with the "

‘naked eye, but they are not like redubldoh"cells which cah be observéd' .

with a microscope or viruses that can be observed with dn electron

microscope. The nature of electrors is su y interact in such

x
~

a way with the means of detecting them that one can ot speak of observing
“them in the way one can speak of observing maéroscop'c'objects. 1 do not

- o "o 3 : I .
wish to go further into the question of what things can -be said to be

observed in which ‘senses of '"observe';: I oply wish to draw attention to

o

cases where having the concept F can't be.said to involve the-ability to
recognize fs when they are observed, if "obéerve” means what it means_ih
"he observed an elephant on the bank of the river".

4

" What we have egtabiiéhéd so far is that being able to regoghi?e,

. instances of a concept through. observing them is not always a necessary’

condition for having the concept.: fWhethér it is a necessary condition

;depenas Qﬁ the ,concept in questionF-in the case of concepts: such .as Dog

it seems that Brice is quite correct in saying that it is'a neceésary

~condition). Od“the'bther hand 1 think a good case can be made out for
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.saying that reeognizing through observation that something is.of’a certain .
Kklnd is always a sufficient c0nd1t10n for hav1ng the relevant concept. »‘l).
If we start w1th the preSently vague idea that to have the concept F is to
know what it is tor things to be ts, then it.does seem that if one
'recognizes,(orfis}able‘to reeogn;ze)’that a thing is an f‘through
observingbit he must have the”concept~F,"For.if hevoid not‘haVe.the

Y

conoept,'if_he did not know what it is for a thing,topbe an f,\how could-

he recognlze that it is an f?

+

Several thlngs might be sa1d by way of objection to the v1ew that
'recognlzlng involves hav1ng concepts,‘and 1 must deal w1th them before

L) N X
‘going on. _ : S

'_(1) It might be,said that an animal or a Very young child does

not know what it is for- ‘a thlng to be a cup or-a chair, yet it may be "

l
" !

able to recognize cups and cha1rs when it comes across them This is‘no ‘
~doubt true,’but at the same timefone muSt,admit that there is‘a_difference
“between'a_child!spbeing able to recognize cups and a child's being able

to recognize that things are cups. We say that an infant is able to -

’recognialeaces,,cups, feeding bottles, etc.'as'soon as‘its‘behaviour

these things afe‘famlllar to it, as soon, that 1s, as the

e -

nd in a predlctable way whén these th1ngs appear, and

-

child comes to r

. is no longer either surprised by or 1nd1fferent to thelr appearance -
: . ; b
Urmson’ (1955/6) points out that a baby recognlzes its mother long before

it -recognizes her as™his mother, and the same point - can be made about

klnds of things’ which -the baby recognizes. It is able to recognize human

- . 1

fv01ces, for 1nstance, long before 1t is able to recognlze that certain‘

sounds are human voices. The dlfference here is not really in the sense
+ :
of "recognition'; it is a dlfferente in what is recognized The baby is
- ‘ - .

et
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able to recognize things, or}klnds of thing; the older child is able to
recognize that.things have a certain identity, or that things are of
certain kinds.‘ It seems reasonable to say that it is only the second ///

kind of recogn1t10na1 ab111ty ‘that 1nvolves the posses51on of conce ts.

If a chlld«can recognlze that things are cups wveant'to saygth t he has

"1 do not

the concept Cup, but of the “baby who can only recognlze cup

th1nk we want to say-— that 1t has the concept Cup The ,fference between

the two ab111t1es has to do w1th’the fact that if a ild can recognize

’ that thlngs are. cups he ‘can’ make judgements ahpdt/whether or. ndt'they’aré
— / ) ’ .

cups, he’ can be rlght or ‘wrong in c1a531fyﬁng them as cups, whereas if : P

. ’ - / -

he merely has the’ ab111ty to recognlze cups nothxng is 1mpl1ed about/hﬁg///a

/

- ——

,.-'/ ’ - L

\\\\\3Eiiiii\ii judge,. or C13531EX\°T be-rlght or wrongtltf/fif,ﬂﬂei?Et.. S

acqulred any standards by which‘he can make judgements Thdsfif we are -

k]

.to say that hav1ng a recognltlonal capacxtyvlnvolves hav1ng a concept we .

" must make it clear that what we mean is that to have the capacity to

= et

recogn1ze that (or whether) thlngs are fs 1nvolves hav1ng the concept F.

¢

The other c1a1m that to have the capacity to recognlze fs involves
[ . rd

hav1ng the concept f, seems 1ndefens1ble.
(2) A second ObJeCtlon to the view that hav1ng recognitional .
ab111t1es involves hav1ng concepts is- the follow1ng Suppose it is ° ':

agreed that ‘a certaln set of- characterlstics m, n,..i. is typlcal of fs 4‘

and of nothlng else,,but that hav1ng these characterlstlcs 1s no part of -

the cr1ter1a for a- th1ng being an f That 13, the fact that fs are
typically m, n,., has ‘been discovered through experience, and the fact
: 28 : :
has not, for whatever reason, been 1ncorpotated 1nto our understanding ¢
: * o

of what it is to be an-f. Suppose for example, that fs are a certain

klnd,of'sunspot, def1ned by the precise type of nuclear process which is
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going on at that point on the sun's surface. Sunspots of this type’

astronomers call Q-dipolar sunspots, and they can be identified in ways
| \ : - ) e

known only to astronomers. For reasons which remain obscure such sun-

spots, and only such sunspots, are found to have a certain shape and to

- . ) L3 : : . :
fall within a certain range of size. It is not at all clear to

astronomers that this must be so; it is just,a contingent fact'that it is

" so. leen this 51tuat10n, an astronomer can easxly recognize that &

.

sunspot 1s a delpolar sunspot 31mp1y by looklng at 1t, slnce he knows

that, as a matter of contlngent fact, all and. only such - sunspots have

certaan v1sual tharacteristics, But now it may be sa1d that a layman,1
too, can recognlze that sunspots are Q d1polar, so long as. he has ‘been -

’told by an astronpmer that 511 and only sunspots of a certain size and‘

shape are Of*thls k1nd. The astronomer can ask the layman to’ go through

, 3pi1es of photographs of: the sun, and to pxck out for further study only

those whlch show Q- dlpolar spots, and it wlll be said the layman can do

this because he. cln recognlze tHat k1nd of. spot.‘ On’ the other hand it 1s o

: surely true that wh 1e the layman does perhaps have a concept of a sun-_

. °

spot w1th a certaln 51ze and shape he does not have the concept Q Dipolar

i

Sunspot.s S ,,,,, the argument goes, he can recognlze 1nstances without

i -.E°»

having the concept.

‘Let us look more closely at whatels happenlng in this example'ﬁt

k4 \ . ¢
@ ¢ . . .

. The layman is certalnly able ‘to recognize whether a sunspot is of a

‘e °

certaln s1ze and shape-» He is. also able to recogntze that a. sunspot is_

N . K 9

VOf a klnd that the astronomers label "Qldlpolar" But that is the. limit ,‘":

of. hls ab111ty The astronomer has a- further ability, i e: he can tell
not only whether a Spot 1s of the sort whlch-astronomers label "Q dipolar"f
”but whether a spot 1s Q d1polar,,that is, whether 1t has certain esoteric

r -



physical characteristics. We may conclude fron‘this‘that "A is able to
recognize whether'things‘are fs" is ambiguous -in that it may or may not

be replaceable by "A is able to recognize whether things are correctly
called lfs'".‘ If the first statement is replaceable by the second therev
is no guarantee that A has the concept F, but if it is not so replaceable,
then 1 think we must concede that A has the concept F. .From now on I

bshall take it for granted that in speaking of the "ability to recognize
] .

whether thxngs are fs", we mean this in the strong sense in which the
phrase 15 not translatable 1nto "ability to- recognizerwhether things are'—*
fcorrectly called f l"‘ q’ | | -
| \£3)- A third obJection to the u1ew that havlng certain recogni-

tional capac1ties is suff1c1ent for having certain concepts is one hinted o

fat by Price, i.eh,'the obJectxon that it-is not enough to be. able to
recognize things in thelr presence--one hus t also be able to thinK>of
:them»in thelr absence. However,v1tris‘not at all clear that:these two'
‘conditions are independent" ifhe criterion-for someone thinking about fs

must surely inyolve that he can recognize whether things are fs; for _

otherwise we would havefno~reason for saying'that;it was of gg'thatlhe _'

rthought.: On the other hand if someone can‘recognize whether things’are
- N o . . . .

fs then 1t ‘seems that he can also be mistaken about whether things are st

: In such cases he thlnkS that he recognizes an f-although fs are absent

'recognize fs in presence mnst

S

.fIn thlaﬁgense at least, someone who can
pé able to 'think bfﬁfhem'in absence'. Other: cases where one . thinks
aboht fs‘inlabSenceJ, such as.imagining”fs,,or hoping for fs;'would need‘

more extended discussion, but 1 think that in all these cases we will

A

vhave o grounds for saying that a person can _think of gsbin absence'

B unless;he'canl'recognize them-in presence -‘:Myﬂreply t0'this third

» 13 .
% A a 3 :

’



E
objection is- then that the 'ability to think in absence' criteripn for

5 ) . ' ' o
having a concept is notuindependent“of the 'ability to recognize in

resence' criterion, and that there is therefore, no reason to- suppose’
P » P

7

that the’recognxtlonal capaclty is not suff1c1ent for hav1ng the * ‘concept.

3.2 The necessary conditions for recognition

‘,Having'eliminated‘these objections we maylaSSune with more

confidence that if 4 person recognizes‘that,a-thing'ig'an f, thenfhe has
the . concept f; The‘next part of'mykinvestigation is planned“in the
bf'ol'lowing“way:' o ERIEEEE o

I start from the assumptlon bhat hav1ng the concept F is a necessary
L ) e

condrt;on for. recognizxng that a thlng is an f. I then 1nvestigate,

'rthout_reference to the-notlon of a concept,iwhat_the necesSary-'”‘

: condltions are for recognizing that,a thing'is‘an f. .wﬂén all the nec- ;

,essary condrtlons have been enumerated it should be clear whlch of them

corresponds to the notlon of hav1ng the concept F - Or, of course, it

’may turn out that some part of one of these necessary condltions, or some
. .;»'. :

conJunct1on of them, rs.equ1va1ent to"having the concept" The point is

: \

that given (1) a rough understandlng of “hav1ng the concept"’

2% (2) the fact that having the concept 1s avnecessary condition
'of recoénltion, and o

(3) a 11st of the nece3sary conditlons of recognitiOn, it :
7.shou1d be possible to 1dent1fy falrly prec1se1y what is involved in.;

hav1ng the concept F ‘At the begrnnrng of such an enterprlse there can

N

be no guarantee that it will succeed, sincé eve 1f_a‘set of_necessary
and sufficient conditions can' be:‘f-w_r\d for rec‘\oé'{izing that a th_ing. is
an f, it may not be clear which of ‘them should be identified with X

i



713

Qf’bn,f.c : o , ) S ' LT

\

" vaguely understood notion of having the concept F. On the other hand, it

may become quite clear which of the‘necessary conditions is involved, and

in that case the success of the investigationhwill justify the’mannergof

3

approach.

My aim, then, is to enumerate the necessary condltxons (and hence

. the sufflcxent condit1on) for recogn121ng that a thing, d, is an f, and
( .

in thlS section I shall dlscuss ~one partlcular sort of case, i. e.,'

1suallz recognlzlng that someth;ng is of ‘a certa1n kind. Slmilar points
! N
could be made about- recognltlon by means of the other senses, and later 28

-~ shall remove the restriction that the cases we consider are cases of .

recognition by means of the senses.
"To ‘take a concrete example: .what is involved in visually recog-

‘nizing that something'is a'bear? It-might,beLsaid that‘two conditions
L 9

j must-hold*: (1) 1f P recognxzes that somethlng is.a bear then that thing

mus t be ‘a bear.. One can't recognlze that a t1ger is-a bear thohgh in

pecullar conditlons one’ might see a tlger as a bear The other condition,v?

L -

\1t mxght be sa1d is (2) the thlng mus t look 11ke a bear to the recognizer,-

or. the recognlzer must see it as a bear Someone who put forward these
: s . : ' ‘
two cond1t1ons for recognlzlng that somethlng is a bear might emphasise :

thatiretognizing is_nOtfa mentaI event or a state of’mind. If the'thing

- 1s not a bear then you don't recognize that it is a bear whatever your g

. [

state of mind. On the -other hand, it might bé‘said, reéognizing includes‘
a mental state,or évent . When someone recognlzes a bear it seems that
’somethlng happens in or to hlm How things look to h1m changes when he

recognlzes that the an1ma1 is a bear

s

“*Fleming's (1957) articie.is,an‘eXample'of such a view. .



<.~ 1 want now to eonsider this. account of‘reeeénizing. Its first
elaim, that recognizing_that a thing d is an\f.inyolves d'e being an f,
SEeme uncontroversial.' its second claim;~that”recognizing that d is an
_f invelves seeing u as~an.f,\1‘§ant_to dtscuss in detail, and then thete

*

will be the final question of whether these two conditions are jointly
sufficient for recognizing that d is an f.

- The obvious‘déy of showing. that visual recognition involves

seeing-as would be to demonstrate that if P does not see -d as an f, then

- .
- [l

P does not visually recognizeﬁthat d is an f. ‘COneider a cese'where

' someone {dentifies.an animal as a beat ;ithoutAseeing’it’ae a bear. Fo:ﬁ_
example,-the animal ;ige long way ewayfend isvmoviné‘in_aaeutioue way
-because it hes.been inguted.' It dnesn;txlégg liﬁe’a_bear‘et ali; but we
know it is because of information that we’haVé~received;ftqp.e relieble‘
sourcel' Try as-we mey;ue can't see thie shepe’as a“bear; even.though we
recognlze that the anlmal before ud is the bear Klein shet yesterday. Int"
:‘ cases of thls sort there 1s.recogn1t10n, but the.element of seelng~as is
nissing. vBut, the argument :uns, it'is inwprecisely sueh cases"that we‘
.’can't sueak df vf%ualﬁreeoﬁnitiOn."If-we‘cen't.see the.animal.es'e beet,
'1f 1t doesn t look like ; bear to us, then ‘we can 't be said ‘to reciﬁﬁ?té@@

v1sua11y that it is a bear. It is the removal of the seeing-as element
i R “ - . . T,

whith disqualifies>the case‘as a case of visual recognition;‘henee, it

.

v

maf'be said;'seetng—aé iggganegessery ebnditinn of uisual gecognitiont

Now although- thle argument may‘seem plaustble "there is, I~think
a nlstake in it. | What we must grant is that if somethlng looks unlike an
.‘f to us, ue,cannot be said to recognize visually that‘it is. an f (though
.we may reallze that it is an f or 1dent1fy it as an f). But the argument‘

now moves from the tatement "If d looks un11ke an f then d is not

.
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|
Viéua1>y recognized to be an f" to "If“d'is visually rgcognized to be an
f then d looks like an\f"i. However, this simply doesn't f&llow: .all
that we can validly deduce from the first statement is "If d,ié visualiy
recognized to be an f then(d:does not look-unlike-aggf". But from the

0 ‘ h .
fact that d does not' look-unlike-an-f to someone we cannot conclude that

it looks like an f to him. There are at least two ways in which it can

be false that d looks unlike an f:to P. One is that d looks lik;-an f to

P, but another is that d doesn't look any way to P, because P can see

clearly what d is. If someone sees a chair iﬁ“broad‘daylight and ;

£y
visually recognizes that i;bis a chair,.it is at least arguable that he

doesn't see it as a chair, since he couldn't see it as anything else. I

G

shall:look at this sort of argument in the next paragraph; my aim,in‘fhis

paragraph was to show that the argument sketched above, which purports to

show that seeing-as is a necessary condition .of visual recognition, -is

not formally valid. It only seems to be valid if.we can -assume that the

Y

only possible negation of "d looks unlike an f to P" is '"d looks like an:

'

to carry ¥

We now need to look more closely at the possibility that visual,

B

recognition’ does not involve seeing-as. 'Suppose someone tells Winston to

f to P",

go into the next room and bring the book which is on the table.- Winétdn

-goes into the room, sees the table, and without hesitation takes the book

o

“from it. - Now he must have recognized that a certain piece of furniture

P o <‘a

in the rgom %as a ‘table, since.otherwise:hé'wouid hardly have been able -

- <‘-f/f/" :

*ﬁgéiinstruétiohs_without‘hesitatioﬁl - But- in .ordinary - .
circunfstances such as these it is hard to see what could be meant by the

statement "Winston sgw the table as a table". This statement suggests

that he ﬁight'have,seenbit as sbméthing'else, but what else could he have"

-



o : L .
seen it as? By contrast, "He recognized that it was a table' doesn't

suggest that he might‘have recoénized~that it was something else.

Let us look more closely/g; some: cases where it can properly be

said that P sees d as an f.

A - ~ . v
(1) P sees d,ud is a g rather than a f, but P would judge d to -~

be ah-f were he reqdired to judge what it is from looking at it. This is

.themstaedara sdft of case_where d doesn'tilook like anAf; or'dopsnftiloek
like an f to P. For example, d is a dead tree uhichzin the mget lboks
1iké a r;zan, or which in P's drunken state looks like a man to him.

(2) P sees d, dis a g‘reeﬁer than an f, andfié.he didn't know o .

A
- A
N &

better P would judge d to be an f were‘he required to judge what it‘?g o

’

from looking{at it. This is the case of someone who experiencea an

s

illusion whlle knowxng that it is an 111u31on He see& the lxnes‘of the .
Muller Lyer drawing as unequal in the sense thac he wgﬁld from lpoking

at them judge them to be'unequal rf he dxdn t know that they were equal

(3} P sees d, d is an f, and al:bough in, present condittons P

- -

mlght be expected to")udge frow lookxng at’ 1t that d *s a g, in fact

"uere he requ1red (o*Judbe, P uould judge from lookxng at it that’ 1: is an

. . N 3
-3 IR .

Th‘s s rt of case so::ae*mes arxses in. psycholog1¢al experiments on

perception. Suppose tbat P. has been exposed to the sgrt of experiment ,
where a trapéztum ;; made‘ac_appear_a§ a'rectangle:seen fr0m an ghgle. .
o o S B TR Ut =0 L SIS S .
Aftera while, let us suppose, P learns to recognize-jrapezia in the

. circumstances of &he-experiment,'eqé-hcplonger aistakes.ték:;fbr
rectangles.  New in the second stage of ‘the expefﬂaent P is asked to

~ .observe ¢, which is a rectanEIEfséeb ‘rc~ an angle “In the “circumstances’, .

£3
[

"P might.ﬁéll'bé exbeeﬁeé;tcfjﬁage; frOf' “xkaﬂg at d that it 1a:a‘

'\__/\

. :
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. : . o \ .
trapezium (he might well be expectéd to see it as a trapezium); but

o

suppose it turns out that, w‘ére he asked, he would j\udge from looking ‘at
* it that it is a rectangle. If this happened I think we Qéuld describe

wiljg situation as one in which, rather surprisingly, P sees a rectangle as
B ot . . . I . \.\; \
a rectangle. - ' - s e

.

(4) P sees d which is both an f and a- g, and P-would judge it to -

. pe an f 1f requ1red to Jgdge what it is from look1ng at 1t‘ For examp}e,
d is .an ornamental ashtray whose.ashtray_functioﬁ is not immediately %
;é;l 653ious:, Someone, not;knowing aﬁdul Such things, obsérves d for the firgt
. ,cjéggk Were he asked what % ;s he’vould/éé& it is ‘an ornament. Here it
. @ Fo . - :
wpuldzﬁe“feasohab}e to say that he saw/it as an'ornament, and gerhaps glgg'

that he visually recogniéed that it

s an'ornamgntﬁ However, objects
such as this are clgarl§ thé exceptjon rather than the rule,'

'The common thread running t.rough these four types of’qase"of
seeing d as an f is ;b;:‘ih;each/case P 1s'dispo§ed to judge that d ié'an

/

f rather than a g (or he Qould 5e so diSposed if he didn't know better

-(EaSe 2)). The conc1u51on to be drawn is that "P sees d as an f" requires
‘a contextyln whlch for one reasoh or another it m1ght have been expected

that' P would see d aS‘somethihg else,:gf Where there is ng such contex

6

it fcesn't make sense:to say that P sees d as an f. _Note that this i
) . 7 . - R : ‘
© matter of a®statement not making any sense, and not merely a matter

3 N . \
. . . . .

. statement being weaker than another,which could just.as truly have

. asserted, and being for that reason incorrect. Cases of this latfer sorf'
: ‘ ‘ ) - g e

are common enough: Suppose I own three yachts. They are at anchor side

Q-

by side in the bay. I point to one- of theﬁjéﬂ}‘Saya"That fach is mine".
This statement makes sense énd'is\truef but it is misiéadi@8< n the

L

\ circumstances, since the stronget statement "All those Yacj7é are mine"
. = . QJ*.._A' . ‘ N . ’ ) N ’
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would have been equally true. It could be'argued along ‘these lines that

* it is wrong to say that P sees d as an f in circumstances where P

Van

. i
recognizes that d is an f, even though it is true that he sees d as an @;

However, this is not the argument that I have been presenting. According

to my argumernt the whole point of the '"seeing-as" construction is to say ,

‘that P saw d in a particular way, and a presupposition of this making

" sense is that P.might not have seen d in this way. It is a case like

"P sold his yacht", which‘only makes sense if P owned a yacht.
Finally, however,/kheredis a twist in ;his tale. 1 have insisted

~that it only makes senéé to -say that sees d.as an f if the context is

one in which P might not have seen d as an f£. But there is one particulat

kind of context'w ch I have not mentioned namely, the context in which

/ . v
ceptxon and’ vecognltlon are being dlscussed from a scientlfic or - .

pélcal éoxnt of view, and in partlcular when the dlffereﬁoe between
1y oerceytion‘and_lnfant perception, or between human perception and

~animal perception is under discussion. Presumably an infant can't see
\,\ . * .

that a table is a table because it doesn t know what tables are, it is
not yet famlllar';uth the classification” of obJects 1nto kinds- Nor i%

1t lxkely that a mouse can see that a shoe is a shoe when it is before
N . ) 9 . 4

its eyes. Thus if we are cons1der1ng the d1fferences between infant (or

il . “

animal) perception,,and'nbrmal adult human petrception we may quite - .-

sensibly say that while the infant John sees the table and the mouse - sees

T A . '

the shoe;_John's fathet'sees the table as a tahle'andathe shoe as_a shoe.

e Thus ngen the’ context of a phllosophlcal or psychological discussion

¢

: about perceptlon, it makes sense to 'say ‘that when an adult Tecognizes that

\ ®

something is a table he sees it as a“table. But'the phrase ''sees as' is .

.

still playing its normal role here.‘“It.ﬁs beiné used to draw attentian.

“«
<

K]
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to the fact . that although John's father would judge the thing to be a

- table, he might not have done. Eor not every perFeiver_in his position

L

would be inclined to judge: that the thing was a tabie, and John's father

. might himself not do so if he were deranged or under the influence of

i

some hallucinogenic drug. i S . . .

Where the context:of a statement is that of a scientific or . = |
» i v

~philosophigal discussion, questions are raised which woukg'not 6therﬁise'

4 %

o

" be raised. In ordinary circumstances it makes no sense to say that John's
_ ' . i » . -
father sees the table as a table, for in ordinary circumstances the
presupposition for the'meaningful use of “sees as" is false.. I.e., it is

LN

false that John s father might well not have seen the table as a tabl@

N

But a sc1ent1f1c or philosophical context of discussion alters this
¥

situation. Given this special context it is no longer so obviously false
that'John's father might not have ‘seen the table as a table. For~in this

‘ context of discussion all sorts of pos31bilities are . entertained ‘that are.

» ~

not otherwise entertained: 'John's father might have been suffering from

some péychotic illness, or he might for that matter have been a.mouse.

Now since our present context of discussion is a philosophical one

it doeS‘make sense. for USwto'say that whenéver'P visually recognizes that

d is an f he sees d as an f. But it should be ¢lear by now that this is

not to ‘be. 1nterpreted as” meaning that when P v1sua11y recognizes that d
- i U
is an f he has something, ot something goes on in him, which' is denoted

-

| by the phrase "seeing,d as an f'". A11 that is being said 1is- that ftom
R }

looklng at d P would Judge d to be an f, and it is presupposed that he .

R

might not have ‘been disposed to make this judgement for reasons’ which

might'be éiscussed,b; philosopheré if no dnévelde.
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2 ’ > - N i '3 3 ) * X /_“ i
From this discussion of recognizing and seelng-as/ygucan now *
. .

extract one necessary condition for the truth of "P visGally recognizes
that d is an f". "It is that P would judge, from looking at d, that d is |
an f. Note that P does not have to make the judgement "d is an: £ if he’

is to count as recognizing® that d is an f. (Recognizing is not a matter

e

of doing énything, in the way that judging io). All'that'is required is
that this is what he would judge if he were required to judge. In other
words, it must be the case that from looking at d P is disposed .to judge

“that d is an f. This is my reformulation of the '"seeing as' condition
for visual recognition; if "seeing as' is understood in this way then I - =

- 3)‘. SR . )

would malntaln that seelng*d as an f 1s a necessary condltiou of v1sua11y

e e

AN

recognizing that d is an f.

The question now arises of whether this condition, together with

the uncontroversial condition‘thac d should in fact be anmf; is sufficiént

for P.to recognize that d is an £. It is nof hard to constructkexampies :
to show that ghoso two conditions, jointly, are ggg sufficient. vconsider
_the‘following tno exanpieo: ‘ |

{:)(1)* There is a ooérmigan in‘its white wintér plumage Siﬁting on
the snow near an Alaskan oi1‘we11. An explosion Spatters the bird with

E

,011 S0 that it now looks 11ke a ptarmigan in its summer plumage P, who -

is famlllar only with ptarmxgans'in their summer‘plumage sees the oil >
spattered bird, and, naturally; it looks like a ptarmigan - to him..
(Several other arctic birds would have looked like ptarmigéns to‘hithéd;

. . e - . ] i ) . \‘\":‘“

P

*1 am grateful to Roger Shiner for this example, which is much better
than the one I.had originally constructed. :The general p01nt behind
“the examples is-‘exactly analogous to that made by Gettier (1963) in
his criticism of the view that knowledge is Justiﬁled true belief.



but we would not allow that P recognized. it as,a‘ptarmggeni

R Y

.they'beenyspattered with oil in just ythis way,%but; just'by'chanee, the

bird which now looks like -a ptarmigan to P is a' ptarmigan). ‘thsuch a

case we must say that P sees the bird as a ptarmigan, i.e., he is. disposed,

from looking at it, to judge that it is-a ptarmigan; it is a ptarmigan;

(2) There is a ptarmigan flying by. We see it'fromde"peculiar

angle. It doesn't look like a'ptermigan. P watches,it through h?ﬁ0cul§fsp

The blnoculars are poor, and dlstort ‘the image.. By chance they make the

ptarmigan look like a ptarmigan. P\sees the bird as a ptarm@gan. It is
a ptarmlgan But P doesn't recdgnize.that”ft’is~a ptatdigad--with:theSe

binoculars it is 1mp0531b1e to recognize pbarmlgans or any other blrds

From;examples sueh.as these 1 c0nc1ude that the-two cond1t10ns
(1) d is’an f; \'
(2) disposed from looking at d; to judge that d'is an f;

x..

are not jointly suffid??nt;égi\the truth. of "P vi5ually recognizes ‘that

d is an £".: Nevertheless,  they are both necessarz condltxons

‘o o

The question riow is whifj*exactly, is missing“ih'the exéﬁples;aﬁove'x

which prevents ‘them fwom belng examples of P’ recognlzlng somethlng as‘

‘., [P

ptarmigan The 1mportant thlng to notice, 1 think is that Ar both

exam‘s c1rcumstances are such that P could not elmblz’dlstmguish o

ptamxg@ from’aon ptarmigans P ls disposed to Judge that this bird
is' a ptarmlgan (ahd he wouLd’be rxght), but he doesn t have a general

capacxaﬁ,to Judge correctly whether birds are ptarmlgans in these

K ) N

‘circumstances. For other arctic;blrds‘spattered WIth‘Oil would be

) '

Judged by him to be ptarmlgans, and ptarmlgans spattered in the qung

e e

S )

way. would be Judged by him not to, be ptarmigans:. Thus in the circumstances 2

where, in wlgfer, a b;rd is spattered with oil‘ﬁhd—P*T{'uﬁawaré of tﬁis){‘“

¥

.

fled
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p does not have the ability to judge correctlyryhether or not the bird‘is;

a ptarmigan, P no doubt has the ability to judge correctly in .other

S

circumstances, but not in these circumstances; hence he cannot be said
. &)‘ B “ .

to recognize 'in these circumstances, even though he may be disposed to
judge in a way that happens to be correct. -
We may hote that the reason P lacks the ability to Judge correctly

in the circumstances is two-fold. First, his’ knowledge of ptarmigans is

N
inadequate--he does not know that ptarmigans'in winter are white all.over.

’

Secondly, he 1s in a bad p051t10n for recognizing this ptarmigan, in that
. L X

Lthe bird has been spattered with 011 Generallzing from thls we may say

that whether a.person recognizes a thing depends a greatldeal»on him~-

on what he believes and knows, on the state of his quion' on‘whether he *

. 3

. : N
is’ t1red or not: paylng suff1c1ent attention to what he sees, etc: *One, L

%

rather special condition ‘that should be 1ncluded_here 15 that. the person )

confidente in-his ability to recognize should not have been undermined.
Con51der the following example PYSees.a bird sitting on the ground_near

an 0il ‘well on a summer 's day under conditions‘;hat would normally be }
"adequate f0r him to recognxzevwhether it is a,ptarmigan Howeve(, B\has
. : . a : - e NSV

.been'deceivedvinrthe past, and'thinks'it likely’that7this bird has been
-Spattered with o11; He thinks, therefore, that it “is likely that several !

Spec1es would 1ook like ptarmigans under these conditions, and as a

a ptarmigan or not. ‘He thinks, falsely, that he is ‘in no position to
e . g

‘ judgejl-ln‘such a_ caée.&e cannot say that P recognizes-that the bird ia@B'
a’ ptarmigan.. Je would havé*recognized it iﬁ his*confidence had not been

undermined, butvit'has been undermined The lack of 3ueh undetmining
. ' . S
 beliefs needs to’ be 1nc1uded in what constitutes being in ‘a suitable

,.
. : . - ‘ . -
A i N . . Lok . . . o

N~ . A . Lo “ _

. -
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state for_recognizing., But in‘addition to{being in a suitgble state one
must be in a suitable EositiOn<with respect to.the thing in.question:
For instance, the'lighting condit}ons must be satisfactory, there muStnft:‘
be a‘dense’fog,;the thing must be within range of one's;eyes} and ao.on.
ht leaSt'these are the sorts oficonhition'that pnt one inba:suitable

| position for visual recognition. Where,recognition:is‘not by means'oTCB
the senses,’what;puts one in a suitable positionltoprecognize that some - ,

. thing is'an f is information which one haS_obtained"about‘that thing~in1

some other way. . So long as,one,knows‘hyfsome means that a thing has’

certain characteriStics one .may be able'to recognize that it is ‘an f.

Q;For example, belng w1th1n auditory range of the’ plano does not for most.

peopl put them rn a posxtion to recognize whether it 1s.M1dd1e c that

‘has been played However, -one may recognize that it is’ Middle C 1f one

B

can see that-ﬁhe-note‘produces a Certain pattern.qn an oscilloscope, or
- : . T . . BT ' : . 3

if one can hear that it is the same note as a concurrently sounding

tuning fork,or if one has been told by a reliable person:that its

\

frequency is 256 cycles per second, and §0 on. There are many different

%4 -

ways . 1nvwh1ch one can come to be in a suxtable position for recognizing
that a thing 1s-an,f° or, what I claim,amounts to the same thing,-there
Caré many ways in Whlch one can come 0 be in a position which gives one .
the ability to Judge correctly whether or mnot things are fs.l-..z

I am saying, then, that for a person to recognize whether a thing

is an f he must be in a,&utable state, and in a suitable position withf

. . . . ‘ v

'reSpect to the thing, such that if he is An such a state and in such a

_pos1t10n w1th respect to a thing,,he will if requireH to judge, judge
correctly whether the thing is an. f : In symbols we can write

S . :.
o '
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Rwdft, for w recognizes whetherhd is an'f at tine to +

SWEg for‘w«le in}etate s at time té; . B
| -pwdto' for w‘is.ln position p wlth respeot toid atjtime‘to:';

Qw;ftoj for w is reouired,to jndgefwhithér'd iS‘aQ f‘aﬁvFiéé'to:

de%to efor,w jﬁdgeééeorreotly,nhethervd is'ah f_at tlneftoﬂﬂ
'Then”we\can}give our account of recognrtlon as

Rwdfto ;~ (Es,p)(swto pwdto (y)(t)(swt pwyt waft—?Jwyft) - (l) ji
This way of puttlng it br1ngs out that w's recognlzlng whether d is an f

1nvolves not only hls belng 1n a'sultable atatewandlposltlonj,but‘alsoy'

~ that a‘oertaln'flaw' holds.of him. 'w\mhst,‘that'l;, he'éhehvthat»lf‘hel

" is in a auitasle:state'andvposition‘;nd‘ismrequired'to judge; then he-will-
: Judge correctly It is eomethlng about the person Q wh1ch ensures that

:thls’la 4 holds of h1m, and we may reasonably think that it is a matter

: of w' avb ain or m1nd belng in a certaln‘state, or. having a certain
:‘structure 1 shall leave aside for the moment the.question of what
e#actly;_it is about‘a person that alloys him‘to‘judge correctly concern;f
<¥ng whether things are of a certain hind, and"analogously'tobﬁy'
giprocedure in the case of solubxlity’ introduce a term 1 SUCh that 1 refers
i% to whatever it is that nges a’person the capacity/‘n question Ihen'vgbf
:can write | o ‘ h_ _ Tl ”__ . 3 :
“_'Rwdfto ; 3 S, p,1) (swta pwdto 1w, (y,t)[lwt < (swt pwyt. waft‘-"Jwvft)J)
" | j- EEE N O
We have then the*sufficrent cond1t10n for avperaon W to reeognize whether-

d ﬁs.an f; (The conaition for h1m to recognize that d is an- f 13 of

9,. B

.

course obtalned s1mpiy by add1ng the requlremenf‘that d- is an f) r;ﬁt")

remains to ask whlch part of thls sufflcient condition constitutes having

vhthe concept F Thls was the programme I outlined -on pagg 72 and by now

3 . o . S

S
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it is not hard to,identify the neceSSary'condition'we are seeking, To ~
“have *a concept"wefagreed;in‘Chapter 1 is tofha&e a capacity, and the
_only Capaclty 1nvolved in recogn1tion~-accord1ng to the above formula--w B

@ o

1s the capaclty for correct Judgement about whether things are of a’

1certa1n kind If w recognlzes that d is ‘an f then he must have the .

¢

' capacity symbolized by _ ,
<3s Pl <1w (y;t) [1wc <(swt pwyc waftDJwyft)]) = (3)-»! ;
:That w should have this Capaclty is a ngggggggz condltion for his :f“54,hi

recognizing d as an f at t f;‘the additional condltions for recognition e

£

viﬁing swt° and pwdta I Now clearly these. latter two conditions have

= Q
i

”tanothing to do with whether w has the concept F, and this confirms that i
s the rest of the formula that should be identified with having the
(3N

-
1]

' concept F ihat is, to have the concegt F is to have the capacitxrfor -

!

j_gudging correctLy whether or not things are fs, or to put it s{ightly

»

differently, to have a concept}1s to have therc;pacity for Judging

0 !orrectly whether or q0t things are of -8 certain kind

One»quarificati n W“SC"be made 3091' I hﬂVe emphasised in Chapter 1 O
I Ve o e ;

that havxng a concePt matter of degree.‘afccording to. my account jus:

M . ¥ . ;

»

. given this means that the re must be degrees of thn\fapacity to judge- A
- is . N ' o V‘. =
' correctly whether things are of a cE&tain kind and this 1ndeed aeems to

.)

B be the cases - For instdnce, two people will have the concept Kestrel to h??jf*h

different degree97if one can Judge correctly whe&her birds Ate kesttels

v 1 ; ..

" from the way they fly, or frpm their shape and colour br from'the calls o

‘they nakekﬁor from the characteristics of their eggs, whereas the other ean

s

Judge correctly pnly ftom shape and colouring Each Person 13,.1n };7 ;‘_'\}

,__. K

‘suitable circumstances, capable of distinguishing kestre}s from other .

- \ = . Q

”‘birds, but the—firgt person can do sh under a. mugh wider range ‘of ‘.Ef-; L

‘,._,/

«(‘l ‘.
R TN

t
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circumstances, since he knows much more about what is involved\ia being
a ‘kestrel, or has a better grasp of the concept Kestrel. To have any

RN R N >' . . . v ‘.
concept involves being able to judge correctly within a range of circum-

'stances; but the range may be wider or narrower, depending on the-degree

A

to wh1ch one has the concept

Another way of 1ook1ng at thlS matter is that if T can Judge
Q'correctly whether birds are kestrels only from 1isten1ng t0<the sorts_of/. ’

noises they make whereas you can Judge correctly on- the b351s of many

e

d1fferent b1ts of 1nformat10n, then a 51tuat10n may’ arise where we are

bpresented w1th .some exotlc b1rd that sounds Just 11ke a kestrel, and as

.v‘-_a result I-can“t'tell whether itris q,kestrell whereaq\you can. To have

. - . v L. . "’ - " N ! . . »
_a'concept to a high degree involves that one can judge correctly whether

e - . : o s .

thingstéae fs rather than a great manxrothe; similar_things;hwhereas to

5Nbaue the same concept to a lesser degree 1nvoLves that one can judge

- correctly whether thlngs are fs rather than a iesser number of similar

; thangs. 'Thus if P”can tell'bank volesjfrom'f(;ld voles and short tailed

A 3

.,voles, whereas you ¢an tell them only from animals such as rats and_mice, p' -

3 , . ?
then my-grasp of. the concept Bank Vole is. greattr than yours In a cgpe

Py

.

7~11ke thxs one mlght want to say that you do not have the concept Bank i

Vole at. all but only 8 vague concept Vole. However, to have the concept §

PR

I

: Vole is part of what is 1nvolved in having the ;;nceg@yﬂank Vole, 8o that

'!} mfwéﬁﬂyjth concept Vole has E

1Athe concept Bank Vole to SOme extent

In order to point up the fact that having a concept is a matter of
,{ ',s"m

L@Hﬁidegree and consequently that capacities for correct judgement ma;abe

EE . - ,,

R 'I-""

¥

~“more or 1es§ extenslve, we might say that to have the concegt ? 1é”to -
Ll PR 3 & - £
?’have the capaclty for judging correctly whether things are fs,‘rather
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. . B N

than of other kinds. This formulation allows us to vary what other

. ]
)

' “things the. concept possessor Eép distinguish fe from, and consequentlyp )
the degree to which he has the.concept F. For reasons of brevity}!

/however,.I shall on the whole use"the.preceeding formulations of what 1t

, -

is to have a concept, unless it would be' misleading to leave out the

qualification ‘just made. L

. A,further point‘to note is that if we define what it is to have a
concept in terms of hav1ng a capacrty for correct Judgement it follous

that anyone who has the concept w111, when surtabl placed and ina
su1tab1e state /;ecognrze whether thlngs are fs, and so have the abilitz
. § C :
to. recognxze whether thlngs are fs. This is so because if one has the
Q - .

concept F he has the capacity to Judge cortectly whether lhings are»fs

when in"a su1tab1e state and positlon, and, accordxng to ormula (2) on

¢

page 3& 1f someone is in a su1table state and posttion with respect to

any f and has the capacity to Judge correctiy uhether thﬂngs are fa,

“then he recognizes whether they are fs. Thus capacitxes for oortect
judgement and capacities for recognition cannot be separatedi Iffi;

T4

' person has one he has the other, s0 that accounts of concept posses:ion s

' in terms of recogn1t10nal capacities and accounts 1n terme of judgenental
’ , Lk4 s - . .
1,§péc1t1es are not. opposed to one another

/

3.3 ‘The-bases of\capacitf&s“for.conrect~judgementi

1

We may now return to the question of what 1is in the formula (3)

-

7» on page 85 which ~as we have seen, represents the fact thaﬁ w has the B
concept F In other wOrds, in virtue of what does a;peraon have the f;,c: -
capac1ty for correct Judgement concerning whether things ‘are fs? We

know that 1 1s a characteristlc of a person such that 1f he possesses
o

it follows that when in a suitable state apd position and required~j

- ’
-
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to Judge, he wg}l Judge correctly concerning whether a thing is of-a

cartain kind. Consxder the case of recognizing that somethlng is a

kestrel.. Wefnote first that belngkln a suitable’ state,and being in a

\\

sultable p051t10n dith respect to a kestrel is not sufficient to ensure

. i e r
recognition. '}f someohe has never 1earned to classify th1ngs as kestrels, -
4 ' SR X ) . ~ ’
1f\he has never seen or read about kestrels, then he will not recognize

that tbe brrd is a kestrel Such a person, belng in a. f1t state and a

‘Surtaole posrthn with respect to a kestrel might recognize that it was"
1

“ a bird, th uould not recognize that it was a kestrel The classificatory»

-‘-V‘_@ . B V { 1 ' .
4?§tancarc;he el would not exxst for him; he. would 1 not irrnk in terms of i,
!”xestrel‘s;" .,:3’5 we mig’ht ,_well 'say, he would not have the concept of a

‘kestrel

\ RN

Nhat is lacklng in such a person is that on being presentedelthsv

' kestrels heirecognxzes that the> have curved beaxs broun wlngs,‘longlsh ‘
L2 RENREE

' tails, etc } byt nothing,further happens . He is not xnclined as a

;_result of seexng these bxrds, “to judge that they are kestrels By '3

ontrast ‘a person vho can recognize kestrels uho has thé concept will

~

be. 1nclxned to 3udge thst the blrds are kesttels And this 15 not . just

T-a matter 4t hxs being 1nc11ned to- _;x "They are kestrels". it is a matter

-

toom

of hxs berng inclined to make.: varlous judgements about the birds thy S

".' e !

E fxrst person 1sn t inclined to make.‘ For 1nstancg}/the/56cond pers/n
' 3111 - on seeing a bird thh the 5tated characteristics, be inclined;hﬁ

!.-
Judge that th1$ bird has bléck specks on 1ts wings, ‘even . though he is too A
' fJ& away to see whether it has He will be inclined to make this j’h

.‘- o

o judgement because havxng black-specked wxngs ls another charscteristic of

kestrels Slmilarly—-if he has a really good grasp of the concept Kestrel--;'

he will be inclined to judge that the b1rd has a certain sort of call

y
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v F : ,

that‘it hatched from an egg with certain characteristics, that it will

e

matexwith birds similar to itself, that its young will ‘have certain
characteristics, and so on. If one classifies a bird as a kestrel on the

grounds that it has certain charadterisfics then ipso facto one is
‘. .)-~ .

inclined to judge that it’has certain other characteristics. Or, we can b

say that to have the concept of a kestrel is to have the concept of a

"_blrd w1th characterlstics A B, C, D E,..., and~then-lf a person‘has the

s '\;'h”Ich has cha’

///.

B bclieeesAthat'a'bird‘has certainicharacteriStics'then,‘iﬁzhe haﬁ‘thei”

'concept#he'will, on seelng a bird wlth characterxstrcs A, C D E F,...J
be incl‘ped to judge that'the bird has the characterxstic B (For
31mp11c1ty 1 leave asxde the p0551b1lity that he ma) know of anonher sort

of b1rd that has characteristics ~ 2 /C D, E F ;..): In other votds,

L

on seerng - b1rd wrth charac;efxstxcs A, C ‘D, E, F 'he,will»acquire&

'.he characterlstxcﬂﬁ,: Sxmilarl),‘on-seeing a bird

the belxef that 1(

PP

cterlstics A B, D E, F,o.o he wxll acquite tﬂb bellef |

e

ﬁB{:;;;S bxrd has the characterxstic C and so on. w«' j'_w_f ) ‘
lnvgeneral, l suggest, having a concept such as-Kestrel‘involves S
having yhat 1 shall-c(sl certainifbeltef-connectionsfti lﬁ;a.persoh'%_ »,‘4%';“

: R S o
concept Kestrel he wxll come to believe that it has certain other e

characterlst1c§ For a perscn gho has the concept, ‘the acquisitioh ofi. '

'one hellef leads to the vauisxtion of others,‘and it is the fact fhatl o A.“E

th1s 1s so~-the fact that such a causal belief connection existsi4l him-- _a*n
“ Tl =7 . / B I - v
p . .

fi that enables h1m to Judge correctly that a bird 1s a kestrel Ra want to

,,/

.‘gfbf.1Brnner;féoggnowfand AQStin:(lqgg), -

dlstlngu1sh th1s theSAS from a rafher 31milar éhesls that I constder to

be false Accordtng to this other thesis* what enables me to judge that

>

e e T
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ST T Liereriiey :c;qg*-:fs ttgt N1 i 3 eestrel :.nxoh~involves - f~”
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e:rsé'nns: ' éeed be - false.',?or accord- ;'

Lna T otva '~a;:s'rm:a;rEZ;:g’:;,aﬁnu::erief csniqg to believe that the*

TIrLTE % LeTIaLT TTaTacleTistics A, Et;C, nd thenﬂxnferring with the

gt

g that is. another matter) It 1s true that ié one: wants to‘justifz on

must appeal to a general statement that w111 allow the inference. "Bu:.

Justificat1on 1s irrelevant tb recognitiop You don t need to have good

. . . . . . . 5 PRI :

:3ztg~nqs‘:, T S:ce €T pie ~xght vant to defend Lhe thesis by sqying

,..
3]
N
df
o

ence dees 'ane place, bLC that it, is unconscxous, however,

‘inis seems to me'an‘einsive move; There 15 no good reason for supposing

that‘surh unconsc1ous 1nferences take place. 1nstead whqt we have is a
o ' . . t“

sxtuat10n where one belief results in another, not as a result off\

1nference but 1n a causal sort of way, (The causal connection may,have’

‘
. v

been set up as a result of one 's hav1ng—made xnferences in. the pn'
é
belief that the thing has X Y, Z on the grounds that it has A B, C one

0w

o

3 zte Belief crazoatll :?zngs v:rkoa B, C have. K Y, Z thbt this e

»o



.
‘reasons, for thinkfhg that something is’a kestrel in order to count as

. recognizing that it is-a‘kestrel,\though"yOu'may-need‘good reasons if you =

e

Noe

have to convirce someone'else that Xou recognized it.

A\

Thg‘thesis I have rejected brings an unnecessary belief element -

‘w

1nto the account of recognition, i e.la generalﬁ%elief that allpws one. to

infer from things having A, B, C\to their having X Y, Z There is now f

‘! .

‘ .another false thesxs which leaves out an essential belief element . :
: ’ ™

Someone who has been ‘Eonv nced that one doesn £ nfer ”x ds a kestrel"
-from "x has A B " when one recognizes thatjx is a kest;el may now

want to- go further and say that one can req!g ize that X 1s a kestrel

1
.. M .

. /

even though one.doesn t believe that X has A, B,. C, or any other set of 0
:characteristics | Such a personnnight urge that one looks at'the kestrel.
fland 51mply recognizes that t is a kestrel,&there need be no point at
,which one Judges that it has, say, A B C let alone any point at which;v'g
1h one 1nfers that it is a’ kestrel because it has A B C I think this
1ila$t,polnt_iSyC§treCt- vOne does not, in recognizing the bird judge '
:fthat itvhas‘characteristicsdA= b‘.C.b.However, i’ doesn t follow that
.one doesn t believe that it has A B C In my next chapter I shall 'Ei

A

;.argue that a belief is a disposition to judge,'and 1f this is acceptable,-

r~,_

| 1t follows that it is. quite pos31b1e to believe that the b(’diyas A, B C
. L .

- w1thout Judglng that it has A B C To say that someone believes that o

J

,'1t has A B C is I think, to‘say’that 1f he were required to judge, if',_
v’the question were pun.to him in some way, then he Wouﬂd Judge that it
’:;had A, B, C Believ1ng that*the bird has, say, a long t¢11 and a curved R
.:'beak are the sort of thing that do seem to be typically/involved in

o recogn1zing that it is a kestrel For although the person may not judge
- that' it has those characteristics, st111 if he were: questioned he

.'. \.

e
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D

,' . . i A

_.would surely agree that the b1rd had these characteristics At the time
he sees the kestrel, he believes 1t has those'characterlstics, in the

"sense that if he were askedehether it had them he would say Yes, or if
the question arose for him in some . other way he would judge that it had

the characterlstics ‘ As -a result of hav1ng this belief he acquires the
I

bellef that the bird is a kestrel i e\, has other characteristics X Y
W

tw

This belief is a result of his hav1ng the first belief but there

;need have’ been no 1nferr1ng, and no JU gements need have been made

P : : o
. To summarize on this p01nt:f What enables a person to recognize o

'»whether things are kestrels is the fact thab he has’ certain belief— -iw‘: i

connectlons, ie. , his psychological state or set' is such that if he
. .-/ : .,

‘believes that a thing has certain characteristics, then he will believe

that- 1t has certain others E

. T

| ‘,“:M |

' Now to recap the mainfconclusions of this section<3hd the last

'-A person has a concept if and only 1f he has the capacity to judge ‘_f;i'j.‘“px

ff'correctly whether or not things are: of alcertain kind Where we. are. | |
.~dea11ng with a capac1ty e’ may look for the base of theocapacity,gand

.,1n-the case.of the,example'discussed (the concept Kestrel)’we located ' li .t
;the base of the capac1ty in*the existence of‘certain belief connecti%ns |

» e p ,u_~~. v

the person has It -is hav1ng these belief connections that gives a N

'person the capac1ty to. judge correctly whether things are kestrels, and

é he has this capaclty he wi11 recognize kestrels when he comes across “iﬁ*“EI

them R ,~,,' L. : ,.":t - “.'

Havrng thus established whdt the connections are between recognizing,

‘ being able to Judge correctly,‘and having concepts, I shall concentrate,

.from now on, mainly on the latter two notions, discussing the notion of
i

' vJudgement 1n some deta%l in Chapter 4 Before going on to do that, .



- well placed if one knew that someone else had performed the experiment

) w1th the stated result

. means, that a sample of 1t disappeared when placed in water Someone

4

subs&ance 1s soluble it is not sufficient that one should know, by some-

93

P

however, 1t is necessary to con81der whether my. account of concept

L ‘ . B l . : . l
posse531on is - satlsfactory when applied to concepts of various kinds, or

. whether 1t only applies to concepts of materlal objects such as kestrels.

34 Havingfconcepts:-some*ekamples

‘bet-us 10n31der dispos1tiona1 concepts first taking as example the
disposition I discussed in some detail in Chapter 2 i e. solubility
According to my account of concepts so far, to have the concept

Soluble is to have a property 1 that enables one to Judge correctly ;»~7‘?

whether things are soluble when one . 1s in a suitable state and suitably

"-placed We need to con51der what counts as being suitably placed', and

then con51der what property 1 one mugt have if ene: is to have the concept. S

There are in fact several ways 1n which one’ can. be ECE placed that one has B

4.

A

The most obv10us case. is where one has put a sample of the substanci in ‘
. *m ’

water oneself, and has watched it diSappear, but one could be equally

/
.

Now in order to have the capacity to judge cbrrectly whether a

\e

: nfamiliar with the concept of a soluble substance would not be';v‘

sample of.the substance was placed in water 1t WOuld disappear.' So far'l

R the capacity to. judge correctly whether a substance is soluble in water.'f--*

to judge, from the resultmof the above experiment that if an z L

as he was’ concerned some samples mightadisappear while others might not.ﬂz"“

[ )

L]

must be the case that or e has a certain belief connection, i e. it must

'f If one is to believe that __z Sample of a substance will dissolve when.”?'“"”

S placed 1n water, given only that a particular sample has disappeared it ‘:°”"



v

~,ioffan artefact such.as a‘telescope., Telescopes can often be recognized'."

',.n

i\

.be/the.case that if onme believes that a sample has digappeared when

placed in_water,rthen:one,will'believerthat'any sample vill disappear

7whenlplaced»in Water. Someone who- has this belief connection will, when -

v : ~‘v
presented w1th a. disappearing sample, be 1nc11ned to judge that any sample

of the substance w111 disappear, and in our world at least he‘will

_,normally be right Thus 1t is hlS belief connection that gives him the

O
capacity to be right concerning whether things are soluble, it is in

. v1rtue of hav1ng this belief connection that he has tbe concept Soluble;f

Y . . x..'

]

Let us con31der now a very dlfferent sort of éoncept--the concept
- - “qn."

1 : .
by thelr shape and by the fact tpat they have a large lens or mirror atw

one end, and another lens or set oﬁ lenses at the other end However,
these phy51cal characterlstlcs are’ not the only, and not the most

1mportant things that are. relevant in deciding whether an instrument

should be classlfieduas a telescope The (eahly cruc1a1 thing is whether j:T B

) N ,
the ihstrument s function 1s to. make distant obJects appear larger..<

\

(From the p01nt of vﬁiw of optical construction a 31mp1e telescope and

, . .

.a. SImple mlcrOSCOpe are much the same thing-blt 1s What Qhey are umﬁﬂ forl}

that tends to decide\the question of how they are “to be classified)

' I fo not want to over emphasise the importance of function here--I oubt _;d:

'n o

-_'1f we should wnat to classify any conceivable instrument that made distant

o things appear larger as a telescope-—however,‘it does seem that function

R

plays a very 1mportant role in such cases

Granted this, what can we say about a perSOn who has the capacity |
to Judge correctly whether things are te1escopes7 Such a. person will on

seelng that .an 1nstrument has- two lenses arranged id a long tube,_etc.,

be inclined to. Judge that the-1nstrument is used for observing distant

PPN
e
. Sy



_(objecté;b Conversely 1f he is- told t at Fred has an instrument 1n hrs f

s attic Wthh he uses for observ1ng che Stafs he w111 be' 1nc11ned to’ judge

*
-

-:pthat thls instrument w111 have one Of a Iimlted range of optical

. . . r‘_ .
' .fconstructlons. From seeing that a thlng has certaln characteristics or

“_from 1earn1ng or coming to belleVe i“ Some other Way that it has these

_,characteristlcs, a person W1th the Concept w111 cOme to believe that it

-o\(b .

has certaln other characteristics In the case of artefacts SUCh as

'telescopes the 81tuat10n is usually that oﬂe sees the thS1cal character-

1 LN

.;;ISCICS of the thing and as-a result °°me3 to haVe certain beliefs about
:'rts functlon, or rather this 1s so. 1f 6r 1nsofar as one has the "

’;' r leVant conceptr A person who doe5 not haVe the Canept is precisely :
?((:jneone who sees’ telesc0pes and thefeby 3cquire5 no beliefs about their v;

' functlon . "j ‘ '_~‘,[.<v. S ':-".,_'

"‘».‘

Con31der next a concept that might be classifled as. a moral concept,l-

' namely, the concept Murder According to my general account of concept

-'”possess1on have the concept Murder is to haqe the capacitw to judge o an

o [ -

'correctly whether acts are murders. We cgﬂ charaCterize an act as a

’murder Only 1f it sat1sfies certaln crltefia such as that 1: 1s the

o

b'-1ntentional k1111ng of another hUmaﬂ being frOm mOtives Of personal gain.b

o :If thls is accepted we may then be ﬂeNpted to chink thit anyone who

ClﬁSSlfleS a k1111ng of a human belﬂg as 1ﬂtentional and as motlyated by

' personal galn,vmust ipso facto be claSSiinng it as a murder. However’: C

- m'

' ,thls is not so accordlng to our ordlnary ufderstandlng of the concept
- Someone who d1d not, as a result of belleqihg that an act Was such aY

':’kllllng, come to believe the act was 35925, Could hard1y be said to have

BN .

. -

the °°“°P-Pt Such a person might observe an, lntentional killing for '\;j._.'f{? e

vpersonal galn and-—that w0u1d be the end of the matter 80 far as he was



:iconcerned;‘ Nothing else would happen--he w0u1d not believe that theh‘
‘f‘murderer should be brought to. justice, or punished or blamed It is only
| _1f one has certain belief connections involving bellefs about‘mofal 3

rwrongness,‘that one will be 1nc11ned to Judge that certaln things should

o .

‘be done 1f certaln acts are perpetrated : But 1f one, isn t inclined toﬂrﬁ\K
' : r_}‘l\

; NG
Judge that certain thlngs should be done 1f Smith intentionally kills o

[}

JJones for his mohey, then one Just doesn t have the concept Murder It_'

.rs 1mportant to note here, although I cannot go into the matter in detail
‘that the way in which one mahifests one's. beliefs that certain acts are .- o
f'dmorally wrong wrll include not only disp051t1ons to"lz that the acts are

:wrong, or dlspositlons to behave in certain ways, but also the presence

".fof varlous attltudes and feelrngs* ' Someone gho has the concept Murder ,"“;fgf

513 g01ng to be horrified if he witnesses ope, gﬁ will shudder at the act 'p.’~t'

L and be 1nc11ned to hate the person who perpetrated it. Having such

. feelings and att1tudes towards murder is- part of having the concept,,but'_."
. \ : _

..”:thls 1s quite compatible w1th my account, since having such feelingﬂ and

'»attitudes 1n relatlon to an act can be regarded as constituting, at AR
: Ly :
‘7f1east 1n part what lt 1s to belleve that that act. is wrong So long as

”~:'hav1ng beliefs 1s notvinterpreted 1n too narrowly 1nte11ectua1 a way,:gif =

.;"then haV1ng moral %oncepts, 11ke hav1ng many other concepts, 15 a matter7f*"”’

‘f‘of hav1ng cerjéln belief connections ey i e
i 5 o ‘ : B PN TR SR ;lj'x
One rather spec1a1 group oflco epts includes qgncepts that are

<

Voinvolved in playing games.“ Here again we find, on the WhOle,vthat if one Lfr_I]

?1s to have such a concept he must have certain belief-connections. One

o : ‘ .
‘;hlhas the chess concept King insofar as, for example, one s seeing thaﬁ

-'?f;f#s'éé:a/".fjlé; (1958). = ¢

ey i
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(or belleVLng that) there is a piece}on the board which at the start of

< U

he game was on. a partlcular square (Kl) leads one to believe that that

v

plece may move one. square 1n any dlrectlon, that 1t can be threatened by

opp051ng pleces but not taken and so on.- Simllarly, to- have the concept
Castllng 1s to ‘have’ the belief connectlon lf you believe that the king

- and rook have not moved $0 far in the game and that the squares between

.

them are vacint and that these squares are not threatened by opposing
pieces,jthen you will believe that the king may be moved to KKtl (orQBl),

while at the same time the rook is- moved to. KBl (or Ql) Such belief-~

-

.‘A‘connectlons are of course acquired when one. learns the rules of chess.q"'

Beglnners age taught that 1n clrcumstances A you may or must do B with ‘

. j the result that whea they belleve c1rcumstano@s to be A they also

believe that they may/ér must do B. As a consequence they are able to

: 3 ‘
’/ . B . . N : o E .
S recognlze moves such as’ castllng when these moves are made and ?f_f;,__ Lo

o
7

J'fconvefgely, someone who has not acqu1red the approprlate belief connections ‘.j

. 5 d N
w111 not xecognize the moves, but 81mp1y think—-in t _case of castling

. . < -,l

haV1ng certaln belleﬁ-connections.,

v ‘!

'Uu“'“. Next I want to consider a concept correSponding to a scientific 1j/i*::§

‘ F. theoretical term 5 such as the concept Electric current., According
. . v .

able to Judge correctly whether a. current is flowing or not. It is cl'ar “ ;;%
that 1f he is to have such a capacity he must have at least some fqufiﬁfilf;f;

acquaintance with.elementaty physin for if someone with no such

AR AT
. . J . .
S T RSN R
: . f“ ¥ - . . ,’,bvb" : ‘Lv ; -. : -‘ L - & ) | )
T SO T : L
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knowledge is presented w1th‘current carrying circuits produc1ng deflec— v:.,

\‘—1 I} -

‘\1{ .

Ve

tions o' ammeters or lightl g:lamps, or. heating c01ls of wire he will

not be able to Judge, 1n each cate, that a curfent is passing., Such

‘phen mena w111 remann 1solated phenomena for him What is needed if

‘;sowéone 1s to count as being able to Judge correctly whether a’ current:;iﬁﬁ'

. /e P

ik p3331ng, isg that he should\have a set of belief connections. ~For .f_%“‘,_.s
‘.. N “. ‘ . : <

’
l .

‘ 1nstahce, it should be the case that 1f he believes that magnetic needlesl 2

are deflected near a wire then he should
. . "\r’v ' : i v
connected to something 11ke a battery and that it Will tend to becqme .

~ 'eve that the wire w111 be

-

from the battery to a (”‘:1‘

1 1

warm s If he believes that connecting the wi.

.

lamp w1ll result 1n the 1amp lighting, then he should also believe that
. -‘)le'_h : B
there w111 be a/hagnetic effect near the w1re /If he believes that two

batteries are. connected 1n series then he should believe that there will
. ) '/: o .

be more heat anH light, whereas 1f he believes that 1f they are connected

1n parallel then he should ‘be: eve that thefe wxll be no such increase,f
: S :

- and so on »leen a. sufficrent-h;mber Of these belief connections a j,.g’dbi'

person w1il be able to tell from one or twquobservations that a whole ‘ffﬂf'"

S

range of regularities will hold Whether -a person has the concept is a“fif':'

v

"v matter of whethér he is dispoaed to make certain judgements about what ',fnﬁfff

else hill happen, when he sees, sa’; a magnetic deflection Or a lightedr;;_uﬁf'

.‘:

’lamp | That 18, it 1s a matter of hlS having a certain set of belief-.y_»

' connections and hence expecting certaln regularities to hold where

certain others hold Somé ho has the concept E-ectri?f :

also pﬂhture a f1u1d flowrng through the wire, but this wou'? seem to be

unnecessary to having the concept.a Keeping a. certain pictu‘e in mind may

P

help to ma17ta1n in one 's. mind the connections which exist between certain

o regularities, but 1;\does not seem essential (One may note that the_fv



entltles conceptua11zed in modern nuclear phy31cs are not plcturable by

anyone, yet phys1c1sts would certalnly be,sa1d to have the oncepts

Neutrlno, P051tron, Sp1n etc ) '-if”b:“'il”.;f ’ _7:[' 'f' v ;:glﬁ-.~b'7

- >

A diff1cu1ty may have been felt w1th thls and some of the previousb~“f

o examples whlch is. partly terminological 1n nature It may seem too

strong\a requ1rement for, hav1ng the concept Electric Current that ‘one .

:; should be11eve that certa1n regularltles must occur 1f one believes thatdé-'

"otherSaoccur It seems quite p0531b1e to. 1magine someone who understandsf .
the concept-Electrlc Current but does not th1nk that electrlc currents

'u: existiin our world. He takes thlS vfew in that he would not believe that~ o

:':‘certaln regularltles must hold were he to be11eve that others hold Wben?:f~
presented w1th compass;needles deflectrng near wlreslhe is not dispoded -

'i to judg;'that electrlc currents are passing, and thuglwlll not have the‘;”i'{

.'jcapac1ty to Judge correctly'whether electrlcﬁcurrentsuare present.f Yet of"_'f
such a. person ve. m1ght st111 want to say that he had the concept Electric_;:,t

: ol
Current so long as he knew what the world would have to be like for there13'

. L‘-%l‘\
to bo electrlc currents in 1t (By a- world in which eﬁere are electric

: currents I do not mean a world where the sthches are on. a11 the time,_iffh L

aIT?the sw1tches were off in Our WOrld it would still be a world in whichf i

o there are electrlc cUrrents, srnce(:ht world is such that certain Y R
,regularltles are always found together) i f'@ .‘?'E“

._\“,

We need to agree on :| termlnology here b-clearly there is;”

difference between the man’ who naturally thinks 1n terms of electr c

\ B
~._currents and can f—II\lf they'are presen 1n varlous circumstances, aqd '#\

¥

understan‘s what they would be 1f they existed T*e f1rst man has the .
'{f concept ;n a. full practlcal SOrt df way--it is one df the'toncepts in jﬁ}.



B

. . a ‘
terms of whrch hlS th1nk1ng about the wor&d 15 framed he has the concept

‘in the sense tbat’;t is one of hls concepts, as contrasted w1th other f'

-

e . . .
concepts--SUch as Phloglston perhaps--whlch he understands but doea not

have 1nwthe same Way;< The second ‘man only.'has the congept in the sense :,ff

‘ | 4\

‘.that he understands what bellef connectlons he would have to have if heA ‘fl“

',ﬂwere to?have-the.concept.l He has the concept 4in the way a modern hlstorian

'=_of chemlstry has the concept Phloglston Slmilarly, in the case of moral

concepts;,for example, there»ls‘an 1mportant dlfferenCe:between“the person'*“

vzlwho has the concept Murder 1n a full practrcal way, and the person who

W

7.understands the concept but doesn t actually employ it h1mse1f The flrst ?.

nfperson comes to have var1ous belrefs, attitudes and feelings if he sees a‘

szurder, the second person knows that some people come to have these

}belrefs, etc s and he appreclates that thlS is why they classify certain
Jacts together as murders, but he hlmself doesn t have the same belief-
',7_connect10ns;'he doeSn_t believepthat thefact which he w1tnesses~is,~,

‘.\'.

inclined to \jud'gje that it"is"a ’ca-s'e‘of 'mu‘x'der';f |

:*-*morallynnrong; heﬂdS'nli

o
.

A

160 -

e

'-'.con51der to be murder‘x" -ﬂ; v =."_»;' ,-f' R . f'[: - _Ql 5'f_."

In what follows l shall stlck to the convéntion that havéng a S

g concept is” to be taken in. the full pract1ca1 sense Such that 1f a person -

e has a conﬁept ‘he- w111 be ab}e to Judge correctly whether things fall

. - . v . - . .
' lunder the concept.< For the more SOphlStlcated state of knowing what
bellef connectrons One would have to have if one were to have the concept
butlnot actually hav1ng'1t I shall reserve the phrase "understanding

’ a)concept"

[}
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One rather SPECial group of conoﬁﬁts should ;;;ybe discussed 1;é
: ' }' - e
-__concepts such ‘as Red Cold Salty, which are ‘ususll applied directly on -

_the ba31s of sensory experlence Here it seems that one does not need to

P : » T : N N
have any bellef connections 1n order to have the capacity a) judge ‘%“"

:..f correctly whether things are red cold,~salty, etc when one }s suitably )

Tt

placed w1th respect to them.. In these cases the mes t obv1ous suitable
h'pos1tion 1s where the thing is present to “one 's senses, and}}t might be']<--
»gsaid that thlS is all that is necessary 1f one is- to be able to judge ”

correctly whether it is . red, salty, or whatever However, I do nOt think
’ RS
that such a view would be correct For a young child cannot Judge

.:Qcorrectiy whether thihgs are red even though he - is within v1sual range of

A»them, 1s not blind, etc. -"He: only comes to be able to Judge through

.coming to be able to respond in a way that we count as correct, and this

N

comes about partly through phy31olog1ca1 development and partly through

o

"teaching, 1m1tat10n and other forms of 1nteraction between the child and

'i-'adults _ We cannot say that a condition of a child s being able to. judge -

LN

‘correctly whether things are red is that it must on" seeing red things

'come to believe that they are- red, 31nce that would presupgose that it

I ’

ﬁ;had the concept Red"but we' can say that it must be disposed to act
. .'/‘ L

:"appropriately ‘to them, and thab thfs dlsposition is acquired partly

jough biological maturation, conditioning, etc., and partly through

"finteraction w1th adults.: (I shall say more about why such things as igf}'.'”
J*}.conditioning’cannot be sufficlent in my next. chapter) |

| I COnclude that to have concepts such as Red and Salty is not to‘
ﬁf’have certain belief COpnections Instead it is to have caﬁtﬁin /
» *tendenc1es‘to respond 1n a- correct way Having/such tendencies is

”3ﬁinvolved 1n having y concept but in the case of most concepts one has
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'S :
N - [ »
> ’ - <
" the tendenc1es as a result of hav1ng certain belief connections It is D g
. . . > A ; ; ‘ ‘ -
_the lack of the belief factor that makes concepts such -as Red Cold 5f:’.‘”

ATt

v,Salty a’ very special case, and which inclines one ‘to: thin%;of them as - f

more ?ba51c than concepts such as Kestrel or Soluble

S e_i'
1Y b . - . ‘ . . .- .
/‘. I have now 111ustrated my contentxbn that in the case of'many'; ,

%

. conc pts, to have a concept is a matter of hav1ng cercain belief-'~- ,,"*‘;j

fconnectlons which give one the capac1ty to Judge correct{y whether things

I

N arewof. certain kind when one: 1s suitably placed" I havetgiven examplesf

V
wd Y

of a ma erial obJect, a disp031tiona1 concept an artefact concept a’
‘,moral c’ncept, a couple of concepts 1nvolved 1nkplay1ng a game, and a ;"

-concept corresponding to a. sclentlflc theoretical term Concepts such as

Red‘fit the first part of my account, that to have a ooncept is to have
V'the capac1ty to Judge correctly whether things are of a certain kind

/

~but not the second,‘51nce in their case the capac1ty does not rest on a.f”

beiref-connection or'connections;f Three other main groups of concept&

)

remain to bé discussed A.e. mathematical concepts such as Multiplication, -

~mity, logical cepts such as Negation Universality, Consistency,

-and formal conce\"‘ 1ng, Event- Kind Fact In the case “of

these concepts I shall argue only for the first part of my thesis--tha“

v'hto have the concepts 1s to have the capacity to Judge correctly whether

'things are of certain kinds, however I would not" rule 0ut the possibility

oy ~.

- that something akin to the second part of my thesis holds at least in the }3d

_ case of mathematical concepts vE'g 1t seems that par_-
‘.:-\ . .
1nvolved in: hav1ng the concept Multlplication is that if one believes A

"fe g that two lots of 13 have been added to one lot of 13 then one"wnplt ‘5ii

'3" £ “

- be11eve that the sum w111 be the same as 1f 12 lots of 3 are added to

ﬁﬂone{lot'of'three.Jwﬂoweverfthat may be,vaigofwish*toﬁargue_thatlhaVing:% :

1
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the concept Multlpblcatlon is a mattee of. belng able to Judgeccorrectly

whgther thlngs are of a partlcular kind. he thlngs —here are méthe-» > ';,

. f\ '

' matlcal operatlons and the k1nd is multlplicatlons In other words, one

has the concept Multlplicatlon Lnsofar e@ one can Judge correctly whether

‘a person is - mult1pF§1ng (so long -ds” one is sultably placedA famlliar with

S .. . . -

-~ his notatlon etc ) One spec1a1 way 1n/wh1ch ong\can manlqut one's:
ab111ty to. Judge whether an operatxon is multdpllcat;on is hy performing
the operatlon oneself when c1rcumstances requlre 1t : Of anyone who can
- multlply we' w111 say that he has the concept Mult1p11cat10n é}nce he-
'5fcou1d not be sa1d to be multlplylng--know1ng what he was d01ng--without
-be1ng able to Judgelcorrectiy whether operatlons are mu1t1p11catlons.
' The mathematlcal notlon Inftnlty may at f1rst s1gh?‘seem to’ be anh

' ﬁexceptlon to ‘my account slnce hav1ng the concept Inflnity is: hardly a

<

hf»matter of be1ng abIe to Judge correctly whether/thlngs are 1nfin1ties.

"-.However, lf ltals agreed that to have this mathematlcal concept 1s to bef‘

dable to. Judge correctly whether sy, h thlngs -as: dec1ma1 expan51ons will

:termlnate or not then my account w111 f1t this concept ! L

‘ a ‘_ . Log1ca1 comcepts suc;h as Negatlon and Universahty can best be -

."regarded as concepts of k1nds of fact 1. e .negative and universal facts;f
' Slmllarly, cons1stency can be regarded aS\a concept of a relatlon betwegn
- i . wQA- -
ifacts Accordlng to my account of concepts, to have the concept
: s. ey

;;hUnrversallty w111 be to have the capac1ty to judge correctly whether

facts are unlversab' i, e., whether 1t 1s a fact that all members of a-
iclass have a certa1n property To have the concept Cons1stency w111 be’-"

“to‘pave the capacity to" 3udge correctly whether onéLfact is consistent 2

,fw1th another, and so on. One shows that ‘one has the capacity to judge A
- e . : BN .

correctly about unlversal facts by maklng cofrect un1versa1 Judgements,:

R
oo Conae e DTy
’



. room we represent the concept Dog‘ﬁy a’ class (predicate) letter D‘”

- L

o that th1s can\} be expressed'ln conceptual notation ,ﬂ1t is in fact

~to Judge correctly whether things are*of a particular klnd which wotks

A S 104

/ ”

\

. and that one has the capaclty to Judge correctly about negative facts by

" mak}ng correct negatlve Judgements, hence 1n cases such as these having

the relevant concept 1s a matter of belng able to. make correct Judgements' )
of a particular logical form.
We < come finally‘to the group of-conceptshthat-are SOmetimesV.'

cahled,‘formal concepts'. The term ”formal concept" in the senge in

whlchQI am using it comes from Wlttgenstein s Tractatus (4'126)

'Examples of formal concepts whxch W1ttgenste1n gives are ObJect Thing, o

Fact, Functlon, Number, and of them he says that they "are represented

5

in, conceptual notatlon by variables, not by»functlons or’ claSSes“

-(4 1272) For 1nstance, 1f we, w1sh to say thatcthere 1s a dog in the o
'e-. ®° .

T

(3 X) (Rx DX) o , 4" '. . Uﬂ;"

"Jbut if we w1sh to ‘say: that there is a hing in the room Whlch belongs to

. 'ﬁ‘

| Fred we represent the formap concept Thlng by a variable letter x.-

(3x) (Rx BEx). e L ‘

,'If we want to know how to say that something is a hing the answer‘ds

* A

’nonsense. Wlttgenstein maintalns that concepts such as ObJect Fact, '

. Number are pseudo concepts, 1‘ . tHey are not concepts in the same sense o

as‘ ordlnary concepts such as Man, Atom, etc.:- .

My own/account of*concept posse351on seems to lead to a similar
A

r\.x'

F_conc1u51on 1 ha:F sald.that to have a concept is to have the capacity

o

‘A.c

. . - M—v;
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" .

-»prhperty concepts Such_aszed‘A.(There.may seem to'bewsome strain in the
case oflproperty~concepts--we don"t'very often. say that'colours are'

| things of any'kind. Yet it is quite.proper to say (things 11ke ) "Things

*like colours don t come 1nto phy51cs--phy;1cs deals only W1th primary
qualities . "Thing” can be used in a,completely general way--lt is the
doyen of formal COHCepts-thereas "obJect" 1 think has a more restricted L
use). Now 1f we try to substitute ObJect Fact or. Nu\bex for. Kestrel or

Dog in Our account- of what 1t is to ha4e a concept we 51mp1y generate f\

_nonsense. It makeS}no sense to speak of the capatity to judge sorrectly

]

whether things are obJects, facts, numbers, éh whether they are events,-
. B Lo 4 P P - oY g | o
Properties, kinds, and so-on. - .. . -3‘;~ o 1<-f-ﬂ'f'

v ] * -

Perhaps one reason for this is that when we speak of someone ‘as -

»

hav1ng a particular concept or a particular capacity, 1t makes sense to

h suppose that he might not have had that concept or capacity Whether or -

v

C e

not he has 1t shows 1n the details of what he can and can t do.. But in'

: v
'.the case of concepts such as Thing, Event Kind 1t is hard to sEe

, what in particular a person must be able to say o/ do if he 18 to count

. o . o 7 . .
-as:having_the'concept;'-It-seems that 1nsofax s he has y event concepts_

he has the' concept Event, 1nsofar as he hds - y property concepts he " :

/v B

3 conceptswat all he must

surely have SOme eVent concepts, some property concepts and g0’ on..,

has the concept Property But 1f one %as v

)

- These formal concepts seem to be concepts without which one could not B
have any . concepts at all They are 'formal' concepts in that they

‘ Y
determine the 'form of our thought about the worldh—i e. the most

.

general features of our thinking--and not material' concep which

%
. - @

determine the partlcular sorts of things we can think about Because ofi--f
A o » oo
their peculiar nature formal concepts are very difficult to discuss

,ﬁy~;,-g*
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. S f;f
' 1nte111g1bly, and I shall not attempt to understand them more: fully here
If it is_ sa1d that my general account of concepts does not. apply to them,‘
: Iuwou1d~be‘prepared to-accept this-while at the same time‘maintaining |
that no account can really do them justice '.*{ ' ~.:_ iv:-h ‘}'»stﬁf*: o
Finally, I want to con51der another sort of.pseudo concept | D S

aIluded in Chapter 1 (p 27) to the question of whether concepts can be
-‘formed 51mp1y by combining other concepts For 1nstance, if we have the‘
: [ O .
"jconcepts Red Metal and Sphere do we 1n virtue of that have a concept

'.Red Metal Sphere7 Is there,.indeed°lany such-co‘ncept7 Slmilarly, if we;-.
- have the concepts Red Blue,.Sphere (and the concept DisJunction) do we f>

1 in v1rtue of that have a concept Red or Biue Sphere wh1ch applies to redi"v
.:spheres‘and blue spheres but to noth1ng else? | | |

To have the - concept X‘ g have sald, one must be able.to Judge

correctly.whethervthings are ofia certaln‘klnd Red things form a kind 5
v_.so do things made of metal,.so‘do spheres, but it may be questioned
';whether red metal spheres ﬁorm a kind in the same sense One hesitates .fb"i
i“here, I thlnk because one sees#,o pglgt to the classification* One canbilj”
':however i glne -a p01nt but that means telling a special story, such as::
a story about a. kind of jgchine, one of.whosebcomponents must be a red

- metal sphere 31nce nothing eLse qeu;d-tulfil the function of that

"fcomponent ‘ In such a context peOpl dealing: with the machine would Q_,

'i.undoubtedly form the concept Q which would apply to red metal spheres

: s
'because such spheres could be used ﬁor a particular purpose Someone who

'ihad the concept would be able to recognize Qs, 1. e he would be able to

ﬁ.,recognize thlngs that would fu1f11 the function in question However:it:i;u,,

Ly e

¥CE. Kovesi (1967).
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~

is clear ;t the concept Q is ‘not the concept Red Metal Sphere, Q is a .
functional concept like Telescope whichhonly 1nvolves the concepts Red

»Metal and Sphere because red metal spheres happen to fulfil the function

Coa

in questlon.‘ ,_,jf "ﬂf,“{,vv T 1" S
As e have seen, there are many reasonl, apart from function, for
c13531fying things together. 'One~reaSOn<is thatﬂcertain sets of-‘

properties naturally occur together-—if a thing has many of the character-'k -

'rlstics of a kestrel it is likely to have the rest if a substance:has.

many. of the characteristics of gold 1t is likely to have the rest In*,;
':such cases,‘where sets of characteristics -aceur together as a matteriof
i»natural nece331ty, we speak of 'na ural kinds .Then agaid we may |
‘agclass1fy things together because a law h ds of them (e g soluble _f
.substances) or because the‘same sets of laws hold o;‘them (e g magnetiZed v
.”:fbsubstances;wcurrent carrY1n8‘conductors) The Point I want to make here ? B
'1}iis that (except ‘in the case’ of Red Salty; etc ) we speak of a kind only
?bh 1f - there 1s some rgaggn for classifying things together as of that Kind :
fArbitrary clas31fications, such as red metal spheres or Carroll’
.'.'Colorado spruce trees between three.and five feet in height situated on :»?:i'

)

'.U S farms Of 100 acres, or more do not constitute kinds Consequently, ;g"'

f;where we have an, arbitrary classification we have ﬁo corresponding "f“” :

bconcept" There 1s no such concept as Red _ al Sphere since there is no

-,corresponding kind of thing about which ot ‘ould have the capacity to

' make correct Judgements The same rema ks‘ ply to aryitrary disjunctive

o

1 vclas31f1cations, there 1s no concept Red or Blue Sphere, since there is

no corresponding krndu I do not want to deny that there may be border-t .fvv_:

'i_nline cases where 1t is hard to know whether we should speak of kinds

Such cases occur in psychological 1nvestigations of concept formation

. i B T Do T



108

In such experiments an. arbitrary collection of characteristics (e g

h'de51gns of a. particular shape, Size and colour) may constitute the

defining characteristics of OGs,_and 1f a subject can distinguish NOCs
h_ from non NOGs then he may be saig ‘to. have th\Jconcept Nog | In the pd
: circumstances'of the experiment the reason for classifying the things
‘together is simply.that the’ experimenter counts.this as correct Thus
‘from the pOint of View of the subJect the c1a331fication is . not arbitrary,

[

but from the pOlnt of view of the experimenter it probably ig.- There is f

Fno reason beyond the experimenier 8 reasons for doing the experiment why :f'
the de31gns called "nogs“ should be claSSified together, so that it is f-
' °gon1y in a* very 1imited sense that NOGS can be said to- form a kind ‘;:f a

"Consequently, it is . only in a very limited sense that the successful

‘SubJECt can be said to have acquired a concept Indeed it is misleading,_f.'”

E ;to regard such experiments as experiments on concept formation at all
—;\h -? i Several p01nts arise 0ut of the ac%ount of - concept possession -
fiwhich I have given in this chapter ',;,, - , D o .
(1) To have a concept involves (eacept in certain special cases)

¢

haVing certain bellef connections, but one can’ only have a belief

e P

_connection if one already has the concepts involved in having the beliefs
"1nvolved E, g to have the concept Kestrel is to have belief connections o

rinvolv1ng beliefs about brids With curved beaks birds with long tails,

"ietc._ But one cannot have, for instance, the belief connection "If you ;“fo}ﬁ::

”:'believe it has a curved beak, long tail, whitish underside and is hoveringfl?@if

“,,in one place, then you will believe that it has black specks on its g;foi"

N P
«

L I

dffconnection "If you believe it has a long tube with lenses at each end

’"Wings unless one. has the concepts Beak Tail Hovering, Cunyed Long,..lfihef?3

© gtc.. Similarly, m% have the concept Telescope is to have the belief--~;ig‘f!1:f;



U‘then!you'willhbelieve-that itfis useditor-lOQkiné'athdistant.objects";f
but one can;tihave this belief}connection'unless ohefhas the\conceptseh
Tube; Lensp_hsed»For,‘etc.v Thus'having.one;concept involvesahavingf
..ot.he'r'l‘s,: e.;veti ,_tbo'u_gh "cém.:ié;i.'ﬁ cIOhcepts are {{ct bu‘ilt hp,',«s‘imply'by*.
'comhiningdisimpler concepts Many phllosopherS‘would put the matter by

‘fsaylng that concepts ex1st as elements in. conceptual frameworks, and in‘

’

:V_.sections 6 3 and 6 4 1 shall look at this notion of a conceptual frame- o

hwork in more detail -vk

-;‘(2) I have sa1d that hav1ng a concept involves aving a capacity ‘

~fifor Judglng correctly whether chlngs are of a certain klnd The question_

fvinow arlses of whether we' can say that concepts are cap_cities for correct=i“'

'f.]udgemen This is a matter I shall discuss in section 6 1 For the

‘moment I shall continue to restrict the dlSCUSSIOn to what is involved in';ff

"_hhav1ng concepts .;aiv: 1.f'i ,; - 'wwh'_'? ‘3
= A . , Lo S SN
(3) My account of haV1ng concepts as being a: matter of having

certain capa01t1es for correct gudgement leads us to inquire as to, the O

o

’;nature of the bases of these capacitles The base of a person s capaeity:{.;,”

109

tw111 be some characteristic of the person such that if he has that .};iiii;.i

T

*ffjcharacteristic then he must (logically) have the capacity, and as we saw,'ﬁ':

:1n the case of most concepts the/characteristic in qUEStion is the‘iﬂﬁjﬁf'

pe

','posse551on of certaln be11ef connections For if he has certain belief-u' T:“

;connectlons 1t follows 1og1ca11y dhat he w111 have the capacity to judge

'»‘correctly whether things are of certain kinds.. Affnjff‘

We saw,.in discuss1ng capacities and ﬁispositions in Chapter 2

‘?;that a particular capacity hay haVe any one of several different bases.,-i'H

'4371t should then be possible for one person to have a concept F in virtue
7»_Aof having one set of belief~connectlons, and for another to have the

»,..o \




g L \1- L .s .

¢

: same concept in v1rtue of ha 1ng a dlfferent set of belief connectlons

.‘\

T thlnk thls isa genulne p0331bi11ty, as may be seen. by
’con51'er1ng again the concept Telescope Consider one person who has a

l bellef connection such that 1f he be11eves that an 1nstrument has a

R

5certa1n arrangement of lenses, he belleves that 1t will be used for
o ‘. } . .
' looklng at dlstant obJects Insofar as he has th1s bellef connection

v =

he w111 be able to recogniZe refractlng telescopes when he comes across,”:

N

b them The bellef connectlon is the base of hlS conceptual abili y N ow .

‘con51der someone who does not have thlS bellef connectlon, but does have

R

'{d -a bellef connectlon such that 1§>he belleves that an 1nstrument has a ;

ffd,concept Reflectlng Telescope This is true, but it 1s also true that

:'*.the form of more than one sub klnd A* person who has learned to

) . Ve : ,_‘ a . '*s ' Ty,
' certa1n arrangement of lenses and mirrors, he w111 belleve that it Will
REoTSs

| bnbe used for looking at distant objects Insofar as he has this belief-
",;yconnectlon he W111 be able to recognlze reflectlng telescopes when he;bp
lseeshthem ThlS be11ef connectlon 1s the ba51s of hls conceptual.
..ability Now 1t may be sa1d that these two people 31mply have different

‘concepts : one has the concept Refracting TeleSCOpe, the other has the

-f*bthey both have the concept TelescOpe and they have this concept on the 5;1"l"
- R
'1bas1s of hav1ng dlfferent belief»connections OBViously the same»f"j,'g't

L’3f31tuatlon w1ll arlse wherever a thing is of g kind which can exist in uy?c,;"

57;;recognlze only female blackbirds (i e the European blackbird in which
ffspecles the male and female look Very different) has to SOme extent
j~¢lacqu1red the concept Blackbird':and so has someone who has learned to

;pfﬁrecognlze only male blackblrds Neithe; has an deguate grasp of the

'A*tlconcept Blackblrd zlﬁ,xhat is not tO say that they have no 8r38P °f 1t .

fl They both have, to ome degree, the concept Bladkbird but their
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. conéeptual abilities rest on different belief-connections. b[;S\

- 'Hmhere‘is'another sort of"CaSeiwhere two'peopie'mayuhaVe”the[samec'
e - S S e o

‘ concept but on the ba51s of dlfferent be11ef connections. Thisiis

: where a thlng ex1sts ‘in only one kind yet hav1ng a full grasp of the f_t<'

i_.

. concept 1nvolves hav1ng many bellef connectlons Bl’- 2,‘{;}.Bn{’ Then.:

one person may . have some grasp of the concept through having Bl’ é,“

k

k+1";::Bn This will often be so 1n the case of sc1ent1f1c concepts--

'”4n oonsider, for 1nstance, the concept Electric Current again’ "The .,*7

°\@" LR ,..v .
acqui§tion of a full grasp of such concepts can often be reached by

é\ﬁ"' B and another may have some grasp of the concept through having

S

R
- several different routes

. . VP‘;
' (4) My account of concept posse331on has made reference to

S

.recogn1z1ng, having bellefs and making Judgements‘ I have given an‘i{ff'.b
.account of what 1t 1s to recognize that something is of a particular‘
rdind but have as yet said nothing about what 1s 1nvolved in having
beliefs and making Judgements The two. latter notions are, I think,.
losely related I shall discuss them in the next chapter D

s
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~ CHAPTER 'FOUR™ . = ' \ ‘

CORRACT JUDGEMENT = -

4.1 Intrdductionpi o 'qu.'l L _“I}‘ R
The\conceptxgudgement 1s not one which has been discussed al great

deal 1n recent analytic phllOSOphy Geach offers a }ather complex theory

of Judgement in his book Mental Acts (1957), to which I shall tefer\\L~§ S

™

:}later, but otherw1se the tOplC does not seem to have claimed much
B attention However, this apparent lack of interest 1n the concept

7Judgement is to some extent 111usory, 81nce several other concepts closely

.:related to Judgement have been discussed at considerable 1ength by

contemporary analyt1ca1 philosophers of particular relevance is the

PR A ' Lo
g .concept Belief, since the problems 1nvolved in elucidating this notion o

V:i}%eem to be very closely paralleled by the problems 1nvolved in the caseki
'”NOf JUdgemeﬂt - FOr example, there is the question of whether a creaturef»wa»i
f must %e able to formulate his belief in a language if he is- to‘count 8sf‘ g

,julﬁaving that belief; and there is the question of how the concept Beliefcxf S

| liils linked wqth\$he concept Truth.v‘It is clear enough that questions Such uf:pp

i‘fas these arlse Just’as much for Judgement as for Be ief and this should

'-.hardly be SUfPrlslng, since it 1s a plausible view that a beliefvis a{°':?

' dlSEOSltLOﬂ to ]udg Almost all contemporary accoults of Belief take

l'this notion to be a dispositional one, the divisive issue being, rather,;uflfo

iy whethe? the disp031tion in question is ‘a disposition to. a¢t appropristely‘}nffj
A TR

to the truth of p, or whether 1t is a disposition to; say that p or

P e

something to the effectsghat p in some 18“8Uage., : ES

I' N
N 0 S . a
T R T e T R
g T e e s
i.‘;_. R PR B




’ One obJection that 1s sometimes raised against the v1ew that '
- . r_“’ . - . K (“ . .

.f:belief is a diSpOSitional concept is that in saying what oneself believes

s Qone does not normally take note of one s d13p051tions and deduce from.f‘

R

hvlperson has access to hlS own beliefs in some other way,

'fthem what 1t 1s that one believes Other people learn of one s beliefs o

1in this way, but 1t 1s not the way one knows, oneself, that one has the:

“i‘beliefs one has This fact may lead a philosopher to th1nk that each

a' "

*1ntrospection.~ However. I think that this 1s the wrong conclusion t%

i Qut'in some_other'way, One doesn t normally find out what one s beliefs“

l'through taking note of one s dispositions ,How*ver;,in‘special'ci'
hjstances one may do Just this For instance a

' say that q, but‘someone who knows P well may 7

:il; <:t he tends o:do all sorts of'things which are consistent with
7-'dbe11ev1ng not q In such cases P May well come to the conclusion, onx»
s”the basis of this evidence concerning hlS dispositions, that he does° ;%;;'ﬁ

'ﬁ‘beiieyesnot-q By this stage he may well have lost his inclination toi.’

,J.

w‘draw. One does not normally find out what one s own beliefs are through;‘bg

8
- . iy

taking note of. one s disp051t10ns, but that doesn t mean that one finds

!r*;‘arefat‘all, onefsimplyvhas#them' And to have them, according to the ‘;.at

« . . . /

ljfdisp051tional account 1s to be disposed to act ;% speak in certain ways;:.a"

I said that ong doesn t norma lly find 0ut bout bne g: beliefsv;@

erson P may be incli w.'i A”i

ject that really P beLieves :;‘

:ether he doesn t belleve not-q.- He may consider whether believing P is

\

‘ether he has certain other dispoSicions to judge, or he may re&lize % 'TH}

B E

U

”"Tstate:ﬁd ,“although such a course of eve?ts is’ by no means inevitable._fiiﬁ"f@"

. . .
Celit

bet 15’ after 311 quite Possible for a person to harbour incompatible n}fﬁg;;?f*




A

beliefs.-'To say'that°someone’hasﬁincompatible_beliefs:is,uaccording'to'r‘

a d1spos1tional account of belléf to say that in some c1rcumstances a

' -J‘person‘will act’ (or speak) in one way§~but that in other circumstances

“he w111 act.. (or speak) in another way, there is no problem in saying

f_that a person has, at the same time,‘th is os1t10n to do x. and the i

‘-,

B disgos1tion to do something incompatible with doing X, since the

= Q{conditions which activate one disp051tion may be different from those t'ffli»

i which activate the other disposition In the company of one group of

~said to have both dispositions

;ﬂ“people a person may act appropriately to the truth of "q",'whereas in the |

. 'company of another group he.may act appropriately to the truth of "not-q
o

S

T He can 't do both' at the same time, of course, but at any time he may be ;‘“5

",.I

I conclude that the fact that one does not normally find out about '

..°

one s beliefs through studying one s dispositions 1s not an objection to

. .the v1ew that beliefs are dispositional in.nature, the fact is that one 'h i
Ay : .

K

doesn t normally find out abOut one 's beliefs at all The question

ﬁ_ remains of whether the disposition in question is a disposition to do
: certain things or a d1spos1tion to sa y certain things, ‘oF whether, as I

ihave been tac1t1y assuming, both alternatives are pIausigle We can say,

‘b neutrally, that a belief is a. disposition to Judge, but then the same

question arises 1n the form "Is Judgement a" matter of speaking or acting

Q

or. both’” To av01d unnecessary repetition I shall discuss the latter

"_ form of the problem, and take for granted that once we have an account of

EE SN 0 , ffhk
, ’_;-'jud‘g‘ement‘, @eadily understand beliefs in terms of dispositiona to S

BT
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4 2 The assertlon account of Judgement

ACcording to thls‘v1ew to Judge that p: is simply to assert that
p}j lhe strongest vers1on of this p031t1ongwou1d be that wh1ch take!
éassertions to- be publlcly observable verbalizatlons Thus,»on this |
1‘v1ew, to Judge thatdp is to make the statement that p 1n some language
';"iThe obv1ous obJectlonlto thls 1s the manifest implausibility of saying>
‘fthat a11 Judgemenks must be overtly expressed in statements "Men judge

'.jby the complex1on of the sky the state and 1nc11nation of the day" bpt],: :
'thlS doesn t mean they __z_anything o o v |
e A second obJection, wh1ch I ththk is less cogent would run as
Yﬂiifollows.' It seeﬁs that only the 81nce;e assertlon that p is a s&itable:”‘x.
.lsufficfent condltion for a person hav1ng Judged that p If one\is lying
"Jthen 1n making the‘sta{ement that p one does not Judge that P Yet if
':fwe try to. make s1ncere statement the‘sufficient condition for Judgement
"we encounter a vic1ous c1rcular1ty For then we mﬁst explaln what is'

_l1nvolved 1n 51ncere Judgement, and that seirs to 1nvolve saying such .: -

7rth1ngs as "A 31ncere statemeht that P 1s a statement which the utterer ;];”

',belleves to be true" whlch presupposes an understa
:hence of Judgement (belief be1ng understood as a dis

ﬂtition to judge),
' 7:hor "A 31ncere statement that p is a statement which expresses the
: utterer 5. Judgement that p” which is immediately circular. Eff*fi'

One can, I thlnk av01d this difficulty if one glves up the quest

"'ing?of;Beliefbandu;;y_-5‘fl

i “for a sufflcient cond1tapn for the;concept Judgement One can reasonably i"f:‘"

l"e'say that 1n31nCere statements or 11es aré necessarily the exception, not

..the ‘rule Lying can "t be the rule s1nce to lie is to try to mislead‘
' - 63 :

"‘a{people into thlnklng that one belﬁ!ves what one says, and unless people -{fﬁ";;]

:";fnormally expec one to believe what one says one can t hope to mislead

i :
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i them by 1y1ng ' Ly1ng 1s 1nev1tab1y an act1v1ty wh1ch 1s parasxtlc upon
.the normal aé€4v1ty‘of truth te&llng; and it follows that 1f a personﬂj
~asserts that p then normally we takealt that he Judges that P- ‘(In‘.; , ,f'i
Austln s termlnology,.lf someone asserts that p then he implies.that "p" ”

s

‘is true, or glves 1t to be understood that p is true, and he could not d0'~

-

RN

‘. .
\ 3 ‘

: 9
thls unless it was’ accepted that eople normally tell the truth ) The'

important paint is- that a peréon '»assertlon that p Justifies u@ 1n‘algrf
,Asaylng that’ he Judges that p ln the absence of any spec1a1 reason to ’ dg;f;
\suppﬁ \that he * 1s lylng ' IhUS rtwcould,be saldlthatnassertiQn'ngQa:us?l-e:
-.}'a pQS1t1ve crlter;on'(thoughwnot sufficlentkcondltlon) of.Judgement;iWhacﬂr'

is st11, m1351ng 1s ‘a negat1ve cr1ter1on or, 1f possible a: statement of L

» B}

' éhe necessary condltlons for app1y1ng the concept Judgement.< As'we have--' §5jf

seen, assertlon is not a necessary conditlon of Judgement and it cannot

-

be construed as a negatlve crlterlon e1ther A negatlve crt\frion for

the appllcation of the concept would have to’ be such that if - the criterionlgﬁ“

_were m1351ng there would be a presumptlon that the concept Judgement was hujf

( 1napp11cab1e, yet 1t seems smmply untrue to" say that beﬂause a man does
g , _

not y that p,;ﬁhere 1s a presumptlon that he does not judgé that p

Vo

One cannot reasonably say that whep a person Judges that p he normally
/r says that p,bwhereas one can reasonably say that when a person says that

p he normally Judges that p We need a spec1a1 explanation to account
for someone not Judglng that p‘;hen he says that p, but we do not need
a'spec1a1 explanation to account for someone not sayrng that p, when he
Judges that p There is nothing unintelligih}e about the statement "He
Judged that the apples were rlpe, but d1d mnot: say anything"'~whereas -

'”He sa1d that the apples arSerpe, but he didn t think (- judge) they

. were" immedlately ralses the questlon‘QWh' did he say what he didn t d‘; '




;
believe to be true"'l (To put Jt in Austﬁnlan terms agarn whereas in

N :
saylng that p I 1mp1y that P 1s true, 1n not saying that p I do. not 1mp1y

that p is false—-eXCept 1n spec1a1 c1rcumstances where my. 511ence is

“spec1a11y 51gh1f1cant) "-.,]'. 1\ ' ‘h‘ o ‘-,'t'"

What we have established so. far is’ that assertion 1s a positive

criter1on of Judgement but that lack of assertion is not a negative
. ¢ .

criterion. What we want to know is what would count as ne 've 3

‘criterion. What 1s 1t that 1f 1t 1s m1351ng, creat s—at least the

not ov&rt assertion,

’. -
c - R

7presumption that no Judgement has been made It

~

'but some phllosophers, such as Geach ma1nta1n that 1t 1s covert assertlon,

' '

".;or, as’ Geach puts 1t--fbllow1ng Aquinas—-“saylng in the, heart"»""'

I do not have space to con31der Geach s account of Judgem%nt in
the deta11 1t deserVes, but somethlng should be sa1d about 1t if only

fbecause 1t is almost the iny contemporary theory of Judgement available

Vo Ca,
'“'.‘ |

(1y A Judgement is a.relation of Ideas )f ,

R
]

'V(Z).vAn-’Idea con51sts 1n a person saylng in h1s heart something

thhe main p01nts of the theory are that ;rf o o --": e e

“icorresponding to a word or phrase in.English or any other 1anguage RS S

FA(p 99) An 'Idea 1s the exerc1se of a concept 1n Judgement (p 53) Vi

. . < -

Geach wrltes of the Judgement "Every knife 1s sharper than every

spoon 4 ”James act of Judgement con31sts of his Idea of every knife
"e.standing in the relation ' §(sharper than) to hls Idea of very Eoon_u u..‘

f.(p 54) Also that ”Smith s Idea every man con31sts 1n h1s saying in-his-- |

>

z_heart something to\the same effect as every man (which 1et me- repeat

,‘\_'< n ~"
.~

"'need not consist 1n hrs hav1ng mental 1mages of these or other words)

a;

'“jI shall say gental utterance of' as an abbrevratlon for saying inrhis-c

-heart somethlng to the same effect as thus Smith's Idea very man -

. e
el

'5: L

T e



lDl)ig shall leave thls m%tter 331de and conqentrate on the notion of

-

- oo Tdea, . which is Just as cruc1a1 to. his theory A Judgement, according
ch _1s a. relation of Ideas If we w1sh to know what exactly Igé;\\\

ar§% we are told flrst that an Idea is an exercise of a concept in judge-

7jbut of ‘course that does not help us much unless we already havelan
.a'.‘ . . . S
-aceount of Judgement ‘ Geach s other,aand rom our point of«view -more, .

.)\""'

.

[

81gn1ficant assertion, is that.an-Idea is matter'of saylng in the-»

'.heart_something to-the same effect as 'x'", Wthh may be abbrev1ated to

mentally utterlng 'x'"l'jri' '

5

It seems to me that Geach s notlon of saylng in the-heart 1s far

¢

from being self explanatory : I can thlnk of two very dlfferent inter- o

- .

‘-pretatlons of 1t, whlch are»as.follows (1) To’ say in one s heart

e

«Somethlng to the same effect as‘"x“ is to say to oneself some word or‘

Fl . \

phrase wh1ch is synonymous w1th the word (or phrase etc. ) "x" : To say

1n one s heart somethlng to the same effect as "Some knlfe is. sharper

than every spoon" would: be to say to oneself ”Some knlfe 1s sharper than

zevery sp00n",»or,a sentence equlvalent-to thls; People do Say things to

themselVes and lt is clear that only a person who can say 1'ings can

,;ﬁgs to oneself

.is the same as Judglng. If one says to oneself%something to the same

u'say thxngs to h1mself The questlon is whether saylng

o effect as "The apples are rlpe” one W111 normally have judged that the.;

iV apples are rlpe (We may note that saylng "p" to oneself is not gu1te
a suff1c1ent conditlon for judgxng that p--one could repeat to oneself

"He 's-a’ llar, he s a 11ar" whlle not genuinely judging him to be a liar.»hA



o

. e . I 3 :
- . Y ) I . Y.

-One mlght say this' to oneselt’because one very much wanted it'to be true)
However, what we. are’ 1ook1ng for is not. a p051t1ve crlterlon but a

qnegatlve crlterlon for Judgement_ and it {5 not at ai} obv1ous that‘k E

fallure to say to oneself "The apples are rlpe" entarls (or implies) the

.
‘\

absence of the judgement that the apples are r1pe - For one may look at
the apples and act approprlately to thelr be1ng r1pe (e 8 by eating

'”'some, or puttlng them in boxes marked "Rrpe but not in boxes marked

' ”Unrlpe") w1thout sayrng ythlng to oneself
: A
. Whether Geach would regard this sort of case as an obJection to his»

. theory I do not know Iﬁsuspect not,’31nce he says at one polnt;(p.'SO);"

.

: "But oratlo recta can be used metaphorlcally to report what someone, :

[thought saxd 1n his heart' (w1thout, of course, 1mp1y1ng that the :

,thlnker had the quoted words 1n his mlnd) ..", and in a passage I quoted ;'
- . - . " N '." ) .

On.p, 132 hls saylng 1n-hls-heart SOmethlng to the same effect as, L
Ok / .

;every man (whlch 1et me. repeat, need not con31st in his havrng mental
'-1mages of these or ‘other. words) | The qua11f1cat10ns in parentheses inh
Vthese passages seem to be 1ntended to rule out the 1nterpretation of @

: Vv o ,_r, : . :
saylngs ln the~heart"as ordinary saylngs to oneself i.e. hits of sub- Ag

:h vocal speech . Rather,accordlng to- the frrst quot on above, to say iﬁ
‘one s.heart that every knlfe is sharper than every spoon is to 55155 that 1

' revery knlfe is- sharper than every spoon, But lf this is how We are to ‘
understand sayings 1n.the heart we have come full c1rc1e,‘since to thinkdvyh
d‘}‘that p 1s e1ther to bigleve that4p or to’;udge thft p,\and it is these
notlons that we were’ trylng to explain Unless I have missed some
‘;cruhlal polnt in: Geach s theqry, it,seems that his'"saying in the heart":';-f-

e ./ - v

hfformulatlon is 31mp1y an alternat1ve form of words for "Judging"” _;ﬁ};ff
\} .

'_:although it may carry w1th it the suggestion that a person can?t say in
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his heart that.p unleSs~he can say:that p-in'some'language- Whether this

~

suggest1on, that only language users can Judge, 1s‘plau31b1e, is some--
thlng that I shall discuss 1n my next chapter 4 For the moment, however,l

assertions in the heart" seem to he of little'help to us = bfr]‘

° 2
2N

4 3 The act1~g:as -if account of Judlgment ‘

4

. People sometimes say that P although they do not Judge that p.'

.-

e Statements can: he 1ns1ncere, and because of this we are indlined to say

A

that ”actions speak louder than words" h Thls thought leads to the 1dea o

[

e

_ that the real test or at least an 1mportant test, of whether a person j

Judges that P 11es in how that person behaves Suppose that someone says

_7 the rope bridge across the ravine is” qulte safe, but even though 1t i

- F

$

greatly to h1s advantage/for him to cross by means of it he refuses to”

do so In such a case we at lea _'suspect that he does not really Judge .j'

AN

" the bridge to. be safe We do perhaps allow for cases of a. person judging f{'

that P but be1ng unable to bfing himself to act appropriately, but such :

' cases are highly problematical If the man says w1th every appearance of ',-‘

51ncer1ty that the brldge 1s safe, yet refuses to cross himself we have

confllcting evrdence concernlng his judgement.: We méy say that he judgesr'

(1rrat10nally) that 1t is safe for others to Cross but not for him, or y“;--iﬁ

that he makes contradlctory Judgements, but neither of these interpre-'

tatlons contradicts the v1ew that his behav1our clearly reveals a .

Judgement on his part that it is unsafe for him to cross.(ffi;h 1“'.

Thls sort of case may lead us: to say that a person judges that p

1f and only if he acts as 1f p were true.. On th1s V1ew the frightened

- man - acts as 1f the bridge were unsafe, and it is this action that reveals

or constltutes h1s Judgement that it - is unsafe H0wever this analysis -

.o



: wbn't do, aS'it stands. To borrow an’ example from Price (Prlce 1969

1p 263) Klng Canute acted as if he cOuld control the sea but he did not
Judge that he could control the sea On the contrary, hlS aim in acting
. as lf he could control the sea was to show hlS courtiers that he could
o not. In general »l% a‘persOn iS«said to act as.1f p were<true this e
1nd1cates that he does not Judge that p The sort of case Where a man
',:acts as 1f the bridge is unsafe is where he Judges it to beAsafe but '
v:acts'as-if it were-unsafe 1neorder to»mislead others Thére are. other
{.sénsés of‘haCting as if“ such as the sense in which an actor on- the stage

i

' playlng, say, Faustus, acts as 1f he could conJure up the Devil . This '
: » 4 N ‘

‘sort of actlng ‘is dlfferent from Canute s,‘and both are dlfferent from'

' »3the actlng as 1f that is 1nv01ved in Eretendlng that one believes some- h

‘thing However, in ‘none’ oﬁ these cases is actlng 13 acting as if
R : _ ‘? -

'something were the -case the same ‘as judging that it s’ the case.;,

'-'falrly ea51ly overcome Instead of saying that a person judges that P

'1f he acts as if p were true we can say that he judges that p 1f he acts.;f'

'bg”appropriately to, the truth of. "p" * ﬁhe frightened man at the bridge

K ‘does not.a' _g f he bridge was unsafe but he does act appropriately

b'.'to the brldge s belng unsafe At least, we can say that he acts

fappropriately 1f e, can make certain plauslble assumptlons about his aims, 'd'
fif we ‘can. assume, that 1s, that he does not want to! perish in the gorge /

'-3*Bra1thwa1te changes hlS account of Belief in thls way between his (1932)
and(PlS (1946) papers, presumably for the reason I have discussed T

t
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Thus in explainlng what is meant by BprOprlate to the ruth;of p
it seems that ‘we need to make reference to the person 's. goals or. aims |
iThe questlon 1s how, exactly, this . is to be done The follow1ng might be ,:‘

;5uggested (cf Bralthwalte 1946 p‘ 263) A person acts appropriately to l-;;

'the truth- of p 1f and only if he acts in a way which satlsfies or tends

. »to satisfy hls de51res if p 1s true, and whiph frustrates or tends to i

efrustrate hlS de31res.1f ) is false The frlghtened ‘man at the bridge

'turns back and thus frustrates hls des1re to cross, 31nce "the bridge is,'
unsafe is false. 459559,*on,this.v1ew; we‘can say»the.nan Judges the» N
v'hbrldge to be unsafe | On.the other handnpeople who, Wanting to reach the ~:f7

7'other 51de, cross: by the brldge satlsfy their des1re, since "the bridge Lo

. : A
‘1s safe ~1s true. Hence, on’this V1ew, we. can say that they judge the

i ‘:bridge to be safe

In sp1te of 1ts 1nitlal plausibility, however, such a view isj_;'&
, radically defective *. Suppose that,\unknOWn to anyone, it is only safe

M

5 rfto cross by keep&ng to the right hand]s1de of the bridge If one grasp f”w'“

'¢.=1nto the raV1ne In these circumstances it will be apprOpriate,.for f Wf

i

© " the’ ropes on the left hand 51de they will snap and one will be plunged

1someone who wrshes to crOSS, to keep to the right hand side By the same

”""token 1t will be approprlate for someone who wants to d1e in demonstrating -

~fgthe bad conditlon of the brldge, to keep to the left hand 31de Now two ] ‘ff

- . /
/. ’

””"people come, to the brldge, one of them having the one aim, the\other the

ig‘other The first keeps to the rlght hand srde and is soon across He has ,j;

' ,acted 1n a way Whlch satlsfies h1s desire since "It is Safe to cross on

R

* #See e’g. Chisholm (1955/6) and (1957), Ch. 1l. = ' .~ ' ..

EE
F



‘the right”,is true, and should therefore be held to have Judged that 1t B o

‘1s safe tb cross on the right (Note also that his de31re w0uld haVe
S

e frustrated if ”It is safe to cross on the right" had been false )
‘ S : s ! A

A'-The other man keePS tO the left 51de and is plunged 1nto the river sAs:a,;y.

°

'*consequence people realize how unsafe the bridge was This man also has.ﬂ»~”
satisfied hlS des1re s1nce "It is unsafe to cross on the 1eft" is true, :

and his de31re WQuld have been frustrated 1f this statement had been ?- o

d : . , .
Q O

hpbuntrue.h Thus according to the account we are considering this man
‘::judges.that it was unsafe to cross on the right Now the difficulty is,:
’ ,of cohrse, that neither of.these conclusions about what the men judged Ay”
’1‘rea11y folloWs from the account of what they wanted and what they did.i:-‘
v-'It may have been quite accidental that the first man kept to the right;ofy, ;:
.:the bridge and the second to the left Neither of them may have known ::?T;if
anything about the decayed state”of the ropes on the left hand side. L
There 1s another closely related dlfficulty* in the view that
Jf:Judgementlis action appropriate to truth' : This view analyses Judgementﬁl
‘rﬂiin terms of Action, but it'is difficult to.éive an account of Action L

JW1thout bringing in Belief A person 's, actions, as distinct from those '5;%5?
_:aspects of his behavior which do not count as actions, seem to be just ff;ﬁkg
ot hose things he does because he believes they are neCessary for his goalstj"fﬂ

‘-ﬂ_hThus Stepplng onto a bridge is an action but sneezing is not,v Things

x:done 1nvoluntar11y are not action%, but they seem tozbe}irrelevantlin :j;;f;u;

| ﬂ;asse531ng what a perSOn belieVes, or- judges, Thus by tion appropriatej_’ﬁ"

"fto truth" we' must mean action not behaviOur in general but if the 1_hff

IR

;b vnotion Action involves the notion Belief and 1f the notion Belief

R / .

. *CE.-Griffiths: (1967) p. 128"
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' .1nvolves the notion Judgement, then we can t w1thout c1rcu1ar1ty.exp1a1n -
: .};Judgement 1n'terms of Action Approprlate'to Truth “ F‘v{;'gf.‘ |
It seems clear that there is something fundamentally wronghwith this
sort‘of account\hibJudgement o The underlying defect I think is with .
hithe.notion of appr‘priateness that is employed In some sense it is gjﬁ

‘fundoubtedly true that Judging that p is an act apprOpriate to the truth :";r

: Pf”b-' In some sense a judgement s just that sort of thing which oughtihb‘fv
- htosbe-true.h Being true seems to be the primary standard set for judge-%f
.jmfments, and being false is the most obv1ous way in which a judgemedt can_dflnb
.h:be defective.; However fthe.sense of "approprlate" involved here is notﬁi'i'

i .
-6

: f_'dlrectly linked w1th the Judger s goals Actlons embodying true judge-réb‘

"“f: ments do (we hope)"end to lead to the satisfactlon of one's: desires moreiiiﬂf

'-foften than actions embodying false judgements,_but it is not the success SR

A

' or failure of such actlons that 1s the criterion for the truth of the f;”f:h*

,,n‘

‘u5.x3udgement'j To Suppose this would be to adopt a pragmatic theory of truth;ﬁh-i

e 'w1th a11 the difficultles that that involveS-s':;7s?3f,fi;jy‘fi,_q';fi;’*-~"

s ;about Judgement is that when a person makes a judgement he opens himself_

"‘b'to the p0551bility of criticism of a particular sor'

!

o

"~4 4 Judgement and correction

Since each of the above accounts of Judgement Seems unsatisfactory :
I shall offer an account of my own.: I think the crucial point to noticeij_f*

If his judgement

.[{fy;is expressed 1n language it may be open to criticism on’account of its s

-1ﬂ'}1ong-w1ndedness,»its clumsy formulation; its lack of tact, etc., but such

Voo

V[:criticisms are 1rre1evant to the judgemeht gua Judgement

fmgthat the Judgement isffalse, howeVer, (or thatiit is incorrect as regards

f:;the facts, or does not cdrrespond to the facts isfon qUite a;differenti,;fﬁff
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llevel.’ Qhenvavjudgement is'made?¥whethervor'not7it»isreipreSSed fn

'iispeech or overt behav10ur--the judger has at least opened himself to‘the

'iﬂfpossibility of thls sort of crlticism ‘ If he Judges that p he is wrongb
A‘iw'or 1ncorrect 1f it is not a fact that p, and if he judges that not -p he l {
.‘lis‘wrong or‘incorrect if it is a fact that p o Now 1 want to suggest thatl

‘.uthese are not casual bits of information about Judgements hpt constitute

“'what it is to judge One way of putting 1t would be to say that to judge Z;*

‘sllls to render oneself liable to' correction in the 1ight of the facts.-@

f,How one does this 1s 1mmateria1--one may formulate a Judgementsin words

;or express 1t 1n one s behaViour or think it to oneself the p01nt is

\

that 1f what one does is judging then, and only then, OnG’yill be ron ‘.. g
‘,1f the facts are such—and such ' : : o Ll .

It might be objected that such a v1ew cannot apply in the case of

-

g moral and aesthetic judgements, 81nce the facts of a situation 'f~¢ﬁf"

o cannot show that one has made a. wrong moral judgement,,say For instance “7g-
-:jit may be urged that the fact that A killed B quite deliberately, in

B I . 5 Ch .

- 1order to stop B from blackmailing,him, cannot itself show that the moral

’judgement ”A murdered B"‘is a correct judgement We have already seen ff;};ff

;“(1n section 3 3) why thlS is so. the reason is that the application of

7:f¥the concept 1nvolves not only such things as intentional killing, but

*7also that the killing in question 1s morally wrong If one regards jffbdf‘f
. ‘ A o

'ihlhkillxng a blackmailer as morally justifiable-—which some people might--“;l‘h

“,fthen one . can t apply,the concept Murder to'*uch a case However, if

;}:;one regards kllllng a blackmailer as morally wrong, then one:wﬁll regard .7f -

'd.}the judgement "A murdered B" as: a correct judgement Now all I wish tol'

- c1a1m is that 1f X does regard ”A murdered B" as a correct jpdgemen:

S

: »Vthen an alternative way Of putting the matter'would .eftQ say that 8°



(.:'. \
“far as X is concerned 1t-is‘a (moral)‘fact that A murdered B. I-am
- suggeﬁting that. Fact and Judgement are correlative notions, so that 1f .
someone refuses to- say that there are mOral facts then he cannot maintain '

that when people say things like "It would be wrong to kilg someone just

because he is. blackmailing you" they are ]udging There are non-

e AR .4».

cognitive theories of morality,tbut people who adhere to them do not deny

"gthat there are. moral facts while accepting that there are moral Judge-.b »

:"fmeﬁcst"TheY;qe“XHPOF'sh0u1d-denyé-that;there can'beugenuine JudgementSj.
ilgﬁ.ghe fié}a.éf-ﬁéfélltY;:ihséééd”WB?ﬁ;Oﬁeghas is expressions oﬁ'onefsk}lgf,b

 fasitngs, o st 10 pcsude el o do s e o el o
_;-rgi‘v-éf;afizaneianperaefv;s,-;;_gc;,”_,” e i o

OnQ imporltant consequence followsb It is not possible, I think

‘ that my account of concepts can be generally correct--so that it applies L.*i"
1n the field of morality as well as in other fields--and that a non- :J; -
cogn1t1ve theory of morality can be correct For lf my account of hav1ng

concepts is generally correct it means that all cases of hav1ng concepts

can be regarded as cases of having capacities for correct judgement. i?f;j_j;fj-

L Thus 1f there are moral concepts there must be such things as moral m”jfi-'~*

Judgements, and I have sa1d 1f therE are moral judgements there are ﬁfﬂif;.]*

: "-moral facts A non~cogn1t1ve v1ew of morality combined with my account :

‘*-of hav1ng concepts would lead to the conclusxon that there is no such
thing as hav1ng a moral concept 5 that 1t makes no- sense to speak of

' moral concepts And that conclusion seems absurd :1“ f;f/gfﬂffz;””'*"*"

ObJection may still’be ralsed to my speaking of moral facts on‘t, .

grounds that where there are-facts there must in principle be ways of

settling disputes about the facts,band that in the field of morality
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>
-~

to-matters‘of moral"principle; However, thlS obJection raises the large
- question of whether there can be genuine obJect1v1ty 1n moral matters, o

: and I cannot go 1nto that here

I have been saying that to Judge 1s to be wrong 1f the facts are

flother'than such-andesuch’ What I must do now is. to- say something about

:what 1t 1s to be a fact and what 1t 1s to be wrong Let us . consider the
E /1._,
notion Being Wrong.first._.b:"v-'- R i‘vef v}]kgq i~ 5@
o S . SRR
It is clear that one's actions can be wrong with respect to

w

K3

Lseyeral.differentvstandards An act can’ be wrong from the point of view

3

i .

of the law orﬁfrom the point of view of etiquette, 1t can be morally
: TS

:7jwrong or’ wrong in that it 1s clumsy and ineff1c1ent -In all these cases,-'*Q

'

'fj.I maintais; we are’ asse551ng the act W1th regard to ‘a factual standard

»

'H‘,if 1t 1s a fact that (1n a tertain society) a certain act 1s impolite or R
: l,:'

111ega1 then a member of that SOClety acts wmongly 1f he performs the
VAEf ( If 1t is a- factkthat performing an act in a certain way is inelegant
:_or’ineffectual.then one acted wrongly in performing it 1n that way |
',.Actions are judged according to many different standards but I want to;7<fji*
ﬂ:maintain,‘they are all--in a iense--factual standards, and in acting inbbf\
'r,ssﬁch a way as to be open to correction in the light of any such factual;h%
1iistandard is . to Judge It 1s by the standard of factuality that we assess

A.,vv

Judgements gua Judgements, and in so far as a judgement does nqt measure vfif’

-

‘{Iup to the standard it is unsatisfactory as a- jquement.g Of course,
‘I\correctness w1th respect to the facts is not the nly standard by which

‘;'Judgements g Judgements can be assessed"another is rationality or

| ';reasonableness, but this latter standard does not apply to all judgements},,_

' ﬁ;The Judgement that this bridge is unsafe is: the sort of Judgement which

"1s open to crlticism on. the grounds of rationality as well as factuality,

Y
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Cbut my Judgement that 1 have a pain in my leg is not. The questlon of

.

Qwhether thlS Judgement 1s a reasonable one to make in the c1rcumstances

-"‘doesn t arise, because one does not base Judgements of this sort on.

&'\’

.anythlng Where a Judgement is of a sort which cannot 1nVO1ve having

_ev1dence for 1ts truth 1t cannot be reasouable or unreasonable, but 1t

[ ',‘

ican, and must be factually correct or incorrect

Let us con31der further what 1s 1nvolved in being correct or

S .

q,incorrect. Suppose ‘we are 1nvest1gat1ng a spec1es of animal and we want

. to know not only what these anlmals are capable of d01ng, but also what
ithey are capable of d01ng cogrectly At first 51ght 1t may seem that
b-tthere -is no distinction to. be made here If these animals can swim and
. Cllmb trees then that 1s a’ fact about the1r behav1our, wbat could we be

_asklng 1f we asked “But oan they do these things correctly?" .

If we ' are going to sPeak of anlmals d01ng things correctly or

.o

&

bdvincorrectly it 1s clear that we need to 1ntroduce some standard by which

_,their b%hav1our can be Judged Consider a simple case of sorting things L

” according to. their colour.' Monekys can be taught to do this, and when

';_they have learned we can properly say that they have the capacity to sort

"!’things correctly by colour They can now be said to. make mistakes and »filib

- be rong about where 4. partfbular object should go.. Before their
B training they might perhaps play with coloured blocks and place some in
one box, some in another, but at that stage one could not say that a

”monkey who placedablue blocks 1n the red box was acting incorrectly

“’71we can only say that 1f we are thinking in terms of a standard of ’?; “*-zib

.-j Rt

bfcorrectness w1th wh}ch the animal is familiar Now what 1s" it for an
'-animal to be fam111ar w1th a certain standard of correctnesa? It is

jh‘obv1ously not enough that it should usually behaVe:in:the way that the
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standard'prescribes. A monkey that puts the red blocks in the red box

and the blue blocks in. the blue box, and so on, isn t necessarily

t, famlllar w1th any standard of correctness He may just enjoy putting

‘

'things together in that way, or he may have put them together quite

';wi accidently. If we are to say that he is’ famlliar w1th a sﬂandard of -

3_-correctness in sorting coloured blocks he must have some awareness that 'fp

H..lt 1s wrong to do 1t that way, rlght to do it this way And such

Qawareness is surely Hlnked w1th an awareness that that way will be SR

:"frowned upon or dlscouraged by others, whereas thls Way will be smiled
j;upon or encouraged by others The training process by which he comes to
: - N R R L
'gbe famillar w1th ‘a standard of correctness is precisely a process in 1}-

S whlch there is encouragement of some sorts of activities and dxscourage- '

Ly

o 2
*ment of othe;s,pand 1t 1s surely as a result of thlS sort of training

;that an animal acquires whatever knowledge of standards of correctness

1t.has,*.

QﬁéﬁeeQiSVLHQt.oniylaﬁ£a51s eahableldfhbeingf~hii*' 2
.encouraged/; &i others are g01ng to be able to acquire any |
fg: k“éwiedgevéfﬁ fof cbrrectness One way Of‘Putt1ng this Would be;
' h;£6;?é?'thaédégh ;{l:anlmals can have any knowledge of standards, but")

vttheanLibégéfaél ;ilianlmal is'a VérY.Vdgue one It may be wo?thwhile,i?ZZ
}ftéf¢6653de£_£6§€ ;{ent‘the different sorts of soc1a1 relations that *f?;,f:f
'§¢aﬁ;e§ist:£ét&a€ %;imals,iin order to make it quite clear that the sortj_hlff
..of soc1a1 inte . ,ons‘w1th which we are concerned are of a very sPeCi&l;i»y”

r-;bsort Ethologists distinguish such things as the follow1ng

_*Cf D W Hamlyn (1974) on the role correction.plays in the acquisitiL ;f:fﬂb
of the concepts of truth and Judgement AT UL L S e




. \>. - A\
(a) There -is"a wide range of soc1a1 behav1our in anlmals that 1s

.

la gely 1nst1nct1ve That 1s, the performance of certaln movements or

n

'the shqwrngugf certaln marklngs by one anlmal releases certain behav1our'-

. fln another animal G1ven su1tab1e c1rcumstances such as the fact that

g

o

'1t is’ sprlng (and that hormone levels are therefore suitable) the

' presenge of another red breasted b1rd releases attack behav1our by a

-,

'male robln The released behav1our is of an automatlc stereotyped sort

and can be released sometlmes merely by the presentatlon of a bunch~of

red feathers Such bu11t 1n.react10ns by one member of a. spec1es to
. another need to be: understood 1n terms of the1r b1ological function (1n
A;the present case, probably, the spac1ng-out of pa1rs of roblns over the
hhidavallable terraln wh1ch will enable each palr to obtaln SUfflcient food
tbkfor the1r young) . One EQElQ say that the response of one male robln to
'f another in sprlng ls correct' but by thls ‘one. could only mean that it
"_ﬁfisfbiologically'functional i.e. an expres31on of an 1nher1ted dispos-hgiji'
:gtion wh;ch is conduclve to the surv1val of the Spec1es But it is not
- x‘1n fé sense of "correct" that Judgements' ca.n be said to be correct

~A correct Judgement 1s not necessarlly conduciVe to the survival of the'
- A P . S '. ,'.‘. B

speC1es

.

”aq; ’;(b) Thefbehavlour of one an1ma1 can 1nf1uence the behaviour of dh B
s;,another 51mply by brlnglng the attentlon of the latter to SOmething that o
it would not otherw1se have notlced 13"Lorenz (1935) fOund that Ybe“ a
'thffloék of ducks was conflned in a pen, at one" place 1n the fence of which
vn”there nas a small gap, the successful escape of one bird did not lead to )f:*

"iany general 1mprovement in. performance by the others If however, one

‘ ) . . . ,/ ‘ ._‘—‘
:sduck happened to be near to or following close behlnd another at the e

&~

ftlme of 1ts escape, th1s had the effect of attracting the bird svfff;

o -

BN
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¢
attentlon to that particular region of the fence and §0 1nd1rect1y helped
it to solve the problem (Thorpe, 1963 p 134) o bf

Cases of thlS sort have been termed “local enhancemen&\\:y-5-

ethologists. They are typically cases where there llll appears at flrst
sight  to be evldence of one animal 1m1tat1ng another, but’ where on closer
. -~‘:"" . : - Y] '

}eXamination it turns ouﬂ that there 1is merely directlon of attention
vwhich‘coulddeasily have been produced without-the'presence.of-another';'
. R ' " S
anlmal at all *'.:- l; 'f*'h.i.’ .”{ b;hf, be~. - (hr‘”}..
vlll( ) Another klnd of case that looks 11ke 1m1tat10n but can hardly
ng :

be classed as such is that falllng under the heading "soc1al fac1litat10n
Yawnlng prov1des a well known example 1n humans, 1n general soqial
fac111tat10n occurs where -an’ inst1nct1ve behav1our patteﬂn" one animal

‘releases 31m11ar behav1our in another an1ma1 Cases of thls sort are g

- N

51mply a spec1al case of category (a) That 1s, they are cases. where anfﬁA'A

""\1nnate pattern 1n one an1mca1 releases an 1nnate paftern in. another, the”'-

'spec1al thlng about soc1a1 facilltatlon)being that the released pattern . ;; ‘

o 3 o : &
A'.1s the same ‘as. the relQa31ng pattern.

k] .

V’, (d) Presumably conditionlng pl s a larée role in the social

o . .
1nteract10ns of anlmals The behavxour of one animal can be conditionedULg"

to the behaviour of another JUSt as. well as to any Other klnd of EVentﬁ'Tlﬁ“

' Such a cla531fication of animal soc1a1 interactions is only a flh '

. : . , ST Ty,

rough one but 1t wlll be suff1c1ent for our purposes. The qUestiOn to ;y;'
be.raised is. where the notion of\Norrect behaviour can be fitted into

u 5uch a cla531ficat10n, It seems that such a notion is out of place in ;if=h

L) . . s A

éonnect1on w1th 1nstinct1 e behaviour._ The only senses in which such

behav1our is: dorrect se in wh1ch “correct" means (a) biologie ‘Z”*

cally functional" or (bl "appropriate to the satuatlon given the f:.ff‘fJ
-

. Lo oo . RN
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; aninal's needs'. (These‘are not:quite'thefsame e biolbgical'function

o

! ffbﬁunderstood in terms. of the reproducing species rathet than in term of

the needs of the individuallanimal)J

The notion of correct and 1ncorrect behav1our seems out of place, o

T

: too, in the cases of local enhancement and soclal fac111tation ) These
patterns of s0c1a1A1nf1uence may often be. blologically functlonal but e'
!are not‘classiflable as: correct“ or "1ncorrect" 1n an» other sense
‘i-We{turn tooconditioned“refleresri If an an1ma1 ‘has been conditioned

to’ Sallvate when a bell rings should we say that 1t responds correctly

' when the ring1ng 1s followed by sallvat10n7 Here I thlnk the answer

. N

vmust be:' Not unless we are th1nk1ng in terms of the purposes of an-
. experlmenter who counts sa11vation as the criterlowgof a correct'

'reSponse; In the context of a psycholog1ca1 experlment the salivation

s taken place e

' can “be regarded as correct but 1f the condltronlng ‘
. , S

, . @ ,
'acel dentally (1 e. outside any context ‘of human de81'n), then the

7

questxon of correctness doesn t arise. The sallvation occurs,when the o

.‘ TR 'h' -
’ ringing occurs, and that is all Thus unless we are thinking in terms

mﬁ;.! of - the almS o“an experimenter, or’ QEEEE;; in terms of ‘the survival

value of a condxtloned reSponse, we canno

0

as the-eort of behaviour that can’ be r;gh N r.}wrong And the same
0. be conditlo?ediyy

&pff?’“

. another animal does not alter the situation from the point of view of 4 : j -

applles when the behav1our of one animalfhappens

-f\* the behav1our _of another Replacing the bell by some sound made by

whether the notion Correctness 13 applicable.‘,,' -‘w‘f..

st
ad

Hav1ng run throdgh this list of Ways in which animdls can inter-‘t p

\

\e..

cact, weﬁgay be left w1th the impression that there is nothing left of

: my contention that only an1mals that can be encouraged and ﬁiscouraged i,i

R [

regard conditioned behavidur ;3 B
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-by others can acqulre any knowledge of standards For,;what is the'l
. _difference between an animal that can be encouraged/dlscouraged intsuch
a way that he can sort out coloured blocks, and an an1ma1 which can be K

"conditioned to sort out'coloured blocks Of course, to put the matter

this way is already to assume that there is little difference betwee'
B Y o
Aaconditioned behaV1our and learned actlon, but 1ng the verbal distinc- -

»'tlon between these two implres that there 1s a real difference ‘and we .
"need to‘know-what 1t'xs I think that the difference is.a;realione and;
nthat there are ways.of finding out whether an animal has been:conditiohed.n
tfhto reSpond in. a. certain way or whetherlitvhas learned to sortICOlours |
;bcorrectly l The dlfference 11es not so-much in what sort of training,the

l'»animal 1s subJected to but in how the ahimal being the sort of animal

[N

1t 1s,'reacts to the training _ f_:’_[ BRI f}» “3-J~‘ :‘.-'“ e

“To. condition A, response to a stimulus is to. bring it about that
‘:when the stimulus appears the response will appear,‘or at least that-the

| probablllty of the response w111 increase Thus if an animal has been L
condltioned to place red things in reﬂ boxes, blue things in blue boxes;
fetc y what has happened 1s that it has acquired a particular set of
'ﬁddisp031tlons to respond to coloured th&ngs ' In the same way, it is

& .
f'conce1vab1e that one might condition a" child to say. "pentagon'" wheneVer

‘Ahe is preSented w1th pentagonal obJects Learning to c13381fy things
| fcorrectly, on’ the Other hand, 1nVOIVes more than acquiring a disposition

i

. to. respond in a particular way For any correct way of classifying things il

s

 is a way that is correct for nyone. If we regard it as\éorrect to .57"

o ]c1a381fy together the red blocks, the blue blocks, etc b this tieans thgt

':VSuch a way of responding is rxght not. Just for certain Selected people :ffffdffi

",but for anyone : It follows that ' .l_f f’ﬂt.l'*~ ﬂﬁ_f.l:‘LJ!:fw'"ﬁhf;; v'ff'/.
o L '»;'- SETR B ST S ' 5 P
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L

(1) If I‘have,learned<that a’certain‘resPOnse iS’correct;‘rather-

" than been condltioned tp respond in a certaln way; I will know that 1t is
':wrong fordanyone to do th1ngs in a, dlfferent way If Iahave»learned'lt o
ls\correct to. call certaln flgures ”pentagons" then I w111 not’ nerely
'resbond to them w1th the word but will obJect to others calllng them
"squares' or»"tr1ang1es ,‘and glven the opportunlty, 1 will tend to

9

n ficorrect them. My 1nc11nat10n to objectAwhen others get it wrong is as i d
J:much a part of my hav1ng learned the correct th1ng to do as ;Ls my ‘;,h;h’
,lrncllnatlon to behave in the correct way myself | A
| ‘.d(z)_ If l observe‘someone else who is- learning or has learned the
.:;correct response, then I W111 know not‘only what it is‘correct for him to d»i”
'”do, but what is correct for anyone‘to do, and hence what is correct for
:me to-d0' If 1 haVe learned from observation,éthat others are right
‘when they call th1ngs "pentagons"; then I have 1earned that it is right
-for anyone to call these thlngs "pentagons and hence that it is right
hfor me to call them‘ pentagons""g:kzj.h: :fxw k'u gj'j}f;‘;fln 'Zf -iak.i,”
-ln short if as a result of lear;ing one can.correct others, or if
'one~can learn through observation and imitation of others,Athen one s

1earn1ng goes beyond mere condltlonlng To condition a response to a

R Jc,_'-.

| " astlmulus S is to brlng it about ulht (there is an incpéased ﬁrobability

that) the organlsm wxll emlt R when S occurs. But nothing at all follows
from th1s about how the organism will respond if it obserVes another

forganism whlch does not emit R when S occurs, or. whether it could have

,—\

7been tra1ned to emlt R when S nccurs, through allowing it to %atch the

\_ .

’act1v1ties of other organisms..

What I am’ suggesting 1s that if we wish to know whether an animal

_has learned the correct thing to do or whether it,has simply been S
P .~ / - ."__. :" ‘:' L ‘ ' R - 4, . ' :":\4-.'



conditioned we should con51der whether 1t is the sort of animal that

canflearnithrough‘obserVatio' 1m1tat10n and/or whether 1t is the sort
h,‘of'animal that can,-to any extent teachl-otherS‘what 1t has‘learnedf; -
o Examples of teaching in the animal world are probably rather rare*

_although there appears to be some . ev1dence of it 1n the way a mother cat

e

‘fﬂhelps her young to catch mice, and 1n the way monkeys sometimes help

-

f"”thelr y0ung’toiwa1k."Initation, or observational learning ,'on the o f:f"

J“A;other hand 18 1ndubitab1p present at‘least among the primates, and | ’
iiprovrdes clear eV1dence that tbese animals are Of a kind which learn What

:lt is correct toﬁdo I would emphas1ze that once we hnow.what an animal

f;is of this kindv then a whole new light is thrown on 1ts behaviéhr.:l t};&“}

;becomes likely that a’ great deal of its learning is genuine learningliiig,llf”
'brather than conditioning, so that it will not be implausible to think of ./ ft
1ts behavrour as manifesting judgements, and recognition that things are. :
lof.certain hindsc Given what we know about primates powers of imitation

'5ithere seens no reason at all why we sh0u1d not speak of them as judging

whether an obJect is ed1b1e, or recognlzing that a stick is too short to.

f-reach-a banana Of course ‘we ‘must be careful here. A monkey ¢an. hardly

¢

:lﬁfJudge that a banana 1s a fruit, since in order to have the concept Fruit

A

. -one must have certain beliefs about the origin of things such as bananas,,lﬁh:

jwhich a monkey 1s unlikely to have But I see no convincing reason for fl :

denying that it can have concepts such as Sweet, Yellow, Food etc
i . . \ .

To sum up, the contexts in which we . speak of correct behaviour are .

t.contexts 1n which there exist standards of correctness hhich h@y be set “li

f,-iby us as’ trainers, or which we may dlscover to exist among groups of

© *See Barnett (1967, p282\
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socral animals uhere there is :some degree‘of 1m1tat10n and/or teaching
”*wc discover such standards through noting that these animals interact tdd.
"i.uith each other in these special ways—~they learn what is to be done

' through observing others and/or can be taught and teach others..

- . ! . B . s - Vi

A standard exists only where there is’ thls sort of background of social {

‘Q'life and correction.
. We can now~say that correct behaviour is behav10ur that is per- ‘
'b.formed in accordance With a standard Such behaviour isinot only

behav1our that c01ncides W1th what the standard prescrib s, but is T
ffbehav1our that 1s open to correction in the light of the standard ‘In f{ffd

'.;othfr words, the behav1our of an anfmal must be correctable-—the animal

e

: io must be teachable—-if 1ts behaviour is to count as correct or incorrect

s lremaining unexplained notion in the definition "To judge is't gbe{correct f*

S . . . L X . o .
4 . .. . . PR

We may now return to our account of Judgement To judge, I said
'lS to act in a way which is correct 1f and only If the facts are such and_ﬂf_hf
. LR s R . . . "'B"-

Such A Judgement that p 1s an act which is correct or 1ncorrect depend-f;{Fv

_1ng on whether p is a fact or- not. Correct Judgement 1is* correct behaviour )

j-of a spec1a1 kind--the kind which 1s assessed for correctness in terms of 51.»

e

';the standard of the facts The facts set the Standard for judgement in 7@:1f7;
. the sense that we . count a Judgément as COrrect if and only if the facts f;-:’f&
bhfare such and 9uch In order tb complete our account of Judgement~we

*should now say something about the concept Fact, since this 1s the;ibdﬁ? .

‘fidor 1ncorrect depending on the facts".j Howevex, as»w8 saw in Chapter 3

e

Fact is al concept whlch belongs to the group of formal; concepbs, and

"t}there are peculiarxdifficulties in giving x accounb'of these1 oncepts

’/f\ B

”:Tconsequent1Y» I shg11 not pursue my account of judgement any furth:

Presumably any account of.judgement must end somewhebel aud .




pbe extremely dlfficult :'i"- ) G_;ﬂ“

n -r'“asl"haV1ng the capacity to judge correctly whether things are. of a certain{g

,gj.nmov1ng from the formula that hav1ng COncepts is a matter of having :‘/,;

imhav1ng the capacity to be correct we have incidentally removed one

“’(hav1ng cbncepts The p01nt is that unless one has some concept of say,

137

)

' formal concepts such/as Fact seem to constitute a naturdl stopplng p01nt

fih‘At 1east we can be sure that if any further progress 1s possible it will

.\,'

c5.'f If we now Join up our account of judgement as "being correct/
T 2

..u.

‘“-‘_1ncorrect in the 11ght of the facts" with ?ur account of having a concept ff.~3

N

v klnd we arrive at the conclusion that to have a concept is tO have the

"‘capac1ty to be correct with respect to whether things are of a particular '

, .

' .k1nd (We note that the formal concept Fact has now disappeaxed but it

has been replaced by tw° other formal concepts, Thﬁng and Kind )

' capaclties for correct judgement to the formula that 1t 1s a matter of

a
R

;-poss1b1e obJection to- my account of concept possession ' For 1t could well';'tt
' have beena objected that; one can t poss1b1y EXplaln what it 13 to hafve a

‘concept in terms of what it is to judge, since Judging itself involves

\'

) 1_a kestrel (unless one has the concept to some degree) one can'tvjudge thatjf'?r

”"tthe bird before one is a kestrel Suppose I haye no concept of a kestrel ffi[i

f’\ §

“‘21n the senSe that I have no. familiarity with birds at a11 because I have R

} never encountered or: read abOut such creatures Someone asks me "Is this:ff.{f

'_ il

S e




"‘:nkestrel if I don t have the concept

ar

’___‘_t_l

a: kestrel in the way that someone who has the concept can guess

'fthat a dlstant b1rd is a kestrel A fortlori I can t ]udg that it is a ;
’ S R

It seems then that any account which trles to esplain whatvit is to
f_“.have a. concept in terms of what 1t is to judge, cannot be entirely " .
‘5'satlsfactory For, oddly enough, 1t looks as 1f a. person‘counts as

;FJudglng only 1f he has the capacity to Judge correctly.' Such a, paradox~ist;-¥;

ilcal outcome suggests that Judgement is-a. concept of the sort 1 called .

f'(1n Chapter 2) a dlsp031tion-manifest1hg event concept', ot;_as ne should
15\;say 1n thls case,da capacity-manifésting“event‘concept” That is, there is~{;tf
:t{a capaclty to X and if someone Xs as ‘a’ result of having that capacity
' 7ithen such X1ng counts as Judglng,.but otherwise 1t does not The questiont s
;. "What is X’", and the answer; I suggest, 1s "be1ng right ! For if we
Aaifmake thls substLtutlon fo; kuwe can say that someone has the concept F if ész'

‘ and only 1f he has the capacity to be right about whether thlngs are fs, -»fiﬁf

bﬂ"_ and that he Judges correctly that something is an f if and only 1f he is'f“

’ T

“,1,r1ght that it is an f as a manlfestation of the capacity to be right

f‘efls an- f w1thout hav1ng the@

.,i‘Thrs allows for the p0551bility that a person can be right that something 52p<

nbept F which is all to the good

since in

flnﬁlearning a concept one is often righ '"ong several times before on'r

,'@

h.f',achulres the cagac1tz to be right concerntng whethervthings3a'eAfs.
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CONCEPTS AND LANGUAGE ;,.;.f.-_'-"

';jS.lr‘Introduction R

In the previous chapter I concluded that Ehe phrase "having

S S

f the.concept F" should be understood as meaning "having the capacity to be
;right w1th respect ‘to’ whether things are fs" Anyone who'has the concept
f‘tF w111 also have the capacity to Judge‘co#rectly whether things are fa,
‘since‘a person Judges correctly that a thing is an f 1f and only if ‘he is
’right about 1ts being an f through having the capacity to be right about
h;whether things are. fs Further, according to my account of the connection h‘ﬂ
,?between recognizrng and Judglng in Chapter 3, anyongﬂwho has the capacity '
.'Aﬁto Judge correctly whether things are fs w111 have the capacity to:h;:7f7::
'}recognize whether things are fs; since a person recognizes that“a thing vi‘
"his an f 1f and only 1f he has the capacity to Judge correctly that it is

3 v

"fan £ through being 1n a position to Judge correctly whether things are fS'

' The links between the concepts Concept, Judgement Recognition and Being

~‘}R1ght are 80 close that what we have here is not a set of three different

aaccounts of what it is to have 8 concept but one account thatvcan'only

"”;1530fu11y explalned 1n terms of the relationships between these concepts.rheg;f

) . R DY

p__account of concept'possess on. is related ftheaaccdqu,i}hage given
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\‘The account rn questlon is that whlch holds that to have a concept.ls to o
'Qbe master of the 1nte11rgent use of a partlcular piece of language ‘fForhf“
v1nstance, accordlng to. this view,Pto have the concept Kestrel is to'be‘
A'able to use correctly the word ”kestrel',.or a spnonym, or: an.equivalent
:'bw0rd 1n another language It 1s clear,rl thxnk that that this linguistic

' ”account of concepts can be regarded as a. special case of my oﬁn account

It may be obtalned by 11mit1ng the judgements 1n my account to Verbal

~ :thudgements, so that one obta1ns the formula that to have the concept F is'

'".'fto have the capac1ty to judge correctly, using language, whether things R

'Qpare fs (Th1s is not guite the whole story, 51nce there are concepts such\ 5'
”as Event or Negatlon that easily fit 1nto the 11nguistic account, but do
Affnot, as we have seen, f1t so ea911y into my account i As I shall explain

f__7present1y, l do not want to be commltted to the v1ew that absolutely any

.;, ?concept can be had by someone who lacks the appropriate llnguistic

'::;capaCIty) The basic 18sue between my account and the 11nguistic account

:f":of concepts in- effect boils&fown to the issue of whether Judgements can

EEeS However,_in V1ew of the popularity of linguistic accounts of concepts IV

.,4 5

' _dbe made w1thout language T have sa1d in Chapter 4 that one does not

ugh, and I

flffneed to Apeak or write in order to judge--that seems clear e"

,gaLso sa1d that judgements cannot'be understood aéilsayingsfin the heart'"'”"

*u“fsince th1s phrase is either a mere alternative form of words for

L Judgements L or else does not pick out_the same class of evenrs L

ﬁlii?shall in this chapter enlarge further on the_diffi ulties that face emy__;”'~

: Tf;“llnguistic account

beome of these difficulti 3

can be 1isted7as follows.

b;}S 2 Drfficulties with the ligg_}stic view’oflconcepts

(1) Cases of aphasianl Iffthe linguisgic account:is correct -




el

then . a man:struck wfth-aphasia* whofcan, _11 play cr1ck2t and chess, no
’fionger:has the concepts 1nvolved “in these games, whzch seems absurd r T;-i,k
-QTProponents of the 1xngu1st1c v1ew, such as Geach, try to avon thlsAf-w‘

';problem by saylng thlngs such -as’. “the central and typlcal applicatlons of

’ “the term "havrng a concept" are those 1n which a man is master of a bit

biif:of 11ngu1$t1c usage, we can then reasonably extehd the term to cases .’

:suffic1ent1y like these, e. g where the man can. play 1nte11ectua1' games .

"h::such as brldge and chess" (Geach 1957 p. 13) 'fled . »¢ﬁﬁftfﬂi;fldh‘tj:

‘ ;f The dlfficulty here 1s to know what 1s o count as sufficiently

’ @;Iike" In what way must an, act1v1ty be 11ke language in order for it t°.i? f,

-f,reveal the possess1on of concepts ’ Must it be an 1nte11ectual' activity

:zllke chess7s—-_Th1s hardly seems right for the possess1on of concepts s SEE

o Q.‘

' E_Surely essentlal in. playlng CIlcket or baseball and these are not

d"fnormally c1a351fied as ﬂ 1nte11ectua1' games

,.p‘~ . .
N

~ *The general term ' aphasla"‘* jers severaf different diSOrders Total o

- loss:of’ verbal ab111ty appar t1y is” very Tare,’ but cases’ do arise where E,C'V
fSpeech becomds - restr1cted to .a ‘single word such as’ "Yes" or "No". L

(Crltchley 1970, P 8). Crrtchley suggests ‘the term : "MonOphasia" to

v;r;bcover such. cages. Apha31a. ag .the:term is Ordinar11y understood, may
. or:may not” 1nvolve the use of language in' writing: “Agraphia" is .o
. sometimes - used to cover. casés where. writlng‘inability is aphasic in

.‘“j'to some’ other cause, :guch as phy51cal diseaSe tof th

.. For our purposes the phenomena of aphasia constltute merely an '
“‘*111ustration ofa: phllosophical p01nt, ‘rather than- any proof df"

3 " literature may be of value' in driving’ home_a‘philosophical

f,nature, i.e., 1sﬁc1ear1y a loss of" lingulstic abilit -rather than due
: nug cles; etc: . |
'”%lex1a" ‘covers: the aphasic 1nab111ty 'to read, 4r ithen there are’ more L
gEVSPeclfic aphasic’ disorders such -as the’ apha81c‘.nability to]type, the _,i‘fﬁ
;,]7aphaSic’1nab11ity of a ‘blind’] ‘person;, who hag dearned Braille inker-
Jpret any lenger, the dots. which he -féels: Critchley, 1970,

- hypothesis, It is- ‘not of -any great. philosophical ‘interest: whether a . ,"”Q [
- 'total® apha31ac can or .cannot play chess; for* 1nstan¢e, he point ig - that‘-”u
.+ there: is’ nothlng contradlctory 1_-supposing that -he ‘could. However,
“ reference to.actual disorders or even casé histories in?,heﬂaphasia e
'n;what ﬁéﬁ_EEEE coherently described certaiply can be so described. ! ;;*QHJQ}';l
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It is sometlmes said that the ex1stence of aphasia cannot

show that concepts can be possessed quite\independently of the cognizer ‘T

-‘_: hav1ng -a 1anguag s 31nce, after a11, the aphasiac has at one time learned ;

e work has been done on- the cognitive deveiopment of deaf ch'_dren* Such”dilg

o }school perlod, i, e they have a repert01re of

:‘;Zaglanguage He has learned to categorize the world via 1earning a’

L.

- ,1anguagé; and it may “be- suggeSted he could not have done so without _h

‘_‘learn1ng a 1anguage However, this obJectlon can't possibly show that n.“a.

' there 1s an’ essential connection between hav1ng concepts and possessing
- a language,‘Sane it rests on an assumption that 1s emp1rica1 in nature, L
el that a person couldn t acquire c0ncepts except 91a learning a R

".llanguage The objection grants that an aphas1ac still has certain ‘

e

.'concepts, and thls 1nVo1ves granting that onegﬁgn 1dentify conceptual

- : i o
: ,behav1our 1ndependent1y of identifying linguistic behaviour The only

-5rquestion remaining 1s the empirical one of whether concepts could be 'ﬁsfh :

“iacgulred w1thout at the same time learning a: 1anguage._ Recently ‘
w~'ev1dence has accumudated to show that this 1s 1ndeed possible, and this T
Z;brings us to the second @ort of example that provides difficulties for o

;the linguistic account of concepts,:‘;a.a_frd~

‘37(2)ﬁ In the last fifteen years or so a considerable amounf of‘h“if@

Ghildren normally have only a erz slight commandxof 1anguage.in the prebli:af

om'- tenvto fifty “:NH

'wilntelligible words, p;actically no. knowledge_of‘sy :ax;'and are normally

' #See, e'g. Lennebers, (1967), Furth (1966), Rosenstein’ (1961),

v .o

+ .
A
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- of these children to be radlcally 1mpa1red However; there is'littlev'
"evidence that thlS 1s so That there should be differences between deaf

;Q_ognxfive f1e1d 1s to be expected, 31nce the

hdeaf Chlld is cut offf '!;e store of 1nformat10n normally imParted ;;”

o by adults Such dif‘, .}inly exgst but the poxnt is that there'

Afhis 11tt1e ev1d5: ] difference 1n conceptual ability which

'._wougd be expech f'ing of concepts depended essentially on ,:

i language learnit n'ficatory tests such as the Leiter Inter—~

'Tnational Performai ; deaf children perform as well as normal

frchildren. ;Accorde lg}nneberg, deaf pre school children "1ove make-.'

: believe“games{fthes fantastic structures with blocks or out/of boxes,-'\

- they may set.up ele} l_trains and develop the necessary logic for

'settihg‘SWitchesiand{ ﬁcipating the behav1our of the moving train o

around curves and ovd, ‘ dges They love to look at pictures, and no

\

degree of stylizing
for them, and thelri:

ﬁ"{ w1th those produceds' Aaring contemporaries Thus, cognitive ﬁbﬁflhﬁh

& >, ¢

dbyf' development_aserevej ro:gh play seems to be no different fromvthat

) .thich ocbursfin*the presence “of 1anguage development”"(Lenneberg,-1967 155;

p 362 3)

F;riexample one may b”hfamilia with‘certapnfso‘th of t es-b'f

concept.,



ﬂ;7 but there is no’ reason to accept their uiew

144 ~

will usually be famillar with the words ”tree N "leaf"; etc , since the,f
: : - . ; TH'
p01nt is that he is ‘not_ familiar with ”oak” ”ash” ete, Nor is it a

.va11d obJection that such ‘a person could 1nvent names for the trees-—if

- he is’a language user thls is no doubt the case--the pornt 1s that he is

~not master of the relevant piece of 1ingu1st1c usage 'However, more:.‘
1nteresting examples cagybe found than.thls t'IConsrder a self taught
H;mechanic who has learned a’ Iot about englnes through taking them~¢o B o

~p1eces and seeing how they work His possessron of concepts such as
S .

'Q-\Valve, P1ston or- even Carburetor may be revealed in his non linguistic L

o behav1our, in hlS readiness to accept certain substitute parts but not

others, his ablllty to correct the mistakes of others_in putting engines
'»together and so on Later he may begin to read about engine mainCenance,f
"’and discover that there are words corresponding to each of his concepts,

‘.and thlS W111 help him in communicating his knowledge to others How-»h_g}yi'

‘ever, he had the concepts before he knew the words Again, it is no _;{'lf
' ob;ectaon to thlS example to say that the mechanic might have been able to

.szglve (compllcated) descriptions of'valves and pistons in words, it is '

- i \

5v‘poss le that he might but 1t is equally possible that he might not.v
. -

g'It is- qu1te plauSible to suppose, for example, that when people ask him

T Y :
" for verbal descriptions he gets impatient and s ogs them what s what“ﬂ

Some pe0p1e m1ght claim that this s1tuation, where ‘afgerson knows.‘ »what

- 3carburetors are, but cannot putuhis knowledge into woy; is ipmossible,

i}

.fAnd.even if it .erg'h

L

'f:“contrngently true, this would not show that ogically a person must be g;rfiff
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LY
R : . . , ¢ - .

1nte111g1b1y descrlbe 51tuations where it would be correct to’ say that a’
: <r.}" . , : . )

person has a concept but does not hdve’ the corresponding linguistic AR
, o sl SR o o

'_.competence ST S - ,)/’.
. : o ; » ,

B i_" 7': (4) Animals A linguistic account of concepts tends to lead to

the conclus1on that animals do not have concepts For althoUgh some o
. W o

‘m

species of anlmals (e g bees and baboons, ‘to- take two quite different -
sorts of case)(are often said to have a kind of language, 1t 1s generally

accepted that 1t 1s°not those kinds of 1anguage which are relevant;-ghany k‘V_

psychologlsts, on the other hand, see nothing bdd 1n studylng theci.

- .

acqu151tion of - concepts‘ by animals, since for them acquiring a concept

PR L. . B W‘

4.{13 usually taken to mean acquiring a d18p051tion to make discriminatory
.responses - Now it is clear that this field of animal psychology is full

vi\\gf of difficulties, and 253__ fac1e it is just not at a11 obvious whether
B ‘we should speak of anlmals as having concepts Ultlmately/ whether we be‘}fh;
dec1de for or against their having cohcepts will depend on what we, under- ?4:53
'lflstand by "hav1ng a concept"' However,.the fact that the linguistic theoryb
51:Vof concept~possess1on rules out the possibility of animal concepts seems

'”: to me to be a POint 8galnst it For if as many would agree, haviﬂs the;fic*o

. f.
o

concept F can be interpreted vaguely, as knowing what fs are, it seems'”
_f‘ ‘ W~~ ' SR
. .an extreme view to suggest that a; monkey, for example, has no concept of E
L . , R t\ -

~1 a banana or of a-tree It may be granted that a monkey can "t have our L
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iay eggs.” (Geach 1957;'p; 17) Yet while it is obv1ously true that there
are great differences between the life of human beings and that of

'brutes 1t is not obvious Jﬂat the conclusion to be drawn is‘that

fbfutes have concepts only in a stralned analogical sense. Geach s

. phrase A"have concepts 1ike us'-',isf@uous’--it;may ;'me'an,’»‘have_ co.ncepts'h

N

~ in the'same sense of 'concept' as we have conéepts", or it may mean "have

]

v

Given the differences between the life of animals and the life of humans

o
it s’ very plau51ble to say that animals do not “have concepts like us"

» 1n the second sense, but this gives no- support ‘to the v1ew that they do'

not ”have concepts like us" in the first sense.»ﬂ

-

f5;3:‘Univetsaliand temporal conCepts = -f fd A_i_} ‘.f_fo:ﬁ
The previous section was designed to provide some general

.0'.

doubts about whether a linguistic account of concept possession can be

‘ ; _ ,
: satisfactory In th1s secﬁion I turn to two particular examples of

concepts which have been held to be essentially language dependent, and

1 shall try to show that the language dependency thesis is far from having

been established even in these cases _ 1h l":. B LT

3

Con51der first the conceptagniyefsality, i e the concept ‘d;
: ) '

- cOrresponding.to the-word-"all"t- Jonathan Bennett in his book Rationalitx

' claims that only language users can’ make universal Judgements, and it _'

% ’\

',nwould seem to follow that only language users can hgye the concept

L Universality (This is consistent with what Bennett says about the

j accept that if only languaée*users can make universal judgements then

s

connecteon between concepts and judgements elsewhere‘(Bennett, 1966,

p 73)) I have myself said that havxng the concept Universality involvesf'f

¢ eo '

bging able to make univetsal judgements (p 103) 80. that I, too, would

v

R 3 . . . PIREE

conceptsjwh0se contentVisfmuchfthe‘same as’the'content of'our concepts "i L

N



1@71,:

only they can'have‘theﬁconcept Universality; Bennett says that a dog s

hbehaV1our in- d1gg1ng can. reveal that it believes a bone is buried at
!

'that spot but that it cannot reveal a belief that buried bones do not

,disappear. In the case of a human being, his digging at location X ‘
. \_, o :

"might well reveal that he believed (@) that he buried some treasure there

and (b) that buried treasure normally staySOput but Bennett says, we

. *

s - N
jcan only separate the two beliefs, or the two judgements, because the S

human belngi as forms of behav1our available (linguistic behaviour)

which axe appropriate to each fact se parately ‘jze dog, he claims _is;3:

-

]not 1n that p031tion he can only dig, thus revealing only that he.
. ‘believes that there is a bone buried there and not the belie//that he

_ ,burled a bone there and tHL belief that bur1ed bones stay put There

aamust be behav1our open to the dog which is appropriate to each judBGMenti: o

' eparately 1f we are to credit the dog with having the distinct beliefs.;fvf‘&

How then can Zhe dog show that he judges that buried bones

. stay put when all he~ an do is dig7 This way of putting the matter can‘ S

/

7y.lea51ly mislead We are 1ed to think that one,kind of behaviour,_i;e;. ~,_;1ﬁ”

/-

"dlgging, can reveal ust one kind of judgement but this is not true.::' :

The Judgements reve%led in an animal s behaviour depend on the context

We need to ask for instance, what the dog would do

of the behaviour
1f buried bones

n/bones he had bu 1ed in the past? Suppose we know, somehow, that he
/ [ ﬁ'\

wouldn t--we hhow that he wduld give up looking for his buried bones if :

'-they kept onxdisappearing.k This giving up would I think ,be some |

/Qr.- v

1ept on disappearing WOuld he then continue to dig forf'f

Al

‘“fev1dence for the theory that the dog believes that buried bones disappear._ﬁhfl

“"Z(It might also be taken as evidence that the dog has lost interest in f*

/

"buried/bones, but 1f he bnjoys bones that he comes across elsewhere,

LR
A |



.ihg'dbzb

‘ Such a hypothe31s would. seem very 1mp1ausib1e‘ 'It:could be\maintained.
: N ﬁ‘ i
© ‘that the dog has lost 1nterest only in bggigg bones, but again such a .
. view.seemS'veryximplausible: it is bones that the dog is interested in o
.pif-it is"a:normallsort of.dOg)- Note that the belref which ‘the dog has
is ‘a general belief—-it is a belief about bones in general, and not about
b'~any.spec1fic bomnes. | The fact that the dog gives up . 100king suggests that
;he now believes that, 1n general buried bones disappear. "'l |
Now suppose that a‘dog which has come to believe that buried
.ﬂ:bOnes disappear one day discovers,by chance, a bone which ‘he buried SOme\E‘
Hftime ‘ago. Two possxbilities exist (a) the dog enJoys that bone and
7inothing else happens, (b) the dog s discovery that that bone has not
. disappeared may encourage him to begin digging for other bones in the yft‘d('
darea where he found that one. In the former case. there is no- evidencev
,.that the dog has come to be11eVe that bones in that area do not disappear;
':;_but in the second case there does ‘seem’ to be such evidence The dog s
j:behav1our is justvwhat one- would expect ifsit had on discovering the
:~:bone, Judged that all bones in. this area stay put, so that it then goes
ff with some hesitation perhaps to dig for other bones buried in the :_;!;:f
‘ﬁfarea in question e 'ﬂ&l : = o ;. }
‘ /”'-:'_ Thus an aninal-s behaviour, such as a dog s.digging; canireveal
’ the ex1stence of many beliefs at the same time The different beliefs,
_:or Judgements,'can be separated from one another but this is done by ftb'

‘con51dering the context of what the enimal w0uld do if .;3.., and what jﬂ;v*]

;he already believes It is qu1te easy to 1magine the case where the

"_dog s" digging merely indicates a belief that a bone is buried at that ff;ftlyﬂ
wf,spot ' We Slmply have to suppose that the dog s digging WOuld be quite _ffgffdi

'1] 1nsensitive to whether or not other buried bones were found to disappear
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oA T

¢

;If 1t 1s qu1te 1nsens1t1ve in this respect, 1t becomes plausxble to -

_assume that the dog has no general beliefs about buried bones, conversely,

:'1f the present behav1our is sensitive to the disappearance of other

'7bur1ed bones, 1t 1s plausible to assume that the dog does have general

bellefs about by&eed bones."g--;.‘ .]fi»f“l,h." =fz,.

To generalrze from this example, T th1nk we can say that an p-~'

anlmal s behavrour reveals the Judgement that all ps are qs if and only

h,rf hlS Judgement that the hitherto unobserVed pn 1s a q would be affected

f‘by the dlscovery that pl, pz, {. pk were not qs For this reveals whether

'Ahq because he judges that all pS are qs

In addition to denying that animals -can. make universal j“dge-.’”'* :

"ments\Bennett denles that they can make what he calls 'dated judgements

: Bt o
' Hls reason for making this denial is linked with his reason for denying
.universal Judgements to non language-users, as we have seen, Bennett

. ithrnks that an animal's behav1our can only reveal Judgements such as :'”

;"”There—ls a bone here" and not the combination of the universal judgement

‘“Buried bones stay put" with the dated judgement "I buried a bbne here 3=ﬁ

:,

last week" . The 1dea that without language no dated judgements are

'p0551b1e is’ not peculiar to Bennett Wittgenstein wrftes.,;jl.f.
/‘\\H. LR .' .
SRR A dog believes his master is at.. thé door. But can
.t .. he alse ‘bélieve his’ master will - come .the day after
ST 1tomorrow?v--And what can he not‘do Hhere?«- How do

J”l7.--ffj do it?- (Philosophical InVestigations 11 i)

:;}1: is not clear whether Wittgenstein himself would conclude that dogs E

E can 't have the concept Day After Tomorrow, still,»the general drift of

"{his writing By ”i to suggest that this would be h1s conclusion FolloL(f‘

ﬂWlttsensteln,-T

yoe

e e

»' o

t'he 1s mirely Judglng that p 1s a q, or whether he is Judging that p is ":.‘;

ach writes that "it would be hard to devise non-verbal “.;pﬁ



”l'criteria‘for the”faphasic] patient's having a cOncept of'day after;
'tomorrow ' (Geach Mental Acts,_1957, p 13) Charles Taylor (1964

-.ﬂ]PP 63 71) argues, like Bennett that non linguistic animals cannot make '

A\

jJudgements which are not concerned with the: present situation they happen

o be in. Bennett grants that a sheep dog s behaviour can. manifest T
. h _ ' o _ , e
- Judgement 1n so far as the behaviour _1s apt or. appropriate to the fact.H‘

\

'L'that the sheep are approaching the cliff-edge, its biting a bone is

-:-1n5ppropr1ate to, or does not fit, the fact that the bone is very hot,

g“andvso on. But what can.the poor dog‘do now which either fits or failsj..‘

“,“to f1t the fact that 1t had a swim last Wednesday’" (Bennett, 1964

_-p' 87) ,

':‘_ Bennett, 1t seems would“ﬂccept an account of judgement such ne
' that a Judgement that p is a piece of behaviour appropriate to the fact; &

.:-;hat p, and inappropriate to the fact that noc p He zrancs, tOO,ithatafit*':i

.puan animal s behaviour can be appropriate to present facts, but is‘fpffyd,§~,

| sceptical concerning whether any non linguistic behaviour’could be
.apprOpriate to past or future facts., Yet neither Bennett nor Wittgenstein %ﬂ

o
'give much in the way of rgument to show that a non-linguistic animal s

:';behaviour cannot reveal the possession of concepts such as Day After

, and thus invites

. 3aTomorrow. Bennett asks "What can the poor dog do ; .
’vathe reader to. reply "ﬂ.thing. so long as the animal lacks lanEuage".l'tlﬁilfh“
"770f course it may well be the case that concepts such as Day After
dy:Tomorrow and especially, Last we nesday, are so closely linked with a
:conventional linguistic system of ordering time intervals, that they

fcannot be said to be possessed by those who lack the appropriate

: 0

111 conventional symbols (e g symbols for days of the week) However, to

',Vmove from this assertion to the assertion that animals cannot be Said to f;
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make.any kind of 'dated' judgements, or any judgements concerning eventsj

.that are not.immediately present to them, seems unJustified I Shall

‘,i'not try to defend the claim that a dog can have the concept Day After
Tomorrow, but I shall try to make out a case for ‘a dog having a gbmewhat H
analogous concept.~ In order to do this tHe context of the dog s behaviour:‘

bhas‘to be described in some detail, as,. we have seen behaviour taken out

. 'gc’of context 1s usually a poor guide to what Judgements an animal is making 1113;
A'f.or what concepts it has.. (Perhaps I should add that if anyone finds the

folloW1ng dog story too far beyond the limits of his credulity, a paralleligi”

:‘f“ story concerning an aphasiac can be substituted and the point will 5

- remain the same) : : | | | di o .,, ‘.‘. A. |

s Suppose first that.we have clear evidence that the dog eppects S

his master to return" the master usually returns at 7 p ‘m. and each day, ih:{;

i. shortly prior to this time, the dog gets up and watches from the window.fgi:?ﬂ,

When he sees his master s car coming down the road he runs to the door, .

14‘*5 y Now sometimes the master goes away forseveral days at a time and

: during these 1ntervals the dog is sent to one of two nearby kennels.Tfl":""‘

o Which of the two kennels the dog is sent to depends on whether the masterlﬂii;“
plans ‘to be away for two or for three days Kennels A will take the dog

for two day periods, kennels B will only take him for three day periods.,rzgwii

Each of the kennels has a: van,which is used for picking up dogs and

transporting them The van belonging to kennels A isrlarge, noisy and

red@ the van belongind to kennels B is small quiet and blue.; Now 8uppose

vthat the dog has been sent to each of the kennels several times and is,

therefore familiar with the prOcedure of being picked up by each of the a

vans Suppose he shows rather less enthusiasm for being collected by

Ithe blue van than for beingrcollected by the ted van This perhaps,




s

: :ffshown to be 1rre1evant) Having thus set the stage\we now’ suppose that

~cou1d be ev1dence that he knows that going in the blue van means ‘a longer

-J.

':5Separation from hls master than going in the red van (We assume that

[ : "

'fother differences in the Vans and in, the conditions at the kennels can be ;"

’-

,;the master begins to go away regularly for three days at a time 0n~mostl.if

| K of these occasions the blue van calls for the dog, but, JuSt occasionally,“_;-l

-.} .

;”there 1s no'room at kennels B and the red van appears because the master

"L,:has persuaded kennels A to take the dog for an- extra day The dog ahows :}f

l

| bfno Particular dis1nc1ination to go in the red van on these rare oecasions'fﬁ;»b
hb‘But now suppose the situation is reversed. the master takes to going
'f,lfaway for two days at a time, normalﬁy the rednvan calls, but just

| occas1ona11y there is no room at kennels A and the blue van arrives by

17Spec1al dispensation from kennels B The result 1s that the dog protesta.7?1

ffV1gorously and will not go in the blue van. Such behaviour clearly

u

‘ {’requires explanation, and in this context we want an explanation in terma‘jfiil

‘ fof what the dog expects He is familiar with the consequencea of going

'~Cg¥’at present, used to the routine of his master return“ng after tWO days

l‘:}(e g n suppose the following counterfactual conditionalhis true if the

S

U“f'fin the blue van, and it 1s therefbre possible that when he aees the blue

f

o ffvan he expects to be away for three days : Similarly, it is possible thati_;a;;

_/-(. .

fwhen he Sees the xed van he expects to be away for two days He is also,:i7fp;

R

R 'T;dog were kept at home during his master s abSence he would not go to the"""~ o

.‘__

..szpwindow on: the first day, but would go and watch on the second), If we».ﬁw e

‘b}hhallow the dog a11 this--which is not logically impossible o‘ even hbﬂifflﬂ]f’bﬁ

'J{Jiempirically fantastic--then it is hard to avoidw nterpreting;the do Js B
f:grefusal to be taken in the blue van asvmanifestingtthe judgementa that

3 “{he is g°1ng to be takeh away for three days, that his master will retu

’ f



'-“vmaster

s

hence that he (tde dog) will be away for longer than his
. :

"_f the dog does believe that he will be away longgr than,his

-master, he must have the concept Away Longer Than,.which is clearly a,’b
ftemporal 1f not exactly a dated notion

Now it may, I grant be objected that this is not - the I

: ”:-p0551ble explanation of the dog 5 behaviOur, and it may be suggested too, =

l,?that there is: a simpler hypothesis available, which would therefore be
]ffpr22erable, i. e the hypothesis that around the time the blue van ,f?{;éf
-approaches the dog"decides' to protest more strongly than usual aboutm.
t:*three day separations Such a- hypothesis might indeed be simpler, but ;fl;ddb
;'p there may b ev1dence against ite We already have some idea of how 5;}:tmi::
.‘:3strong1y t(: dOg objects to three dpy separations per se, and there may-bvtol
s “be evrdence available from the dog L reactions to future ordinarz three-grl
.ilday separatiqhs that his e;titude has not changed That is, we may have;;?iil

-very good ev1dence that it is .n y in the special cirtumstances where he?if:i}

t-.a*belieVes that his master w111 be back in tw° days, whereas he (the dog)};;fiw”

S

“'?'h,w111 be away for three days, that he P OtGStS V18°r°“31y It ¢°“ld be

vﬁyffflonger than 1ts master

i held that the dog has"decided' on the Special occasions in question to-Jfﬁ

. obJect more stroneg to three-day Separations per se, but this now has

.,e,. RN

;fl%he character of a purely ah hoc assumption, and is therefore methodol-j;*fil

. AR : "fvfflim)Af?*“%r I .lﬂ.*>f*g¥¥'fzf;fi?ft
It seems to me, from considering examples of this sort thet L

””yfogically unsound

What behaviour is going to manifest"the judgement, 51

:h;will depend on the details of the surroundings;



» "'Other explanations of the behaviour are always possible, and they may be

TI.that such behaviour in such circumstances gives us some reason to suppose
‘ n_that the dog made the Judgement or had the belief, and that it x be ;

.f_the only nonvad hoc hypothesis available.h This is enough for my 5§rpose,

R 'such as Lying Seem to be essentiallz bound up with language (contrast

”'-'Deception, which 1s not), others seem to be of such(gomplexitx (e.g.n,-h

T
. : L : ' g
A\”details of what else the dog believes or knows I should empha31se that

6

1 do not clalm that the behaviour of the dog in the circumstances

5descr1bed proves that 1t made a certain Judgement or had a certain belief

- 5d1ncompat1b1e w1th the account in terms oggjudgement My only claim is

»

E'Q'for 1f we can have good reason to believe that a non laiguage-using

at it is possible

'Aanimal has the concept Away Longer Than we - must admit t

>f0r Such a Creature to have this concept There is no ogi bar to }'V

- D o ,
“the possess1on of this concept by an animal which leaves us with the

p empirical question of which animals (if any) can acquire the concept.;l ?

I want to emphasise that that it is no part of my thesis that

ta x concept may 1n principle be pOssessed by an animal, some concepts

4)E1€Ctr0n) that one can t imagine how anyone without language at his . ;Lifa””‘

?{?disposal could reveal that he had the concept ' My account of conCept

3possesslon 1s qu1te compatible with the fact that some judgements can :
AR

only be exPressed in language,_but T would draw attention to the fact EER

fthat the "can here 1s open to two interpretations, i e logical and jiff-
S RS

'fvhfpsychological There are cases where the making of judgements and the ' ;;:"

'..fhav1ng of concepts is logically dependent upon the judget being a

o -

:?language-user, the most obv1ous examples being linguistic concepts such

S

:Afbas Noun Phrase But there are many other judgements, and concepts, which;;

.,. N

F are such that;we cannot see how anyone could have the conhept unles j_'?7




'7-i_4 l55 t;

". was fam111ar w1th some symbol-system I have trled to make out a: case -
-for a dog having the concept AWay Longer Than, but it is hard to see how L
‘one would even begin the correSpondlng stories for Cousin or Electron

: }However, to say that one cannot see what would show possession of a 7:1’5

ook

concept 1s not the same as saying that a non language-user can t in

l'princ1ple have the concept It seems to me that philosophers shoqu be
careful at least _when they make a Eriori prOnouncements about whether
_an 1nd1v1dua1 wlthout language can have a-particular concept Even in B

a the case of Cou51n and Electron perhaps, we should d04well to suspend

\

f-:Judgement unt11 we have had the Opportunity of seeing a detailed descrip-"';

L

””'tion of the abilities of an aphasic genealogist or experimental physicist,ffp

'Of course 1t may well be the case that we will never be able to study

~

o

such descrlptions because none may become available but we need to bear ff9
“'1n m1nd that emplrical research may force people into describing cases fb.”“

:’[ﬁthat not even' the most imaginative Ph11°9°PheT or SCience fiCtion writer

‘vjcould dream up. The maln point I would insist on is that each case should”:f

tf¢'be con31dered 1n detail on lts merits énd that 1f it 13 claimed that,f?'l‘“”'

7fhav1ng the concept X necessarily involves the possession of linguistic

ability, then 1t shOuld be explained __z this is so

The aim of this section was to 8how that in the case‘of temporalﬁ}ﬂf

v“”piilast that although there may be many concepts the P°8993310' o WhiCh
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;”account of cdncepts cannot he\tegarde§ as a general account - What .-
.\., :

;;r;n.fva11d1ty 1t does haVe is, I think a. consequence of its being a special R

-3
o : ¥
:;case of the account I have already given, that is, the linguistic account
‘ftof concept~possessxon is obtained frOm my account by restricting the
ﬂ}fsJudgements 1nvolved to judgements made linguistically

AU
P



:”J“haveta\capac1ty to be right about whether thﬁngs are of a certain kind

dhlf'I;have also given SOme account of what it is to have 8 capacity, and of

CHAPTER SIX T

THE NATURE OF CONCEPTS AND CONCEPTUAL SCHEMES -:Eﬁ o

[y

6 1 ‘#h@ nature of concepts i"ih .;‘f,_‘:w
1 é‘ |

o Up to this poxnt I have been trying,to give an account of what ;ffﬂ»‘
r';-" o

it lS to have a concept and I have said that to have a- condept is to

Ly
-

-~»how qapacities are related to their bases, and have sald something about thef}_i

J',and what people have when they have concepts are certain capgcities

fconc%pts are, tit may be said what people have when they have concepts,.._;vﬂs

s apacity M (ibid > p. 277), and it is hard to see how such a move can ;‘
!? - .
‘5be£3ustiﬁied w1thout an appeal to the line of thought just mentioned S ﬁ;*fV*

‘nhtions Being nght Thing and Kind All this, to repeat was intended i

. tO’explaln what it is to. have a concept, and it nowaremains to consider _fh’gf E

':L‘the seemingly more fundamentai question of what a. concept is

4,

'l'*iﬂj Now it may seem that there is no particular problem here ?bﬁg;ﬁ"‘.'

VAT
I8

A N
‘\hhﬁenge, itcmay be said, concepts are the capacities which we have been :iﬁ ;
idlscuss1ng in the previous chapters That is, goncepts are capacitiea to &: .
'M o
, be right about whether things'are of a certain kind This line of thought _}
"i%p:pI think at the back of any philosopher s mind if he arguea that
._difggéc%ptgrare capatities For example,‘Price noves from saying."To Possess-.hV;;;
,: @.c?ncept 1s at least to have the capacity of recognizing 1n8tance8"';{”17;;:¢$?i

‘ B

h

‘1'i?:;i:;ﬂl57-?;f;afi;iif¢i; S




‘"1st premise: Concepts are what we have when we have concepts

”an“premisei What we have when we have concepts are particular
© capacities. . o
L . o 1

27“ﬁConclusion,//Echepts are particular capacities "o

- rreklit accepts the argument as sound and uses it to defend the position o

ot at concepts are capac1ties However wh11e the argument may appear

~valld at first sight the con81deration of similar forms of argument

o

_throws con51derab1e doubts on 1ts validity Consider, for example, the

-1{'follow1ng arguments

,av(l) High moral principles are whataa person has if and only if he has‘ ¢
high moral principles.- s ‘ | h
What a person has if and only if he has high moral principles is the /
e dlsp081t10n to act 1n certain ways u e | S
High moral principles are the disposition to. act in certain ways.;_;:“’ '
tnghls argument is, of the same form as. Ndrreklit s argument but looks et
L Ca
riidistinctlz’suspicioUS One might grant that to have high moral principles =
'_1s ‘to- be disposed to act in certain ways,ibut moral principles themsalves ;41;}
:'are hardly dispos1tions b._lh;lvi ‘fﬁl : .if ‘ e
'*géon81der how f ftl.];déif 1jj,1;',.;¢f54*l | :

- (2) A‘house is what ‘a’ person has if.and only if he has a house

What a person has if and only if he has a house is the statug of a ie_u S

house~owner Ar_ﬁ- Qﬁf'_’..;ff’i~'5’g}tl:bgf”f,f;ﬁ'fci;cj;g: ;fg.*r

'ffinglé,house;is the status of a houseowner *{°:‘lt:'n*ﬁ “,Liiﬂ-f-l'” A
'fHeregit seems obvious that there is somethimg badly wrong

The premises are acceptable, but the conclusion is nonsense.A Yet (2)
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, , : s
‘is of the ‘same form as Ndrreklit s argument, namely, -
, P S R
(3) An xis wha{;\/oerson has if and only 1f he has an x. What a person o

has if and only 1f he has an x, is a y" “<7i!

d-

',.Now 1f (2) is" 1nva1id it follows that (3) cannot be a generallz valid

\fform, and hence that Ndrreklit s argument may, in spite of- its initial

»

o plau51bility, be 1nvalid Further where we have a form of argument such.-

S as. (3) which appears formally valid, yet is not, the most 1ike1y reaSOn

e Hence, sance there IS no reason to suspect any ambiguity in the term '7 [

i;{and subtly ambiguous—-it geti,

for its being 1nva1id is that there is’ an amblguity in one of the terms

1.'”person” 1nH§;), the only likely candidate is the verb "has".. If we:;%b{,, o
'..consider (2) again wefsee that in the first two,'and in the fourtb S
.doccdrence of this term, "has" can be repiaced by "owns", where ownsba .
:;hOUSe" is- understood as meaning "has bought or inherited or built a houae",fd‘
v:hthese being the ways 1n which it can be true that one owns a house. .hut;g:d;;
"in the thlrd occurrence of "has"'in (2), "has" clearly ‘does not have this

'c .

*“meaning To say that one has the status of a house owner is ‘not . to 343

that one has Ullt the status, or that one has bought or. inherited it in - ;;f

o

o v the way one buys or. inherits a house. There is a difference bet%een the D

" h av1ng of a house and the aving of ‘a status, just as there is a fﬁ,,f-773%'_

. "u.'

,1d1fference between ‘aving frien" Jnd hav g kidneys, ot having sugar in

5:one s tea and haV1ng money in th' baqk The verb "to have" is muitiply ,;”

Ats detailed meaning from its context, from

' fbwhat sort of thing 1s had and what sort of relation exists"between ;he f;;ixiw

i

’}rhaver and the thing}hadi But if this is 50 the argument form (3) cannot

-z o

be'said:Fbee.Valid Whether particu}aa—igstances,are;vaiidiwill:depqndvﬂt;;d‘
e e ,”.g_Lf','Q Dl e T



~

on- whether ”has" has the same sense in its third occurence as in its

!

- other three occurrences. Hence if we want to decide whether Ndrreklit ]

argument 1s valid we must first decide whetherv"has" in "he has the .

'fconcept X" has the sense 1t has in "he has the capacity to Y"

2

Let us consider first how "has" is used in "he has the capacity

_to Y. To say’ that someone has a particular capacity is to characterize

- B

°

him 1n a certain way In the symbolism of the predicate calculus we " .
could represent "p has the capac1ty to Y" by Hp. where H x stan&s for :
% has ‘the capaCity to’ Y" : H could then be expanded along the lines

1nd1cated in chapter 2 We note that P has the prOperty h but that we

'.need no symbol to represent the relation'"having" which might be said to

o

iexist between p,and,H That p his the property H is already expressed in

sthe symbolism Hp. Further,_lf we - expand Hp into (33k) (3 C) (kp (Y)(t)

W

.a term denoting a relation between p and the capacity to Y. f 5L

<

"(cyt kyt Wyt-%>Yyt)) we see again that we need“qg\symbol to represent the

relation of hav1ng which might be said to exist between P and the

o

;hcapac1ty to-Y. It would be wrong to represent this. relation by Rpc, -

where R stands for the elation of having and c stands for the capacity

~)

1 P

P has For thlS is to try to represent in the symbolism something that

[

the Symbollsm shows in a quite different way ief, the "has" in

p has the capacity to Y" is the "has" of chara rization,‘ratherrtha &
If we turn now to the use of "has" in "p has the concept X" the

srtuation 1s more problematical At first srght one’ may be inclined to .

-

"argue that if "p has the’ concept X" is equivalent to "p has the capacity

“to. Y", and if ‘to say that p has the capacity to. Y is to characterize p

Tt

g .1n/a certain way, then to say that % has the coucept X is to characterize

.{ . o

- ) inja»certaingway.. Hence, it might be said the "has"»in "p haswthe*_"

o

o

o .
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e P T : o :
conCept X" must again be'the'"has".of characterization Hence, there is

no’ ambigu1ty in. "has" (or "have”) in Ndrreklit s argument,‘and the
§argument is valid However, this would not be satisfactory If P has _
'the capacity to Y then what characterizes P is the capacity to Y. (We

r could say - ‘that what characterizes p is _aging the capacity to§Y “but. :hié\}'m .
. | .
; would come to saying tne same'thing, Just as if we say that Jones actionﬂp
.'are characterized by‘hav1né the.quality kindness,.we are: only saying/more'

“long-windedly what could.be expressed»by Saylng'that Jones actions are’ ///nu

‘,_characterized by kindness ) However, if P has the concept X this'.oes : ?:

"not mean tha p is characterized by the concept X A person cannot be

"said te\be characterized by the concept X as he can be said to be

characterized by the\capacity to Y | He .can be said to be chardtterized

q_by the posse351on of the concep\\xy\but this just shows that the "has" :

\ A

"i p has the concept X" is n0t the "has".of \haracterization, it is some 3"'

sort of relatlonae "has"‘ To draw another analogy a person can;be

[N
that he has a long nose is to say that he (or his body)stands

characterized by hav1ng y 1ong nose and a friendly d15positi0n<¥ Tohsay,,h"“"
o relation to f”long nose (1 €., th%f of whole to part), and this would be ;-.":
represented 1n -the notation of the predicate calculus by 1pn Ln where :"
Ixy stands for1 "% 1nc1udes y" and Lﬁzgtands for "x is large On the

‘ other hand to say that a. person has a friendly disp031tion is dbt to SRR o

/

» say that ‘he stands in a certain relation to that disposition, and thia

’

shows up in the fact that one would represent this Btatement infpredicate

calculus symbollsm simply by Fp (It 1s true that one can invent a ;hj~

na Certain“ .

pﬁedicate 'long-nosed' and 80 represent the fact that p has a long nose R

by Np, but the point is that Np ;\k be expanded into Ipn Ln, whereas

- there 1s no corresppnding eﬁpansion invoLving p s standing in a. relation :



.fto something, in the case of Fp) As With disp051tions so with capacitiea.‘

o p's capac1ty to Judge*correctly whether things are fs is one. of ps o cggﬁnh-

»characteristics, analogous to his k1ndness, but the conce F cannot be
’ \ 3l .

A‘said to be one of ‘his characteristics.' People arqn't characterized by ;‘

. W :
_ certain concepts, but by aving certain concepts, which means that this o

'haV1ng is not 1tself ‘a. matter of characterization. y,fh

Now if this line of argument is right then'“has" (ord"have")-‘

is ambiguous in Nprreklit s argument However, it is not just a matter

‘of the word denoting two different relations, as in. the fallacious N
J-argumentﬁ' .fj<\;; : h.': "i'LJ'

R Fred -is sound 'in all hls limbs, so Fred has two legs

Fred has just bought a couple of legs of lamb at the

s L . . . o

butcher s, 80 Fred has another two legs.

- .
e

Fred hés“fduf legs. -

The troubld w1th Norreklit s argument is that "have" in its third

4

L occurence doesn t denote a relation at all yet the sense of the*second

premise depends on 1ts denoting a relation. Hence the second premise is '

. nonsense.

I maintain then that Ndrreklit s argument does not succeed in e

g

_destablishing that concepts are capacities. Further,*my discussion of the | S

[y

"cargument throws considerable doubt notlonly on the argument but also

oo 1ts cqnclusion.. For if concepts were capacitiesit537\wguld characterize

. O\ . L
'people as capacities do, yet it seems abSurd to Speak of conce\ts\aa/‘v>> ',yﬂi',
characterizing people we can reinforce this point by considering dﬁehn

several other objections to hhe view that concepts are capacities.‘



(1) Concepts can be precise or vague, but we would not natur-

a,
M

' ally say that a person 8 capac1ties for correct judgement could be
precise or vague ‘_H'f judgements may have these characteristics, but

hardly the capacities themselves 'f:'d h3‘ /’" ?/

(2) One can- think of the world in terms of certain concepts,,
' but not 1n terms of certain capacities
. ; b

(3) One can. explain a concept to someone, but this is nothing/ ‘3

°

- :

11ke explalning a capacity

L :_,‘ (4) One‘can c1arif ‘éohcepts,-butinof céﬁacities,,

, (5) One can understand or grasp concepts, but understanding a .
.b.‘ . SN .
. capac1ty 1s qu1te dlfferent from understanding a concept and grasping

‘ a'capacity~ seems. barely intelligible..bif'
Now I empha31zed in my introduction that to: approach the

questlon "What 1s a concept’" though 1nvest1gating what we should say
has 1ts limltations : However, where a whole list of incongruities, such
,_as that above, can. be given, it seems that an explanation is- called for _f;j

-~

Since, to the best of my knowledge,‘no one has ever given aChatisfactory |
%VF explanation of why these 1ncongruit1§s should exist if con:epts really |
are capac1ties,‘1t seems to me that the cspacity account is questionable,;
o and in default of some positive argument in its favour, highly question- fti
“{ able I have suggested that the one argument which has been put forward ;».
ih. 1ts favour—-Ndrreklit s argument—-is unsatisfactory, so that atf}f .

present the onus is on defenders of the view that concepts are capacitiesdkf

to prove the1r case

On the other hand if concepts are not~capacities, the question_h;i}f

A

".' arises of what they are. One possible way of replying is the Rylean way

| I mentioned in: Chapter 1 (p 24), i e > that the q?estion really should



”'not béiraised:in thisfform{:AAccording to Ryle "it 13 not true in.any L
natural sense that.'there are concepts'", to inquire about the statusA
1 of concepts is: "to start Platonic or Lockean hares.:' It would I think
'h“*be quite possxble to take this p051tion while accepting the account I
,fhave~given of concept possession | For one could when confronted with
d,:talk about concepts ‘translate this talk 1nto talk about aving con-‘
'cepts’~ For~instance‘ lf someone said "Thaﬁconcept of electricity did.
:notexist in the 12th century" the translation might be "No one in the?
d'o'12th century had the concept of electriclty".- Or if someone said "The
:ex1sﬁﬁnce of certain concepts presuppOSes the ex1stence.of language">5
x‘«”the translation might bei“People cannot have cOncepts unless/they have o {:d
Y S S S
“:a language' . Up to a point I thlnk, such 'translations‘ can be useful
nd 111um1nat1ng, indeed I think that a great deal of 'concept talk’lf-*hh‘”
f_“can be re-written as"having-concepts talk"" However, there are cases ‘{f}iﬁo.ﬁ
h:.where the translatron becomes,.to say the least, awkward Ph11030phers.:

/

'want to speak for example,_of 1ogica1 connections between concepts,-*.-r'h'
and thls will have to be translated into talk of logicai connections'f
'.hbetween the hﬁyings of concepts, which way of putting things seems as
:7obscure as’ the original concept talk hﬁiﬂ;Lfd?ﬂifﬁtaf“f7h:$éﬁ:f;L;;gf S
| In these circumstances, it would be desirable to avoid Ryle sh:_h,:;
. way. out and if this is possible,‘there would be the added advantage o

-'fthat the question "What is a. concept?“ would be answered rather than -‘f:.uf

.‘1'a5 an: unkind critic might put it - evaded In fact I think that after

9

;3our discussion of concept possession we’ are in a position to say something
o : Ll T i
’Labout the nature of concepts as such 1 have said that to have a concept

:fis to be able to be right concerning whether things are of a certain kind
““'and that talk of being right presupposes the existence of certain staTdards
' L T ; _ . . S o N




"Aof»correctness To judge that something is of a certain kind
: N

L 1s always to Judge in the light of a standard, and it is in
’;f vlrtue of the standard being what it is that one is right or N
wrong One has a concept or capacity to Judge correctly, only '

'"1f one’ has a certain standard by which to judge, and this suggests

the thought that concepts are standards of correct judgement conr f'

- cerning,whether things are qi certain kinds. I say "suggests the_‘f'
s e . ,
' _thought" rather than "shows" orﬂ"proves“ because the line of

'~thought hére is s1milar to N¢rreklit s,_and we have seen ohat such

lines of thought may be fallacious On the other hand they may

v

~ll‘“°t be 1f one has Concepts in the sense- of—"has——in—wht’ﬁ’one

'[fhas standards, then a N¢rrek11t-style argument will indeed show fggf"
f - - 2 S ~ ; '
;that concepts are standards.«~ih y"

It seems to ‘me’ that the two uses of "has" are very

-*;much the same 1n this _case. One has a concept -.in the stroni\sensei'":

“1JA wthh I distinguished (p 100) from understanding a concept -~if

'lives by' the concept if one is COmmitted at_least provisionally )
'4-"to the concept s, validity, if one—éudgesein accordance with the COn-i‘;.f:-

Cae o
'1~cept, 1f one classifie‘“fﬁings inaa particular way In the same way

;"h one has a standard of correét judgement if one lives by that standard

Judges in accordance”ﬁith it classifies things in accordance with

Jes that cons‘

' "fffrsals The Platonic Forms were, among ;*,ff,h;

:7t other things, standards by Whlch one could judge whether thinss were :

| of particular kinds And the mental image account of concepts requires}jf,i

":f the image as an exemplar' by which one can judge whether a thing




ﬁidl'of correct judgement exists in a. community;,some people at least, 1“ tha

“7:"community will have tne corresponding concept,_ nd Vice versa, where people

is of a certain kind or not.

There are, admittedly, great difficulties in- the way of »id‘f-,.

'accepting a veiw of concepts which makes them out to be standards in

'gthe sense of Platonic Forms or in the sense of mental images. However,
:the difficulties here may'be due not to any 1mp0331bility of identifyingi
‘“g:concepts with standards, bugﬁto the impossibility of identifying standards V;,
.xw1th such things as Forms Or images I have in Chapter 4 placed consid-
liferable emph331s on the fact that peOple (or animals) only acquire concepts
;ifln aisocial context which allows us to speak of standards of correctness .
,_{Standards themselves, I suggest, can only exist in such a contert ins
ideed to say’that a standard 251§£§ seems to. b; to say that there exists
' a community 1n which, 1n virtue of its practices of teaching, correcting, k:l“
l-ea~1m1tat1ng, etc. ,Athere are correct.and incorrect ways of doing things
‘ﬂNo standards can be said to exist among bees or amOebae because these

"u7‘animals do not interact with one another in the appropriate sort of way - ]f;,

',their interactions fall under such headings as "instinct"f.“social fac-¢:;7f;*

:.ilitation"‘."conditioning", etc By contrast among dogs or baboons we T

>

'f;may begin to see standards of correct behaviour emerging, and hence the

;;beginnings of Judgement and concept possession ~JY*~‘

’r:htt“ By way of explaining what a standard is we can saybat least
-'{1:that a standard exists where such things as teaching,\imitation and cor-‘;ft?"
“:;rection exist A standard of correct judgement concerning whether things‘..”
1;“ta;e fs exists.in a community when in that community people can belright ;f?"{

:T;‘or‘wrong about whether things are fs, when.they @hn be open to correction )

Cn R Ly
,Asin the light of things being or not being fs. Hence where a"tandard u;

i

,'..,v'.




o jfdards

-have a concept there is a standard of correct Judgement which they have

e The concepts they have can in fact be 1dentified with the standards of

ﬂcorrect Judgement and having the concepts amounts to having the stan-i-”
- e . s T . - o .-‘- : . P

gt _ o ‘ , S
In further defence of the view that concepts are Standards
.of correct Judgement we may note that the '1inguistic objections I raised

i_ against the v1ew that concepts are capacities 311 fail to apply to the “4-;

o v1ew that concepts are standards. For

f~&»_:3; (1) Standards as we11 as concepts can. be precise or vague,,{
; oL ’ L R : ” . . -(l\
one can. have a prec1se standard of measurement one s, standard of what

..‘.

'jcounts as an animal may be very vague compared with a. biologist 5 standard

*iﬂ:( ) One can think in terms of certain standards, in terms .

"}i-of whether things measure up to being fs or not

\" sl

.=35.(3)' One can explain a standard to someone who.is not fanh :3

fciliar with it - e g. one-can explain a standard of marking to some“one to

u'ls tO mark the examination papers one has set.:lt’-f"' ‘
,b;fkﬁ) Slmilarly, ©one- can be said to clarify standards just

'"-as one can be said to clarify concepts.g}:f;c“fjff""

.&;(S)t, One can understand and I think grasp standards. flﬁ

b’Por 1nstance, it seems quite natural to say tha so@eone has gr‘sped-the'

Y

t,:'standard by which these eXamination papers were«marked

P01nts such as these show_that the‘notions Concep‘g’nd




e (-

N "conceptual", etc. I shall do. this partly through translations of con-i_i‘

%

' cept talk' into 'hav1ng~concepts talk' but in the mor é recalcitrant
o S o
]cases I shall rely on my contention thet concepts are standards of cor—
-hirect judgement Ly }ff']\f? 15f.:lfi f 7.._"i5'>vl~; ‘*jS' o f
?6 2 A partlah concep glosiarl @' ﬁ :flg‘ S o .

The list of uses of the terms "concept" and "conceptual"i o

fthat follows 1s @g; intended to be in any way exhaustlve.“ I hope how— 1];E;-
lever that it covers the commonest, and the moSt important, phrases ?l_g

tfused by phxlosophers and psychologists, which involve these terms.: The h{;fsh
-'fdetalled explanatlon of some of the phrases listed here will be carried

IR

: '_1out in later sections qf this chapter For convenience I have divided ;f:< -

the phrases into several groups. ;;jféf. 'f‘_.»_{=q5;/ R

A“Zfr (l){ !Having a- concept ”f?j,-Lﬂ»fi:g

4

'oUnderstanding a, concept .f:”':

hGrasping a concept




Mv?of phlogiston would normally be" said to haoe a’ graSp of the concept, even ;d_
: thOugh he dld not himself have the belie.f-connections.~ |
":(2) Emp10y1ng a- concept ' |
| b_hU31ng a concept S
thMaking use “of a‘concept : = C ;d:l {l‘~:ff DA
:h*:W1e1ding a:concept_i S | | | -
Vl”Thinking in terms:thsfconcepth
.LApplying a concept jy”'tfnr;1ik,ifj;51[;;sv,
| .One employs, uses, wields or thinks in terms.of a concept ‘it Seems, when s
ffone does something to which the haVing of the concept is essentiall Thus o
- to Judge that something is a kestrel is to employ the concept Kestrel
.d.rto conclude that the bird must have a curved beak because it is a kestrel-fi*
;f,ls to make usetof the concept Kestrel to wonder whether the bird is a o

"_dkestrel is to think in terms of the concept Kestrel,.and so on We'canr-

e

'gsnot Say,‘w1th Geach that concepts are capacities exercised in judgements,:

‘l;but Judging does involve 'making use of concepts vi‘ one cannot be said;}j',

. '7to make certain judgements unless one has certain concepts ‘as. we saw in fff'?f7

ﬂ‘fChapter 4

' "Applying a concept" 18 a favourite philosophical phrase,f?f.'
'?diand 1ts use 1s in some ways similer to the use of "employing a concept" 3”;’ii;
"ffﬂbe difference, I think is thaf one usually wants to resuict "applying :

~m5'a concept"‘to situations where Judgements are made. Thus in thinking

;ffdabout kestrels one emplbys the concept Kestrel but does not apply lhe3

Tf';concept to anything One applie‘sit_if one Judges pos.tively“that a.

T

if;jbird is 4 kestrel but if onef_udges that a bird isdnot a kestrel then

ialthough one employs the concept Kest %one does not apply it to thi e

[

N bird In judging that the cgﬁ on the mat has no tail we should;sa“'lvwh




' . concept Tail Whether one applies, ‘or only employs, the concept Negation o

perhaps, that one applles the concepts Cat and Mat but only employs the

: (3)5¥”Coming to have a concept

1;%".g'f[iﬂ' L p;‘ :;f "v__xp = ,; R *A:' “,i‘v‘:' i_ - =17o

o

‘"';here is notentirely clear however my purpose at thlS point is not to

: -}decide such 1ssues, but rather to give a rough guide to philosophical :

A i o [T Li"

,usages of the phrases in question.

:;Acquiring-a:concept"'
:ffGaining a concept :ffl;x‘j ;f':.hif ' ;' :‘;_e?ﬁp”it;}njf~f::_;u:} ;fipt*
i?hearning a‘concept ‘ | A » 2
‘Teaching a concept ’f}t"'-l:h,;;_‘pp;-_';s__/,,*
: Introducing ‘a concept '}_‘f | |
'Forming.a concept B
g Creating a concept.i_hb |
51;‘fConstructing a‘concept o ‘r‘“
“;Inventing a concept tdihi_:' 'v;lﬁifd]lh%fitf;g;hh?‘}ﬁr"
"Deve10p1ng a concept nh.}'

?;jAccepting a. concept *il'f'.}:“;,;_; Ath*‘ffdéhh

‘ pr we have an account of "having a concept" then "coming to have a con- .;}i':

) 0

':cept“ should present no’ difficulties "Acquiring a concept"’and "gaining

a concept" seem/to be equivalent to'"coming to have a concept"'~ "Learn- ,f;i"“

4'fﬁ?1ng a concept" is narrower than these but otherwise similar to them";tajﬂn-**
e matter of getting someone to learn a concept,

‘7;xdifferent sort of way It is a metter of coming to consider the possibilityv

'} v

ﬁ};One might conceivably acquire a concept through having 8 brain operation,ihfd“

:Tibut this would not count asflearnigg the concept : Teaching a concept 18 ?nzz,.

‘and introduéing a °°“°eptf7z;fi

“7hfis the initial step in teaching a concept - To form, create, construct

-fflwor invent a concept is co come to have or to understand ,a concept in a

. y,.A




that‘certain relations or‘regularities hold in’the world and‘hence coning*a'
to con51der the pOSSiblllty of a new way of c18551fy1ng things. 'Ifshall:-

- say more - about the 1nvent10n or deVelopment of new’ c0ncepts in section ,’J'

",6 4 '”Accepting -a concept" can be understood as referring to eithér an

-event or ‘a state In the event sense "accepting a concept" means the
o same as»”coming to have a concePt" "Invthe state:sense, it is hard to; o
:;see any difference betweenj"accepting a concept" and "havxng a concept"’
.We may note; however, that accepting a concept involves nore than:under-;Qif,fw
ﬂlvstandlng the concept | | |
(4). Falllng under a concept
| "Instances of a concept ;:hio,-f.t f~,;;'--
'hAspects of a concept
’Crlterla (for the application of) a concept ‘ ;fi'
'~fﬂﬁistory of a concept : e
fBoundaries of'a cOncept ;vij
| "'iogic of a concept4 B A M o e

i‘Talling under a concept" and "instances of a concept" are _two more fav—~f-"
""ourite technical philosophical phrases 3 A thing b falls under a concept S

~?'F 1f and only if F can be correctly applied to b i e Iy 1f and only if

"h,in Judg1ng b. to be an f one would judge correctly In short,

i under the concept F 1f and only if b is an f "Instances of a concept" ;L'77ihf

313 a phrase that is most at home w1thin an objective theory of concepts, e'f;};
o i}e; a view of concepts which regards fs as being particular manifes-V"

"fftations of the un) rsal'i ;’ Where a Writer adheres to a subjeCtiVe

i . : N l,

| ‘theory of concepts the phrase "1nstances of a concept" becomes ambiguous.

'For example,'lf COncepts are held t° be caPacities for using words cor-.iﬁ':d‘“”

‘ . l

grectly, then wherever we have a: person with that capacity we have an/instance,Jf



of the‘concept; However this is not what 1s normally understdod by the""'
' phrase. Normally, an 1nstance of a concept is 31mply a thing falling

under that concept ‘"Aspects of a concept" In so far as hav1ng a- conceptﬁ"“

' 1nvolves hav1ng several different capacities for correct judgement it

s

n";is p0551ble for a person to understand a: concept without having a: plete":i

\

or full nnderstanding of 1t (see section 1. 5) One can thus be said to
?-understand certain aspects of a concept but not others. A beginning
.;phy31cs student understands certain aspects of the physicrst s concept'

.tof energy (e g.,»that it is conserved) but not others (e g. that it is "_;:

"~convert1ble 1nto mass) : Thls 1dea of the different aspects of a concept B
) B v N . . o . i}/ “ ‘A - l
' -should become clearer after we have discussed further the matter of con- ﬁﬁp~7
"i.v",'—;n aw ) } D . L . ) . g . TR FE

S

ceptual connectlons and conceptual schemes '}(]

N :"Crlteria for the application of a concept" A I have discussed
""the notion of a. criterion 1n section 1 6 where I said that ‘a: (positive)
‘criterion for a‘concept C is a set. of characteristics which when present
.create at least a presumptiqn that\the thing with those characteristics.;v-7’"

\falls under the concept C : So IOng as we: have an account of such notions’izf%
as'! applylng a concept" and "falling under a- concept" there should be no B
1” B e

fdifflculty w1th "crlteria for the appl;cation of a concept“ “'r,;;{.7'ﬂ‘f-:

| '"History of. a. concept"' Thisfrefers to the dedelopment of a: concept
i"‘Jas thls has occurred h1storically, the phrase ”history of 4 concept"’f"f"""
. ‘w \ /' .

.'7fshould present no - problems once we are clear about what we mean by the

'Jfﬁ“development of a concept"

'

. "“ ' "Boundaries of a concept" Philosophers sometimes speak of locating
:‘/"‘“m . . :

"tﬁe}bnﬂndaries of a concept This can best be understood as a matter of

"’ifdete_miﬁing whether or not things with certain characteristics should or
s‘should not count as falling under the concept For,instance;-we.could_;gf

ERE T "
: o



4

, ask about the boundaries of the concept L1v1ng Thlng, and thls woul

- conceptual connecglons')

( .

i

be to ask e. g ; whether viruses fall under the concept whether fif

" . PR .
' -

\

- science fiction 'androids would fall under the concept and so on.y'

o= .
1 : [ >

To explain the logic of a concept

"Logic of a c0ncept"'

seems to be to explain what sort of concept it. is, e. g R islit ‘the.

Kl

: concept of a material object or of a capacity, or of a kind of event,

S -of of a moral value etc7 and/or to explain how the concept is linked
I ‘.B-

'jwith'other'concepts. T shall discuss the matter of 'links between

concepts 1n section 6 3 below. Concepts are often sa1d to 'have d&f-y-

L

ferent 10g1CS when the links, or kinds of link they“havefwith'other
:“concepts are different., For example we saw that one does not have'
o a CapaC1ty in the way one has a dog, and this could be saiggto be due

o tb a: dlfference 1n the '1ogics of the two, concepts Capacity and Dog

f‘(S); Analyzing a concept ‘517!a'-3" »-7;’,*_ 7-3 T ;;'ﬂgf
i Eluc1dating a concept ﬁ» SR s S
v » ﬁ‘ . :
S IR B ]
/c\\ Explaxning a concept T o
"Explicatlng a conceptl'b E S 5 . L
. : ” i )' . ' vn ': S . ! o ﬁ : o :
"f}hclarlfying a concept ‘i:;ﬂ*“ i FPZ;,';;'f;»V - S
fExplorlng (the (logical) geography of) aﬁyoncept o o
Investlgating a concept | "’f {';:,fif],UVIL*fg.;”_ L

' To,analyze,.elucidate etc., -a concept is to determ_ e exactly how that '

: concept is related to er concepts It LS a: matter of determining

* B

. YU

P
v

o= what connections that concept has with other concepts | (See;belowfqi/\"y

- -

Geologlcal moral mathematical concepts (etc )

v

PrimUive simple and complex concepts.,f{ff?‘;f




o in Judging whether things are of a certain kind A concept F which cor-

To

Fundamental .basic'and derived concepts.

Vague and préc1se concepts N

' N

,Valid and 1nva11d concepts concepts that correspond with, reality

Similar, equivalent and distinct concephs e O"
L , .
s ’ : : St

Y

Geological conCepts hre of course the concepts employed in geology, 1. e. -

\
they are standards of correct judgement concerning whether things are

\

,fossils; whether rocks are 1gnepus,hetc, Similarly for the concepts '

characteristic of other fields T _h7 - ‘; ‘ '. - ;f»
@ . : ‘ ' = . D
The distrnction between primnuve or simple concepts, and complex ’
N . .\1 .
or compound concepts iS’characteristic of certain kinds of: philosophical

i

pos1tion such as logical posithv1sm However, wrthout embracing such

4v1ews one can distlnguish between concepts such as Red or Salty the :"

; . - 2

having of wh1ch seems not to involve having any belief—connections, and.

-

most other concepts Concepts such as Red -are in this sense_ simpler

'than most concepts, and form a very special class of concept. (See my

o

.discu551on in Chapter 3; p. lOO) Sﬁmilar remarks apply tov'fundamental'

v 5

gand 'derivative' concepts.‘
‘ ' ‘ o 3 : .
A valid concept can be understood as a standard of correct judge-‘

mept that is. not logically contradictory, that could actually be employed

.responds w1th reality must be more than just valid in this sense, in" -
’4

El ’ <
corresponds w1th realrty in that our world is such that electsfe cuﬂrents

U B “

B _eXist, the concept Phlogiston does not correspond with reality in that

e that our world is such that Phiggiston does not exist.; (On the other

our-. worldbis such thgt PhlogistOn does not correspond with reality in o ._Q;-

hand some versions of the phlogiston theory were perhaps so muddled that

s
R |

hjaddition there must be fs in the world Thus the qoncept Electric Currentwd

C it

R = 7 . X S R B v.", ‘



e

.inithem‘there was'ho Valid cOnceptfof phlogiston).

ithen the concepts ca
in their verbal expressions."p\j

- (7). The concept of .T:_.'J o 1.yi* o ; ' L

T

| Fconstltuting a body Ihe modern physical conce

4 the'amount'o

°

-

.4¢”“‘—‘ ' L
Two concepts are Simllar in so far as having one concept 1nvolves o

\
one in hav1ng similar belief-connections and simfﬁar capacities for cor- [

rect Judgement as- the other Jf exactly the same capacities are involved
KNS .

( be said to- be equivalent, and differ perhaps only

'.A concept of . hf‘
"1c;Concepts of |
r".Our‘concept of

"-His‘concept of -

Both the definite and the 1ndefinite article are used with the phrase

RIS

li concept of" The deﬁnite article is much commoner but there undoubtedly
- are occaslons for the use of the indefinite article also For instance,»

SCleﬂtlstS and philosophers Have in the course of history thought of

l

At \‘1«4

f1u1d, others have thought of it as a state of . agitation of the partf&l

Ll

of heat which-takes

'eat in.a body as. being a ‘mai fii"of the sum of the kinetic

es of the molecules composing the body, is very diffetentqfrom

the 18th century. concept oﬁqheat as a weightless material substance. 18th L

e O

' century scientists such as Black had a concept of heat which was distinct

I v

é

'heat in very different ways Sbme people have thought of heat as a subtle S

from their qoncept Temperature but they did not. have the modern physicist'

L2

‘ concept‘ - _} ) 1"5: _ ;i_m;:] ;Ll,g3f;f'¢ «'353, ."

‘,_’ oY ) . 3

Now thls sort of talk can appear very puzzling For if A'

concept of heat 1s different from B's concept of haat then it seems that

SN /

A and B have different concepts. A haa the concepﬁ Heatl, whereas B has

L
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the concept’Heaté; 'But'then Ve'Can hardly sayethat.they‘both have*a )

concept-of heat; rather A must be said to have the concept of heat1

N

’ - and B must be said to, have the cqncept of heat2 In short if two con-

cepts'are : ‘rent it seems. that they must be concepts of different e

so that lt.

things,) kes no. sense/to speak of two concepts of the same

.vthing. .

The difficulty here, like several others in the philosophy
‘ochoncepts, arises from thinking that having a concept is an a11-or- :
.nothing affair »But that is seldom or never the case. To have“a con—

"cept 1s usually.to have a set of interconnected capacities and it is_:..

hioften poSSible to ‘have: some of these capacities w1thout having the others. ;_;«

' 1Thus as we sav in Section 1 4 a young child can have g concept of a‘tri-:.‘f;

'hangle beforekit knows enough to count as having the (or our)“ébncept of :h-

a triangle. Similarly, it 'is quite proper to say that 18th century chem- -“,f
‘his a- had a concept of heat, since several of the belief-connections they |
hbad in having their concept Were.the same as the belief—connections that

di've have. in haVing ours .For example they and we would expect more heat

~jdto be emitted from a white hot piece of‘metal than from a red hot piece; th .

,: both they and we WOuld expECt that if theotemperature of one end of a ‘;,‘.L

‘bar was riased the temperature at the other end would begin to rise

# . )t

"‘_ .(both we and they think of heat -as. something that can flow or be conducted)l U

Thus the situation is that we have the (our) concept of heat -‘we haye
.:certain standards of correct ju&gement in this field and will want tdﬁ
:.correct people who come to have the wrong beliefs when confronted with
;:;hot objects in various”circumstances People who have the right belief—

;-connections have the concept,vand 18th century chemists had some of the ’2;i?§l

"right belief-connections For this reason we -can say that £ gome exteng 'faij;

——
N ‘l
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'.they have-the (our):concept‘of heat Aand one way of putting‘this is to _h

.Say that they have a concept of heat The.contrast between "a" and Pthe“§
Emhere is not unusual l"The" plcks out the‘case we are. specially interested

31n while'"a" is used ‘to pick out some other case For example "Is 1'_ _l'f

he the maniwith the Rolls Royce in his garage°" -.'Well he has a RoTls fpiﬁg;.
.1'Royce 1n his garage but 1ts little more than a heap of scrap metal ".;hvfd
”'"Does this tribe have the concept of fatherhoodV" A"Well they have a‘p
';ffconcept of. fatherhood ‘but it s.little more than a.concept of a,biologichl
:relationship" B R R
: (Sj'.’Qonceptual;connectionsgﬂlinks;

'.Conceptual'truths*~

i

_»COnceptual necessities, impossxbilities, absurdities, confusions._f-f:"
. Conceptual networks,.frameworks, systems 5-:} ':-.;.JI' S
Hu Conceptual change oo e “.‘_"hi'-/:‘

- Conceptual development growth

3

ThlS group of phrases is perhaps the most important of all, since it is .

':these phrases, together with "conceptual analysis", which occur again and

' ‘again 1n contemporary analytic philosophy As I said in Chapter 1 many

"_”contemporary analytic philosophers regard the discovery of conceptual

e . -

V']‘connections and truths, the removal of concePtual confusion, and the R

"'exploration of conceptual frameworks as the task of the philosopher.. 1 fffimh

DY

”shall discuss these notions in some defail in the next two sections of

= 'this chapter

,6 3 Conceptual connections q-:';: W

Conceptual connections are usually taken to be}”‘
Kfflinks between concepts ' I do not think that this is the only'way o

junderstanding the phrase, and I shall discuss a difﬁerent use of it later, ﬁ{'":




f_‘mode, between terms

;,however for ‘the moment I shall understand a cong\ptual link or conceptual

lsuch Si‘the connection between belng 2 triangle and having three sides.

. Such

h-connections are. analitic connections betWeen concegt (or, in the formal
e

-*. ‘

iconnectaon to be an analytic link between two concepts It does not follow

..from this that conceptual connections are 'ordinary' analytic connections,,f 3

o

dinary analytic connections are connections between higgs (op, o

Tfin the formal mode, between terms denoting things) whereas concaptual

o :
noting conoepts) The distinction here, which I

- 3”think is crucial for understanding what conceptual schemes are, is" one I

J”,i.‘hope to, clarify in the course of this section. L

7'and 1f as I argued in section 6 l concepts are standards of judgement‘

. .
. t‘.,

ot

If conceptual connections are enalytic links between concepts, @

. concerning whether things are of K3 certain kind then conceptual connec- ,l

o tions are analytic 1inks between such standards Further, it seems reas- ‘;h-'

':v;ex1sts 1in. e community but 82 does not (or vice versa) is contradictory.x-

7?»'

li’icertaiﬁﬂfunction, etc. Thereacould be societies where no sillﬂ'

';fonable to say that there lS an analytic link between two standards Sl and
| nSg if and only if it makes no sense to say that Sl exists in a community
x but 82 does not (or vsce versa) or: if and only if the assertion that Sl

'ffFor instance, in many communities there exists a standard of correct ‘:f_tf;;
Judgement concerning whether things are to be counted as tables ;or not. -

"3,According to this standard 8 table is a thing with a flat top, a certain

udction, etc. We note that in asserting this standard we assert what

standardly,or normally is to count as a table, and not what the necessary

1,.»'

and sufficient conditions for being a table are._ Now it seems clear'that o

'_»jf7th1§iparticular standard of judgement could not exist inigﬁ Tfii;“.

P



U

lifor whether a thing had the function of a table That is, in such SOCi- L .
) eties no ObJeCtS are manufac!ured for the purp0se of being used as "ar-."’

ticles of - furniture on which things may be mlaced for convenience or dis-f :
play" Nor are other objects, e. g flat—topped rocks, ever used for such

burnoses : It is not hard to imagine a nomadic people whose way of life ‘-
>;18 such that they have no need for the functional concept in question

d”"Nothing functions as a table in their life, 50 they do- not have the con-.?'5

cept of a table s function In such a society the lack of any standard
for Judging whether a thing has the function in question is sufficient to L
'f ensure that they also lack the standard for judging whether things are imd'i

\tables Conversely, the existence in a community of a standard for judg- 'f“i

c.4

'-ing correctly whether or not things are tables, entails the existence of

- - \
a standard for Judging whether or not things have a certain function.- Then '

..'_( . . :

S concept H

it 'follows,v‘according to my characterization of‘ alytio connections above,
"_thhat there is an analytic gonnection between the standard foe judging corcmf

l,_ ¢

'f.rectly whether things are tables and the standard for judging correctly
‘whether things have a certain function Finally, it follows, according ';h;:}

f:to my account “of concepts, that the concept Table involves the CQdcept

BT R
: S L

ﬂHaving the Function f\ and that one cannot have the concept Table without.*flf

‘*{. aving the concept Having the fuuction f.;,hvxfpﬁffL

Now I would like to emphasizq_again that to claim that thedﬁf;ffd'

_ f concegt Table necessarily involves the concegt“ﬁaving the Function,f, iai

:fyfthings fa:ling under the concepts. If the concept Teble involves,the .

in8 the function f then we can say tha' tablesstaudardg t;



o 1{' R ‘Aj:;“- ~f: .f-. .;_v_v}‘f', - f'f :. ;.'a‘.. | \{'Aij IR
_the function.f‘.but no more That is, the possibility exists that in .
:abnormal c1rcumstances it may make sense to say that a table does not have
} Vthe function f S Consider for instance,_the example I used in section
l1 6, of the table whose only function is to serve as an. example of the
-»*skill of its makers Here we .see the“connecticn between my account of

t-¥concepts and my account Of criteria The criteria for the application

.n;«f, of a concept are the characteristics a thing must have in normal circum- 2)y.

'f7'stances, if the concept is to be correctly applied The standard or concept |
:‘f_ninvolved in Judgihg whether a thing is of a certain kind involves the ques-:if
i ﬁAivﬁclon of whether the thing has certain (criterial) characteristics, but theseizha
'hcharacteristics need not be present if the situation is not a normal one .
| To sumnarize,h conceptual connections - of the sort I have

been discussing- are analytic connections between concepts, and the exis- ,f31;

B

\j‘Btence of SUch an analytic connection between two concepts does not entail

that there is an analytic connection between things falling under those *"”"

aCOUCEPtS Qn the other hand where there is an analytic connection be-_kff~

'Vtween ings there is an analytic connection between the concepts of those f@ﬂ}
"- [, s

f.things | We can safely say, I think that there is an analytic connection ,tf?5'

“ccerning whether things are animals.tx

".”;ibetween the concept Dog and the concegt Animal NEVertheleSS. th& analy}ic




:td_ﬁsoluble, it must be true that x should normally disappear‘when placed S

Ifh.condition that a certain concept has application to x. Thus in the :g5,“

T cee e 18

A . “.. .
Y :

: dcase'where;one'may~proper1y'speak'offlconceptual connections'* :?If,;

| :someone has the concept soluble 1t is clear that he must at least
tgfhave the concepts Solid Liquid Disappear | . The links between thesevd;
5:concepts and the concept Soluble are of the sort just discussed S

'and unless someone has the three latter concepts we simply won t allow \":'

that he has the concept Soluble In addition, however if _one is COI‘gVJ .:'
7rect1y to pply the concept soluble in judging correctly that x ia d;7

b . .ol

“ . C Ll
’.in the relevant 1iquid In other words, that x disappears when placed;'

' "1n the llquld is normally necessary to the correct application of the {;ifjix
econcept Soluble to X. Thus one could say that the normal necessity

{'of X' s disappearing is a conceptual necessity it is necessary upon L.

+

.s‘_rcase of this second sort of conceptual counection, the applicability ‘

BN

'cbfof a certain concept provides 4 necessary connection between events.;_f S

‘ .1VWhat we have here is ‘a conceptual connection not in the sense'of an

:;vxanalytic link between Qpncepts, ba.iin the sense that the applicability g

'T’;of a concept provides a necessary (conceptual) linkfbetween events. e PR

"fIt may seem rather odd to regard the connection between something being;”

24v

apaitvfrom extreme umean

connection.,




ig2

' materlals in question TR e e e e
R : R R P TGS S S e
S If 1t does seem:odd to regard the connection between copper~§’

bt

sulphate s belng placed in water and its dissolv1ng as a conceptual

v

connection, it may be helpful to consxder‘nome parallel examples where
the point 1s more easily appreciated For instance it is surely quite:

plausible to regard the truths of arithmetic as conceptual truths. Forvff“”'

' 1t 1§ neceSSary that 7+5 = 12 but the necessity is not an analytic o

Vo

’ one'~and conceptual truths in general seem to be truths that have a:

'.A X B Cle ree e

nece531ty that is not analytic or not straightforwardly analytic,_likef;fff;l

the connectiOn between being a triangle and having three sides. Arith-

.
,~r

‘1;5; metlcal nece551ty is best explained by saylng thit relations such ag”

l.’

v ‘;.

7+5 12 musg be accepted if we are to empkw the P881C concepts of arith—

-v,'_ ) : A \-:,.,
2 ‘.t )

;'metic't? e,’»,O';rllif"successor ot df we are, to engage in arithmet— 15

.’.,

*

| ?1cal activ1tles such as counting'

R

.

Sk .Gf narker"',(wsz.)

s

_ **'c:f Nfl c&:pben's (1920) discussion a
‘ ”s in science ‘
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(because 1t follows from the fad:that a material is of that sort that

Ohm s law w111 hold of it) . The law of conservation of energy is nec-h

essary relative to the employment of for 1nstance, the Newtonian con~f

"V; cepts of mass and force (because these concepts inv01ve relationships'?f'”‘

- b

‘”}f,such that the law in question is deducible from them) If you accept

¢

the Newtonian way/of looking at the world then certain general princi-f’

’ 3h ples of mechaniCS become necessary truths, but they are necessary rel—‘*

PR ative to the employment of Newtonian concepts._ In the same way the“in-_:'

N 9
determinacy principle of quantum mechanics is necessary to the employ~

ment of quantum_mechanical concepts, it is a conceptual necessity that yfﬂs -

there qan be no- underlying determinism Or 'hidden parameters"such

7 e / : v : o
that the statistical 1aws of quantum mechanics are consequences of these

Vglsome extravagant claims by physicists themselves --that physics will

f never return to a comprehensive deterministic theOfy*,_since the neces-

underlying deterministic 1aws.~lHowever, this does not mean - despite

_A‘, ."».’
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'sort or.the'other' Thus it is one 5ind of conceptual truth that the'

concept Bog 1nvolves the concept Animal"that the concept Table involves'ui i

[

' ‘the concept of a certain function, that the concept Knowledge involves d,jif..°

the concept Truth that the concept Peace involves the concept war,_:uf
: A
et It is another kind of conceptual truth that 2 + 2 4- that the‘“jl

angles of triangles add up to two right angles, that energy is conserved

that Ohm s Law holds of metals, etc '~: 'h‘ius-htl‘ -

' Analogously it is conceptually impossible, or absurd that

the concept Table should not 1nvolve the concept of a certain function,tt.f>>\>
}~that the concept Knowledge sh0u1d not involve the concept Truth etc.‘f .

And in"a quite different sense it is conceptually impossible or absurd

»n/.

'that 2 + 2 5; that the angles of a triangle should add up to more than gﬁf;i{
two right angles‘ that energy should not be conserved that Ohm's law

\ 6 . G
lj should not hold of a metal, etc I do not claim that all these concep— :

3 tual 1mpossibi11ties are on the same level -’clearly there is a greater

ifabsurdity in "2 + 2 5" than there is in "Energy is not conserved"Af';

?lsiibut I do claim that these absurdities have”in common that they are inr {f;i;;rfd

- h}compatible w1th conceptual necessities of mv second sort l*;srfiif}d;:;.fe;'i
, : S G G

Once we have an account of cpnceptual connections it also

L.

'becomes pos51b1e to; give an,account of conceptual frameworhs.; ,f;

conceptual tgamework can be regarded as a set'of’concepts together with

\. .:'. 'l
. e A

”!their interconnections A conceptual framewor vwiIl involve not only:ji‘””

l“ﬁtconnections such as "The concept Soluble involve'*the concepts‘Liquid




r" ‘

: ﬂfﬂscheme

as-&xhefconcept AcCelerationlinvolvesfthe concept‘velocityﬁ'but:also'
connections such as "The concept Potential Energy can only be applied

' '1f tha%law of - conservation of energy holds" ' A conceptual scheme is g'

P

fnot something that can be detached from empirical findings,.it is not ‘
“a purely abstract system, but is intimately bound up with the empir-h;/;-:
- 1ca1 regulgiities on which An science at least it confers the statusii

- .of lawp or natural necessities v-r‘ﬂ‘«;:.l*f fdl.fl,

In the case. of non—sc1entific conceptual schemes I think

that similar p01nts can- be made.: The conceptual scheme of'what one

”‘f might call common-sense Western morality involves not only.connections’b

bh.such‘as ”The congept Murder involves the concept Killing" but also

‘.qp 1ons such as "The concept Property can on’y be applied if it
s

i .
oral fact that one ought not to take from another what he has

v

“iworked-for bought or inherited " For one cannot think in terms of a:

pers°“ s prOperty unless one- thinks that it is wrong to take ce)tain CEE

',wthing@ from people.; For someone who emplgys//he notion Property (and

BRI

f:*:not }ust the notion What Others Call "Property") it is just not -an open

4“quest10n whether taking certain things from a person is wrong The fact

7fthat such acts are wrong has the status of a ‘moral law‘ or of a nec- -

: fessarily/true moral statement HOWever, the necessity is a conceptua -;;f

L7'necessity,.and this méans that the moral law can be abandoned but only

hi-at the cost of glving up the uSe oﬁ a particular concept or'conceptual

’"j6 4 Conceptual deveIOpment lémill' f o

) .': <
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/

‘<concepts : I shall consider fi;st a sc1ent1fic concept and then, by

- way of‘contrast I shall c0nsider more briefly the possibilities of
. . . . . A . - // e
' development for moral concepts c " SR Lo ;»'

Consider first the concept Refractive Index This concept

- began its 11fe when Snell's Law (governlng the degree of bending which
obcurs when light passes from one transparent medium into another) was

o established. Snell's law statesfthat for 1ight of a particular colouf‘t

‘:_or as we Should now Say, wavelength, and for a given pair of media the fASS

'_kratio of the sine of the angle of 1ncidence bears a constant ratio to

S the sine of the angle of refraction.fvl.e; ‘sin i -/a where/u‘is“a conb :
e 17 sinx-

:f}sgant 'glven the stated conditions } Different pairs of media, and dif- IF}N.
»ferent colours “of liéht, result in different values for/u and it is Jf;f,
fa plau51b1e hypOthESlS that the variation is due to differences in the ;: S
o Structures of the materials 1nvolved, and in the ways in which éheYsin_r

Jlryteract w1th light of different colours If we consider light of a par- 7V{A'

e

ticular colour as our standard, and also standardise the ﬁituation so

:\than ﬁight passes from air. into the selected medium, then the different

3 . o

f’values of/u that we obtain for var10us media can be said to characterise

4

'=:those media The different/u values are presumably linked J%th dif-;r~rf*nﬂxc‘*‘
. B R

iferent structural properties of the media, but even though one‘ﬁnows

nothing about those prOperties one can speak of the mediaes having dif-,', e

.iferent refractive indices ‘j_'j o ‘ -fghfff;f lf;dl“ﬁfffffhfﬂ%,lfﬁfi’ﬁ,f%
Now this is not the end but rather the beginning, of t:he ' T

L~

[f? 11fe history of the concept RefractivelIndex For once the concept waslv

:iy_and other properties of materials For%ékample, the ve ocity of light
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refractlve index o _ - : S

/-
/‘a |
szf
as was. shown empirlcally by Foucault -Further,~thfs'relation is nOt : "fﬁh-
Just another.@mplrical discovery, 1t is deducible the assumption that

e

1ight,1s‘a wave motion ’ (On a particle theory of 11ght one would expect

- the inverse relation to hold) leen that 1lght is a wave motion one

N e
s

"comes to an understanding of refnactive indei in terms of wave fronts, -

"”whose behav1our can be illustrated by anafggy with water waves ‘ The “Q‘éiéfj

':Tdconcept Refractive Index has at this stage been caught up in an optical v-v*

(...

'theory now has lo ica relations w1th wavelength and frequenc ,'whereas o
/u __E____ Y

A"._;part of the meaning of/u that/a

"be mlsleading to say, howgyer,'that we are/now dealing with a different o

.
o

~it started as simply an empiriqal measure of a ratio of angles It would

~J,concept For the old logical connections are maintained (it is st111 hff‘h

N ]

in 1

) but in addition new connections

o have been made, the concept Refractive Index has been deve10ped or‘deep- ?3

o ened'f It has become part of a larger system and as .a result Snell'

'lﬁ-fftransparent media.” (It is worth noting that conceptual d

fiLaw has been elevated ﬁrom the smatus of a regularity to. that of a genp Ll

‘we are to employ the concept Refractive Index, it is no lofger a-matter P S

{,ulne necessary connection.v For Snell s relation must be accepted if

.uof thinking "Perhaps it holds, perhaps it doesn t, 1et s lpok at the L

\ . -

Efexperim‘ntaljresults For if the experimental results contradict 'f{;fﬂffjg

"(Snell's relation now, much more is at stake than the revision of our‘f%\"

4

" _Vjuv ;2»,q,~
R S
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logical connectlons are maintained * In conceptual.change that is‘not |
.conceptual QEVelopment the old lo cal links are slmply abandoned in

' the‘llght of new emplrlcal dlscox »es orlchanglng 1ntellectual fash-

h ions. I would regard the changes whlch have occurred in concepts such

| as\ﬁlanet -Atom, Mass as clear cases of conceptual developmen whereas :

the change from regarding certaln phenomena’ as cases of demonlc pos— ’

:e551on to regardlng them ag cases ~of mental 1llness I would be more

‘inclined to regard as slmply conceptual chang ) . ‘. ' " .'- p

In the case of scientlflc concepts, at any rate, the picture -

-

1 Want to palnt is one of observed regularlttes leadlng to the develop— ’:

X

'ment of concepts which help to expla;pgthe.regularlties*“, the discov- .

ery of further emplrlcal relatlons betWeen the thlngs falllng under u

.those concepts, and thls» eadlng to the develodment of 'hlgher level'

concepts.» At the same time plctures or models are. developed whlch 1n—~b
. I ‘

corporate the concep s and llnk them 1n a coherent theory I ,,"

: I have p01nted out’ how the development of the concept Re—‘}.'

<fract1ve Index has been affected by - 1ts 1ncorporat;pn 1nto a partlcular T

N theory, but there 1s also another way in whdch 1t has been hwulded.

. .
-Wlth any concept the way in. whlch 1t is fdrst employed 1s hardly llkely
. to be entlrely satlsfactory Sltuatlons w1ll arlse where 1t is not clear

'_whether the concept is, appllcable or not We saw thdt t 1s was 80 in
' b

"Jmthe case of the concept Soluble. ?See my dlscusslon on pp. 67 69)

~

) s1mple concept of a dlspOSltlon to dlsappear when placed in water has

Y
-

i
oo

-

Cf H R Post's acco@nt of the contlnulty in~the‘development»offj
SClentlflc theorles. (Post 1971/2) ‘ R

o CEL W, Rozeboom's account of.goncept development v1a What he calls
'ontologlcal 1nduct10n' (Rozeboom 1961 and 1971) S ey i

-



been replaced by somethlng more sophlstlcated 1n the llght of emplrlcal
dlscoveny.' The same applles with Refractlve Index. One-'is faced for
eXample, with the fact thatiln the case of substances such-as,Iceland
Spar thers are two dlstlnct refracted rays, 80 that it becomes nonsense Vi

AR

to speak of the refractlve 1ndex of such substances. We can no longer

R

thlnk of refractlve 1ndex as_a property of-a materlal which llke its
den51ty, can have only one ValEe for a unlform plece of material o

: In general the development of a concept is: 1nfluenced
- both by new’emplrlcal dlggOVerle whlch force us to make dec131ons on i
' what Wlll and what wlll not counj\as falllng under the concept and by h
-‘new 1mag1nat1ve plctures or. models whlch!are such that 1f they are.
',accepted they Wlll make it understandable why the concepts we employ
have an appllcatlon (E g the plcture of llght as a wave motlon makes ,
it comprehens1ble why the concept Refractlve.lndex has ‘an. appllcatlon)
e d‘ | ;' Now T do‘ﬁot clalm that the development of concepts sutside .
’ 501ence prOCeeds in exactly the same way as that just descrlbed How45a;b
' ever, there are 51mllar1t1es that are worth con31der1ng Let us: take
vthe fleld of moral concepts-as our comparlsion, and consmder flrst _f
i- whether there 1s any development of moral concepts corresponding to that .

-whlch has occurred in the case of Solubllity., It is not hard to ‘sSee

..,that there couldrb//development of the following sort Suppose it is ;"‘

i.generally agreed that steallng is morally wrong We haVe the concept

o -,

1Cat10n in many c1rcumstances..

"'of steallng and are. agreed on"
The crlterla for 1ts appll
'takes another 8 property But thls is not the whole story, slnce

'steallng 1s a moral notlon, and so 1ncorporates somethang llke an

RN s . el

Ilon are roughly that a person steals 1f he ";7
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“imperative I e., to say "He stole 1t" is normally to commlt oneself

~to the view that he acted wrongly Thls 'normatlve' aspect of the

, concept becomes extremely 1mportant when it comes to maklng de0151ons.‘:
about cases that do not clearly fall or. fall to fall under the concept.
Slnce\an lmportant functlon of moral judgements is- to commend 1nfluencg,
condemn; etc,,. 1t 1s CruCIal that the 'normatlve' element be retalned f/h

- in any modlflcatlon of a moral(poncept, so that‘when the questlon arisesbt
t "But can youcreally count that as steal gq" the cru01al p01nt will be
'd whether the: act 1n questlon -is wrong 1n the same sort ?f way as steal—
lng 1s wrong For example do we: really Want to. say that the boys who

| take a few apples from an orchard are gullty of steallng9 We may want
to say not, and 1ntroduce a weaker notmgn of 'pllferlng' N Do we really7d
want to say. that the shop a331stant who takes money from the tlll w1th-i'

' out telllng her employer, but w1th the 31ncere 1ntention of paylng 1t -1'l1

I
back i the fdture is steallng° Don't we haye a- (nameless) concht

here whlch 1s clearly dlstlnct from the conceptLSteallng° Somet?lng

?‘a Whlch could be" called '1lllclt borrow1ng' perhaps° : _

| I want to. Suggest that mpral concepts __y at least develop -
-b'h‘ 1n th1s sort of wayﬂ, and that the procesd is not greatly dlfferent
from one kind of” conceptual development that we flnd in. sclence. The g&t"
tl‘? concepts we start w1th are usually too . prlmit1Ve; too simple, to cope | o
1I;‘w1th what we: come acroSs 1n our practlcal experlence; and so in the |
llght of thlS experlence we narrow the appllcatlon of our concepts and
U,f.lnvent new concepts to cover what is now excluded In addition, df
»."c0urse we may broaden our concepts when we notlce new phenomena that

N~ .

flt the crlterla for our preéent concepts, although we would not at '

K

% 0f. Kovesi (1967).

e



)
eflrst have recognlzed these phenomena as falllng under the concept

For 1nstance, one may come to speak of sollds dlssolv1ng in SOlldS,

once one's concept Soluble has been developed through chemlcal under—

| standlng, or one may come to apply the concept Vlolence in- sltuatlons -

| where there is no: use of physmcal force.- _‘- '.::ﬂ;h

T

7~19i s

It seems. quite posslble then that moral concepts can develop '

1n the manner Just descrlbed The 1nterest1ng questlon remalns of
~

whether they can- also develop in the hanner I sketched for the concept

o fﬂ Refractlve IndeX‘on pP 186 187 I suggested on p. 185 that the begln--

nlngs of such development may be seen in the case of concepts such as.

Property whose appllcatlon presupposes the acceptance of: certaln 'moral

)

: e
. regularltles', e g that 1t is normally wrong to take,from a person that

for which he has worked Whether any further development 1s.possible

here 1s unclear to me, such further development would ;nVolve settlng

¢

:’ up moral theories analogous to sclentlflc theorles, such that 1f the::'

dbntltles postulated by the theorles exlsted then certaln moral prin—‘

‘

B clples would follow as a matter of course.ﬁ However, to put 1t like this ;fh

D 21
| may be to. preSS\tOO hard the analogy wlth sclence. What we mlght say

:1s that certaln moral plctures of the world or. certaln plctures of" the C

‘»,moral world, certalnly have as’ consequences certaln moral prlnclples.d

:.,ff someone thlnks 1n terms of the plcture of a world creator who is jV'j

also the father of all human belngs, 1t follows that he must accept

' f_that the approprlate relatlons between human beings 1n general should

“’one who- thlnks 1n terms of the plcture it will be a klnd:of necessary

--,truth that 'all men are brothers', 1t w1ll be an idea that cannot be "‘.

| _ ‘
) be analogous to' those whlch ought to exlst between 81bllngs. For some- Ve

5'1;51

";'given up wlthout abandonlng the plcture in which 1t 1s embedded.: In.i'“ :

i":the same sort of Way, perhaps the concept of the soul and its Jnmbrt- :'Vt{ff
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A ] N

;allty could be developed out’ of the moral bellef in the ultlmate good-

N
L

' <ness of the world comblned w1th the moral bellef that many peOple are

~,;very unJustly treated 1n thls world or' w1th the moral bellef that 1t 0
o : T
- is wrong not to dlscharge all one’s obllgatlons (that eVen death does

Hl;not let one off) * ;.»I.f:-‘fiv "g»/» o "'

[N

Whether such 1deas as these could be developed I do not )ﬁf‘

i
R

know, hOWever, it seems to me that 1f moral concepts are open to deve10p—f}]
.‘ % ,»,‘ s
n'ment 1n ways analogous to the Way 1n whlch 301ent1flc concepts develop, p o
'ithen the dlrectlon of such deVelopment is: llkely to be 1n the dlrectlon .

E of rellglous or qua31-re11g10us plctures of the worId

'rfiié 5 Conclu31on ‘:p]. “gl il e fl ﬁd":l‘lfiiﬁf.ﬂ -hl‘ A

| | b‘k:. I want now to pull together the ma1n p01nts whlch I have
"5tr1ed to establlbh, and then look back at the varlous accounts of what

1 L;concepts are that I dlscussed in Chapter l _prﬁ 1 | ‘ _Hi‘ . |

| | nStartlng at the end I have argued that concepts are “;':

-standards of Judgement concernlng whether thlngs are of certaln kinds. _72

»'Such standards can only exlst in. socletles in whlch there are actlvities ffﬂv

¥

‘?v{such as teachlng, 1m1tatlon and correctlon that sustaln the standards

B and ensure that each member of the society comes to haVe at least some L:}-
' LB : A .
of the standards .”

In comlng to, acqulre a standard of correct judgement con—,-a»lffe

i‘?cernlng whether thlngs are. of a certaln k1nd i.e. in comlng to have a

rmconcept, a. person (or anlmal)‘acquires a capaclty to be rlght concern—-_l”;LV”

’u"31ng whether things are of that klnd and 1nsofar a8 he is' rlght through

Gf a remar ‘of Wittgensteln reported by Norman Malcolm
(Malcolm. X 58, p.v7l) R



‘hlS hav1ng the caLa01ty to be rlght he Judges correctly hlshhehav— B
i"lour constltutes judglng 1nsofar as 1t 1s open to correction 1n the |
irllght of the facts, and 1f it\ls open to correct;on 1n the llght of
";the fact that a thlng ig:or is not of a certain klnd thennhe judges :f
"»that the thlng 13 or-is. not of that klnd Further, if a person 1s}';':;”HQ
e
'A'capable of judglng corre@tly whether thlngs are of a certaln klnd “he;
tW1ll, when 1n a sultable state and la a. sultable posltlon w1th respect““-"
‘:to a thlng of that klnd, be dlsposed to judge that 1t is of that klnd '”ﬁ: '
. Such a’ person can be sald to recognlz that the thlng 15 of’ that klnd;héif;'
.}:3llt follows that a person wmth the concept F wlll reccgnlze whether
'erthlngS are fs when he 1s in a sultable state and sultably placed o
" ,Thus, 1t 1s qulte correct to say that hav1ng the concept F is’a matter o
of hav1ng 8, recognltlonal capa01ty, anQchls is qulte compatlble wlth
i;saylng that hav1ng a concept F is a matter of haxlng a capac1ty for ‘T‘“fcf

‘e

--correct Judgement

%

. f{*'r';'f,f My account of concep_ posse331on as 1nvolv1ng apacltle ~{

"“f,tfor correct Judgement concernlng whether g are of certaln klndslﬂl”

s requlres an account of capaclties,.whlch I gave in Chapter 2 and an:_}:i:,°
.jlaccount of* correct judgement whlch I gave in Ghapter 4 I dlscussed,;hJu;vf
‘7'the notrons Thlng and Klnd to some extent 1n Chapter 3, but as I sald
f’;there, these are formal concepts Wthh present great difflculties of

V.;,
hat in v1rtue of whlch a person hae the

\

'fieluc1d)tlom-*yMY account oi‘\ipa01t1es made reference to the notion of
'f?the base‘of a capaclty, el

'-:capa01ty. In the case of hav1ng a concept the base, I argu_d usually

. con31sts 1n a person's hav1ng certaln bellefqionnectlons.r;” £ 1

‘what glves a person the capaclty to judge correctly whether thlngs are

”‘rifof a certaln klnd 1s the Tact that he 1s so constltuted or 'set' that _
/ when he comes across, or believes he comes across, a,thing whlch has [s-“ »
S PR AR R CL e S S A U

RS



"mcertain properties characteristlc of fs; he 1mmed1ately cones to believe'
.:that the thing will. have the othe@ characterlstics of fs. He __x believe
blﬂ:'that this thing has characteristics A,B, C together w1th the general
.‘;'belief that\all thlngs w1th 4,8,¢ have x Y,2, and hence infer that this
'thhlng has X Y Z, but this is not necessary. The important p01nt is, that fh
\‘Ton acquiring one belief he should acqulre others whether or not this G
: L:_happens via hls possession of a general belief Someone who has the ::u.
| V\appropriate belief—connections 1s 'set' to recognize thlngs that a\A¥‘i
tperson w1thout them is- not and 1t is v1rtue of this that he has the
'correspondmg concept o .?' BRI R

1-

In the light of my account we may now look back at ‘some of )
- S : , T .
' 'the othengvieWS of concepts whlch I mentioned 1n Chapter l The v1er,;“‘

"'.that concepts are capacities for follow1ng rules is understandable 1n'
. fterms of the fact that 1n orden to count as hav1ng a’ concept one must |

. have a capaclty to be ight about certain things. To have the conceptf

“4;_‘ . :

Kestrel one must have the capa01ty to be rlght about whether or not
| fg things are Kestrels, and one Way of putting this would be to say that
'-ftone must be ablé correctly to follow ‘the. 'rule' for clasSnying thingstjff:
'f.as kestrels Rules, llke standards, presuppose a community which ~fﬂfhz";;
's7ma1nta1np the rules or sets the standards, so 1n this respect too, it
h”?ffls reasonable to ho}d that hav1ng concepts 1nvolves hav1ng the capacity ‘
"{;to follow*certain rules., The mdsleading thlng about thls formulation is f'*
;T:bithat it suggests that applylng a concept 1s a matter of looking at the f‘;fh
'fif:world and dec1ding on the ba31s of what one Sees‘whether the concepé‘i!;'vv
‘.ghappllcable A rule lS something llke "Where you come across P.you& ® b~
'f,h;:should clas51fy 1t as. "Q" " But applying a concept 1s seldon Ldke this. if[’;

"‘It ls clear that one does no% follow a rule in applying concepts such




Do T s

N
-\ s

as Red One does not look at a thlng and dec1de on the ba51s of 1tslv
<Y L
characterlstlcs that 1t 1s red And I have sald that even in the case,r '

N -

' i»oflthose concepts where one could make use of a’ rule (e g "If 1t has '

black feathers, yellow beak tunefui song and runs as Well as. hops then

‘ it is: a blackblrd and w1ll mate w1th a qark brown blrd w1th a dark ‘

,. brown beak which lays greenlsh—blue eggs speckled w1th dark brown, etc.")
one normally oesn'g once the ooncept has becomF famlllar.' In the casevr~;[i.‘
of concepts such as: Red one can't make use of a rule because there 18
1o such rule. The fact-that one’ can say someth;gg about what 1s 1nVO1—
ved 1n a thlng's belng red*is no objectlon to thls, 31nce pne certalnly':J

: cannot glve a. rule that speclfles whlch colours are to count as red andj

~ whlch not People slmply agree that dertaln thlngs are red wlthout : R
needlng any rule by whlch to dlstlngulsh the reds from the blues, greens,.;fﬁd'

'.etc. Thls does not mean that there are no standards of\correctness in

‘izpﬂapplylng colour concepts‘ one 'is wr ____g 1f one classlfles an ordlnary

» orange as red but this i\—not because one’ has broken a rule to the
effect that on%y thlngs w1th(characterrstlcs X are to count as red We e
may note that the procedure of classllglng thlngs accordlng to rules ';3}
presuppose that some thlngs are cla831fied w1thout appqul to rules.

'

For a rule must Say somethlng ke "wherever you flnd P do Q" and thls AR
Presupposes that one can alrea plck out thlngs as falllng under the i?t

*'concept P Then there 1s the converse p01nt that where we have a: class—: S

';“-Lflcatlon rule we do not necessarlly have a concept Th;sll_discussed,in-jk:'
“’iChapter 3 (pp 106—1057“\\ dll}uf5=*,.fdvtahif lfdj;'d t‘:l77£{3e5'i‘ﬁ
] . ‘.: Lot B B L - i B B

"'d The vaew that concepts are llngUlStlc capacltles 1s 1mmed-

jflately understandable when we con81der that judgements are frequently

l

ﬂ?fexpresled 1n words If one thinks that only a language-user can make '~*”75~7

;'~ ‘



196

' judgements then oneiis accordlng to my account of concept—possession :

_Zln Chapter 3, commltted to the v1ew that to have concepts 18 to have :

'; -.‘A

o certaln llhgulstlc capa01t1es | However, I argued in Chapter 5 that

.'Q

LN

-ft reacts to them However, thls sort of\recognltlon is\not that which is

requlred o 'A .. o '_ U . T

-~

','there are no good grounds for saylng that only language—users can. judge

A‘.

The v1ew that concepts are mental 1mages fastens on the

correct 1dea that concepts are standards by whlch\one Judges whether

~

\thihgs are of partlcular kinds but 1t wrongly 1dent1f1es these standards -

w1th lmages 1n the mlnd The account falls to come to terms w1th the

fact that mental 1mages can't p0331bly functlon as standards 1n the Way

S

The v1ew that concepts are capacltles for maklng dlscrlmln- 5"

'-w~; atory responses is comprehenslble as a degenerate ver51on of the v1ew

o that concepts are capa01t1es for recognltlon The latter V1ew, I have e

A

argued 1aton the. rlght llnes (although lt i defectlve ln relylng on 1f o[‘lfi"

.
the unsatlsfactory Nprrekllt argument), but the v1ew that to recognlze

1s 31mply to respond dlfferentlally lS qulte 1nadequate Plants and

L

such selectlve response cannot reasonably be called "recognltlon" fle;g.l‘""

' even some 1nan1mate thlngs respond selectively to thelr envnronment butff‘

have argued in- Chapter 3 that there 1s room &t_‘or a sense of "recognitlon"}_

'

(or rather a klnd of recognitlon) that does not 1nvolve the havlng of

recogn1z1ng that they are of certaln klnds.v Here to recognlze somethingfilfi

)',T'concepts. One can say that a. very young child recognizes h g w1thouthf:;;.f;

1s to flnd 1t famlliar, although I grant that 'flndlng 1t famlliar' 1s i_ﬁfplf:f

'7t3 a phrase that 1tself requlres explanatlon Yet howeVer the.detalls of

"-\

¢hat explanatlon would go 1t does seem that a good sense can be given to

a baby belng 'famlllar' wlth certaln thlngs 51mply 1n terms of how 1t
\

.‘4.:



.Tlnvolved in the hav1ng Of concepts.; The hav1ng of concepts depends)on _f.f' -

jbelng famlllar w1th thlngs as of certaln klnds, 1t depends on learnlng

to class;fy, learnlng to do,xhlngs correctly, and all this requlres the'

o exlstence of a soc1al context whereas no Such context is required if a

: ,creature is to acqulre a mere selectlve response (See my dlscusslon of

_what sort of behav1our reVeals the posse351on of concepts, 1n Ch 4)

~

l--ﬁnThe dlfference here corresponds to that betweén belng condltloned to

S c1rcumstances.

V'7{\respond selectlvely to.a stlmulus and 1earn1ng to act 1n terms ofa . f;'g.t~
npercelved 51tuatlon The dlfference may not’ glng_ show up in a e
q!'creature's behav1our, but 1n some clrcumstances 1t W1ll We consldered

| in thlS connectlon the dlfference between someone who has been cond1t10n4~‘fhx
'iu,ed to respond w1th the sound of the word "pentagon" whenever pentagon;lv 'hnff
;obJects appear before hlm, and someone who has mastered the use ‘of the |
;ﬁEngllsh word "pentagon" The dlfference between these two people W1ll ;:;fﬂr‘

:_ not necessarlly show up 1f we 31mply present objects of dlfferent shapes .

'[and awalt the subJect's response However, 1t w;ll show up 1n other

."F \ example we need to consider what each of these f°

'z::people 1s llkely t_ do 1f he flnds others calling triangles "pentagons" = o )
sThelpersofh"o has acquired a condltional response should not be3¥other--“j'"vi
T P 't L

ed 1n the least by th{p, whereas the pereon who has learned the‘correét :?J;

:—. \
R word w1ll be 1nc11ned to correct those who use the word wrongly For

S iy
- the flrst person there are ‘no standards of correctness, there is just

‘*if,the fact that he responds 1n the Way he does, whereas for the second

ﬁ';person there is'a right and 4 wrong about—whlch words to use, the right- ;:;l;'*
:ff3ness or wrohgness belng backed up by the correcting actlvities of others,
Flnally, as regards the v1ew that to have the concept F is

to know what fs are My account of conceptqposseSSLOn as belng a matter ,,_.?f

o\ ..
Lt g



. of hav1ng the capaclﬁ& to be rig t concernlngd;;?ther thlngs are of a

4
certaln klnd, can be regarded as an g;pllgatl of what is. 1nvolved in J
. B
"‘know1ng what fs are', an. expllcatlon of what thls partlcular sort of
fknowing amounts to.~m. ' | Vir s

\

Y

In conclu31on, I belleve that my account of concépts draws STy

: ; S
",ﬁptogether, and shows the relatlons betWeen, the v1ews that concept—

.,,

:'possess1on 1s a klnd of knowledge, that 1t 1nvolves capac1t1es for

‘fcorrect Judgement and recognltion, and that it is. often ma ested 1n” Lo

":verbal abllltles._ My account also shows why SOme wrlters have a33001at-
;‘ed concepts w1th rules mental 1mages and capa01t1es forégaklng dlscrlm— ’:J
| lwlnatory responses._ My account allows for the p0381b111ty of animals G
“f_tzhav1ng concepts, but leaves 1t open whlch anlmals have what concepts, /'f

- the only a prlor requlrement here being that only soclal anlmals, or.

/

P”~j«an1mals that can enter 1nto forms of llve 1nvolv1ng such thlngs as

/’ N

) correctlon and 1m1tatlon, can be sald to have concepts.' Concepts themp

‘ selves are the/standards by Whlch one judges whethcr thlngs are o. of

Y

{,certaln klnds, and whlle 1 do not say that concepts are’ standards 1n any o
"ﬂstrlctly Platonlc sense, I neVertheless umintaln that concepts exist

:and that an account, such as the one I have presented, can be glven of 1;.
S PR R . , ‘ :
. thelr nature., S

N / . ‘ ',‘. .
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