DISPOSITIONAL THEORIES OF VALUE
Michael Smith, David Lewis and Mark Johnston
II-David Lewis
Roughly, values are what we are disposed to value. Less
roughly, we have this schematic definition: Somethingof the
categoryis a valueif andonlyif we wouldbedisposed,under
appropriate
idealconditions,
to valueit. It raises five questions. (1) What is the
favourable attitude of 'valuing'? (2) What is the 'appropriate
category' of things? (3) What conditions are 'ideal' for valuing?
(4) Who are 'we'? (5) What is the modal status of the
equivalence?
By answering these questions, I shall advance a versionof the
dispositional theory of value. I begin by classifying the theory
that is going to emerge. First, it is naturalistic: it advances an
analytic definition of value. It is naturalistic in another sense
too: it fits into a naturalistic metaphysics. It invokes only such
entities and distinctions as we need to believe in anyway, and
needs nothing extra before it can deliver the values. It reduces
facts about value to facts about our psychology.
The theory is subjective: it analyses value in terms of our
attitudes. But it is not subjective in the narrower sense of
implying that value is a topic on which whatever we may think is
automatically true, or on which there is no truth at all. Nor does
it imply that if we had been differentlydisposed,differentthings
would have been values. Not quite-but it comes too close for
comfort.
The theory is internalist: it makes a conceptual connection
between value and motivation. But it offersno guarantee that
everyone must be motivated to pursue whatever is of value; still
less, whatever he judges to be of value. The connection is
defeasible, in more ways than one.
The theory is cognitive: it allows us to seek and to gain
knowledge about what is valuable. This knowledge is aposteriori
knowledge of contingent matters of fact. It could in principle be
gained by psychologicalexperimentation. But it is more likely to
be gained by difficult exercises of imagination, carried out
perhaps in a philosopher's or a novelist's armchair.
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The theory is conditionally relativist: it does not exclude the
possibility that there may be no such thing as value simpliciter,
just value for this or that population. But it does not imply
relativity, not even when taken together with what we know
about the diversity of what people actually value. It leaves the
question open.
Is it a form of realism about value?-That question is hard. I
leave it for the end.
Whatis 'valuing'?
It is some sort of mental state, directed toward
that which is valued. It might be a feeling, or a belief, or a
desire. (Or a combination of these; or something that is two or
three of them at once; or some fourth thing. But let us
set these hypotheses aside, and hope to get by with something
simpler.1)

A feeling?--Evidently not, because the feelingswe have when
we value things are too diverse.
A belief? What belief? You might say that one values
somethingjust by believing it to be a value. That is circular.We
might hide the circularity by maneuvering between nearsynonyms, but it is better to face it at once. If so, we have that
being a value is some property such that something has it iffwe
are disposed, under ideal conditions, to believe that the thing
has it. In other words, such that we are disposed, under ideal

'The most interesting of the hypotheses here set aside is that an attitude of valuing
might be a 'besire':a special kind of attitude that is both a belief and a desire and that
motivates us, without benefit of other desires, in just the way that ordinary desires do.
(Or it might be an attitude that is not identical with, but rather is necessarilyconnected
with, a belief and a desire;or an attitude that is not strictly speaking either a belief or a
desire, but isjust like each apart from also being like the other.) Valuing X might be the
besire that is at once a belief that X is good and a desire for X; wheregoodnessjustmeans
that property, whatever it may be, such that a belief that X has it may double as a desire
for X.
But we should hesitate to believe in besires, because integrating them into the folk
psychology of belief and desire turns out to be no easy thing. On the difficulty with
instrumental besires, see my 'Desire as Belief' and John Collins, 'Belief, Desire and
Revision', Mind 97 (1988), pp. 323-342: when a system of attitudes changes under the
impact of new information, beliefs evolve in one way and (instrumental) desires in
another. A besire, trying to go both ways at once, would be torn apart. Intrinsic
besires-a better candidate for the attitude of valuing-face a different difficulty. At
least in miniature examples, they turn out to be altogether imperviousto change under
the impact of experience. Not bad, you might think-why shouldexperience change our
mind about what's intrinsically good? The trouble is that the result applies not only to
perceptual experience but also to experience of moral reflection, 'intuiting', and the like.
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conditions, to be right about whether something has it. That
is not empty; but it tells us little, since doubtless there
are many properties about which we are disposed to be
right.
Further, if valuing something just meant having a certain
belief about it, then it seems that there would be no conceptual
reason why valuing is afavourableattitude. We might not have
favoured the things we value. We might have opposed them, or
been entirely indifferent.
So we turn to desires. But we'd better not say that valuing
something is just the same as desiring it.2 That may do for some
of us: those who manage, by strength of will or by good luck, to
desire exactly as they desire to desire. But not all of us are so
fortunate. The thoughtful addict may desire his euphoric daze,
but not value it. Even apart from all the costs and risks,he may
hate himself for desiring something he values not at all. It is a
desire he wants very much to be rid of.3He desireshis high, but
he does not desire to desire it, and in fact he desires not to desire
it. He does not desire an unaltered, mundane state ofconsciousness, but he does desire to desire it. We conclude that he does not
value what he desires, but rather he values what he desires to
desire.
Can we do better by climbing the ladder to desires of everhigher order? What someone desires to desire to desire might
conceivably differ from what he does desire to desire. Or...
Should we perhaps say that what a person really values is given
by his highest order of desire, whatever orderthat is?--It is hard
to tell whether this would really be better, because it is hard to
imagine proper test cases.4 Further, if we go for the highest
2Often in decisiontheoryand economics,'value' does just mean a measureof
desiredness,and all desirescountequally.But it's not the sensewe want here.
'Freedomof theWillandtheConceptofa
3On desiresto desire,seeHarryFrankfurt,
68 (1971),pp. 5-20; and RichardC. Jeffrey,'Preference
Person',Journalof Philosophy
71 (1974),pp. 377-391.
AmongPreferences',
Journalof Philosophy
desires.Maybeouraddict
third-order
'It iscomparatively
easyto imagineinstrumental
wisheshe could like himselfbetterthan he does;and not by doing away with his
addiction,which he takesto be impossible,but by becomingreconciledto it and
desirenot to be
acceptinghimselfas he is. Or maybehejustfearsthathissecond-order
addictedwill somedayleadhimto sufferthepainsof withdrawal.Eitherway, he wants
to be ridofhissecond-order
desirenottobeaddicted,buthewantsit notforitselfbutasa
means to some end. This is irrelevant:presumablyit is intrinsic,not instrumental,
desiringthat is relevantto whatsomeonevalues.
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order, we automatically rule out the case of someone who desires
to valuedifferently than he does, yet this case is not obviously
impossible. I hesitantly conclude we do better to stop on the
second rung: valuing is just desiring to desire.
Recall G. E. Moore: 'To take, for instance, one of the more
plausible, because one of the more complicated, of such
proposed definitions, it may easily be thought, at firstsight, that
to be good may mean to be that which we desire to desire'.5Of
course he does not endorse the definition, but at least he does it
the honour of choosing it for his target to display the open
question argument. I don't say that everything we value is good;
but I do echo Moore to this extent. I say that to be valuedby us
means to be that which we desire to desire. Then to be a
value-to be good, near enough-means to be that which we
are disposed, under ideal conditions, to desire to desire. Still
more complicated, still more plausible. It allows, as it should,
that under less-than-ideal conditions we may wrongly value
what is not really good. As for Moore's open question, we shall
face that later.
We have this much of an 'internalist'conceptual connection
between value and motivation. If something is a value, and if
someone is one of the appropriate 'we', and if he is in ideal
conditions, then it follows that he will value it. And if he values
it, and if he desires as he desires to desire, then he will desire it.
And if he desires it, and if this desire is not outweighed by other
conflicting desires, and if he has the instrumental rationality to
do what serves his desires according to his beliefs, then he will
pursue it. And if the relevant beliefs are near enough true, then
he will pursue it as effectively as possible. A conceptual
connection between value and motivation, sure enough-but a
multifariously iffy connection. Nothing less iffy would be
credible. But still less is it credible that there is no connection at
all.
In general, to find out whether something is disposed to give
responseR under conditions C, you can put it in C and find out
whether you get R. That is a canonical way to learn whether
the disposition is present, though surely not the only possible
5PrincipiaEthica (Cambridge University Press, 1903) Section 13.
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way.6 If a dispositional theory of value is true, then we have a
canonical way to find out whether something is a value.
To find out whether we would be disposed, under ideal
conditions, to value it, put yourself in ideal conditions, if you
can, making sure you can tell when you have succeeded in
doing so. Then find out whether you value the thing in question,
i.e. whether you desire to desire it. If you do, that confirmsthat it
is a value. (I assume you are one of the appropriate'we' and you
know it.) Now we have this much of an 'internalist'conceptual
connection between valuejudgements and motivation. It is even
iffier than the connection between value itself and motivation;
and again I say that if it were lessiffy, it would be lesscredible. If
someone believes that something is a value, and if he has come to
this belief by the canonical method, and if he has remained in
ideal conditions afterward or else retained the desire to desire
that he had when in ideal conditions, then it follows that he
values that thing. And if he desiresas he desiresto desire, then he
desires that thing; and so on as before.
The connection is not with the judgement of valueper se, but
with the canonical way of coming to it. If someone reached the
same judgement in some non-canonical way-as he mightthat would imply nothing about his valuing or desiring or
pursuing.
What is the 'appropriate
category'?If values are what we are disposed

to desire to desire, then the things that can be values must be
among the things that can be desired. Those fall into two classes.
Sometimes, what one desires is that the world should be a
6It is a fallible way; for it may be that you cannot put the thing in C without making the
disposition disappear. Imagine that a surface now hasjust the molecular structurethat
disposes things to reflect light; but that exposing it to light would catalyze a swift
chemical change and turn it into something unreflective. So long as it's kept in the dark,
is it reflective?-I think so; but its reflectivity is what Ian Hunt once called a 'finkish'
disposition, one that would vanish if put to the test. (So a simple counterfactualanalysis
of dispositions fails.) Could a disposition to value, or to disvalue, be finkish?Yes; here is
an example due to Michael Tooley. Suppose, as I shall claim, that 'ideal conditions'
include imaginative acquaintance; suppose there is no way to imagine direct electrical
stimulation of the pleasure centre of the brain except by trying it out; and suppose that
one brief trial would enslave you to the electrode and erase all other desires.Then I think
you might well have a finkishdispositionto disvalue the experience. If,perimpossibile,
you
could manage to imagine it without at the same time having your present system of
desires erased by the current, you would desire not to desire it.
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certain way: that it should realise one of a certain class of
(maximallyspecific,qualitatively delineated) possibilitiesfor the
whole world. This class-a 'proposition', in one sense of that
word-gives the content of the desire. To desire that the world
realise some possibility within the class is to desire that the
proposition be true. Call this 'desire de dicto'.
But sometimes, what one desires concerns not just the world
but oneself:one simply desiresto bea certain way. For instance,
Fred might want to be healthy, or wealthy, or wise. Then what
he wants is that he himself should realise one of a certain class of
(maximally specific, qualitatively delineated) possibilities for
an individual-or better, for an individual-in-a-world-at-atime. This class-a 'property' in one sense of that word, or an
'egocentric proposition'--gives the content of the desire. To
desire to realise some possibility in the class is to desire to have
the property, or to desire that the egocentric propositionbe true
of one. Call this 'desire de se', or 'egocentric' or 'essentially
indexical' desire.7
You might think to reduce desire dese to desire dedicto,saying
that if Arthur desires to be happy, what he desires is that the
world be such that Arthur is happy. (You might doubt that such
worlds comprise a qualitatively delineated class, so you might
consider dropping that requirement.) But no. That is not
exactly the same thing, though the difference shows up only
when we imagine someone who is wrong or unsureabout who in
the world he is. Suppose Arthur thinkshe is Martha. If Arthur is
self-centred he may desire to be happy, desire that the world be
one wherein Martha is happy, but not desire that the world is
one wherein Arthur is happy. If instead Arthur is selflessly
benevolent he may not desireto be happy, yet he may desire that
the world be such that Arthur is happy. If Arthur is so befuddled
as not to know whether he is Arthur or Martha, but hopes he is
Arthur, he does not just desire that the world be such that
7See Peter Geach, 'On Beliefs about Oneself, Analysis 18 (1957), pp. 23-24;
Hector-Neri Castafieda 'On the Logic of Attributions of Self-Knowledge to Others',
Journalof Philosophy65 (1968), pp. 439-456; John Perry, 'Frege on Demonstratives',
PhilosophicalReview 86 (1977), pp. 474-497, and 'The Problem of the Essential
Review
Indexical',JVods14 (1979), pp. 3-21; my 'AttitudesDeDictoand De Se',Philosophical
and
88 (1979), pp. 513-543; Roderick Chisholm, TheFirst Person:An EssayonReference
(Harvester Press, 1981).
Intentionality
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Arthur is self-identical! In all these cases, Arthur's desire is, at
least in part, irreducibly de se.8'9
When we acknowledge desiresdese, we must distinguish two
senses of 'desiring the same thing'. If Jack Sprat and his wife
both prefer fat meat, they desirealike. They are psychological
duplicates, on this matter at least. But they do not agreein their
desires, because no possible arrangement could satisfy them
both. Whereas ifJack prefersthe fat and his wife prefersthe lean,
then they differ psychologically, they do not desire alike. But
they do agree, because if he eats no fat and she eats no lean, that
would satisfy them both. In general, they desire alike iff they
desire dese to have exactly the same propertiesand they desirede
dicto that exactly the same propositions hold. They agree in
desires iff exactly the same world would satisfy the desires of
both; and a world that satisfiessomeone's desires is one wherein
he has all the propertiesthat he desiresdese and wherein all the
propositions hold that he desires de dicto.Agreement in desire
makes for harmony; desiring alike may well make for strife.
As we can desire de dictoor dese, so we can desire to desire de
dictoor dese. If desiringto desire is valuing, and if values are what
we are disposed to value, then we must distinguishvalues dedicto
and de se. A value de dicto is a proposition such that we are
disposed to desire to desire de dictothat it hold. A value dese is a
property such that we are disposedto desire to desiredese to have
it.

It is essential to distinguish. Consider egoism: roughly, the
thesis that one's own happiness is the only value. Egoism is
meant to be general. It is not the thesis that the happiness of a
certain special person, say Thrasymachus, is the only value.
Egoism dedictosays that for each person X, the proposition that
8 What we can do is to go the other way, subsumingdesirededictounder desiredese. To
desire that the world be a certain way is to desire that one have the propertyof living in a
world that is that way-a property that belongs to all or none of the inhabitantsof the
world, depending on the way the world is. This subsumption, artificial though it be, is
legitimate given a suitably broad notion of property. But for present purposeswe need
distinction, not unification. So let us henceforth ignore those desires de se that are
equivalent to desires de dicto,and reserve the term 'dese' for those that are not.
9 If you like, you can put the egocentricity not in the content of desire itself but in an
egocentric mode of presentation of that content. The choice matters little, save to
simplicity. See Jeremy Butterfield, 'Content and Context' in Butterfield, ed., Language
Mind andLogic (Cambridge University Press, 1986).
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X is happy is the only value. That is inconsistent, as Moore
observed.'" It says that there are as many different values as
there are people, and each of them is the only value. Egoismdese
says that the property of happiness-in other words, the
egocentric proposition that one is happy-is the only value.
Moore did not confute that. He ignored it. False and ugly
though it be, egoism dese is at least a consistentdoctrine. What it
alleges to be the only value would indeed be just onevalue dese,
not a multitude of values de dicto."
Insofar as values are de se, the wholehearted pursuit by
everyone of the same genuine value will not necessarilyresult in
harmony. All might value alike, valuing de se the same
properties and valuing de dictothe same propositions. Insofaras
they succeed in desiring as they desire to desire, they will desire
alike. But that does not ensure that they will agree in desire. If
egoism dese were true, and if happinesscould best be pursuedby
doing others down and winning extra shares,then the pursuitby
all of the very same single value would be the war of all against
all.
Because egoism is false and ugly, we might be glad of a
theoretical frameworkthat allowed us to confute it a priori.And
some of us might welcome a framework that promises us
harmony, if only we can all manage to pursue the same genuine
values. Was it right, then, to make a place for values de se?
Should we have stipulated, instead, that something we are
disposed to desire to desire shall count as a value only when
it is a proposition that we are disposed to desire to desire de
dicto?

No. Probably it is already wrong to reject egoism a prioribut,
be that as it may, there are other doctrines of value dese, more
plausible and more attractive. Self-improvement and selfsacrifice are no less egocentric than self-aggrandizement and
'oPrincipiaEthica,Section 59.
" Someone who said that
happiness was the only value might mean something else,
which is not a formofegoism at all. He might mean that the proposition that happinessis
maximized is the only value-a single value de dicto.Or he might mean that for each
person X, the propositionthat X is happy is a value dedicto,and that these many values of
parallel form are the only values. Mean what you please-I take these to be legitimate,
but derivative, senses in which a property may be called a value. I only say they should
not be confused with, or drive out, the sense in which a property may be a value de se.
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self-indulgence. Surely we should make a place for putative
values de se of altruism, of honour, and of loyalty to family,
friends, and country." We may entertain the substantive thesis
that none of these putative values dese is genuine, and that all
genuine values are de dicto. But even if we believed this
-myself, I think it wildly unlikely-we should not beg the
question in its favour by building it into our theoretical
framework.
Whatconditionsare 'ideal'?If someone has little notion what it
would be like to live as a free spirit unbound by law, custom,
loyalty, or love; or what a world of complete harmony and
constant agreement would be like; then whether or not he
blindly values these things must have little to do with whether or
not they are truly values. What he lacks is imaginative
acquaintance. If only he would think harder, and imagine
vividly and thoroughly how it would be if these putative values
were realised (and perhaps also how it would be if they were
not) that would make his valuing a more reliable indicator of
genuine value. And if he could gain the fullest imaginative
acquaintance that is humanly possible,'3 then, I suggest, his
valuing would be an infallible indicator. Something is a value iff
we are disposed, under conditions of the fullest possible
imaginative acquaintance, to value it.
Compare a version of Intuitionism: by hard thought, one
becomes imaginatively well acquainted with X; in consequence,
but not as the conclusion of any sortof inference,one intuits that
X has a certain unanalysable, non-natural property; and in
consequence of that, one comes to value X. My story begins and
ends the same. Only the middle is missing. Again, an exercise of
imaginative reason plays a crucial role. Again, its relation to
what follows is causal, and in no way inferential.But in my story,
the consequent valuing is caused more directly, not via the
detection of a peculiar property of X.
Can we say that the valuing ensued because X was a
value?-Maybe so, but if we do, we are not saying much: it
"
See Andrew Oldenquist, 'Loyalties', Journalof Philosophy79 (1982), pp. 173-193;
81 (1984),
Michael Slote, 'Morality and Self-Other Asymmetry', Journalof Philosophy
pp. 179-192.
3 Without in the process having his dispositions to value altered-see Footnote 6.
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ensues because there is something about imaginative acquaintance with X that causes valuing.'4
The canonical way to find out whether something is a value
requires a difficult imaginative exercise. And if you are to be
sure of your answer, you need to be sure that you have gained
the fullest imaginative acquaintance that is humanly possible.A
tall order! You had better settle for less. Approximate the
canonical test. Try hard to imagine how it would be if the
putative value were (or were not) realised. Hope that your
acquaintance comes close enough to the fullest possible that
getting closer would not change your response. Then you may
take your valuing as fallible evidence that you were acquainted
with a genuine value, or your indifference as fallible evidence
that you were not. You cannot be perfectly certain of your
answer, but you can take it as sure enough to be going on with,
subject to reconsiderationin the light of new evidence. How sure
is that?-Well, as always when we acknowledgefallibility, some
of us will be bolder than others.
New evidence might be a more adequate imaginative exercise
of your own. It might be the testimony of others. It might in
principle be a result of scientific psychology--though it is far
from likely that any such results will come to hand soon!
A trajectory toward fuller imaginative acquaintance with
putative value X is not just a sequence of changes in your
imaginative state. It has a direction to it. And that is so
independently of my claim that it leads, after a point, to eversurer knowledge about whether X is a value. For in learning
how to imagine X, you gain abilities; later you have all the
relevant imaginative abilities you had before, and more besides.
And you notice, a priori,relationshipsof coherenceor incoherence
between attitudes that might figure in the realisation of X; later
you are aware of all that you had noticed before, and more
" How does
imaginative acquaintance cause valuing, when it does? How does
imagination render values attractive?Does it happen the same way for all values?-For
our purposes, it is enough to say that it happens. We needn't know how. But we may
guess. Maybe imaginative acquaintance shows us how new desires would be seamless
extensions of desires we have already. Or maybe we gravitate toward what we
understand, lest we baffle ourselves-see J. David Velleman, Practical Reflection
(Princeton University Press, forthcoming). But that cannot be the whole story, because
some easily understood lives-say a life of lethargy, ruled by a principle of least
action-remain repellent.
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besides. And you think of new questions to explore in your
imagining-what might the life of the free spirit become, long
years after its novelty had worn ofl?-and later you have in
mind all the questions you had thought of before, and more
besides. Forgetting is possible, of course. But by and large, the
process resists reversal.'5
Our theory makes a place for truth, and in principle for
certain knowledge, and in practice for less-than-certainknowledge, about value. But also it makes a place for ignorance and
error, for hesitant opinion and modesty, for trying to learn more
and hoping to succeed. That is all to the good. One fault of some
subjective and prescriptive theories is that they leave no room
for modesty:just decide where you stand, then you may judge of
value with the utmost confidence!
There is a long history of theories that analyse value in terms
of hypothetical response under ideal conditions, with various
suggestions about what conditions are ideal. Imaginative
acquaintance often gets a mention. But much else does too. I
think imaginative acquaintance is all we need-the rest should
be in part subsumed, in part rejected.
First, the responder is often called an ideal spectator.That is
tantamount to saying that conditions are ideal only when he is
observing a sample of the putative value in question (or of its
absence). If the putative value is dese, a property, then a sample
can just be an instance. If it is dedicto,a proposition, it is hard to
say in generalwhat an observablesample could be. But if it is the
propositionthat a certain property is instantiatedsometimes,or
often, or as often as possible,or in all cases of a certain kind, then
again a sample can just be an instance of the property. Anyone
happy may serve as a sample of the proposition that total
happiness is maximised.
Observable samples can sometimes prompt the imagination
and thereby help us to advance imaginative acquaintance. But
they are of limited use. For one thing, observation does not
include mind-reading. Also, it does best with short, dramatic
episodes. A lifelong pattern of stagnation, exemplifying the
absence of various values, goes on too long to be easily
"
For a discussion of unidirectionality in aesthetic valuing, see Michael Slote, 'The
68 (1971), pp. 821-839.
Rationality of Aesthetic Value Judgements', JournalofPhilosophy
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observed. Samples are dispensable as aids to imagination, and
sometimes they are comparatively ineffective. A novel might be
better.
The notion of an ideal spectator is part of a longstanding
attempt to make dispositionaltheoriesof value and of colour run
in parallel. But the analogy is none too good, and I doubt that it
improves our understandingeither of colour or of value. Drop it,
and I think we have no furtherreason to say that a dispositionto
value is a disposition to respond to observed samples.'"
Second, the ideal responder is often supposed to be well
informed. If any item of empirical knowledge would affect his
response, he knows it.-But some sortsof knowledge would not
help to make your valuing a more reliable indicator of genuine
value. Instead they would distract. If you knew too well how
costly or how difficult it was to pursue some value, you might
reject the grapes as sour, even when imaginative acquaintance
with the value itself would have caused you to value it. Genuine
values might be unattainable, or unattainable without undue
sacrifice of other values. An ideal balancerof values needs
thorough knowledge of the terms of trade. An ideal valuer may
be better off without it. Our present business is not with the
balancing, but with the prior question of what values there are
to balance.'"
Another unhelpful sort of knowledge is a vivid awarenessthat
we are small and the cosmos is large; or a vivid awarenessof the
mortality of mankind, and of the cosmos itself. If such
knowledge tends to extinguish all desire, and therefore all
'6 If we had demanded samples, we would have had a choice about where to locate the
disposition. Is it within us or without? Is it a disposition in the samples to evoke a response
from spectators?-that is what best fits the supposed parallel with a dispositionaltheory
of colour. See Robert Pargetterand John Campbell, 'Goodnessand Fragility',American
PhilosophicalQuarterly23 (1986), pp. 155-166, for an analysis of this kind. Or is it a
disposition in the spectators to respond to samples?Or is it a disposition of the samplecum-spectatorsystem to respond to having its parts brought together?For us there is no
choice. The propositionsand properties that are the values cannot harbour any causal
bases for dispositions. Samples could, but there needn't be any samples. Imaginative
experiences could, but those are within us, and are not themselves samples of values. So
the disposition must reside in us, the responders. Being a value comes out as a
dispositionally analysed property, but not as a disposition of the things that have it.
Values themselves are not disposed to do anything.
17Previous theories of hypothetical response may indeed have been concerned as
much with the analysisof right balancing as with value itself. If so, they cannot be faulted
is different.
for trying to characterisean ideal balancer. However my presentanalysandum
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valuing, it will not help us to value just what is valuable.
Likewise it will be unhelpful to dwell too much on the lowly
causal origins of things. If some featureof our lives originated by
kin selection, or Pavlovian conditioning, or sublimation of
infantile sexuality, that is irrelevant to what it is like in itself.
Unless he can overcome the illusion of relevance, a valuer will be
more reliable if he remains ignorant of such matters.
However, I grant one case-a common one-in which one
does need empirical knowledge in order to gain imaginative
acquaintance with a given putative value. It may be 'given' in a
way that underspecifiesit, with the rest of the specificationleft to
be filled in by reference to the actual ways of the world. For
instance when I mentioned the life of a free spirit as a putative
value, what I meant-and what you surely took me to
mean-was the life of a free spirit in a world like ours. In such
cases, a valuer must complete the specification by drawing on
his knowledge of the world, else he will not know what he is
supposed to imagine. To that extent-and only to that extent, I
think-being well-informed is indeed a qualification for his
job.'8
Third, it may be said that the ideal respondershould not only
imagine having (or lacking) a putative value, but also imagine
the effect on other people of someone's having (or lacking) it.
Thinking what it would be like to live as a free spirit is not
enough. You must also think what it would be like to encounter
the free spirit and be ill-used.-But again, I think the
requirementis misplaced. It is appropriatenot to an ideal valuer,
but to an ideal balancer who must think through the cost to
some values of the realisation of others. In addressing the prior
question of what values there are, counting the cost is a
distraction to be resisted.
Often, however, realising a putative value de se would itself
involve imagining the impact of one's conduct on other people.
When that is so, imagining realising the value involves
' Imaginative acquaintance is sometimes thought to consist in the possession of a
special kind of 'phenomenal' information. If that is so, of course my own candidate for
'ideal conditions' comes down to a special case of being well-informed. But it is not
so-not even in the most favourablecase, that of imaginative acquaintance with a kind
of sense-experience.See my 'What ExperienceTeaches' in William Lycan, ed., Mindand
Cognition:A Reader(Blackwell, 1989).
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imagining imagining the impact; and that cannot be done
without simply imagining the impact. In such cases, imagining
the impact does fit in; for it is already subsumed as part of
imaginative acquaintance with the value itself.
Fourth, the ideal responder is often said to be dispassionate
and impartial, like a good judge.-Once more, the requirement
is appropriate not to an ideal valuer but to an ideal balancer.
The valuer is not a judge. He is more like an advocate under the
adversarial system. He is a specialist, passionate and partial
perhaps, in some one of all the values there are. On the present
theory, when I say that X is a value iffwe are disposedto value X
under ideal conditions, I do not mean conditions that are ideal
simpliciter,but rather conditions that are idealfor X. We should
not assume that there is any such thing as a condition of
imaginative acquaintance with all values at once. (Still less, all
putative values.) Imagination involves simulation--getting into
the skin of the part. How many skinscan you get into all at once?
Tranquillity and vigorous activity might both be values; but a
full imaginative acquaintance with one might preclude a full
imaginative acquaintance with the other. (The incompatibility
might even be conceptual, not just psychological.) Then if we
value both, as surely many of us do, it is not because of
acquaintance with both at once. It might be a lasting effect of
past imaginative acquaintance at some times with one and at
other times with the other.
A furtherspeculation: it might happen that there were values
that could not even be valued all at once. If so, then conflict of
values would go deeper than is ever seen in hard choices;
because what makes a choice hard is that conflicting values are
valued together by the unfortunate chooser. An alarming
prospect!-or exhilarating, to those of us who delight in the rich
variety of life.
Whoare 'we'?An absoluteversion of the dispositional theory says
that the 'we' refersto all mankind. To call something a value is
to call it a value simpliciter,which means that everyone, always
and everywhere, is disposed under ideal conditions to value it.
Then there are values only insofar as all mankind are alike in
their dispositions.
Maybe all mankind are alike. The manifest diversity of
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valuing between different cultures-or for that matter within a
culture, say between colleagues in the same philosophy
department-is no counterevidence. In the first place, people
may not be valuing as they would be disposed to value under
ideal conditions. In the second place, remember that conditions
of imaginative acquaintance are ideal for particular values, not
simpliciter.So even if all are disposed alike, and all value as they
would under ideal conditions, that may mean that some people
value X as they would under conditionsideal forX, while others,
who are no differently disposed, value Y as they would under
conditions ideal for Y. If no conditions are ideal at once for X
and for Y (still more if X and Y cannot both be valued at once),
there could be diversity of valuing even in a population of
psychological clones, if differentones had been led into different
imaginative exercises.
We saw that it would be no easy job to find out for sure
whether a particular person would be disposed to value
something under ideal conditions of imaginative acquaintance
with it. It would be harder still to find out all about one person's
dispositions. And notjust because one hardjob would have to be
done many times over. It might happen that imaginative
acquaintance with X would leave traces, in one's valuing or
otherwise, that got in the way of afterwardimagining Y. To the
extent that there was such interference, each new imaginative
experiment would be harder than the ones before.
The fallback, if we are wary of presupposingthat all mankind
are alike in their dispositionsto value, is tacit relativity. A relative
version saysthat the 'we' in the analysisis indexical, and refersto
a population consisting of the speaker and those somehow like
him. If the analysis is indexical, so is the analysandum.Then for
speaker S to call something a value is to call it a value for the
population of S and those like him; which means that S and
those like him are all disposed, under ideal conditions, to value
it.

The relative version is not just one version, but a spectrum.
What analysis you get depends on how stringent a standard of
similarity you apply to the phrase 'the speaker and those
somehow like him'. At one end of the spectrum stands the
absolute version: common humanity is likeness enough, so
whoever speaks, all mankind are 'we'. At the other end, 'we'
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means:'you and I, and I'm none too sure about you'. (Or it
mightbe 'I, and thosewho thinkas I do', whichreducesto 'I'.)
In between,'we' means:'I, and all thosewho areof a common
culturewith me'. Since mankindeven at one moment is not
madeup ofisolatedandhomogeneous
tribes,andsincewe should
not limit ourselvesto the part of mankind located at one
moment, we may haggle endlesslyover how much cultural
affiliationis meant.
(We have a piece of unfinishedbusiness:if someoneis to find
out about valuesby the canonicalmethod,he must somehow
know that he is one of the appropriate'we'. All our versions,
absoluteor relative,makethisknowledgeautomatic.Not so for
elitistversions, on which 'we' means 'the best-qualified of us' or
maybe 'the most normal of us'. But elitist versions are pointless.
We're already considering dispositions under extravagantly
ideal conditions; we needn't idealise all over again by being
selective about who counts as one of the 'we'.)
If some relative version were the correct analysis, wouldn't
that be manifest whenever people talk about value? Wouldn't
you hear them saying 'value for me and my mates' or 'value for
the likes of you'? Wouldn't you think they'd stop arguing after
one speaker says X is a value and the other says it isn't?-Not
necessarily. They might always presuppose, with more or less
confidence (well-foundedor otherwise), that whatever relativity
there is won't matter in this conversation. Even if they accept
in principle that people sometimes just differ in their dispositions to value, they may be very reluctant to think the
present deadlocked conversation is a case of such difference.
However intractable the disagreement may be, they may
go on thinking it really is a disagreement: a case in which
two people are disposed alike, but one of them is wrong about
what is a value relative to their shareddispositions,because he is
not valuing as he would under ideal conditions. So long as they
think that-and they might think it very persistently-they can
hold the language of explicit relativity in reserve. It is there as a
last resort, if ever they meet with a proven case of ultimate
difference. But it will not be much heard, since it is a practical
impossibility to prove a case. If the language of absolutism
prevails, that is not strong evidence against relativity.
(Those who have heard of the relativity of simultaneity do not
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manifest this knowledge all the time. They speak as the ignorant
do, and no harm done. They'll resort to the language of
relativity when it matters, say in discussing the exploits of the
interstellar navy.)
Does the language of absolutism prevail? Not really. With
some of us it does. Others of us resortto the language of relativity
at the drop of a hat. Yet this too is poor evidence. The eager
relativistsmay have been confused by philosophy. For who can
escape it?
So what version should we prefer, absolute or relative?version. In making a
Neither; instead, I commend a wait-and-see
judgement of value, one makes many claims at once, some
stronger than others, some less confidently than others, and
waits to see which can be made to stick. I say X is a value; I mean
that all mankind are disposed to value X; or anyway all
nowadays are; or anyway all nowadays are except maybe some
peculiar people on distant islands; or anyway ...

; or anyway

you and I, talking here and now, are; or anyway I am.'" How
much am I claiming?-as much as I can get away with. If my
stronger claims were proven false-though how that could be
proven is hard to guess-I still mean to stand by the weaker
ones. So long as I'm not challenged, there's no need to back
down in advance; and there's no need to decide how far I'd back
down if pressed.What I mean to commit myself to is conditionally
relative:relative if need be, but absolute otherwise.
The equivalence
What is the modal status of the equivalence?
between value and what we are disposed to value is meant to be
a piece of philosophical analysis, therefore analytic. But of
course it is not obviously analytic; it is not even obviously true.
It is a philosophical problem how there can ever be unobvious
analyticity. We need not solve that problem;sufficeit to say that
it is everybody's problem, and it is not to be solved by denying
the phenomenon. There are perfectly clear examples of it: the
epsilon-delta analysis of an instantaneous rate of change, for
one. Whenever it is analytic that all A's are B's, but not
obviously analytic, the Moorean open question--whether all
A's are indeed B's-is intelligible. And not only is it intelligible
9 See the discussion of 'anyway' in Frank Jackson, 'On Assertion and Indicative
Review88 (1979), pp. 565-589.
Conditionals', Philosophical

This content downloaded from 130.132.173.105 on Tue, 4 Jun 2013 14:06:34 PM
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions

130

II-DAVID

LEWIS

in the sense that we can parse and interpret it (that much is true
even of the question whether all A's are A's) but also in the sense
that it makes sense as something to say in a seriousdiscussion,as
an expression of genuine doubt.
Besides unobvious analyticity, there is equivocal analyticity.
Something may be analytic under one disambiguation but not
another, or under one precisificationbut not another. Examples
abound. Quine was wrong that analyticity was unintelligible,
right to doubt that we have many clearcut casesof it. If differing
versions of a concept (or, if you like, different but very similar
concepts) are in circulation under the same name, we will get
equivocal analyticity. It is analytic under one disambiguationof
'dog' that all dogs are male; under one disambiguation of 'bitch'
that all bitches are canine. It is analytic under some precisifications of 'mountain' that no mountain is less than one
kilometre high. When analyticity is equivocal, open questions
make good conversationalsense: they are invitations to proceed
under a disambiguationor precisificationthat makes the answer
to the question not be analytic. By asking whether there are
mountains less than one kilometre high, you invite your
conversational partners to join you in considering the question
under a precisification of 'mountain' broad enough to make it
interesting;yet it was analytic under another precisificationthat
the answer was 'no'.20So even if all is obvious, open questions
show at worst that the alleged analyticity is equivocal.
I suggest that the dispositionaltheory of value, in the version I
have put forward, is equivocally as well as unobviously analytic.
I do not claim to have captured the one precise sense that the
word 'value' bears in the pure speech, uncorrupted by
philosophy, that is heard on the Clapham omnibus. So far as this
matter goes, I doubt that speakers untouched by philosophy
are found in Clapham or anywhere else. And if they were, I
doubt if they'd have made up their minds exactly what to mean
any more than the rest of us have. I take it, rather, that the word
'value', like many others, exhibits both semantic variation and
semantic indecision. The best I can hope for is that my
dispositional theory lands somewhere near the middle of the
Logic8 (1979),
20See my 'Scorekeeping in a Language Game', JournalofPhilosophical
pp. 339-359.
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range of variation and indecision-and also gives something
that I, and many more besides, could be content to adopt as our
official definition of the word 'value', in the unlikely event that
we needed an official definition.
I've left some questions less than conclusively settled: the
matter of absolute versus relative versus wait-and-see versions,
the details of'ideal conditions', the question of admitting values
de se, the definition of valuing as second-order versus highestorder intrinsic desiring. It would not surpriseor disturb me to
think that my answers to those questions are only equivocally
analytic-but somewhere fairly central within the range of
variation and indecision-and that the same could be said of
rival answers. Even if no version of the dispositional theory is
unequivocally analytic, still it's fair to hope that some not-toomiscellaneous disjunction of versions comes out analytic under
most reasonable resolutions of indeterminacy (under some
reasonable precisification of 'most' and 'reasonable'.)
If the dispositional theory is only unobviouslyand equivocally
analytic, why think that it's analytic at all?-Because that
hypothesis fits our practice. (The practice of many of us, much of
the time.) It does seem that if we try to find out whether
something is a genuine value, we do try to follow-or rather,
approximate-the canonical method. We gain the best imaginative acquaintance we can, and see if we then desire to desire it.
In investigating values by the canonical method, we ignore any
alleged possibility that values differfrom what we're disposedto
value. The dispositional theory explains nicely why we ignore it:
no such possibility exists.
Now this should sound an alarm. Phenomenalism, behaviourism, and the like might be supported in exactly the same
way: we ignore the possibility that our method of investigation
deceives us radically, and the alleged explanation is that no such
possibility exists. But in those cases, we know better. We know
how systematic hallucination might deceive its victim about the
world around him, and how a clever actor might deceive
everyone he meets about his inner life (and, in both cases, how it
might be that experience or behaviour would remain deceptive
throughoutthe appropriaterangeofcounterfactualsuppositions).
And it doesn't just strike us that such deception is possible
somehow.Rather, we can imagine just how it might happen. We
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can give a story of deception all the detail it takes to make it
convincing. So we must confess that our method of gaining
knowledge of the outer world and the inner lives does consist in
part of ignoring genuine possibilities-possibilities that cannot
credibly be denied.
The case of value is different, because the convincing detail
cannot be supplied. Yes, you might think that perhaps the
genuine values somehow differ from what we are disposed to
value, even under ideal conditions. (Charles Pigden has noted
that a misanthrope might think it because he thinks mankind is
irremediably depraved.) The conjecture is not unthinkable;the
dispositional theory is not obviouslyanalytic; counterexamples
are not obviouslyimpossible. That is not yet much evidence of
possibility. Better evidence would be a detailed story ofjust how
it might happen that something-something specific-is after
all a value that we are not disposed to value, or a non-value that
we are disposed to value. But I have no idea how to fleshout the
story. Without 'corroborativedetail', insistence that there exist
such possibilitiesis 'bald and unconvincing'. This time, nothing
outweighs the nicenessof explaining the ignoring by denying the
possibilities allegedly ignored.
But is it realismnPsychology is contingent. Our dispositions to
value things might have been otherwise than they actually are.
We might have been disposed, under ideal conditions, to value
seasicknessand petty sleaze above all else. Does the dispositional
theory imply that, had we been thus disposed, those things
would have been values? That seems wrong.
No: we can take the referenceto our dispositionsas rigidified.
Even speaking within the scope of a counterfactual supposition,
the things that count as values are those that we are actually
disposed to value, not those we would have valued in the
counterfactualsituation. No worries- unlessseasicknessactually
is a value, it still wouldn't have been a value even if we'd been
disposed to value it.
This is too swift. The trick of rigidifying seems more to hinder
the expression of our worry than to make it go away. It can still
be expressed as follows. We might have been disposed to value
seasickness and petty sleaze, and yet we might have been no
different in how we used the word 'value'. The referenceof 'our
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actual dispositions' would have been fixed on different dispositions, of course, but our way of fixing the reference would
have been no different. In one good sense-though not the only
sense-we would have meant by 'value' just what we actually
do. And it would have been true for us to say 'seasicknessand
petty sleaze are values'.
The contingency of value has not gone away after all; and it
may well disturb us. I think it is the only disturbingaspect of the
dispositional theory. Conditional relativity may well disturb us
too, but that is no separateproblem. What comfort would it be if
all mankindjust happened
to be disposedalike?Say, because some
strange course of cultural evolution happened to be cut short by
famine, or because some mutation of the brain never took place?
Since our dispositions to value are contingent, they certainly
vary when we take all of mankind into account, all the
inhabitants of all the possible worlds. Given the dispositional
theory, trans-world relativity is inevitable. The spectre of
relativity within our own world is just a vivid reminder of the
contingency of value.
If wishes were horses, how would we choose to ride? What
would it take to satisfy us? Maybe this new version of the
dispositional theory would suit us better: values are what we're
necessarily
disposed to value. Then no contingent 'value' would
deserve the name; and there would be no question of something
being a value for some people and not for others, since
presumably what's necessary is a fortiori uniform (unless
different dispositions to value are built into different people's
individual essences, an unlikely story).
What kind of necessity should it be? Not mere deontic
necessity-values are what we're disposed to value on pain of
being at fault, where the fault in question turns out to consist in
failing to be disposed to value the genuine values. That
dispositional theory is empty. Its near relatives are nearly
empty. And it won't help to juggle terms; as it might be, by
calling it 'rational necessity' and then classifyingthe disposition
to value genuine values as a departmentof 'rationality'.Probably
not nomological necessityeither-small comfort to think that we
were disposed to disvalue seasicknessonly because, luckily, our
neurons are not subject to a certain fifth force of nature that
would distort their workingsin just the wrong way. It had better
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be necessity simpliciter,so-called 'metaphysical' necessity.
If we amend the dispositionaltheory by inserting'necessarily',
we can be much more confident that the 'values' it defineswould
fully deserve the name-if there were any of them. But it is hard
to see how there possibly could be. If a value, strictly speaking,
must be something we are necessarily disposed to value, and if
our dispositions to value are in fact contingent, then, strictly
speaking, there are no values. If Mackie is right that a value (his
term is 'objective good') would have to be
sought by anyone who was acquainted with it, not because
of any contingent fact that this person, or every person, is so
constituted that he desires this end, but just because the
end has to-be-pursuednesssomehow built into it,
then he is also right to call values 'queer' and to repudiate the
error of believing in them.21 (Replacing 'sought' by 'valued'
would not change that.) If we amend the dispositional theory,
requiring values to be all that we might wish them to be, we
bring on the error theory. The fire is worse than the frying pan.
Is it, after all, out of the question that our dispositionsto value
might be necessary?If the theory of mind I favour is true, then
the platitudes of folk psychology do have a certain necessityalbeit conditional necessity-to them.22There are states that
play the functional roles specified in those platitudes, and it is in
virtue of doing so that they deserve their folk-psychological
names. It is not necessary that there should be any states in us
that deserve such names as 'pain', 'belief', or 'desire'. But it is
necessary that if any states do deserve those names, then they
conform to the platitudes. Or rather, they conformwell enough.
Now suppose that some of the platitudes of folk psychology
specified exactly what we were disposed, under ideal conditions,
to desire to desire. And suppose those platitudes were nonnegotiable: if a system of states did not satisfythem, that would
settle that those states did not conform well enough to folk
2 J. L. Mackie, Ethics:InventingRightand Wrong(Penguin, 1977), p. 40. But note that
the queerness Mackie has in mind covers more than just the to-know-it-is-to-love-it
queerness described in this passage.
63
2See my 'An Argument for the Identity Theory', Journalof Philosophy (1966), pp.
17-25; and D. M. Armstrong, A MaterialistTheoryof theMind (Routledge and Kegan
Paul, 1968).
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psychology to deserve the mental names it implicitly defines.
Then there would be things we were necessarily disposed to
value-on condition that we had mental lives at all!
The suggestion is intelligible and interesting, but too good to
be true. For one thing, it only spreads the trouble. Instead of
losing the risk that nothing deservesthe name of value, we gain
the added risk that nothing deserves commonplace folkpsychological names. Pace the Churchlands, it's not really
credible that there might turn out to be no beliefs, no desires,no
pains, . . ." For another thing, it proves too much. It denies
outright that it's possible for someone to differ from othersin his
dispositions to value. Yet this does seem possible; and we can
flesh out the story with plenty of 'corroborative detail'. This
cunning and subtle villain once was as others are; he gained
excellent imaginative acquaintance with many values, and
valued them accordingly. Now he has gone wrong, and cares not
a fig for what he once valued; and yet he has forgotten nothing.
(He certainly has not stopped having any mental life deserving
of the name.) He hates those who are as he once was, and outwits
them all the better because of his superb empathetic understanding of what they hold dear. Could it not happen?-not if
the present suggestion were true. So the present suggestion is
false. Yet it was the only hope, or the only one I know, for
explaining how there might be things we are necessarily
disposed to value. The dispositionsare contingent, then. And, at
least in some tacit way, we know it. If the story of the subtle
villain strikes you as a possible story, that knowledge thereby
reveals itself.
But if we know better, it is odd that we are disturbed-as I
think many of us will be-by a dispositional theory of value,
unamended, according to which values are contingent. It feels
wrong. Why might that be?-Perhaps because a large and
memorablepart of our discussionof valuesconsistsof browbeating
and being browbeaten.2 The rhetoric would fall flat if we kept
in mind, all the while, that it is contingent how we are disposed
to value. So a theory which acknowledges that contingency
23 As argued in Frank Jackson and Philip Pettit, 'In Defence of Folk Psychology',
Studies.
forthcoming in Philosophical
and Effects(Australian National
"4See Ian Hinckfuss, The Moral Society:Its Structure
University Discussion Papers in Environmental Philosophy, 1987).
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cannot feel quite right. You might say that it is unfaithful to the
distinctive phenomenological character of lived evaluative
thought. Yet even if it feels not right, it may still be right, or as
near right as we can get. It feels not quite right to rememberthat
your friendsare big swarmsof little particles-it is inadequate to
the phenomenology of friendship-but still they are.
I suggested earlier that my version of the dispositional theory
of value might be equivocally analytic. So might the amended
version, on which values are what we are necessarilydisposed to
value. Between these two versions, not to mention others, there
might be both semantic variation and semantic indecision. If so,
it is part of a familiar pattern. One way to create indeterminacy
and equivocal analyticity is to define names implicitly in terms
of a theory (folkor scientific),and later find out that the theory is
wrong enough that nothing perfectly deserves the names so
introduced, but right enough that some things, perhaps several
rival candidates, deserve the names imperfectly. Nothing
perfectly deserves the name 'simultaneity', since nothing quite
fits the whole of our old conception. So the name will have to go
to some imperfect deserver of it, or to nothing. What it takes to
deserve this name, not perfectly but well enough, was never
officially settled. One resolution of the indeterminacy makes it
analytic that simultaneity must be frame-independent;another,
that it must be an equivalence relation; a third, that it must be
both at once. The third brings with it an error theory of
simultaneity.25
I suggest that (for some of us, or some of us sometimes) the
amended dispositional theory best captures what it would take
for something to perfectly deserve the name 'value'. There are
no perfect deserversof the name to be had. But there are plenty
of imperfect deservers of the name, and my original version is
meant to capture what it takes to be one of the best of them. (But
I do not say mine is the only version that can claim to do so.
Doubtless there are more dimensions of semantic variation and
indeterminacythanjust our degree of toleranceforimperfection.)
Strictly speaking, nothing shall get the name without deserving
it perfectly. Strictly speaking, Mackie is right: genuine values
25See HartryField,'TheoryChangeandthe Indeterminacy
of Reference',Journalof
70 (1973),pp. 462-481.
Philosophy
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would have to meet an impossible condition, so it is an error to
think there are any. Loosely speaking, the name may go to a
claimant that deservesit imperfectly.Loosely speaking,common
sense is right. There are values, lots of them, and they are what
we are disposed defacto to value.
Then is my position a form of realism about values?Irrealism about values strictly speaking, realism about values
loosely speaking. The former do not exist. The latter do.
What to make of the situation is mainly a matter of
temperament. You can bang the drum about how philosophy
has uncovered a terrible secret: there are no values! (Shock
horror: no such thing as simultaneity! Nobody ever whistled
while he worked!) You can shout it from the housetopsbrowbeatingis oppression,the truth shall make you free.26Or you
can think it better for public safety to keep quiet and hope
people will go on as before. Or you can declare that there are no
values, but that nevertheless it is legitimate-and not just
expedient-for us to carryon with value-talk, since we can make
it all go smoothly if we just give the name of value to claimants
that don't quite deserve it. This would be a sortof quasi-realism,
not the same as Blackburn'squasi-realism."2Or you can think it
an empty question whether there are values: say what you
please, speak strictly or loosely. When it comes to deserving a
name, there's better and worse but who's to say how good is
good enough? Or you can think it clear that the imperfect
deservers of the name are good enough, but only just, and say
that although there are values we are still terriblywrong about
them. Or you can calmly say that value (like simultaneity) is not
quite as some of us sometimes thought. Myself, I preferthe calm
and conservative responses. But so far as the analysis of value
goes, they're all much of a muchness.

26See Hinckfuss, op. cit.

the Word:Groundings
27 Simon Blackburn,Spreading
inthePhilosophy
of Language(Oxford

University Press, 1984), Chapter 6.
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