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 The Inaugural Address

 MORAL VALUES, PROJECTION AND
 SECONDARY QUALITIES

 Crispin Wright
 I

 A recently popular strategy among supporters of moral realism
 relies on a comparison between concepts of moral evaluation
 and the kind of quality-determinate qualities of colour, taste,
 texture, sound, and so on-which Locke characterised as
 secondary, in contrast to shape, extension, solidity, motion
 and number, which he dignified asprimary.' Primafacie it is apt to
 seem an odd sort of strategy. Locke himself wrote

 The ideas of primary qualities of bodies are resemblances
 of them, and their patterns do really exist in the bodies
 themselves, but the ideas produced in us by the secondary
 qualities have no resemblance of them at all. There is
 nothing like our ideas [of secondary qualities] existing in
 the bodies themselves.2

 Locke's own conception of the distinction between primary and
 secondary qualities incorporated an 'error theory' of the latter:
 the thought that nothing really is as secondary quality
 experience represents it as being. So it would be natural to

 'See pre-eminently J. McDowell, 'Non-Cognitivism and Rule-Following', in
 Holtzman & Leich, eds., Wittgenstein: to Follow a Rule, Routledge 1981, and 'Values and
 Secondary Qualities' in Honderich, ed., Morality and Objectivity: a Tribute to J.L. Mackie,
 Routledge 1985; and D. Wiggins, 'Truth, Invention and the Meaning of Life', especially
 section 6, in his Needs, Values, Truth, Blackwell 1987, and 'A Sensible Subjectivism?',
 especially section 5, in the same volume. There are glimmerings of the comparison in H.
 Putnam, Reason, Truth and History, Cambridge 1986; see e.g. ch. 6, 'Fact and Value', pp.
 145-7. The notion of moral virtue as a perceptual capacity receives a sophisticated
 presentation in McDowell's 'Are Moral Requirements Hypothetical Imperatives?',
 Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society, supp. vol. LII, 1978.

 The comparison is criticised in S. Blackburn, 'Error and the Phenomenology of
 Value', in Honderich, ed., op. cit. Other critical discussions are J. Dancy, 'Two
 Conceptions of Moral Realism', Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society, supp. vol. LX, 1986,
 and C. McGinn, The Subjective View, Oxford 1983, ch. 8.

 'An Essay concerning Human Understanding, Pringle-Pattison, ed., Oxford 1969,
 II, 8, 15 (p. 69).
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 2 CRISPIN WRIGHT

 expect that it would be an opponent of moral realism who would
 find most use for substantial analogies between moral evaluatives
 and secondary quality predicates. Hume, indeed, in a famous
 passage3 puts the (purported) analogy to just such use:

 ...when you pronounce any action or character to be
 vicious, you mean nothing, but that from the constitution of
 your nature you have a feeling or sentiment of blame from
 the contemplation of it. Vice and virtue, therefore, may be
 compared to sounds, colours, heat and cold, which,
 according to modern philosophy, are not qualities in
 objects but perceptions in the mind ...4

 However, it is one thing to think that Locke's distinction marks a
 correct and fundamental contrast between two types of
 predication which we make ofmaterial objects; another to think
 that, properly drawn, it is a distinction which is inevitably
 deflationary on the secondary side, so to speak-that secondary
 quality ascription emerges not merely as, in some interesting
 sense, subjective but as somehow tainted with subjectivity,
 deficient in objectivity. Those who sight a potential defence of
 moral realism in the comparison with secondary qualities reject
 the deflationary aspect of Locke's own conception.5
 I share the conviction that when the element of subjectivity is

 properly located, it poses no threat to the objectivity of
 secondary quality ascription, or to the idea that an object's
 secondary qualities constitute material for cognition, in a proper
 sense of that term. And it would be surprising, at the least, if
 secondary qualities sustained no interesting analogies with
 evaluative predicates-the notion of an 'interesting analogy' is,
 after all, pretty elastic. The question is whether such analogies as
 there are indicate a cogent line of defence for moral realism;
 specifically, whether subjectivity enters our moral evaluations
 in a manner comparable to its role in our judgements of
 secondary qualities and thus, on the view of the latter which I
 accept, in a fashion benign for the prospects of a form of moral
 realism whose essential claims are the objectivity of moral

 3Cf. McGinn, The Subjective View, p. 145.
 4A Treatise of Human Nature, Selby-Bigge, ed., Oxford 1967, III, I, section I (p. 469).
 5See McDowell, 'Values and Secondary Qualities', sections 2 and 3.
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 MORAL VALUES 3

 judgement and its cognitive character. I shall argue that when
 sufficient care is taken with the distinction between primary
 and secondary qualities to allow the demands of the comparison
 between the latter and moral predicates to emerge in the clearest
 light, it also emerges that the comparison is flawed at the crucial
 point; indeed, that an argument for moral realism based on the
 comparison is no less misconceived than the corresponding
 argument against moral realism suggested by the passage from
 Hume.6

 II

 McDowell writes

 A secondary quality is a property the ascription of which to
 an object is not adequately understood except as true, if it is
 true, in virtue of the object's disposition to present a certain
 sort of perceptual appearance: specifically, an appearance
 characterisable by using a word for the property itself to
 say how the object perceptually appears.7

 And later

 Secondary qualities are qualities not adequately conceivable
 except in terms of certain subjective states, and thus subjec-
 tive themselves in a sense that that characterisation defines.8

 By contrast

 ... a primary quality would be objective in the sense that
 what it is for something to have it can be adequately
 understood otherwise than in terms of dispositions to give
 rise to subjective states.'

 These remarks, unsupplemented, provide a very lean counterpart
 of Locke's conception of the distinction. There is no mention of

 6 Here I side with McGinn (The Subjective View), and disagree with Dancy who regards
 the primary/secondary distinction as itself altogether untrustworthy; see 'Two Concepts
 of Moral Realism', pp. 185-7. But I do not find McGinn's own criticisms of the
 comparison convincing; and I do not think that the six points of disanalogy outlined by
 Blackburn ('Errors and Phenomenology of Value', pp. 13-15) decisively defeat the
 comparison either. See section II, ensuing.

 7 'Values and Secondary Qualities', p. 111.
 8 Ibid., p. 113.
 9 Ibid.
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 4 CRISPIN WRIGHT

 the idea of primary qualities as essential to any adequate
 conception of material body;' gone is the distinctively Lockean
 idea that, whereas our ideas of primary qualities may be thought
 of as faithful to material objects as they are in themselves, there is
 no sense in the idea of a resemblance between our idea of an

 object's colour and the object itself;" and unmentioned is what
 Bennett calls Locke's Causal Thesis-the idea that primary
 qualities provide a causal-explanatory base for secondary
 qualities. But the remarks are, as McDowell notes,'3 faithful to
 an element in Locke's discussion-the idea of secondary qualities
 as powers or dispositions--and suggest clearly enough as it
 may seem, what sort of analogy with evaluative predicates may
 be being proposed. Colours, tastes, sounds, smells and textures
 are proper objects of our five respective senses. If we think of
 secondary qualities in the broadly dispositional way canvassed
 by McDowell, then we have to think of the colour, e.g., of an
 object as consisting in a disposition to induce a certain sort of
 visual experience which, ceteris paribus, constitutes a perception
 of that very quality. And some, including McDowell, who have
 wanted to defend-at least up to a point-an analogy between
 moral and secondary qualities, seem to have had it in mind to
 recommend precisely the transposition of this combination to
 the moral case: the claim is that our faculty of moral judgement
 may illuminatingly be thought of as a perceptual capacity with
 moral qualities as its proper objects. The moral quality of a
 situation is to be thought of, broadly, as a disposition to induce a
 certain sort of distinctive experience, the having of which will
 count, ceteris paribus, as the perception of that very quality.'4

 1' See e.g. Essay II, 8, 9 (p. 67).
 " Ibid, II, 8, 15, quoted above.
 2 Ibid, II, 8, 22; seeJ. Bennett, Locke, Berkeley, Hume: Central Themes, Oxford 1971, ch.

 IV, section 22.
 '3'Values and Secondary Qualities', p. 112.
 4 It is this combination of ideas which is a principal cause of Dancy's disquiet both

 with a dispositional account of secondary qualities and with the analogy. See 'Two
 Concepts of Moral Realism' p. 174, and pp. 181 if. He writes 'We may well wonder
 whether our experience really does represent objects to us as having these dispositions,
 and suppose instead that however dispositional our understanding of them may be, still
 our experience of them is as non-dispositional. Can we take seriously the way in which
 colour appears to us, which seems to me at least to be stubbornly non-dispositional, if we
 insist that the right account of the 'distinctively phenomenal' nature which colour is
 represented as having is to be understood as its being (or existing in virtue of) a
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 MORAL VALUES 5

 It needs to be recognised that the resources of this general
 view of the semantics and epistemology of moral judgement are
 much more considerable than one might at first be tempted to
 think. In particular, I do not think that someone drawn to it
 need be at a loss for (at least the beginnings of) replies to any of
 the four most powerful-seeming objections that are typically
 levelled against it.1" These concern, respectively, the super-
 venience of the moral quality of a situation upon its non-moral
 characteristics; the intrinsically reason-giving character of
 moral characteristics; one kind of unacceptable relativity which
 such a construal of moral characteristics is thought to impose;
 and the failure of the view to provide any space for certain things
 which strike us as evident possibilities in the case of moral
 judgement but have no counterpart in the case of secondary
 quality ascription-for instance, that particular dominant
 trends in moral evaluation may be morally mistaken, and that
 other cultures may disagree with us dramatically about the
 extension of moral predicates. I shall briefly indicate how, as it
 seems to me, these lines of criticism may perhaps be met-I
 claim no originality for some of what I shall say-before
 indicating a fifth criticism which, I think, the proposal can meet
 only by somewhat refashioning itself.
 I shall not comment here on the general difficulty which

 disposition to present a certain sort of appearance'. The worry is: if redness is a
 dispositional property, should not experience as of something red-an experience which
 represents an object as red- represent it (as, in Dancy's view, it does not) as possessing the
 relevant disposition? Well, not if the representational content of an experience is a
 function of the concepts which the subject is actually able to bring to bear upon it, and if
 it is possible to grasp the concept red without realising that it is a concept ofa dispositional
 property. I find it plausible that properly describing the representational content of an
 experience does generate a substitutionally highly opaque context in that way-one
 opaque with respect to the substitution of analytical equivalents (which, incidentally, a
 dispositional construal of secondary qualities need not represent itself as supplying). But
 if it does not, Dancy's objection fails in any case. For then there is no objection to
 construing the representational content of an experience as of something red in
 accordance with the dispositional account of redness even if, like Dancy, the subject is
 reluctant to accept such a construal. Or better: any objection has to be an independent
 objection to the dispositional construal-it cannot simply rest on the subject's
 reluctance.

 Dancy's worry is effectively criticised, on rather different grounds, by C. Hookway in
 his contribution to the same symposium; see especially section III of his paper.

 " See Blackburn, 'Errors and the Phenomenology of Value', pp. 13-15, and McGinn,
 The Subjective View, pp. 150-5.
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 6 CRISPIN WRIGHT

 Simon Blackburn has argued is posed for moral realism by the
 supervenience of moral upon non-moral qualities.'6 Our
 question is rather what, if any, difficulty specific to the defence of
 moral realism which feeds on the proposed analogy between
 moral and secondary qualities is presented by supervenience. It
 is of course true'7 that the kind of supervenience displayed by
 moral qualities is quite different from anything exhibited by
 secondary qualities. Differences in colour are, as a matter of
 scientific fact, and perhaps must be, as a matter of metaphysical
 necessity, associated with underlying physical differences. But
 someone who believes that two situations deserve differing
 moral verdicts is obliged to believe that they possess certain non-
 moral differences too if that person is to qualify as morally
 competent, whereas the metaphysical error-if any-involved
 in believing that colour ascriptions can 'hang loose' from
 physical constitution need not impugn someone's competence to
 appraise colour. But why is this a difficulty? Well, the point
 about competence, further specified, is that one who returns
 differing moral evaluations of two situations is, on pain of moral
 incompetence, required, not merely to believe that there are
 further non-moral differences between them, but to have some
 story to tell about what those differences are. And the differing
 evaluations can be justified only if this story is. Whereas if the
 dispositional-cum-perceptual conception of moral qualities
 were correct, it ought to be justification enough merely to find
 oneself differently morally affected by the two situations and
 with no reason to suppose that one is functioning abnormally in
 any relevant respect.
 But this does not seem a convincing objection. The secondary

 quality proposal is (or ought to be) that we should think of moral
 qualities, like colours, etc., as dispositions to induce certain sorts
 of perceptual effect in appropriately receptive subjects. That

 '6 See his 'Moral Realism' in Casey, ed., Morality and Moral Reasoning, Methuen 1971,
 and 'Supervenience revisited' in Hacking, ed., Exercises in Analysis, Cambridge 1985; also
 Spreading the Word, Oxford 1984, ch. 6, pp. 182-7. Blackburn's argument is criticised by
 I. G. McFetridge, 'Supervenience, Realism, Necessity', in Philosophical Quarterly 35,
 1985, pp. 245-58, and H. W. Noonan, 'Supervenience', Philosophical Quarterly 37, 1987,
 pp. 78-85. See also James C. Klagge, 'Supervenience: Perspectives v. Possible Worlds',
 ibid., pp. 312-5; and C. Wright, review of Spreading the Word, in Mind, XCIV, 1985, pp.
 315-8.

 "7As Blackburn remarks, 'Errors and the Phenomenology of Value', pp. 13-14.
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 MORAL VALUES 7

 comparison, as far as it goes, provides no reason for thinking that
 every kind of constraint which operates on the notion of
 appropriate receptivity in the moral case will be mirrored by
 something in the case of secondary qualities. Accordingly, it is
 open to a proponent of the analogy to supplement the proposal
 by insisting on a difference: it is a criterion for subjects' being
 appropriately receptive in the moral case that they be disposed
 to record moral differences only where they believe that they
 have noticed non-moral ones; in the case of Lockean secondary
 qualities, by contrast, the account of what it is for a subject to be
 appropriately receptive has no analogue of that and should
 proceed along other lines.
 The second objection is well-expressed by Blackburn:

 It is up to a subject whether he cares about any particular
 secondary property in any way. If morality consisted in the
 perception of qualities, there would be a theoretical space
 for a culture which perceived the properties perfectly, but
 paid no attention to them. But however it is precisely fixed,
 the practical nature of morality is clearly intrinsic to it, and
 there is not this theoretical space.'

 This is apt to seem a powerful consideration. On reflection,
 though, it is perhaps a little too powerful. For what the point
 engages is not the specific idea of moral states of affairs as
 susceptible to a kind of perception but, quite generally, the idea
 of moral belief. Blackburn's thought would have been as
 plausible, in just the same kind of way, had it been:

 Believing that a certain state of affairs obtains is one thing
 and caring about it is another. It is up to a subject whether he
 cares about any particular state of affairs which he believes to
 obtain. If morality consisted in the formation and possession
 of moral beliefs, there would be a theoretical space for a
 culture which substantially shared our moral beliefs, while
 failing to share our moral concerns. But however it is
 precisely fixed, the practical nature of morality is clearly
 intrinsic to it, and there is not this theoretical space.

 There is, of course, a tradition of opposition to moral realism

 '8 Ibid., p. 15.
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 8 CRISPIN WRIGHT

 which does precisely dispute whether moral assertions constitute
 genuine statements, apt to be true or false, believed or
 disbelieved. I myself think that this is probably not a good
 direction-and certainly not the only direction-for the oppo-
 sition to take."9 To grant that notions of truth and falsity, and
 thereby belief and disbelief, can engage with moral contents is
 no concession to moral realism at all; the question is what the
 notion of truth comes to in the moral case-and whether, in
 particular, it can carry the significance which moral realism
 requires. But however that may be, it should be clear that the
 original objection is simply question-begging. If there are moral
 states of affairs which may be believed, or even perceived, to
 obtain, then they will be, of their very nature, states of affairs to
 know of which is to acquire certain concerns, and certain
 potential reasons for action. Moral perception, if there is such a
 thing, will precisely be perception of a cause for concern.20
 The third objection-that the analogy with secondary qualities

 imposes an unwelcome moral relativism21-likewise does not de-
 pend essentially on the play with the idea of moral perception, but
 could be brought against any view which held that moral qualities
 should be construed dispositionally, in terms of their effects on
 our moral opinions. Simply, the objection runs, the effect which
 something is disposed to have on us will depend on, and may
 vary with, our condition no less than that of the object. So if some
 practice stops having a certain sort of moral effect on us-not
 because of any change in its manner, circumstances or other
 effects but because we change-then a dispositional account of
 moral qualities has no option, according to the objection, but to
 construe that as a change in the moral status of the practice,
 even if our preferred description of the case would invoke the
 ideas of improved or deteriorated moral discrimination. But
 this, like the first objection, overlooks the fact that there will be,
 in any full dispositional account of moral qualities, constraints

 9 See my 'Realism, Anti-realism, Irrealism, Quasi-realism', Gareth Evans Memorial
 Lecture 1987, in volume XII (on Realism) of Midwest Studies in Philosophy, eds. French,
 Uehling and Wettstein (Minnesota 1988), pp. 25-49.
 20 The thought is elaborated in McDowell's 'Are Moral Requirements Hypothetical

 Imperatives?' see especially pp. 18-25.
 21 See e.g. Blackburn, 'Non-Cognitivism and Rule-Following' in Holtzman & Leich,

 eds., op. cit. note 1, pp. 174-5; and 'Errors and the Phenomenology of Value', p. 14; cf.
 McGinn, The Subjective View, p. 150.
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 MORAL VALUES 9

 imposed on the kind of subject on which they are disposed to
 work their distinctive effects. It will be by their characteristic
 effects on 'appropriately receptive' subjects that moral qualities
 are dispositionally identified; and only, therefore, by reference
 to changes in the responses of such subjects that changes in moral
 status may be defined. And, once again, it may well be a
 criterion for subjects being appropriately receptive--whether
 distinct subjects or the same subject at different times-that they
 do not differ in their moral evaluation of a practice or act unless
 holding differing beliefs about circumstances, manner, or other
 effects, etc.. Of course, a proponent of the dispositional view still
 has the task of saying what 'appropriate receptivity' is. But that's
 another matter.22

 The fourth objection was that there is no sense to be made of
 the idea of our being in extensive error about which things are
 characterised by some particular secondary quality. But we do
 want to make space for the idea that moral error has been
 widespread in the past-concerning the status of slavery, for
 instance-and is still so in the present. Similarly, and for the
 same reason, no sense is to be made of the idea of widespread
 disagreement between cultures about the application of second-
 ary qualities; the appearance of such disagreement would be
 regarded, rather, as ground, for example, for suspecting a

 22It is worth remarking that, contrary to Blackburn's and McGinn's suggestion,
 ['Non-Cognitivism and Rule-Following', pp. 174-5, and 'Errors and the
 Phenomenology of Value', p. 14; The Subjective View, pp. 9-11] at least some
 secondary qualities-according to our ordinary understanding of them-would
 call for similar refinement in a dispositional construal of them. We do not, for
 instance, believe that, were we all to become colour blind, red and green things
 would change in colour, preferring to describe such a situation as one in which we should
 lose the capacity to make a distinction which is there anyway, whether we draw it or not.
 Here 'appropriately receptive' means something like: having powers of colour
 discrimination which human beings actually typically enjoy. And the occurrences of
 'actually' in the subjunctive conditionals which we would formulate to specify explicitly
 the dispositions in which colour (putatively) consisted would function rigidly, securing
 reference to what is as a matter of fact the typical visual constitution of human beings.
 The point is made, in effect, by Hookway, op. cit., p. 194. Wiggins' ['A Sensible
 Subjectivism', pp. 206-7] defence of the sort of proposal with which we are concerned
 relies on an exactly analogous play with the idea of our actual moral propensities, both in
 response to the charge of implied relativism and in response to the fourth above
 objection, about to be discussed. The resources afforded by 'actually' in the context of
 these concerns were originally pointed out by M. Davies and L. Humberstone in 'Two
 Notions of Necessity', Philosophical Studies 38, 1980, pp. 22-5.
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 10 CRISPIN WRIGHT

 mistranslation. Whereas extensive disagreements between cul-
 tures on moral matters do occur-or so it is often thought-and
 would anyway be perfectly intelligible even if they did not. The
 differences are undeniable. But, once again, we can discern at
 least the shape of an explanation of them which would be
 consistent with a construal of moral qualities as, like secondary
 qualities, dispositions to induce certain sorts of (perceptual)
 effects. The differences will be seen as originating, once again, in
 the conditions for 'appropriate receptivity', and in disanalogies
 between them in the two kinds of case. If the function of my
 visual system is on a par with what is actually typical of human
 kind, then I count as appropriately receptive for the experience
 of colour. So there is bound to be a difficulty about the idea of
 our collectively falling into extensive error in our judgements of
 colour provided enough of us are involved to ensure that some at
 least are possessed of typical visual function, and the purported
 errors are sufficiently extensive to ensure that not all can be
 explained in the various ways in which we do explain the kind of
 illusions of colour which can afflict the normally-sighted. And
 there is going to be just the same kind of difficulty about
 supposing another culture to have fallen into sufficiently
 extensive error in their judgements of colour, provided we have
 sufficient reason to think that they are employing concepts of
 colour which we also recognise. In the moral case, by contrast,
 appropriate receptivity may differ from what suffices in the case
 of colour precisely by involving some explicit distance from
 what is typical of moral responses in our culture, or in another.
 Wiggins23 speaks of our 'actual propensities' [my italics] of moral
 judgement in order to mark exactly such a contrast. In both cases,
 colour and moral value, what count are our best responses. But
 there is no reason to think that best performance may come, in the
 moral case, as effortlessly or as frequently as in the case of colour.
 Judgements which accord with our deepest moral propensities
 may substantially diverge from those which we are actually
 disposed to make. The objection simply passes over this contrast,
 and the possibility that there may be ways of making it out
 which are not forced, in the end, to gloss our deepest propensities
 for moral judgement as though they keep track of independently

 2 See note 22.
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 MORAL VALUES 11

 constituted moral values (and so surrender the analogy with
 secondary qualities). What is necessary is that the process of due
 moral deliberation and the achievement of refinement of moral

 sensibility be made out to have its own internal, self-contained
 and ultimately self-stabilising dynamic, founded in human
 nature.24 The attempt to make out this idea may of course
 founder. My point is only that there is evident conceptual space,
 within the broad constraints imposed by the secondary quality
 analogy, for the attempt.

 III

 Nevertheless I do not think that the strictly perceptual aspect of
 the proposal is happy. Of course, it is harmless to think of value
 as 'perceived', if that means no more than: correctly judged.
 The extra, which is not harmless, is the idea of moral judgement
 as possessing a distinctive phenomenology, as encompassing a
 distinctive kind of experience(s), or distinctive kinds of other
 psychological effect. How should such effects be modelled? Since
 it is of the essence of valuing to care, one way or another, it is
 tempting to think of them as emotional. But such emotion seems
 to be a consequence of valuing certain things, rather than part of
 the process of coming to do so. The latter can be, and often is a
 dispassionate process. Whereas the analogy would require that
 we think of the caring emotion as standing to the value in the
 cognitive mode in which the experience of red stands to the
 colour. Not only that, but it seems to me very moot whether
 there is anyway any distinctive mode of moral emotional
 concern, identified purely phenomenologically and distinguish-
 able from what we feel for other kinds of values. Virtue is

 satisfied when one is concerned for the right reasons about the
 right kinds of thing: it is not necessary also to feel a particular
 timbre of concern.

 2 Wiggins' development of the position [See 'A Sensible Subjectivism', p. 203 and
 'Truth as Predicated of Moral Judgements', pp. 160-1] is compounded by his
 willingness to allow an element of cultural relativity at the foundations of the process, as
 it were: to accept that the basic propensities which constitute the dynamic may
 themselves be constituted not just by human nature but by culture-dependent, or
 otherwise variable factors. This residual relativism, not to be defused by play with
 rigidification, is at risk, it seems to me, of falling to the fourth objection. What can it
 make of the idea of trans-cultural moral disputes?
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 12 CRISPIN WRIGHT

 But there is, to my mind at least, a more basic point. If our
 experience of secondary qualities provides a model of anything,
 then it is of a notion of experience which is, up to a point at least,
 raw. It is true that there is in anyone's experience a delicate
 interplay between its manifest character and their concepts and
 understanding. It seems right to say that there is a difference
 between seeing the duck- and rabbit- aspects inJastrow's 'duck-
 rabbit' which is not exhausted simply by the capacity to
 interpret it (publicly) in the two appropriately different ways,
 but is possible nonetheless only to a subject who has the
 conceptual resources which the two interpretations would call
 for. That is, there is an experience available here which depends
 on a subject's possession of certain concepts but is more than
 simply the exercise of those concepts. Likewise, if you overhear
 an exchange in a language with which you are just a little
 familiar though not enough to understand the exchange, there
 are likely to be sounds and audible structures which are salient
 to you and which would simply not have been part of the
 manifest content of the experience had the language been totally
 unfamiliar. The point is quite general. It is not merely what we
 are able to say or judge about it but the experience itself-what
 actually registers in consciousness--which depends, in some
 measure, on the concepts we bring to bear. The point remains: if
 our experience of secondary qualities is to be the model, then not
 everything in the manifest character of an experience can be seen
 as owed to concepts brought to bear. We explain a baby's starting
 at a sudden noise by thinking of him as subject to certain sorts of
 auditory phenomenological effect; but no concept-ascription is
 involved.

 What I doubt is whether we can find anything of sufficient
 rawness in the phenomenology of moral judgement to give the
 notion of 'moral experience' any serious work to do. The
 question is whether there are modes of experience which should
 properly count as moral but which would be possible for a
 normal human subject who possessed as yet no moral concepts.
 It is hardly a completely perspicuous question, but it is also hard
 to see what motive there could be for returning a positive
 answer. Very small children, to whom we should hesitate to
 ascribe any concept of humour, will laugh at grimaces and other
 forms of clowning, and may harmlessly be described as finding
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 MORAL VALUES 13

 them funny. What would be a comparable, pre-conceptual
 finding of moral value? Suppose such a child is distressed by the
 sight of a jockey whipping his horse. Should that count as a
 primitive sentiment of moral disapprobation? It should be
 obvious that the question is underdetermined. Perhaps the child
 is frightened by the thundering of the horse's hooves, or the
 jockey's mask, or feels himself threatened. What is necessary, if
 the sentiment is to count as moral, is that its cause be conceived
 by the child in a certain way, and that its causality be dependent
 on its being so conceived. It has to be the horse's presumed
 distress, conceived as such, and even perhaps some conception of
 the mercenary motives for its affliction, which causes the child's
 distress. So the suggestion is that there is no basis for describing
 an affective response as moral unless the subject gives evidence
 of the conceptual resources which would suffice to explain it as
 such. The question however is less whether that suggestion is an
 adequate reflection of the manner in which we are actually
 prepared to classify responses as moral or not, than whether any-
 thing essential to a sound moral psychology would be lost if it were.
 These are sketchy remarks on a complex and subtle matter.

 But I think I may be excused their sketchiness if I am right to
 suppose that, odd as it may at first seem, we can indeed
 surrender the notion of moral experience-of any kind of
 distinctive affective phenomenology associated with moral judge-
 ment-without surrendering the insight, if there is one, which the
 comparison between moral and secondary qualities is supposed
 to involve. That insight is thought to consist in an explanation
 which, following the prototype of secondary qualities when their
 situation is properly understood, harmonises the subjectivity of
 moral judgement with moral realism. I shall argue that
 secondary qualities do indeed provide a prototype for such
 harmony, and may be seen to do so even when, somewhat
 artificially, our distinctive modes of response to their instances
 are construed not as the having of certain sorts of experiences
 but as the formation of certain sorts of appropriate belief. If this
 is right, then the alleged insight should be capable of surviving
 the construal of our moral responses as essentially-and as I
 should prefer-the formation of beliefs with moral content (ergo,
 beliefs whose formation is analytically tied to a disposition to
 certain sorts of practical concern).
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 14 CRISPIN WRIGHT

 IV

 We can start with the widely accepted25 and familiar'2 basic
 equation" for 'red':

 x is red - for any S: ifS were perceptually normal and were
 to encounter x in perceptually normal conditions, S would
 experience x as red.

 How would we need to modify this in order to produce
 something plausible when 'would believe x to be red' replaces
 'would experience x as red'? Well, what might explain Ss failure
 to believe that x is red despite experiencing it as red? A lack of
 the conceptual wherewithal to form beliefs about colour; or

 2s For instance by C. Peacocke, Sense and Content, Oxford 1983, ch. 2, p. 28; G. Evans,
 'Things without the Mind', in van Straaten, ed., Philosophical Subjects: Essays presented to
 P. F. Strawson, Oxford 1980, p. 98; and by W. Sellars, 'Empiricism and the Philosophy of
 Mind' in his Science, Perception and Reality, Routledge 1963, p. 142. Of course the wording
 varies slightly. (It is interesting, to anticipate the terms of my discussion below, that
 Sellars explains what he regards as the necessary truth of the basic equation by
 interpreting it in terms of conduciveness- see p. 147 of his op. cit.-thus missing, if I am
 right, the most distinctive feature of 'red' which reflecting on the basic equation may
 lead one to recognise.)
 26 But, perhaps not quite so familiarly, flawed. A construal of the truth-conditions of

 any type of statement, P, in terms of a conditional: if R, then S, always holds out a
 potential hostage to fortune-at least if the conditional has contrary-to-fact import-
 insofar as its accuracy will depend on whether realisation of R might somehow impinge
 on the state of affairs conferring truth (or falsity) on P. And this hostage is not redeemed
 in the present case. The reason is that our conception of colour allows the possibility that
 e.g. bringing about perceptually normal conditions-irradiating an object with the
 appropriate quality of light-may affect its colour. Aetiolated plants slowly resume
 normal production of chlorophyll when restored to daylight. Suppose they greened up
 almost instantaneously. Then the counterfactual, 'If a perceptually normal S were to
 encounter one of these plants in perceptually normal conditions, he would experience it
 as green' would be true of the sickly white plant while it was in the dark.
 Properly respecting this point would complicate the ensuing discussion but would not

 essentially affect its conclusions. What it shows is that the basic equation needs to be
 replaced by a provisoed biconditional:

 for any S: if S were perceptually normal and x were presented to S under
 perceptually normal conditions, then (S would experience x as red if and
 only if x was red).

 And the general form of distinction which, as I shall suggest, the contrast between primary
 and secondary qualities may exhibit can be drawn, mutatis mutandis, as effectively by
 consideration of provisoed biconditionals as by consideration of basic equations.
 Accordingly, and for reasons of space, I have elected to proceed without engaging this
 complication.
 7 The term is Mark Johnston's.
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 failure to be appropriately attentive to the experience of x as red;
 or failure to realise that the object of this experience is x; or,
 despite being perceptually normal, S might be prey to some
 ulterior cognitive disfunction which prevented formation of the
 appropriate belief; or S might have some doubt about whether
 the conditions of observation and/or his/her own perceptual
 function were indeed normal, so about whether it was possible to
 rely on the experience of x as red--(or have some doubt, for that
 matter, about any of the immediately preceding conditions just
 added). So we need to consider something like:

 Red

 x is red - for any S: if S knows which object x is, and
 knowingly observes it in plain view in normal perceptual
 conditions; and is fully attentive to this observation; and is
 perceptually normal and is prey to no other cognitive
 disfunction; and is free of doubt about the satisfaction of
 any of these conditions-then if S forms a belief about x's
 colour, that belief will be that x is red.

 This is plausible enough. But how, when we find it plausible, are
 we understanding its two uses of the notion of normality? We
 have a choice. The idea of normal function in a particular
 system, for instance, is ambiguous between that of proper
 function for such a system, and that of typical or usual
 function-function in a manner which is statistically normal
 within the relevant class of systems. Now, it is part of our concept
 of a human visual system's functioning properly-functioning
 as it ought-that it functions in a fashion conducive to the
 correct appraisal of colour. 'Normal perceptual conditions' may
 similarly be glossed as: conditions which are conducive to the
 visual appraisal of(inter alia) colour." The first interpretation of
 normality is, accordingly, what I shall call the conduciveness
 interpretation. Under the conduciveness interpretation, Red
 does not merely hold true; it holds true a priori.
 What of the second, broadly statistical interpretation of

 normality? It would, I think, subserve the correctness of Red if
 we glossed the notion of normal perceptual function as:
 perceptual function of a kind which is actually typical of human

 8 Cf. note 25.
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 16 CRISPIN WRIGHT

 beings."29 But it will not do so to gloss 'normal perceptual
 circumstances'. The conditions which actually usually prevail
 during winter in Spitzbergen, for instance, or in a normal
 photographic dark-room, are not suited for colour appraisal. A
 good description of conditions which are, optimally, so suited
 would be: conditions of illumination like those which actu-

 ally typically obtain at noon on a cloudy summer's day out
 of doors and out of shadow. Even here 'typically' is required
 because such conditions are sometimes disturbed by solar
 eclipses, nuclear explosions, dust storms and volcanic discharges.
 So there is still an element of statisticality. But notice: when both
 uses of the notion of normality are so interpreted, in broadly
 statistical terms, Red continues not merely to hold true but to hold
 true a priori. For our knowledge that typical visual functioning
 and conditions of illumination like those I just broadly
 statistically characterised are conducive for the appraisal of
 colour is not a posteriori knowledge. This consideration will be
 crucial in what follows.

 Almost everyone who writes on the bearing of the primary/
 secondary distinction on moral evaluation contrasts colour with
 shape. With shape, as with colour, there is a plausible form of
 basic equation; for instance

 x is square - for any S: if S is perceptually normal and
 encounters x in perceptually normal conditions, S will
 experience x as square.

 This, though, is much less perspicuous than the original basic
 equation for 'red'. What is it to experience x as square? If it
 involves that x should look square, i.e. present a square
 appearance,30 then-even if normality is interpreted as con-
 duciveness-the biconditional is untrue. For a square surface
 may, depending on its size and relative orientation, look
 trapezoid, for instance, to a particular subject, even though their
 visual system is functioning in every respect conducive to the
 competent registration of shape and the conditions of observation

 29 Where 'actually' is understood as securing rigidity, so pre-empting the implication
 that a change in the typical function of our visual systems-as a result of disease,
 perhaps-would command, via Red, a change in the extension of 'Red'. Cf. note 22.

 30 Contrast with this: look as if it is square, or: look as a square object would look.
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 are perfectly conducive to such proper function. Not only that. If
 a square surface is characterised as one enclosing exactly four
 equal angles whose four sides are exactly equal in length, then
 squareness simply isn't visually salient: there is, actually, no such
 thing as a visual system's functioning in a fashion conducive to
 the competent registration of squareness. It will be, ex-
 perientially, all the same to the subject whether the perceived
 object is square or merely approximately so. Bearing these
 nuisances in mind, what form should a plausible doxastic
 generalisation of the basic equation take? Something close to the
 following would seem to be appropriate:

 Approximately square
 x is approximately square - for any S: if S knows which
 object x is, and knowingly observes it in plain view from a
 sufficient variety of positions in normal perceptual con-
 ditions, and is fully attentive to these observations, and is
 perceptually normal and is prey to no other cognitive
 disfunction, and is free of doubt about the satisfaction of
 any of these conditions-then if S forms a belief about x's
 shape, that belief will be that x is approximately square.

 This is not beyond objection even if normality is interpreted as
 conduciveness.31 But it does not seen unlikely that it could be
 tightened so as to result in something a priori true, with
 normality so understood.
 Part of the reason why that does not seem unlikely is because

 conditions which are conducive for the (visual) appraisal of shape
 are going to have to be conditions under which the shape of an
 object is stable through the positional reorientations which a
 proper judgement about its shape will involve. And it is clear
 that any substantial elaboration of Approximately square-an
 elaboration which tries to say what, substantially, conduciveness,
 of subjects and circumstances, here consists in-has somehow to
 retain the force of this stability proviso on its right-hand side if it
 is to retain plausibility. But it seems extremely doubtful whether
 that can be done by any kind of statistical construal of the notion
 of normal perceptual conditions. Some objects, after all, just do

 31 S might, for example, lacking the concept square, but possessing that of quadrilateral,
 form the belief that x is a quadrilateral.
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 very often vary in (approximate) shape over short intervals,
 irrespective of what else is true of the conditions in which, if they
 are, they are being observed. So a substantial elaboration of the
 right hand side of Approximately Square is going to have to add, it
 seems, some condition stipulating x's (relative) stability in shape
 through the period of S's observations.
 That consideration establishes a crucial disanalogy with

 colour. It may or may not be possible so to refine Approximately
 Square that it expresses something a priori true and at the same
 time gives a substantial account-in contrast to mere play with
 the idea of conduciveness-of what it takes for a subject's belief
 to 'track' (approximate) shape. But even if this can be done, the
 resulting biconditional will lack a feature possessed by Red. Each
 biconditional takes the form

 P - for any S: S operates under conditions C -- (S forms a
 germane belief - that belief is that P)

 In the case of Red, interpreted along the substantial, partly
 statistical lines which I began to sketch, satisfaction of the
 relevant conditions C is something which is logically independent of
 any truths concerning the application of colour concepts (and could
 indeed-a stronger point--be appraised, in a particular case, by
 someone whose vision was monochromatic and who possessed
 no colour concepts at all). That fact, coupled with the apriority of
 Red, so interpreted, puts us in position to make a proposal about
 'red' which it is not open to us to make about 'approximately
 square'. The proposal is that the beliefs, if any, which we
 (would) have formed, or will or would form, under the relevant
 C-conditions, serve to determine the extension of the concept red. And
 this claim is to be understood by contrast with the thought that
 such beliefs keep track of an extension which is independently
 determined. It is open to us to make this proposal because Red
 retains its a priority when substantially, partly statistically
 interpreted and because there is no candidate account in the
 offing of what else might determine the extension of'red' if our
 best- approximately C-conditioned--beliefs do not do so. But it
 would not be possible to make this proposal if, among the
 relevant C-conditions, there were some whose satisfaction
 depended on the extension of 'red' as determined independently.
 And it is an analogue ofjust that characteristic which the needed
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 proviso about stability in shape would introduce into an
 appropriately substantial elucidation of Approximately Square,
 even if the result were still an a priori truth.
 There is a further point. The a priority of the relevant

 biconditional is, of course, essential to the idea that our best
 beliefs determine the extension of the truth predicate among
 relevant classes of statements. For if a biconditional dependence
 between two classes of judgement is a posteriori, we obviously
 have no option but to think of the circumstances which
 respectively determine whether members of each class are true
 as distinct. So we can drive the sketched disanalogy home by
 reflecting that, even with a proviso about stability in shape
 added, there is little or no prospect-to put the point
 cautiously-of a substantial elucidation of Approximately Square
 which is also an a priori truth. To see this, reflect that 'x is
 approximately square' also sustains a different kind of bi-
 conditional, viz.

 x is approximately square - if the four sides and four
 interior angles of x were to be correctly measured, and no
 change were to take place in the shape or size of x during
 the process, then the sides would be determined to be
 approximately equal in length, and the angles would be
 determined to be approximate right angles.

 This biconditional-call it the canonical biconditional-holds true

 a priori. So a substantial elucidation of Approximately Square, even
 if it incorporates a condition about stability in shape, can hold
 true a priori only if the result of biconditionally linking its right-
 hand side with the right hand side of the canonical biconditional
 likewise holds true a priori. Now, the right hand side of such a
 substantial elucidation is going to be something on the model of:

 for any S: if S knows which object x is, and knowingly
 observes it in plain view from a sufficient variety of
 positions in normal [to be substantially, perhaps partly
 statistically, elucidated] perceptual conditions, and is fully
 attentive to these observations, throughout which x is
 stable in shape; and if S is perceptually normal [to be
 substantially elucidated] and is prey to no other cognitive
 disfunction, and is free of doubt about the satisfaction of
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 any of these conditions-then if S forms a belief about
 x's shape, that belief will be that x is approximately
 square.

 But it is hard to see how the biconditional connection of

 anything along these lines with the right hand side of the
 canonical biconditional could result in an a priori truth. For,
 bluntly, it is not a priori true, but merely a deep fact of
 experience, that our (best) judgements of approximate shape,
 made on the basis of predominantly visual observations, usually
 'pan out' when appraised in accordance with more refined
 operational techniques, where such are appropriate, of the kind
 the canonical biconditional illustrates. It is not a priori that the
 world in which we actually live allows reliable perceptual
 appraisal of approximate shape-is not, for example, a world in
 which the paths travelled by photons are subject to grossly
 distorting forces.

 What conclusions do I mean these reflections to suggest?
 Principally, that the most significant form of distinction for our
 purposes which is illustrated by primary and secondary qualities
 is as follows. The extension of the truth predicate among
 statements which ascribe primary qualities is determined not by
 our best opinions but independently of them; this is a
 consequence of the consideration that biconditionals of the kind
 illustrated, whose left hand sides ascribe primary qualities, and
 whose right hand sides attempt to articulate, in substantial
 terms, what it takes in order for there to be an assurance that a
 subject's opinion about the left hand side will be correct, (i) are
 likely to need conditions on the pedigree of that opinion whose
 satisfaction presupposes facts about the extension of the very
 (determinable) primary quality in question, and (ii) are-so
 long as they really do say what the conditions in question should
 be, and do not merely stipulate that they have to be
 'conducive'-at best a posteriori truths. By contrast, our best
 opinions about the extension of the truth predicate among
 ascriptions of secondary qualities are what most fundamentally
 determine that extension. And this is a consequence of the
 considerations (i) that appropriate a priori true biconditionals
 can be constructed whose descriptions of what constitutes an
 appropriate pedigree for the opinions in question is both
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 substantial and such that its satisfaction is independent of the
 extension of the secondary quality in question; and (ii) that no
 rival accounts are available of what other factors might determine
 the extensions of such qualities, of which the a priority of such
 biconditionals is a derivable consequence-there is, in other
 words, no explaining away the credentials of our best opinions
 about the extension of a secondary quality to play an extension-
 determining role.32
 This 'conclusion' really only has the status of a hypothesis. For

 we have considered no instances of the primary/secondary
 distinction besides shape and colour (though that is no sin in the
 context of our present concerns, since these examples have
 dominated the literature in which the suggestion of an analogy
 between value and secondary qualities has been mooted and
 discussed) and, even here, there are complications and details
 with which I have no space to attempt to engage. But I believe
 enough may have been said to give the hypothesis some
 plausibility. If it is right, then we have the prospect of a satisfying
 account of what is subjective and what is objective in secondary
 quality ascription, and of how the element of subjectivity is
 compatible with objectivity. Secondary quality ascription is
 subjective because it is, ultimately, we human beings, equipped
 with the capacity for the range of experiences which we actually

 32 Perhaps it is superfluous to remark that no overdetermination would be introduced
 by endorsing this conception of the secondary alongside the idea that being red, e.g., is a
 matter of physical constitution; for our best opinions about what is red simultaneously
 determine what-if any-type of determinate physical constitution red things share.
 Incidentally I do not, in offering this account of the primary/secondary distinction as

 the most significant for our purposes, intend to turn my back on Jonathan Bennett's
 pioneering exegesis in his 'Substance, Reality and Primary Qualities', American
 Philosophical Quarterly, 2, 1965 and in ch. IV of Locke, Berkeley, Hume: Central Themes.
 Bennett brings out that an affliction corresponding to a primary quality as colour-
 blindness stands to colour would so compromise the operations of a sufferer as to open to
 question whether they should be thought of as perceiving the material world at all [the
 example he discusses is size but see also Edward Craig's observations on number in 'The
 Problem of Necessary Truth' in Blackburn, ed., Meaning, Reference and Necessity,
 Cambridge 1975, p 22 ff]; in effect, that, in contrast with colour-blindness, there is no
 such thing as being insensitive to the distinctions within some determinable primary
 quality but otherwise perceptually competent. I am inclined to accept that there is a
 correct and important distinction to be drawn along these lines-though I daresay
 Bennett would demur at the formulation just given. It is a very nice question, which I
 cannot pursue here, what the relation is between the distinction proposed by Bennett
 and that offered in the text.
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 have, who, by our responses under optimum conditions,
 determine which such ascriptions are true. It is objective
 because facts about which such ascriptions are true inherit
 exactly the 'hardness', or 'bruteness', possessed by facts about
 what we believe and facts about the character-whether or not

 optimum-of the conditions under which our beliefs are
 formed. Of course, this will not satisfy a philosopher who
 independently has worries about the objectivity of the psycho-
 logical. But ascriptions of colour, for instance, can-if Red
 indeed be interpreted substantially so as to hold a priori-at least
 inherit whatever objectivity does belong to the psychological
 and to the other, non-psychological conditions that feature on
 the right hand side of Red.

 There is every prospect of other exemplifications of this form
 of distinction. I believe that the proper construal of first-person
 authority for intentional and sensational states, for instance,
 may well prove to be that they are, in effect, 'secondary': that
 subjects' best judgements fix the extension of the truth predicate
 among ascriptions of belief, desire, and feeling to them.33 The
 question is, do ascriptions of moral quality provide another
 illustration?

 V

 What would a corresponding biconditional for a particular
 moral judgement look like? Suppose P is 'That remark ofJones'
 was culpably insensitive'. Then an (unavoidably cumbersome)
 first-shot would be

 Moral

 P - for any S: if S scrutinises the motives, consequences
 and, for Jones, foreseeable consequences in the context of
 the remark; and does this in a fashion which involves no
 error concerning non-moral fact or logic, and embraces all
 morally-relevant considerations; and if S gives all this the
 fullest attention, and so is victim to no error or oversight
 concerning any relevant aspect of his/her deliberation;

 3 The principal epistemological error of the Cartesian philosophy of mind is that it
 mistakes the psychological subject's extension-determining role for a kind of superlatively
 sure detection.
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 and if S is a morally-suitable subject-accepts the right
 moral principles, or has the right moral intuitions or
 sentiments, or whatever; and if S has no doubt about the
 satisfaction in any of these conditions, then if Sforms a moral
 evaluation of Jones' remark,34 that evaluation will be that
 P.

 The clumsiness of Moral is due partly to the fact that what is at stake
 is a judgement about a particular action, and partly to the need
 to ensure that S keeps track of all germane non-moral matters.
 But it is not, perhaps, so unwieldy that we cannot fix ideas.
 First, it is, plausibly, a good candidate for (refinement into) an a
 priori truth. Second, its C-conditions are not, as they stand,
 wholly unsubstantially specified. We are told, for instance, that
 a proper appraisal ofJones' remark will have to involve scrutiny
 of its motives and foreseeable effects, and the bringing to bear of
 appropriate moral principles or sentiments. However it is by
 no means clear how a substantial account should proceed of S's
 'moral suitability'-an account which distances itself from
 'whatever it takes to form correct moral opinions', and tries to
 say substantially what it does take. Thus, third and crucial, the
 evident primafacie analogy is not with Red but with Approximately
 Square, when amended to include a condition of stability in
 shape. So amended, the point was, the satisfaction of the C-
 conditions in Approximately Square was not independent of the
 extension of shape concepts. In like fashion, the satisfaction of
 the C-conditions in Moral is not independent of the extension of
 moral concepts-S's moral suitability, in particular, is itself,
 presumably, a matter for moral judgement.

 The matter needs fuller examination, but here I can only
 record the belief that the last will be a feature of any plausible
 such biconditional for the moral case-certainly, of any which
 plausibly holds apriori. And if that is right, then here is where the
 analogy between moral and secondary qualities most fundamen-
 tally breaks down: proper pedigree for visual appraisals of
 colour is a matter of meeting conditions whose satisfaction in a

 "4 Here it is tempting to think that the other conditions ensure that Swill form such an
 evaluation, since they stipulate that he possesses the appropriate concepts and concerns.
 However that may be, it seemed better to conserve the pattern illustrated by Red and
 Approximately Square.
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 particular case does not directly depend on what the extension
 of colour predicates is; proper pedigree for moral judgements,
 by contrast, is a matter of meeting conditions the satisfaction of
 some of which is, irreducibly, a moral question.
 Two things follow if Moral is, in the relevant respect, typical of

 the best that can be done. First, moral qualities are not like
 secondary qualities in the crucial respect: the extension of the
 truth-predicate among ascriptions of moral quality may not be
 thought of as determined by our best beliefs-or, at least, the
 case for thinking otherwise would have to be a different one.35
 The reason, as with judgements of approximate shape, is
 because whether such a belief is best depends on antecedent
 truths concerning shape/moral status. Second, and for that
 reason, judgements of moral quality cannot inherit objectivity in
 the way in which, as we saw, judgements of secondary quality
 can. They cannot do so because the inheritance can only be
 from the psychological and from the other kinds of C-condition
 in a relevant biconditional. And, in the moral case, some of
 the other C-conditions will themselves be moral. So the mix

 of subjectivity and objectivity is simply not as in the case of
 secondary qualities. The comparison is misconceived, and can
 only encourage a misconceived confidence in the objectivity of
 morals.

 VI

 We should not conclude that any such confidence is misconceived.
 Of course the foregoing considerations, as far as they go, should
 be welcome to those who favour a projective view of moral
 judgement, as well as those who, like the lateJohn Mackie, view
 moral discourse as incorporating an error. But the error would
 not be that the phenomenology of moral discourse erroneously
 contrives to represent moral quality as if it were 'out there'-
 whether or not that is true-but that a correct analysis of the
 ideal epistemology of moral judgement, as disclosed in a full
 refinement of something like Moral, will, precisely, represent
 moral qualities as if they were primary-which, I believe, error
 theorists, projectivists, and objectivists who argue for an analogy
 with secondary qualities are correct in holding that they cannot

 35 This is not a rhetorical qualification. See note 37.
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 be."3 Projectivists, for their part, can be expected to take
 satisfaction from the thought that the presence of irreducibly
 moral conditions in any plausible account of the pedigree of best
 moral judgement is just what you would expect if such
 'judgements' were no more than dignifications of non-cognitive
 sentiment and the notion of cognitive pedigree was here, at
 bottom, a sham. But either of these responses would be a
 premature reaction, it seems to me, to our findings.
 If the principal lesson is that the kind of objectivity possessed

 by ascriptions of secondary qualities cannot be secured for
 ascriptions of moral quality by the same route, and if-as I
 accept-there is no realist capital to be made from a comparison
 with primary qualities either, an argument against moral
 realism ensues only if objectivity would demand the aptness of
 one comparison or the other. But the self-containment of moral
 epistemology-the circumstance that judging that a moral
 judgement has a proper pedigree will involve moral judgement
 -has at least a primafacie analogue in mathematical judgement,37
 -something whose fundamentally anthropocentric character, if
 that is the right sort of view of it to take, ought to be consistent
 with its enjoyment of a fairly robust species of objectivity. So
 that may yet be the more illuminating tradition of comparison
 to explore-if a comparison is wanted at all.38' 39

 36For two basic reasons. First, how an object is in respect of its primary qualities
 essentially has effects of other kinds, both on cognitive subjects and on objects ofother sorts,
 then being cognised to be so. But moral qualities, for all but those who would propose
 naturalistic reductions of them, lack this diversity of interactive role. Second, the
 epistemology of primary qualities is interactive; precisely because their application is
 determined independently of our best opinions, there is a story to tell about what fits us
 to detect their application--what it is about them and us which makes it possible, when
 it is possible, for fact and opinion to coincide. And again, failing some naturalistic
 reduction, we have, I think, no inkling of how such a story concerning our appraisal of
 moral value might run.
 3 The right-hand-side conditions on S in a basic equation for '17 X 32 = 544' would

 have, for instance, to involve reference to S's performance of an appropriate error-free
 calculation.

 3 Locke himself participates in the tradition-see e.g. Essay III, 11, 16 (omitted in
 Selby-Bigge). But, as always, the crucial question concerns in what precise respects the
 comparison is to be entertained. There is a debate in the literature about whether
 mathematics passes the 'best explanation' test of objectivity- whether reference to
 mathematical facts needs to feature in the best explanation of our mathematical
 beliefs-in a fashion which may illuminate the case for moral judgement. See B.
 Williams, Ethics andthe Limits ofPhilosophy, Fontana/Collins, ch. 8; D. Wiggins, 'Truth as
 Predicated of Moral Judgements', section 7; J. McDowell, review of Williams in Mind
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 XCV, 1986, section 3. The point of my suggestion, however, is to advert not to that
 debate but to the question whether there is a case, quite different from what is available
 in the case of secondary qualities, for holding that our best mathematical judgements
 determine, rather than reflect, the extension of the truth predicate among mathematical
 propositions. This conception, and its opposition to the idea of a determinate
 mathematical reality constituted independently of our best cognitive efforts-the
 essence of platonism-is at the heart of the Intuitionists' philosophy of mathematics,
 underlying their rejection both of the actual infinite and of any proof-transcendent
 notion of mathematical truth. The idea that moral truth is similarly constructive is as
 attractive as any secular conception of morality; but the question how best it might be
 substantiated is very open.
 3 My thanks to Simon Blackburn, Bob Hale, and Michael Smith for helpful advice. I

 would like to acknowledge my debt in writing this essay, even though it is critical of the
 principal positive suggestion about the construal of moral judgements which he then
 wanted to make, to Mark Johnston's graduate classes on ethics at Princeton in spring
 1986.
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