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CRITICAL STUDY 

THE COMPLEAT PROJECTIVIST 

BY BOB HALE 

SIMON BLACKBURN, Spreading the Word. Groundings in the Philosophy of Language. 
Oxford, Clarendon Press; 1984, pp. xi + 368. Price ?16.00, pb. ?6.95. 

The temptation to comment on this book's title is scarcely resistable. Spread the 
word it surely does. It is indeed quite long, and covers much ground. It has also a 
missionary aim. Blackburn set himself to produce a book which would make moder 
philosophy of language accessible to the ordinary student and even, perhaps, to the 
layman. A third, and perhaps the most interesting sense in which the book lives up to 
its delightfully ambiguous title will be noticed later. 

The book has two parts. The first - Our Language and Ourselves - is largely 
concerned with current problems about meaning: the second - Language and the 
World - deals mainly with matters of truth and reference. Apart from a few cheques 
drawn in Part 1 against arguments delivered in Part 2, and a handful of cross- 
references, the two parts are, I think, pretty well independent. Part 1 probably has to 
be read as a whole. Part 2 is divisible - its first three chapters need to be read 
together, but the remaining two ("Truth & Semantics" and "Reference") can be 
taken separately. 

Space does not permit full discussion. I shall briefly review Part 1, largely 
confining myself to summary comment, thereby saving most of my words for Part 2. 

I. MEANING 
For many recent philosophers of language, the dominant question has been: What 

form should a theory of meaning for a natural language assume? Impressed by the 
competent speaker's ability to understand any of a potential infinitude of new 
sentences, they have sought an account of the semantic structure of language which is 
at least consistent with this and, better still, helps to explain it. Such a theory would 
show how knowledge of finitely many primitives - words and constructions - can 
suffice for understanding new sentences. The favoured model has, of course, been 
Tarski's work on truth. If we had a theory of this sort which also observed Tarski's 
self-imposed restriction to extensional vocabulary, we could claim to have shed light 
on the troublesome, intentional concept of meaning. Much impressive work has gone 
into the task of removing apparent obstacles to the construction. 

Blackburn, whilst granting the need for some account of semantic structure, 
rejects this general approach to meaning and argues the limitations of "compositional 
semantics" (pp. 10-18, 293-300). The leading questions concern the inter-relations 
between language, mind and the world, and the interaction between the correspond- 
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66 BOB HALE 

ing departments of philosophy - questions like: Given that a language can be 
described by a set of syntactic and semantic rules, in what sense, if any, can 
competent speakers be said to know them? What sorts of fact about a linguistic 
community make it true that they speak and understand the language as described? 
(The first question, concerning the 'psychological reality' of linguistic rules, receives 
some lively discussion in ch 1.5: the second dominates the whole of Part 1). The 
compositional approach leaves such questions untouched. The point is illustratively 
argued via the example of arabic numerals. We can easily supply a compositional 
theory which tells us, for an arbitrary numeral n, what number n refers to. But this 
does nothing to settle the issues that might trouble a philosopher who wants to know 
whether numbers exist or are genuine objects of reference. 

Chapters 2 and 3 confront the questions: What kind of fact is it that we can use 
words to mean something? How can any world - "a natural world of things in space 
and time, and made of flesh and blood" - make room for a fact of this sort? Despite 
the words last quoted, Blackburn is far from committing himself to an austerely 
physicalist or extensionalist explanation of representation and communication. 
Indeed, a later chapter (ch 8.4, 5) argues that the prospects for any such programme, 
essentially that of the "bleak radical interpreter", are themselves quite bleak. 

Chapter 2 is mainly concerned to argue for "the negative point". This is that no 
thing, and, in particular, no mental item is such that its representational powers can 
be taken for granted, because any candidate must itself be capable of different 
interpretations. First victims of this negative point are "dog-legged" theories, which 
seek to explain how words mean by regarding them as proxies for items of some other 
sort (Lockean Ideas, images, or the like) whose representational powers are assumed 
unproblematic. Unless these items are "essentially representative", i.e. carry their 
own interpretation with them, the theory is hopelessly regressive. The negative point 
ensures that there are no such items. This horse, one might have supposed, is well 
and truly dead. But Blackburn has some reasons for administering another flogging. 
First, some quite recent writers are still trying to ride it - e.g. Fodor in his Language of 
Thought. Second, and more interestingly, Blackburn argues that lessons to be learned 
from the failure of dog-legged theories can be deployed against some less obvious 
contemporary targets. One such is Quine's use of the figure of the radical translator 
(others are Davidson's doctrine that we can make no sense of fundamentally 
divergent conceptual schemes, and Dummett's claim that meaning must be capable 
of manifestation in use). The lesson is that understanding what someone says cannot 
be properly equated with translating his words into some other medium (the home 
language). The argument against Quine is that drawing the distinction allows us to 
agree that different radical translators may properly come up with rival schemes, 
whilst resisting his sceptical conclusion that there is therefore no determinate fact of 
the matter about what the native means. To get at what he means, we may have to 
give up trying to translate him and understand him by going native, by "learning to 
appreciate things his way" (p. 60). 

As stated, the argument seems to be that Quine can't pass from indeterminacy of 
translation to indeterminacy of meaning. If so, it is puzzling. For suppose there is 
determinate native meaning. Either there is no meaning-preserving mapping from 
native sentences to those of the translator's language, or there is one. Suppose there 

This content downloaded from 149.175.1.33 on Mon, 23 Jun 2014 23:52:41 PM
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions

http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp


THE COMPLEAT PROJECTIVIST 67 

is. Then the problem is this. By hypothesis, the native expresses determinate 
meanings by his sentences and the translator can learn his language and thus come to 
grasp them. But he cannot, even in principle, determinately translate him, not 
because there is no determinate meaning-preserving mapping, but because any 
translation scheme, including the right one, is radically underdetermined by any 
evidence he could get. Yet whatever the native makes available to him by way of 
instruction in his tongue can, it seems, contain nothing that is not in principle 
available to him as translator. How then can it enable him to learn determinate native 
meanings whilst being insufficient, in principle, to identify a determinate translation 
scheme? Retreating into the first alternative - no mapping - is not an attractive 
escape route. It will not, I think, be enough to insist that as a matter of contingent 
fact, no meaning-preserving mapping exists. For then there could be one. So we have 
no solid ground for refusing to attempt an explanation of the kind demanded on the 
second alternative. The claim that there is necessarily no such mapping, even though 
native meaning is determinate, is scarcely plausible. Blackburn would, I suspect, 
claim that he has provided the needed explanation - it is not that there is helpful 
material available to the learner but not the translator, but that the latter's alien 
conceptual scheme gets in the way. He must "[drop] his own preconceptions, and 
then [learn] to appreciate things their way". But this mislocates Quine's argument 
(from below). The translator needs his "analytical hypotheses" because he can't 
progress beyond translation up to truth-functions without them. Certainly the learner 
has no need of them, simply because he is not in the translation business. But it 
remains to be explained how it is that the material which, we are supposing, radically 
underdetermines choice of analytical hypotheses, nonetheless ensures that the 
learner acquires determinate native quantifiers, etc., and the right ones. How can he 
be sure he's come away from his lessons with that much? 

With dog-legged theories demolished and the negative point established, Blackburn 
turns to the idea that meaning something is a matter of following rules, and its 
associated problems. What kind of fact about a speaker makes it the case that he is 
following a particular rule, rather than some other rule - perhaps a "bent" rule, 
involving a transition point, such as one that requires you to call something 'round' 
before a certain date if it is round, but to apply the term after that date only to square 
things, or even no rule at all? Is the crucial fact one about the speaker's mind (e.g. that 
he has a determinate intention of some sort), or is it one which essentially involves 
other speakers (e.g. that he participates in some communal practice in which criticism 
by his fellow practitioners plays an indispensable part)? These are the central 
questions of Chapter 3. On the former, Blackburn argues that whilst there is nothing 
intrinsically wrong with bent rules, a bent rule follower's application of his term must 
be guided by his belief about where he stands with respect to the transition point. 
This gives us, he infers, a genuine difference in dispositions between him and us, and 
one which is in principle detectable in advance of his passage round the bend. On the 
latter, he argues that the negative point does not force us to deny that the crucial facts 
are ones about the speaker's mind - it rather puts constraints on the kind of fact it 
could be, and on the kind of knowledge he can have of it. Participation in public 
practice, he tries to show, is neither necessary nor sufficient for genuine rule- 
following. A born Crusoe, who follows self-imposed rules in (contingent) isolation is 
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an undeniable possibility. And "if the practice of an individual in isolation is not 
enough to create the fact that his words have meaning, how is the practice of a lot of 
us together to create the fact that our words have meaning?" (p. 85). If public practice 
is not needed, if isolated practice or determinate individual intentions can sustain 
genuine rule-following, what becomes of the arguments against private language, and 
more specifically the denial that private objects (sensations, etc) can play any part in 
fixing meanings? The closing sections of this chapter try to show that they are 
inconclusive at best. 

Chapter 4 seeks to provide an account of what it is to have a language - this 
Blackburn takes to be a matter of making clear what kinds of conventions are basic to 
language. Grice, he argues, has given us a good account of how communication can 
be accomplished in the "one-off predicament" (in which no linguistic or other 
conventional means are available), and, moreover, an account which can be rendered 
much simpler than others have supposed, but the project of building a general 
account of language on this basis ("linguistic nominalism", in Bennett's phrase) is 
unpromising. Blackburn favours a "convention-belief" account, which allows the 
Gricean mechanism a role in getting communication under way, but sees working 
language as relying on conventions of a kind quite different from ones which would 
make regular linguistic meaning a matter of "fossilized" Gricean meaning,,. 

II. QUASI-REALISM 

The central chapters (5-7) of Blackburn's book elaborate and defend a position he 
calls quasi-realism. The q-realist case is most fully developed in the area of ethical 
judgments, where it involves defending an expressive account of our use of moral 
predicates, reminiscent of, but more sophisticated than, the notorious Boo! Hooray! 
or emotivist theory. Q-realism seems to be intended to be a version of anti-realism. 
So the best way to understand it is to see how it differs both from Realism and from 
the various other anti-realist positions considered. 

Realism. The reader may regret that Blackburn offers no clean, sharp and explicit 
account of what he takes Realism to be - the more so, because q-realism appears 
eventually to approach so closely to what one might take to be the realist position 
under discussion that one begins to wonder whether it is not just Realism under a 
new title. But perhaps this complaint mistakes Blackburn's strategy, which is to argue 
that there is nothing clear, or clearly true, that the would-be realist can say which the 
q-realist cannot accommodate. In any case, a rough and ready account, based on 
some remarks early in 5.1, will serve well enough for our purposes. On this account, a 
Realist with respect to a certain class of statements is one who holds that there is, in 
the world, a distinctive range of facts in virtue of which statements in that class are 
true or false. Thus a moral realist is one who holds there to be a class of distinctively 
moral facts in virtue of which some moral judgments are true, others false. The 
realist, thus characterized, is not committed to bivalence, though he may of course 
subscribe to it (Blackburn argues, in 6.4, that the q-realist can explain commitment to 
bivalence). 
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Kinds of anti-realism. The realist about a class of statements A incurs commit- 
ments which others may be unwilling to share: ontological commitments, obviously, 
to there being A-facts (and thereby, probably, to A-objects, A-properties, etc.) and 
also, unless his position is to be quite mysterious, epistemological commitments - he 
will at least need to have some account of how we come to know about A-facts, and 
this may lead him to espouse the view that there is some distinctive manner of coming 
to know them (ethical intuition, say, or some Gidelian quasi-perceptual acquaint- 
ance with mathematical states of affairs). 

Blackburn discerns three options for one who lacks stomach for the realist feast: 
rejection, reduction and non-cognitivism. Rejection is just to give up A-talk altogether 
(cf. Quine's attitude to beliefs, dispositions; or Wittgenstein's denial, in the Tractatus, 
of the causal nexus). Suppose A-statements to be the problematic class. The familiar 
reductionist move is to find a class of unproblematic B-statements such that any given 
A-statement can be held to have the same content as some suitably constructed B- 
statement. There is then no need to desist from making A-statements - we can 
continue to make them, secure in the knowledge that we incur thereby no extra 
commitments (i.e. additional to those already involved in B-statements). There are 
facts that make A-statements true, but no distinctively A-facts. The third possibility, 
non-cognitivism, is to retain A-statements but deny that they have the informational 
function suggested by their outward form - to hold that their function is not, as it 
appears, to convey truths (about the A-realm [realism] or any other [reductionism]) 
but to express attitudes, emotions or some other sort of non-cognitive state. The 
best-known example of this position is the emotivist account of ethical judgments. 

Q-realism is, as I understand it, a species of non-cognitivism. Its differentia is that it 
promises to secure the advantages which reduction would bring without its well- 
known problems. Blackburn comes at it from two directions - from consideration of 
the reasons why reductionism is likely to fail, at least in interesting cases, and by 
developing and extending the expressive account of evaluative statements. He presses 
several familiar objections to reduction. Except perhaps in isolated and rather trivial 
cases, credible reductive analyses of the required sort (meaning equivalences 
between ostensibly problematic A-statements and unproblematic B-statements) are 
not, it seems, to be had. To the extent that Quine's holistic picture of the "interani- 
mation of sentences" with its consequence that no individual sentence has a "fund of 
implications to call its own" is right, reductionist hopes are bound to be frustrated. 

The (likely) failure of reductionism does not however, according to Blackburn, 
mean that the underlying anti-realist aim may not be achieved. For the anti-realist: 

... A-states of affairs have to be brought down to the B-earth, and the 
natural way to set about this is to equate A-statements with particular B- 
statements. But is it the only way? (p. 158) 

It is not: 

... there is another option. What philosophers certainly want is a way of 
explaining our propensity to use and understand the problematic vocabulary 
given only that we live in a world in which we are sensitive to no more than the 
underlying truths (p. 159). 
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The reductionist gambit can be seen to be one way of winning such an explanation, 
but it is not the only way. It may be possible to provide an explanation which is 
faithful to the anti-realist distaste for additional types of fact and ways of coming to 
know them, because it invokes no more than the underlying (B-) facts and our 
capacity to discern them, and which yet avoids appeal to any sort of would-be 
reductive analysis (vide pp. 162-3). 

Expressive theories, projection and q-realism. A simple expressive theory of a given 
class of A-statements secures the anti-realist aim (doing without A-facts, etc.) 
without appeal to reductive analysis. Making or endorsing A-statements commits us 
to no extra facts, not because such statements are really B-statements in disguise (and 
so are true, when true, in virtue of B-facts) but because we are playing an altogether 
different game - expressing some attitude rather than stating something true or false. 

Here Blackburn introduces the idea of projection: 

... we project an attitude or habit or other commitment which is not 
descriptive onto the world, when we speak and think as though there were a 
property of things which our sayings describe which we can reason about, 
know about, be wrong about, and so on (p 170-1). 

He notes the tendency of philosophers attracted to the idea that such a projection 
underlies our use of evaluative or causal language to hold that a projective explana- 
tion of our talk of values or causes shows it to involve an error - we mistake ourselves 
for stating facts when we are not and thereby embrace a false and inflated view of the 
underlying reality. The thought is that once we become aware of the projective origin 
of our talk, we must give up our practice of talking as if e.g. evaluative remarks had 
truth-conditions. Q-realism is: 

... the enterprise of showing that there is [no error] - that even on anti- 
realist grounds, there is nothing improper, nothing "diseased" in projected 
predicates . .. [q-realism] tries to earn, on the slender basis, the features of 
'moral language (or of the other commitments to which a projective theory 
might apply) which tempt people to realism (p. 171). 

Suppose we focus, as Blackburn himself does, on the q-realist position with 
respect to moral talk. Then the line of thought is, I take it, broadly as follows: (1) We 
talk as if there were moral facts, as if there are, in addition to natural properties, 
moral properties which actions, or agents, may have or lack. (2) But there are, in 
reality, no such moral facts or moral properties, only actions and agents with natural 
properties, together with our attitudes of (dis)approval, etc. directed upon them. 
Thus in so talking, we are projecting - spreading the word in the last sense alluded to 
in my opening paragraph. The distinctive meaning of moral talk is expressive, not 
descriptive. Because this is so, both realism and anti-realist reductionism (here, 
ethical naturalism) are to be rejected. The former because there are no distinctively 
moral facts, etc., the latter because moral utterances, properly understood, are not 
utterances with genuine truth-conditions and are thus not equivalent in meaning to 
statements of any other (non-moral) kind, with genuine truth-conditions. (3) Whilst 
it may appear that, having its roots in such a projection, our practice of presenting our 
attitudes as if they were genuine candidates for truth must be in error, this is not so. 
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For we can, so the q-realist holds, explain our practice in a way which does not oblige 
us to abandon it as misguided once we appreciate the correctness of his explanation. 

There is much that is obscure in this. In particular, we have as yet no sharp 
conception of the kind of explanation that is being proposed, nor of what constraints it 
must respect. It is clear, I think, that the "no error" claim cannot be the claim that 
when we project, we are not in error if we think that there are moral facts, properties, etc. 
- it must be the claim that we are not in error if we thing as if, as well as talk as if, 
there were moral facts, etc., even though there are none. [There is a small problem 
here which I shall not pursue - whilst there is no difficulty in separating talking as if p 
from thinking that p, it is not so clear that we can cleanly separate thinking as if p 
from thinking that p in the way that seems to be required. We can of course make a 
distinction - we think as if p, without necessarily thinking that p, when we reason on 
the supposition that p. But this does not seem to be quite the distinction that is called 
for here.] The q-realist's explanation must exhibit our practice as one we have 
adequate reason to maintain even though there are no facts of the kind that practice 
suggests. Obviously enough, the explanation must make no appeal to facts of the 
forbidden variety. Still, we may wonder not just how the trick is to be pulled off, but 
what the conditions for successful conjuring are. I shall come back to this in a more 
literal fashion later. For now, we had better see how Blackburn tries to do it. 
Although he offers some interesting arguments for q-realism in morals, its explana- 
tory strategy emerges most clearly in his attempt to meet what he sees as, perhaps, the 
main obstacle to it - namely Professor Geach's well-known objection to expressive 
theories, based on what he calls the Frege point. This, as Geach first formulates it, is 
that 

a thought may have just the same content whether you assent to its truth or 
not; a proposition may occur in discourse now asserted, now unasserted, 
and yet be recognizably the same proposition. [Philosophical Review Vol. 
LXXIV No. 4, pp. 449] 

There may be room for dispute about what precisely the Frege point amounts to. 
But at the very least, it constrains us not to propose an analysis of the meaning or use 
of a type of sentence A which fails to allow sentences of that type to figure, without 
shift of meaning, as unasserted or, more neutrally, unendorsed components of 
disjunctions or conditionals. For if we do, we shall be at a loss to explain how it is that 
we commit no fallacy of equivocation when we argue: IfA then B, but A. Hence B or A 
or B, but not-A. Hence B. 

The Frege point certainly poses a problem for the Expressive theorist who would 
have it that the whole meaning of e.g. 'Lying is wrong' is captured by saying that its 
function is not to state any fact but to express an attitude. For he may then be 
confronted with the fact that we can, apparently, argue validly: 

(1) If lying is wrong then getting little brother to lie is also wrong. 
(2) Lying is wrong. 
Hence 
(3) getting little brother to lie is wrong. 

Plainly, 'lying is wrong', as it occurs in (1), does not serve to express disapproval for 
lying. Hence if the whole meaning of (2) consists in its doing just that, the sentence 
has different meanings in its two occurences and the argument equivocates. 
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It might appear that the argument just rehearsed is a knock-down - that it shows, 
at a stroke, that no expressive theory of evaluative predications is tenable. But that is 
fairly clearly an overestimate of what it achieves. It does unquestionably reveal a 
gap in the simple expressive theory, which concentrates on the simplest ("asserted") 
uses of evaluative predication and supplies no account of their use in compounds 
such as conditionals. Until it fills this gap it lacks credibility - particularly so, since 
the prospects of filling out the theory do not seem too bright. 

Blackburn's theory comprises: (1) a general account of the function of conditionals, 
etc., incorporating evaluative predications which accords with a projectivist view of 
them: 

... can we explain what we are up to when we make these remarks? 
Unasserted contexts show us treating moral predicates like others, as though 
by their means we can introduce objects of doubt, belief, knowl- 
edge, things which can be supposed, queried, pondered. Can the projec- 
tivist say why we do this? (p. 191) 

and (2) a semantic theory to supplement this general account. 
(1) It is easy enough for the projectivist to explain why we should be found 

asserting evaluative conjunctions like: 'Lying is wrong and so is stealing'. Given that we 
may hold both of a pair of attitudes, it is only to be expected that we should avail 
ourselves of the conjunctive form to register our double commitment. This is the easy 
case of course - because one who asserts a conjunction is committed to both 
conjuncts. All that is needed to bring this into line with the expressive theory is a 
simple broadening of the notion of commitment to cover not only beliefs but also 
attitudes. Such broadening is further eased, as Blackburn observes, by the fact that 
we have an accepted practice of conjoining components not susceptible of truth-value 
(viz. imperatives). 

What of the seemingly harder case of conditionals? We are not, when we assert (1), 
registering disapproval of lying. But this does not mean that we are not to be 
understood as registering a commitment at all. If we are doing so, what commitment 
is it, and why should we choose the conditional form to express it? Blackburn's 
answer is that we put our commitments conditionally because we are "working out 
their implications". But what is it to work out the implications of something which is 
itself not a candidate for truth? 

At this point we must turn again to the projective picture. A moral sensibility 
... is defined by a function from input of belief to output of attitude. Now 
not all such sensibilities are admirable ... it is extremely important for us to 
rank sensibilities, and to endorse some and reject others ... amongst the 
features of sensibilities which matter are, of course, not only the actual 
attitudes which are the output, but the interactions between them. For 
instance, a sensibility which pairs an attitude of disapproval towards telling 
lies, and an attitude of calm or approval towards getting your little brother 
to tell lies, would not meet my endorsement. I can only admire people who 
would reject the second action as strongly as they would reject the first... 
The conditional form shows me expressing this endorsement (p. 192). 

So the projectivist account of (2) is that what we are doing is voicing approval for 
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combining the attitude of disapproval of lying with a similar attitude towards getting 
little brother to lie. 

(2) Blackburn's semantic theory. Blackbur invites us to consider a variant on 
actual English, Eex, in which value-judgments wear their expressive nature on their 
sleeves. This contains a pair of operators 'H!' (Hooray!) and 'B!' (Boo!) which attach 
to descriptions of things to yield expressions of attitude. Thus 'H! (giving money to 
the miners)' would express approval for giving etc., and 'B! (lying)' would express 
disapproval of lying. Speakers of this language will also need a notation for endorsing 
or rejecting various couplings of attitude, or couplings of belief and attitude. He 
introduces the notation '[H!(x)]', '[B!(x)]' to denote respectively the attitudes of 
approval and disapproval of x, and the notation: 'A;B' to "denote the view that one 
attitude or belief involves or is coupled with another". 

With this apparatus we can, Blackbur proposes, form a compound "expressive" 
corresponding to the conditional (2); it is: 

H!([B!(lying)]; [B!(getting little brother to lie)]) 

This language will be spoken, he suggests, by people who need to signal and respect 
consistencies and inconsistencies. One who combines the foregoing complex attitude 
with the simple one expressible by: 'B!(lying)' is involved in such an inconsistency if 
he condones getting little brother to lie: for anyone who combines 

disapproval of lying, and approval of making (disapproval of getting little 
brother to lie) follow upon (disapproval of lying) ... must hold the conse- 
quential disapproval ... if he does not his attitudes clash (p. 195). 

Since speakers of Eex have this need, what more natural than that they should fall 
into using predicates (e.g. '.. . is wrong') corresponding to attitudes (e.g. disapproval) 
and treat commitments as if they were genuine judgments, thereby making available 
to themselves the argumentative apparatus associated with genuine truths and false- 
hoods? "This is what is meant by projecting' attitudes onto the world" (p. 195). 

This is Blackburn's semantic theory. The proposal, I take it, is that beneath 
evaluative inferences, ostensibly involving evaluative propositions, there is always an 
underlying or "deep" structure representable in Eex, or something like it. What 
makes for the validity of our sample inference, and others like it, is not that it would 
be logically inconsistent to assent to the premisses but reject the conclusion, in the 
sense that it is impossible for the premisses to be true without the conclusion being 
true as well. This account is available to the realist and the reductionist, but not to the 
projectivist. Rather, what underpins the inference is inconsistency of another, evalua- 
tive or attitudinal sort - accepting the premisses but rejecting the conclusion involves 
one in a "clash of attitudes". 

It is an ingenious theory. But will it work? It is clearly crucial that we should be able 
to understand attitudinal inconsistency independently, without falling back on 
"descriptive" inconsistency (impossibility of joint truth). Can we? Blackburn's infor- 
mal reading of 'H!([B!(lying)];[B!(getting little brother to lie)])' as "approval of making 
(disapproval of getting little brother to lie) follow upon (disapproval of lying)" makes it 
look straightforward enough, perhaps. But it involves reading 'A;B' as 'making B 
follow upon A', and it seems to me that the projectivist is not entitled to this gloss, at 
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least not without further explanation. The obvious one is that making B follow upon 
A is ensuring that if you have the attitude described by A, you also have that 
described by B. But this is surely unavailable; the problem was, inter alia, to explain 
how we come to speak conditionally of our commitments - the theory loses all 
interest if it merely sneaks in conditionality in unfamiliar guise. So we had better stick 
to the more austere reading of'A;B' as 'combining A with B'. The trouble now is that 
it is unclear in what way precisely the combination of attitudes in question is 
supposed to be inconsistent. Certainly an inconsistency could be located if we could 
appeal to a principle of inference such as: from 'B!(x), H!([B!(x)];[B!(y)])' infer 'B!(y)'. 
But to appeal to any such principle at this stage would be to assume clear precisely 
what was to be explained, i.e. how principles of inference get a grip on expressives. 

This problem can be solved by adopting a different "deep structure" for condi- 
tionals like (1). The important thing about accepting it is that it commits you to 
disapproving of anyone who disapproves of lying but does not disapprove of getting 
little brother to lie. To bring this out in Eex we need to supplement it with a kind of 
negation - we need to represent lack of attitude. So let '-[H!(x)]', '-[B!(x)]' denote 
lacking the attitudes of (dis)approval for x. (It is worth stressing that this is not 
ordinary sentential negation.) Then (1) becomes: 

B!([B!(lying)];-[B!(getting little brother to lie)]) 
Now put this disapproval together with 'B!(lying)' and '-B!(getting little brother to 
lie)' and you have a simple inconsistency. Someone with this pattern of attitudes 
combines disapproval of lying with condonation of getting little brother to lie - a 
compound "action" of which he himself disapproves. This solution locates the 
inconsistency, not in a clash of attitudes but in failure to make one's actions 
(including the actions of adopting/adhering to attitudes) cohere with one's other 
attitudes. It suggests a general principle of attitudinal inconsistency which we could 
put: 

B!([B!(x)];x) 
Don't do what you Boo! More seriously, this proposal appeals to a notion of moral 
inconsistency which is plausible independently of projectivist leanings - one is guilty 
of a morally important kind of failing (we might as well call it inconsistency) to the 
extent that one fails to make one's actions accord with one's principles. There are, to 
be sure, other kinds of inconsistency which may be indulged in this area. In 
particular, we have yet to provide for inconsistency between principles (Blackburn's 
clashes of attitude). But we might, I think, say that attitudes clash if they consist of 
approval and disapproval towards the same action-type, or if they are attitudes of 
approval towards x-ing and not-x-ing. 

We have, then, the beginnings of a projectivist theory of moral judgment. Clearly 
they are no more than that - moral judgments may take other forms, and we have yet 
to be told how to extend the theory to them. This may occasion the worry, noted by 
Blackburn, that the q-realist faces the "endless task" of constructing "separate and 
ingenious explanations" for each new context. The best way to answer this worry 
would be to develop this sketch into a full-blooded general (probably recursive) 
theory. This is no place for that. But I shall comment briefly on one kind of 
unasserted context which will clearly have to be handled. How should we deal with 
"mixed" conditionals, in which the consequent is a sentence which the projectivist 

This content downloaded from 149.175.1.33 on Mon, 23 Jun 2014 23:52:41 PM
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions

http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp


THE COMPLEAT PROJECTIVIST 75 

would take as expressing an attitude (at least when separately "asserted") but the 
antecedent is a candidate for truth? For example: 

If Edward stole the money, he should be punished 
It will not do to render this as: 

If Edward stole the money, H! (punishing Edward) 
This is of doubtful syntactic propriety, but that is the least of its troubles. How are we 
to understand the conditional as a whole? Is it a candidate for truth? Apparently not. 
But if we say instead that it is a conditional expression of attitude, we surely have not 
got the form right. For although one who asserts the original is not voicing approval 
for punishing Edward, he is voicing some attitude. So it will not do to have the 
expressive operator buried within the scope of the conditional. 

What is wanted, I suggest, is not a mixture of English and Eex, but a purely Eex 
form for which our conditional can be seen as a natural substitute. We have already 
seen reason to take "action" broadly enough to cover having or adopting attitudes, as 
well as more exhausting activities such as digging and whistling. This allows us 
complex terms of Eex like '[B!(lying)];lying', denoting the complex action of combin- 
ing disapproval of lying with lying. Why not allow cognitive attitudes to count, 
alongside evaluative ones, as actions in this broad sense? If we do, we shall have a 
place for compound expressives like: 'H!(believing that snails are about to overrun 
the world; treading on them)'. Our conditional about Edward might then be seen as 
the surface form of something like: 

B!(believing that Edward stole the money; -[H! (punishing Edward)]) 
The theory just outlined might be called modest q-realism - it aims to explain how, 

in the absence of a realm of distinctively moral facts and any notion of truth properly 
applicable to moral judgments, we are nonetheless engaged in a respectable enter- 
prise when we talk as if there were. Whilst it requires further elaboration and 
defence, the theory is clearly one to be reckoned with. Blackburn's q-realism is more 
ambitious, in two ways. First, he tries to show that, whilst there are no distinctively 
moral facts, there is a decent notion of moral truth available to the q-realist. Second, 
he carries the q-realist flag into other areas - e.g. counterfactuals, the theory of 
modality [6.5], and ultimately truth in general [7.5-7.8]. 

Moral Truth. The applicability of truth-words to moral utterances ('It is true that 
eating people is wrong, .. .', etc.) poses no serious threat to the modest q-realist 
enterprise, and certainly seems to require no projectivist explanation additional to 
that already offered for our propensity to use evaluative predicates. The attempt to 
build a projectivist notion of moral truth may thus be found puzzling. Wasn't the 
point of the preceding account to explain how we can avail ourselves of the machinery 
for "debating truth" in moral contexts without regarding moral remarks as genuine 
candidates for truth? So why now try to develop a notion of truth for them? Supposing 
that a projectivist account of moral truth can be upheld, wouldn't that make the 
preceding explanation simply redundant? The answer, I think, is that it wouldn't, 
because the notion of moral truth is to be constructed out of materials provided by 
the earlier account, in particular, the notion of an improvement on a set of attitudes. 

Blackburn's proposed account of moral truth is that 
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m is true if m belongs to M* 

where m is any sentence expressing an attitude and M* is the "best possible set of 
attitudes", this being understood as "the limiting set which would result from taking 
all possible opportunities for improvement of attitude". 

The obvious difficulty is: what right have we to suppose that there is a single limit 
on which any series of improvements on any imperfect set converges? Blackburn 
seeks to meet it with some help from Hume's essay "Of the standard of taste", from 
which he draws the example of the two literary critics - one "a young man whose 
passions are warm", who prefers the amorous and tender images of Ovid, the other 
"a man more advanced in years, who takes pleasure in wise, philosophical reflections 
..." and prefers the work of Tacitus. We are to imagine the young man's literary 
sensibility improved and refined into a system M*o and the other's into a different 
system M*r. The former still holds Ovid to be the better writer, the latter Tacitus. 
The question is: how can we recover a notion of truth for either judgment? 
Elaborating on Hume's claim ("it is plainly an error in a critic, to confine his 
approbation to one species or style of writing, and condemn all the rest"), B argues 
that one cannot coherently hold that there is no possible improvement on either M*o 
or M*r, whilst accepting that they involve conflicting attitudes: 

How can you have each of these?... We are constrained to argue and practise 
as though the truth is single, and this constraint is defensible in spite of the 
apparent possibility of [divergent attitudes] (pp. 200-01). 

Blackburn's argument here moves rather mysteriously. The idea seems to be that 
anyone who is intelligently aware of two conflicting sets of attitudes enjoys thereby a 
better perspective on both, from which he is bound to see at least one of them as open 
to improvement. But even if his claim that I cannot hold that neither of the two sets of 
attitudes is open to improvement is true (and I suspect it is), some crucial questions 
remain. Why, exactly, is this so? And if it is, what good reason does it afford for 
thinking that "truth is single", i.e. that there is a unique best set of attitudes? To these 
questions, it seems to me, he provides no (clear) answer. A possible answer to the 
first is quite simply that (evaluative) consistency constrains me to avoid so thinking - 
if I really think that a set of attitudes is without fault, I have no good reason not to 
endorse it, and if I think this about two conflicting such sets, that leaves me endorsing 
inconsistent attitudes. But this answer will not suit Blackburn, since there is plainly 
no sound move from this to the conclusion that truth is single. The argument seems 
to draw a conclusion about what cannot be the case from a premiss about what cannot 
coherently be asserted. But such moves are apt to be unreliable - no-one can 
coherently assert both that he believes that p and that p is false, but this does not of 
course warrant the supposition that he is infallible. 

Extending q-realism - counterfactuals and modality. Projectivism is, of course, not 
new. Hume's projective account of causation - the doctrine that our experience of 
regularities leads to the formation of habits of expectation which we then project onto 
the observed world - is, as Blackburn notes, perhaps the classic example from the 
history of philosophy. He neither endorses nor rejects it, but is content to insist that 
Hume's theory be tackled for what it is, not irrelevantly slated as a flawed attempt at 
reduction with grotesque psychological accretions. Still, as Blackburn observes, it 
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may fail for want of a way of describing the underlying facts in wholly non-causal 
terms. 

In the area of counterfactuals and modality, Blackburn is less neutral on the 
prospects for q-realist reconstructions. Lewis's notorious argument for Realism, he 
argues, simply ignores the possibility of a q-realist alternative, which will accept and 
explain such talk without invoking any realm of specifically modal facts (facts about 
merely possible worlds), and assumes the only rival options are rejecting modal talk 
altogether (Quine) or reducing it. 

Why should we prefer a q-realist account of these matters? The arguments offered 
are, disappointingly, familiar and, indeed, just plain disappointing: 

(a) since the only possible world that is actual is the actual world, others 
cannot actually influence us: we cannot receive information about them, 
because there is nothing to actually influence any receptors (p. 214). 

(b) If the possible worlds, like moral properties, represent a new realm of 
fact, why should we be interested in it? Talking of possibilities would be 
as optional to us, interested in the actual world, as talk of neighbouring 
countries or different times would be to us, if we are interested in the 
here and now ... Why should it interest me if in such spheres 
something holds, or in some it does not, or if in ones quite similar to 
the actual world things do or do not hold, if I want to discover and use 
truths about the ways things actually are? (pp. 214-15) 

Argument (a) seems to rely on one or both of two disputable assumptions - that the 
realist with respect to a class of statements is bound to hold that there is some 
mysterious, quasi-perceptual mode of acquaintance with the facts they report, or 
admit that we can have no epistemological basis for making them, and that nothing 
exists but what can causally interact with us. 

Argument (b) comes from the same box as Kripke's notorious Humphrey argu- 
ment against counterpart theory, well criticised by Allen Hazen, but Blackburn has 
apparently not taken the point. Briefly, it is this: there is no problem about why we 
should be interested in the truth-value of propositions like 'That uninsulated wire 
may be live'. [It is, incidentally, amazing that Blackburn should be so confident that 
someone interested in the here and now could have no interest in the there and then.] 
These are modal truths or falsehoods about the actual world. No-one in his right 
mind will argue, if it turns out that the wire wasn't live, that we had no good reason to 
treat it so gingerly. What makes such modal propositions true or false, on a possible 
worlds account, is how things are in other possible worlds. If there is a world (perhaps 
one like ours in relevant respects) in which this wire (or a counterpart of it, in Lewis's 
theory) is live, then it is true in the actual world that that wire might be live. Since that 
is so, we have every reason in the world (the actual world!) to be interested in whether 
there is some such possible world. 

What positive account will the q-realist offer? Blackburn gestures at a projectivist 
treatment of counterfactuals, taking Mackie's view that they are condensed argu- 
ments (rather than true or false) as its starting point: 

We have a sense of the potential for improvement in any argument.... We 
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need a proper notion of the improvement or deterioration in the bases for 
argument, and proceed to construct a notion of truth. The eventual theory 
... would be one which maintains the benefits of possible world imagery, 
but disallows the metaphysical extravagance (p. 216). 

This is too programmatic for serious criticism. I await the eventual theory with 
interest, noting in the meanwhile that whilst we do certainly possess a sense of the 
potential for improvement in arguments, it is far from clear that the kinds of 
improvements we would normally think of lend themselves to a projectivist treatment. 
As regards logical necessity, he is more forthcoming: 

Projectivism ... avoids the mystery of a necessity-detecting faculty [real- 
ism] and it avoids the strained scepticism [e.g. Quine's] which tries to avoid 
admitting that any truths are necessary at all ... [the projectivist option is] 
to face the fact that such truths [as e.g. that 7 + 5 = 12] do occupy a special 
category, for we can easily imagine otherwise most of our most cherished 
beliefs, and to say that when we dignify a truth as necessary we are 
expressing our own mental attitude - in this case our own inability to make 
anything of a possible way of thinking which denies it. It is this blank 
unimaginability which we voice when we use the modal vocabulary (pp. 
216-17). 

This proposal, like the projective account of evaluative predication on which it is 
modelled, avoids crude subjectivism and can thus sidestep some familiar objections. 
But it confronts others, including the standard ones to Hume's apparent equation of 
the logically possible with the imaginable, to which, of course, it bears a striking 
resemblance. These Blackburn does not discuss, save to remark that the projectivist 
will respond to the charge that he confuses psychological facts about our sentiments 
with the "real modal status of propositions" by denying that anything more can be 
meant by the latter "than can be understood by seeing it as a projection of our (best) 
attitude of comprehension or imagination towards [them]". The crucial question 
here is what, in detail, the projectivist can tell us to explain the parenthetical best, 
which promises to give his theory the edge over earlier and cruder accounts of this 
ilk. If he can give a good account of this, it may help him to deal with the difficulty 
posed by the fact that remarks of the form: 

I cannot imagine how it could be the case that p, but it may be possible that 
p all the same 

and even ones of the simpler form: 
I cannot imagine its being the case that p, but it could be 

are seemingly well-formed and possibly true. 
Two other difficulties are worth mentioning, though neither can be discussed here 

at any length. What, if anything, can be made of iterated modalities on a projective 
account? On that account, 'Lp' asserts nothing (or nothing over and above plain 'p') 
but serves rather to express inability to imagine 'p's not being true. Presumably the 
same will go for 'LLp' - but what is it that I profess an inability to imagine in this 
case? The difficulty is, or appears to be that 'Lp' is explained as a device for 
expressing an attitude towards a proposition; this seems to require that we understand 
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'Lp' as introducing a proposition towards which we express that attitude when we 
assert 'LLp', but we are debarred from so regarding it by the theory. Suppose, in 
pursuit of the parallel with the treatment of evaluative predication, we introduce 'L!' 
as an operator which when attached to a (declarative) sentence, yields a sentence 
expressing inability to imagine the falsehood of that sentence, and use '[L!(p)]' to 
denote the inability thus expressed. The difficulty is then: how are we to understand 
such things as 'L!([L!(2+2=4)])'? 'L!' demands a sentence as operand, so the 
embedded 'L!' is all right, but '[L!(2+2=4)]' is not a sentence (it is a term denoting a 
certain inability), so the whole thing should be simply ill-formed. 

The second difficulty concerns the attitude to which, according to the theory, we 
give expression in saying 'Lp'. It is, and probably has to be, specified in modal terms 
(can/can't imagine .. .). If the possibility referred to here is logical, the theory is 
circular. If not, of what sort is it? Declaring it to be psychological would avoid direct 
circularity but threatens to square ill with the hinted normativeness ("our best attitude 
of comprehension or imagination"). This difficulty is further aggravated if a projecti- 
vist account of non-logical modalities is to be given. Indeed, one wonders whether 
the projectivist will be able to preserve the distinctions many of us think we discern 
between logical and natural or physical necessity, etc. 

Truth. What general account of truth should a q-realist favour? Blackburn argues 
- unsurprisingly, given the character of his attempted construction of moral truth - 
that he should embrace a form of Coherence theory. 

Against its traditional rival - some form of Correspondence, more congenial to the 
Realist - Blackburn rehearses some familiar objections. If he is to be seen as 
explaining truth, he must get beyond the platitudinous equation of 'true' with 
'corresponds to the facts' - he needs to be able to appeal to independently workable 
notions of fact and correspondence, in terms of which truth can be explained. The fatal 
weakness, Blackburn contends, is that urged by traditional critics - no such indepen- 
dent conceptions are to be had. Correspondence collapses with exposure of the myth 
of the given: "Experience cannot be regarded as an independent source of a 
conception of fact - independent, that is, of the operation of judgement" because 
judgement is inextricably involved in all experience. This objection appears to depend 
on the assumption that the only way we could come by a conception of facts (as states 
of affairs obtaining independently of our or anyone's thought or belief) is by 
experience presenting us with undressed samples on a plate - surely some argument 
is needed here. 

It is important for Blackburn that Correspondence falls to specific objections of 
this sort rather than to Frege's "blockbuster" - that any definition in terms of 
correspondence generates an infinite regress. For this argument (see "The 
Thought") is, as Frege observed, independent of any peculiarities of correspondence 
and thus seems to block any definition of truth, be it in terms of correspondence or 
something else, such as coherence. Thus Blackburn, far from being able to enlist the 
support of Frege's argument against correspondence, needs to find a way round it. 
The difficulty, as he sees it, is that any correct definition of truth must share with 'is 
true' what may be called the "transparency" property (to think, wonder, etc., whether 
it is true that p is the same thing as thinking, wondering, etc., whether p) but that any 
elucidation which does more than offer a trivial synonym must apparently lack this 
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property, since it will introduce some property which makes for the truth of p, and of 
this further property p itself (and hence, via transparency, the statement that it is true 
that p) says nothing. Blackburn's preferred way round the difficulty is to broaden the 
notion of elucidation. So long as what is sought is a definition or analysis, the 
analysans will indeed have to share transparency with the analysandum. But just as the 
best route for the moral anti-realist is not naturalistic reduction but a q-realist 
explanation of "what we are up to" in applying truth idioms in the moral sphere, so: 

There is no principled reason why a conception of what truth is might not 
play the same role, although it provides no analysing phrase with the same 
repetitive powers as 'it is true that.. .'. It would explain what we are doing 
when we make judgements, display a conception of success or correctness 
which governs judgement and make it unsurprising that we have a notion of 
truth, and the consequent behaviour of predicates announcing it (p. 232). 

His claim is that some useful account of truth (as what we aim at in judgment, etc.) 
can be given, in terms of coherence, without pretending to offer a definition or 
meaning-equivalence. 

Despite its initial unattractiveness and widespread unpopularity, a coherence 
approach has, Blackburn claims, some advantages to commend it. It dismisses the 
"barely given facts" as "the imaginary creatures of false theory" (Bradley's phrase). 
Anticipating Quine and Wittgenstein, its British Idealist defenders embraced a 
holistic view of meaning scarcely congenial to the correspondence conception. And it 
is well placed to explain why generally accepted merits of scientific theories - 
simplicity, strength, fertility, etc. - are indeed merits. The connection of these virtues 
with truth - opaque on rival approaches - is transparent enough for the coherence 
theorist, for whom truth is no more than membership of a system of beliefs which is 
the ideal possessor of these and related virtues. "The root idea is that the virtue of truth 
is constructed from the virtues of method" (p. 237). 

Earlier defenders of coherence saw that simple consistency of a system of beliefs is 
insufficient for truth - all too obviously, there can be mutually incompatible but 
internally consistent belief systems - and added a requirement of comprehensiveness. 
Critics, most notably Russell, have argued that this is still not good enough: you can 
satisfy the demands of consistency and increase comprehensiveness by making 
entirely fanciful additions to the system of beliefs, conveniently plugging the gaps left 
open by other, more respectable sources of information. Blackburn interprets Brad- 
ley's response to Russell's objection as arguing for a third requirement - control. 
Exactly what this comes to is less fully explained than one might wish, but it seems to 
involve at least this much: if a belief is to be added, perhaps in the interests of 
increasing comprehensiveness, we must add along with it what Blackburn calls its 
"pedigree" (roughly, our epistemological backing for it) and be prepared to add too 
any further beliefs which enjoy the same or a relevantly similar pedigree. The hope is 
that, with this extra requirement in force, the coherence theorist has a principled 
reason to resist fanciful augmentations - any such addition will now require the 
admission of many other fanciful beliefs, all with an equally good pedigree, and 
inconsistency will swiftly result. 

Will this defence work? It will only do so, Blackburn argues, if the coherence 
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theorist can single out the right kinds of control and, moreover, explain why they are 
the right kinds without appealing to the idea that conformity to them leads to truth, or 
at least increases our chances of attaining to it. For if he cannot do so, it is hard to see 
what cogent objection he could make to the proposal that we should follow a policy of 
"admitting fancies-tailored-for-consistency", that is, of making fanciful additions to 
our set of beliefs just when doing so preserves consistency. So can the coherence 
theorist "describe the virtues of proper control, comprehension and coherence" and 
can he "say what is good about systems with these features, without mentioning the 
idea that they deliver the truth"? (p. 240-1) Blackburn notes the temptation to appeal 
here to Pragmatic considerations - "it is hard to see how it could generally be useful to 
form beliefs without respecting the judgements delivered by the senses, by memory, or 
by sober processes of enquiry" as opposed to mere fancy - but properly resists it, 
because the notion of utility seems to presuppose that of truth, and thus to be 
unavailable to help construct it. He hopes to find a better way out of the difficulty in 
the idea that our beliefs are subject to natural controls - nature does not leave us free 
to believe just what we fancy, and we cannot help but believe some things rather than 
others when we open our eyes or prick up our ears. 

This suggestion is, on the face of it, puzzling. What we wanted to be told was what 
is good about consistency, comprehensiveness and the favoured kinds of control, and 
in particular, respect for the judgements delivered by the senses, memory, etc. What 
we are told is that we just do form beliefs in some ways and not others, like it or not. 
The proposed solution seems not to match the agreed problem. I can see, certainly, 
how the appeal to "what nature commands us (not) to believe" might figure in an 
answer to the question "What stops us forming beliefs according to a policy of 
admitting fancies-tailored-for-consistency?" But if there really is needed an account 
of what is good about having one's beliefs shaped by sense experience, this does not 
seem to be it. Perhaps the thought is that to the extent that nature controls our 
formation of beliefs, there is after all no need for such an explanation. But even if that 
is granted - and it is not clear that it should be - there remains the problem of 
explaining why comprehension and consistency, etc. are virtues, and that of saying 
just what these virtues are. Nature manifestly does not make us consistent believers, 
even if She encourages us to be comprehensive ones. And consistency needs 
characterizing independently, if it is to figure in an explanation of truth; the natural 
account in semantic terms is thus unavailable, but syntactic characterization requires 
specification of the assumed means of deduction - it is far from clear that this can be 
provided. 

Perhaps Blackburn would not wish to claim that these somewhat undeveloped 
thoughts about natural controls on belief are enough to resolve the difficulty. 
Certainly he allows that a correspondence approach seems better placed to do justice 
to the idea, which cannot be simply dismissed as false metaphysics but is just 
common sense, that some of our beliefs are acquired in response to mind-indepen- 
dent facts. This much, he concedes, is right about correspondence - "whether or not 
true beliefs correspond with the facts, true believers must certainly respond to the facts" 
(p. 246). The concession is, roughly, that any credible account of truth and knowl- 
edge must make room for some at least of our beliefs (e.g. homely perceptually 
grounded ones, such as that there is a cat in the garden, acquired by looking in the 
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appropriate place) to be got in response to, have their causal origin in mind- 
independent states of affairs (e.g. there being a cat loose in the garden). Can the 
CCC theorist make room for as much? The question is pressing, as Blackburn sees, 
because if he cannot do so, he may be unable to disentangle himself from an 
unwelcome liaison with Idealism: 

The loss of the 'barely given fact', and the difficulty of describing the 
control of a system of beliefs by experience, seems to leave an image of such 
a system as entirely self-absorbed ... disconnected from the world 

(p. 243). 

The difficulty can, he suggests, be put like this. We are "good instruments for 
detecting [such things as] cats", i.e. provided we take reasonable precautions, our 
perceptually grounded beliefs on such matters tend to be true or reliable. Thus any 
decent theory needs to make sure that we can assert what he calls "correspondence 
conditionals", such as: 

(1) If I form only beliefs with a proper pedigree, and end up believing that 
there is a cat in the garden, then there is a cat in the garden. 

Such conditionals are intended to express substantive claims, broadly to the effect 
that our trusted procedures of observation are generally reliable. They are meant to 
"represent a general truth, not an unbreakable one" (p. 244). It is, of course, easy to 
ensure their truth by so interpreting "proper pedigree" that nothing that ever issues 
in a false belief counts as one. But this is to trivialize them. The CCC theorist is in 
danger of trivializing them in a different way. For by transparency, we can prefix 'it is 
true that' to the consequent of (1), which then reduces, by substitution of the CCC 
gloss on the truth idiom, to 

(1**) If I form only beliefs with a proper pedigree, and end up believing 
that there is a cat in the garden, then the belief that there is a cat in 
the garden is a member of some best CCC system of beliefs. 

This not only looks tautological (interdefinability of 'proper pedigree' and 'best CCC 
system') but makes us out to be good at discerning members of best CCC systems, 
whereas (1) was meant to record the fact that we are generally reliable detectors of 
cats. Blackburn's rescue attempt is unconvincing. The coherence theorist must, he 
says, 

try to respect the real content of conditionals like (1). He must recognize 
the causal element underlying them. He must avoid the mistaken equation 
giving (1**). But he must still maintain that he has a distinct conception of 
success in judgment, and that it sees success in terms of membership of a 
CCC system (p. 247). 

Certainly he must. As Blackburn agrees, the hard question is whether he can. 
The idea would have to be that internally we talk of states of affairs, or of 
correspondence, and of the causal theory allowing (1); but that this permits 
an external reflection that all this is part of our own system of beliefs, and 

"Controlled, comprehensive, coherent" (p. 240) 
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that truth accrues to any such system in virtue of its coherence, compre- 
hensiveness, and control (p. 247). 

This seems, and surely is, too easy. If our "causal theory of the world" and of 
perception in particular is just part of the system of beliefs we develop in conformity 
to the virtues of coherence, comprehensiveness and control, how can we regard our 
perceptual encounters with the world as central to a natural control mechanism 
which helps to block perverse epistemological policies such as admitting fancies- 
tailored-for-consistency? If the virtues, including proper sorts of control, are to shape 
our system of beliefs in a way that warrants talk of improvements in the direction of a 
best system (and if that is not warranted, the prospects for a coherentist construction 
of truth seem to disappear), then they must be recognizable as such independently of 
the contents of this or that less-than-best system. The comfortable-sounding con- 
trast between internal talk and external thought may cover up a bit of wishful double- 
think - dangerous double-think too, for if the q-realist is allowed this external 
reflection, he can surely manage a similar one that will ruin Blackburn's defence 
against the charge that q-realism makes morals, etc., mind-dependent in some 
obnoxious sense (cf 6.6). 

Space permits for no more than summary comment on the last two chapters. 
Chapter 8 is deflationary - the philosophical significance claimed for Tarski's work 
on truth is, he argues, largely illusory. The main theses are: (1) that Tarski's method 
of defining truth sheds no light on the semantic concepts of truth, reference and 
satisfaction, (2) that Davidson's programme of constructing extensional theories of 
meaning for natural languages after Tarski's model, with T-sentences as theorems, is 
misconceived and doomed to failure, (3) that "bleak" (as opposed to "homely") 
radical interpretation - which confines its evidence to purely natural, non-psycho- 
logical features of the situations in which native utterances are produced - is 
hopeless, and (4) that a compositional theory of meaning is not guaranteed to be 
logically illuminating, and may fail to address troublesome logical issues relating to 
the constructions which it recognizes. 

Chapter 9 on the topic of reference opens with a lively defence of Russell's Theory 
of Descriptions, exploiting the Gricean distinction between what's said and what's 
conversationally implicated to fend off some familiar objections. Its central sections 
address an issue brought into prominence by Gareth Evans' work on reference - is 
there a kind of thought ("singular" or, as Evans called them "information-based" 
thoughts) the individuation of which involves essential reference to objects outside 
the mind of the thinker? To the view that there is, Blackburn opposes what he labels 
the "universalist" view, according to which all thoughts are to be individuated via 
universal features (which he identifies with Fregean "modes of presentation"). He 
tries to show that singular thought theories, at least in the strong form advocated by 
Evans, are ill-motivated and that the universalist view fares as well, if not better than, 
weaker, and allegedly more plausible, singular thought theories in saving the relevant 
appearances. In particular, he argues, the universalist is better placed to do justice to 
the phenomena of referential opacity. The chapter nicely focusses some key issues 
and deserves a detailed response. I believe that Blackburn underestimates the 
arguments, including Evans' own, which support a strong singular thought theory, 
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and overplays the apparent advantages of the universalist view: but I must reserve 
defence of those claims for another occasion. 

Blackburn has given us a fine book, clearly and refreshingly argued, which should 
be widely read and discussed. It is hard to imagine, much less write, a book which 
really lives up to the golden words of Quintilian of which he reminds us ("do not 
write so that you can be understood, but so that you cannot be misunderstood") - 
Spreading the Word comes closer to doing so than a good many. It provides a useful 
and readable introduction to many of the most important and least accessible areas of 
contemporary philosophy of language and metaphysics. And, as I hope to have made 
clear, it is a good deal more than a beginner's guide. 

University of Lancaster. 
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