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Summary of the Salient Points of my Thesis

The following is a list of the salient points and original contributions of my thesis:

Chapter 1: I outline the basic features of the framework within which I carry out my
discussion of the normativity of truth in connection with disagreement. I defend the
legitimacy of what 1 call the objectified form of judgment in domains beneath
Cognitive Command. I do so by arguing that objectified judgments are amenable to sui
generis conditions of defeat that do not affect more subjective forms of judgment. This
provides us with a functional story in support of the use of the objectified idiom in
domains of taste, moral and comedic.

Chapter 2: I accomplish two things. First, I present some important features concerning
disagreement and I critically discuss how they are manifested differently in different
areas as a function of the subject matter at issue. Second, I provide a comparative
analysis of disagreements in some areas beneath Cognitive Command (taste, moral and
comedic). I give what I take to be the best explanation of these differences in terms of
the variable normative role that truth plays in such areas — from a lightweight
constraint in the taste domain where truth does not exert any deontic constraint, to a
more robust constraint in the moral domain where truth exerts a sui generis deontic
constraint. I also argue that this normative variability in the deontic constraint can be
modeled by means of the notion of alethic suberogation.

Chapter 3: I outline a framework for understanding the normative function that truth
might play in enquiry in which I distinguish between four different aspects of the
normativity of truth: the teleological, the evaluative, the deontic and the axiological.

For each aspect, I critically discuss the various formulations that can be given, and I



defend what I take to be the best formulation. I take it that this framework provides a
valuable tool for conducting a systematic investigation into the normative aspects of
enquiry.

Chapter 4: 1 address the question: What conception of truth should we adopt in the
light of the results of my discussion? I set two desiderata — normative lightness and
normative variability — that an account of truth has to meet in order to be explanatorily
adequate with respect to the phenomena discussed in this thesis. I consider Horwich’s
version of deflationism and, relying on the framework outlined in Chapter 3, I provide
a detailed discussion of the various normative challenges against that view. I argue that
Horwich’s deflationism faces difficulties for addressing some of these challenges. I
will propose my own version of deflationism — what I call minimally inflated
deflationism — and show that it fully addresses the normative challenges. I also show

that it provides a satisfactory account of our desiderata.
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Introduction

Disagreement and the Normativity of Truth beneath

Cognitive Command

§0.1 The Topic

This thesis is principally about the normativity of truth in connection with disagreement.
Its overall aim is twofold. First, to provide a general model for studying how variations in
the character of a specific kind of disagreement — what I will call cognitive disagreement —
can be explained in terms of the variable normative role that truth plays in different areas
of enquiry. Second, to offer a deflationary account of truth — what I will call minimally
inflated deflationism — which proves adequate for explaining all the normative aspects of
truth I will be concerned with.

Although the framework defended in this thesis is meant to be fully general, I will
focus on cognitive disagreement as it occurs in domains that fall beneath what Crispin
Wright has called Cognitive Command. The primary function of judgments in these
domains is not that of ‘mirroring’ states of affairs to ensure convergence in opinions. On
the contrary, the possibility is left open for a divergence in judgments that does not involve
any misrepresentation or misconception on the part of the judging subjects in these
domains.

More specifically, in this thesis I will deal exclusively with situations of
disagreement as they occur in what I take to be three core areas of discourse beneath
Cognitive Command: the moral domain, the comedic domain and the domain of taste. This
is because, in order for the project to achieve some concrete result within the space of this

thesis, a few restrictions are required in the range of examples I will consider. However,
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such restrictions are not arbitrary. I believe that examples from the three aforementioned
domains are heterogeneous enough to give us a representative sample of the kind of
distinctions we are concerned with.

In fact, it is not so infrequent to hear people disagreeing about whether capital
punishment is morally wrong, about whether a certain joke is funny, and, contrary to the
motto de gustibus non est disputandum, about whether sushi is delicious. However,
disagreements in these areas are notoriously difficult to arbitrate. Despite an initial
expectation of convergence in judgments, we think that many such disagreements are
extremely hard to settle, primarily because we believe, perhaps rather naively, that there is
‘no fact of the matter’ that we can appeal to in order to establish who is right and who is
mistaken. Moreover, in some cases, such as some mundane disagreement about matters of
taste, we might even think that judgments of both disputants are somehow equally
legitimate.

This generates an interesting puzzle: how to account for the possibility of
disagreements in which each disputant, although committed to judge the opinion of her
opponent as false, might nevertheless judge such an opinion as somehow a legitimate one
to have. To this difficulty, we should add that there seem to be significant differences in
the way disagreement occurs in these three domains. For instance, we think that a
disagreement about whether capital punishment is a morally permissible practice is more
substantive and urgent to solve than a disagreement about whether sushi is delicious. This
is because we typically care about reaching a convergence in moral judgments more than
we care about reaching a convergence on matters of taste. These two aspects of cognitive
disagreements will take centre stage in this thesis.

My proposal, very briefly, is that we can account for the full range of differences in
disagreements occurring in domains beneath Cognitive Command in terms of the variable
normative role that truth exhibits in those domains. The thought is that what specific
constraint truth exerts on judgments in a given area of enquiry will vary in part as a
function of their subject matter.

The methodology I will adopt to carry this project out is that of pursuing a

2



comparative analysis of disagreements as they occur in the moral, taste and comedic
domains. I will carry this analysis out along three main axes of comparison: faultlessness,
parity, and rational sustainability. For each axis, | will compare situations of disagreement
from these three domains, and I will highlight what I take to be the most significant
differences.

The main motivation for pursuing such a comparative analysis comes from the fact
that, despite the popularity of discussions of disagreement in recent debates in philosophy
of language and epistemology, no substantive work has been done in the direction of a
systematic comparison of disagreement as it occurs in different areas of enquiry. On the
contrary, the recent debate on alethic relativism is generally vitiated by a certain
Procrustean attitude towards questions of disagreement. Even though it is now customary
to distinguish between different varieties of disagreement, very little has been said
regarding how and to what extent disagreement about moral matters differs from
disagreement about matters of taste or about comic matters.

I take this to be an important task. Part of the original contribution of this thesis is,
thus, to provide a framework for conducting comparative analyses of disagreement in
various domains. I will offer, as a starting point, my own analysis of disagreements in the
moral, the taste and the comedic domains. As we will see, the results of my analysis reveal
significant variations in the metaphysical and normative contour of these three domains.
Any discussion about disagreement should take these variations in serious consideration
and provide an explanation.

In the light of all this, a pivotal question is how we should conceive of truth. I will
subscribe to a broadly deflationary conception of truth. Standard versions of deflationism,
including that proposed and defended by Paul Horwich, are often criticized because unable
to fully account for the sui generis normative character of truth. I will offer a detailed
discussion of this criticism, arguing that it amounts to several challenges targeting different
aspects of the normativity of truth. I will concede that, to a certain extent, traditional forms
of deflationism have difficulties in explaining some normative facts about truth. However,

I will propose an amended version — minimally inflated deflationism — which I argue can
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explain all normative facts about truth. My account differs importantly from the version
defended by Horwich in that, in subscribing to the thesis that truth is a sui generis norm of
enquiry, it maintains that the property of truth has an underlying nature which is
explanatorily relevant. I will then argue that, its normative nature notwithstanding, this
conception of truth qualifies as deflationary, and I will show how minimally inflated

deflationism can account for the variable normative character of truth.

§0.2 Outline of the Chapters

I will begin my investigation in Chapter 1 by defending the legitimacy of truth-talk in the
moral, the taste and the comedic domains. In particular, I will vindicate the legitimacy of a
certain form of judgment in such domains — what I will call the objectified form of
judgment. Objectified judgments are judgments like “Capital punishment is morally
wrong”, “This sushi is delicious”, or “This joke is funny”. The thought is that the primary
function of such judgments is not that of merely reporting our emotions or subjective
reactions to a given gustatory, moral or comic experience — as when we say, using a more
subjective form of judgment, “I am amused by this joke”, or “I am delighted by this
sushi”, etc. Rather, objectified judgments purport to say something about the wrongness of
torturing, the deliciousness of sushi and the funniness of the joke. I will show that these
two forms of judgment are amenable to different conditions of defeat, and this provides us
with a functional story in support of the use of objectified judgments in the moral, taste
and comedic domains.

Once a case for the practical and epistemic legitimacy of such a form of judgment is
made, the question concerning cognitive disagreement becomes salient. In particular, two
issues will be the focus of my discussion in Chapter 2. Firstly, I will discuss the issue
concerning the role of cognitive disagreement in the three areas of discourse I am
primarily concerned with. Secondly, I will investigate whether cognitive disagreement as

occurring in such areas is a uniform phenomenon, or whether there are significant
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variations from one domain to another. As I have already anticipated, I will argue, by
means of a comparative analysis, that there are indeed important variations that have to do
primarily with a difference in the normative constraints that truth exerts in the three
domains — from a lightweight constraint in the taste domain to a more robust constraint in
the moral domain.

I will argue that this variability in normative strength depends on which aspects of
the normative profile of truth operate in a given discourse. The thought is that, as I will
make clear in Chapter 3, there are four main dimensions of the normativity of truth. I will
discuss each of these dimensions and defend what I take to be for each of them the best
formulation. Thus, when we say that truth is normative — or, that truth is a norm of enquiry
— we may mean one, or more, of the following things: (teleological) that truth is the aim of
enquiry; (evaluative) that truth is a sui generis standard of correctness of beliefs; (deontic)
that truth is what we ought to believe; or, lastly, (axiological) that it is valuable to believe
the truth.

I will suggest that, depending on factors concerning the nature of the subject matter
of the disagreement, some of these aspects may be operating in some discourses but be
silent in others. In particular, I will argue that whereas in the moral domain truth exerts a
deontic control, this normative aspect of truth is absent in both the taste and comedic
domains. I develop the idea of alethic suberogation as a model for understanding the
specific normative function of truth in the taste and comedic domain and I show how it
helps in accounting for both parity and faultlessness.

In the last Chapter I will be concerned with the following question: what conception
of truth should we adopt in the light of the results of our discussion so far? I will start by
specifying two desiderata — normative lightness and normative variability — that an
account of truth has to meet in order to be explanatorily adequate with respect to the
phenomena discussed in this thesis. Based on a general methodological principle of
metaphysical parsimony, [ will argue that a novel version of deflationism — what I will call
minimally inflated deflationism — provides the best account of truth for the purposes of our

project. I will contend that this version of deflationism represents an improvement on
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Horwich-style deflationism in that it can effectively deal with all the various aspect of the
normative challenge to deflationism.

The proposal defended in this thesis needs some stage setting. I will deal with this
important task in the first part of Chapter 1 where I outline the semantic framework within
which I will conduct my investigation. This framework is a bare-bones version of that

pioneered by Crispin Wright in his Truth and Objectivity.



Chapter 1

Minimal Truth, Minimal Truth-Aptness and the

Objectified form of Judgment

In this Chapter I will lay down the foundations for the project of this thesis. The subject
matter of the project is an investigation about the different normative role(s) that truth
plays in those areas of discourse generally called evaluative. The framework I am going to
assume for conducting such investigation is the one canvassed by Crispin Wright in Truth
and Objectivity. As 1 will work within this framework, it is important that we have a
comprehensive exposition of all its parts that are essential for my purposes.

I will begin by describing the basic features of minimalism about truth and truth-
aptness; I will expose the main marks of a realistic position concerning truth and assertoric
content in a given domain of discourse, for then exploring more in depth one of these
marks — what Wright calls cognitive command. Insofar as this particular mark is going to
play an important role in this project, I need to be as clear as possible about it.' In the final
section of the Chapter I will illustrate the functional role that a particular form of discourse
— what [ will call the objectified form of judgment — plays within the evaluative domain. I
take this to be a significant addition to the original framework canvassed in Truth and
Objectivity, and one that has an important preparatory role for the discussion of
disagreement in areas of discourse beneath cognitive command, which will be the focus of

Chapter 2.

" All those parts of the framework canvassed in Truth and Objectivity that are not essential for the project, I
will leave aside.



§ 1.1 The ‘Truth’ Question

§1.1.1 The Ordinary Conception & Tarski’s T-Schema

What does it take for a statement to be true? Intuitively, many would simply say that a
statement is true if and only if things stand as it says they are. This idea is perhaps our
most basic intuition about truth.> According to Michael Lynch this is one of the truisms
about truth that underlies our ordinary conception of truth.’

Various formulations of this intuitive thought are found in the writings of many
philosophers since, at least, ancient Greece. For instance, both Plato and Aristotle’

informally characterized truth along these lines. In their words:

“Socrates: Then that speech which says things as they are is true, and that

which says them as they are not is false?””’

“To say of what is that it is not, or of what is not that it is, is false, while to say

of what is that it is, and of what is not that it is not, is true.”®

As it is clear from these passages, there are two keys ingredients in the ordinary
conception of truth. On the one hand, there is the question of what the statement says. On
the other hand that of whether what the statement says is in agreement with, or

corresponds to, the way things are — or, more simply, to reality. These two elements seem

? See Kiinne, W. (2003):§6.2.1 for a list of philosophers endorsing this ‘correspondence’ intuition as a basic
feature of our conception of truth.

? See, Lynch, M. (2009):8. Lynch expresses this truism, which he calls the Objectivity truism, as follows:
“The belief that p is true if, and only if, with respect to the belief that p, things are as they are believed to be”
(8).

* See Paolo Crivelli’s excellent work on the theory of truth in Aristotle: Aristotle on Truth, Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, (2004); and Jonathan Barnes’ Truth, etc., Oxford: Oxford University Press,
(2007): Chapter 1 for an overview of the various conception of truth in ancient Greek and Latin philosophy.

3 Plato Cratylus 385b2; translated by Harold N. Fowler. Cambridge, MA, Harvard University Press; London,
William Heinemann Ltd. 1921; Cf. P1.Sph.240d9-241a2; 263b4-10.

% Aristotle Metaphysics, G 7 1011b25-7.



deeply entrenched in our ordinary conception of truth.

Alfred Tarski, perhaps more than anybody else in the history of Western philosophy,
has contributed to clarify and put in a rigorous form this core intuition behind the ordinary
conception. Although Tarski found such conception roughly on the right track and
adequate with respect to most of our everyday purposes, he nevertheless considered the
various formulations that had been elaborated inadequate from the point of view of formal
correctness, clarity and freedom from ambiguity. This is precisely the task that Tarski sets
for his semantic characterization of truth.

In his seminal paper “The Concept of Truth in Formalized Languages™ Tarski’s
main concern is, accordingly, that of providing a materially adequate and formally correct
definition of sentential truth — relative to unambiguous and adequately regimented portions
of natural language.® Since the publication of this masterpiece, Tarski’s theory has been
taken by many philosophers as the paradigm work on truth.’

As Davidson at various times pointed out, it is very important to be clear about the
fact that Tarski never attempted to give a general definition of truth. Rather, what he did
was to give a characterization of the various predicates of the form ‘true-in-L’, each
applicable to a single language, for different languages.'® Therefore, it is no surprise that

Tarski’s theory fails, as Putnam has claimed, as a general account of truth. It was never

" Tarski, A. (1935) “Der Wahrheitsbegriff in den formalisierten Sprachen,” Studia Logica 1: 261-405. This is
the enlarged German translation of the Polish version published in 1933. English translation by J. H.
Woodger in Tarski Logic, Semantics, Metamathematics, 2nd ed. (Indianapolis: Hackett, 1983): 152-278. All
references are to the English translation.

¥ Tarski develops his theory of truth for formalized languages; in particular, he chose as a sample language
for developing his theory the language of the calculus of classes — a proper fragment of mathematical logic.

? The correct interpretation and aim of Tarski’s theory is object of debate. Tarski explicitly states one of the
main methodological concerns in proposing his theory: “I shall not make use of any semantic concept if I am
not able previously to reduce it to other concepts” [Tarski, A. (1933/1938): 152-3]. Hartry Field (1972)
thinks that Tarski’s endorsement of this methodological constraint was motivated by his adherence to
physicalism. For a discussion of this point, see also Frost-Arnold, G. (2004), "Was Tarski's Theory of Truth
Motivated by Physicalism?" History and Philosophy of Logic 25 (4):265-280. Contrary to what Tarski
explicitly says, Field thinks that the correct way of understanding Tarski’s characterization of truth is to take
it to be a reduction of one semantic notion — truth — to three other semantic notions, and thus to explain what
it is for a sentence (token) to be true in terms of certain semantic features of the primitive components of the
sentence, which are: denotation (what it is for a name to denote something); satisfaction (what it is for a
predicative expression to be satisfied by an object); and fulfillment (what it is for a function symbol to be
fulfilled by some pair of objects). Cf. Davidson, D. (2005): Chapter 2.

' See, for instance, Davidson, D. (2005): Chapter 1.



. 11 .
meant to provide such an account. * In Tarski’s own words:

“There will be no question at all here of giving a single general definition of the

term. The problem which interests us will be split into a series of separate

problems each relating to a single language.”'

Tarski very explicitly declared that his theory is to be understood as a formal elaboration
of our ordinary conception of truth. In fact, he saw his work as offering a more precise
expression of our intuitions (which adhere to what he calls the classical Aristotelian
conception of truth) that truth somehow consists in a kind of correspondence with reality.

In the first paragraph of his paper, he says:

“[T]hroughout this work I shall be concerned exclusively with grasping the

intentions which are contained in the so-called classical conception of truth

(‘true-corresponding with reality”).”"?

And in a later paper:

“The desired definition does not aim to specify the meaning of a familiar word

used to denote a novel notion; on the contrary, it aims to catch hold the actual

meaning of an old notion.”"*

The way Tarski captures what he thinks is the main insight behind the Aristotelian
informal characterization of truth is by means of the more advanced (than what were
available at the time of Aristotle) tools provided by modern logic and semantics, in the

form of the famous equivalence:

" putnam, H. (1985):64.

12 Tarski, A. (1933/1983):153.

1 Tarski, A. (1933/1983):153.

' Tarski, A. (1944):341; see also his ‘Sur les ensembles définissables de nombres réels I’, reprinted and
translated in Tarski, A. (1983):128-129.
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(TS) ‘P’ is true-in-English if, and only if P,"

where what occurs on the left side of the equivalence in quotation marks — ‘P’ — is the
canonical name (or a structural descriptive name) that uniquely refers to the sentence in
question — P —; and on the right side we have the sentence itself in its declarative form. The
expression “if and only if” in (TS) is to be understood in terms of a material bi-
conditional.'® The ‘L’ in the parenthetical remark is not a variable, but rather the name of a
particular language, and an undetachable part of the predicate.

According to Tarski, the relation to the ordinary conception of truth is made manifest
by (TS), in that it requires that the truth predicate for a language L be so defined as to
entail, for any sentence ‘P’ of the language, a theorem of the form (TS). This provides the
conditions for the material adequacy of the definition and use of the truth predicate. As

Tarski puts the point:

“[W]e wish to use the term “true” in such a way that all equivalences of the

form [TS] can be asserted, and we shall call a definition of truth “adequate” if

[and, presumably, only if]"’ all these equivalences follow from it.”"*

Now, (TS) is a sentential schema, and it expresses a potentially infinite number of
equivalences (depending on the expressive richness of the language in question).
Whenever we plug into the schema a specific declarative sentence on the right, and its
canonical name on the left, we obtain a specific equivalence. According to Tarski, each
instance of the equivalence schema can be taken as a partial definition of truth, for a
specific language. Thus, the general definition of truth relative to that language has to be,

roughly, a logical conjunction of all these partial definitions. The big conjunction of all the

[t}

' Or, more generally, (TS) can be stated as follows: s is true-in-L iff p, where “p” translates L’s sentence s.
16 Cf. Davidson, D. (2005):25.

7 See Carnap, R. (1942):26-28; and Kiinne, W. (2003): 185.
' Tarski, A. (1944):344. As Davidson expresses the point, the T-sentences “alone constitute an unmistakable
test that a theory has captured a concept of truth we are interested in”; see Davidson, D. (1973).
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equivalences obtained from plugging in all the sentences of a specific language will give
us the extension of the truth predicate for that language.

As I said, Tarski takes ‘true’ to be a predicate that applies to structural descriptions
of interpreted sentences of a specific language. However, a sentence of one language is no
less a candidate for being true than a sentence of another. Tarski’s theory says very little
about how all these different truth predicates are related to each other. Notoriously this
opens the way to all sorts of Davidsonian and Quinean worries concerning the
indeterminacy of translation.'” I will not discuss this issue here.

Nowadays many philosophers working on truth who endorse the main intuitions
behind Tarski’s theory are happy to take propositions on board. Propositions, in their most
general sense, are taken to be the semantic contents of interpreted sentences in a context of
use. In this sense, they play the role of what different (inter-translatable) sentences from
different languages express in a given context.

Many different accounts of propositions have been given during the 20" century. In
this thesis, although I take on board propositions as the primary bearers of truth and falsity,
I will not commit to any particular account of propositions. The only work I expect
propositions to do is the fairly minimal one to be the semantic value of declarative
sentences in context. And this feature is something all the various theories of proposition
on the market agree on.

Once I have propositions on board, I might restate Tarski’s criterion in the following

way:
(ES) The proposition that p is true if and only if p,
where the left-hand-side of the schema refers to a propositional item (denoted here with

the expression ‘that p’) and, the right-hand-side expresses the fact, or state-of-affairs,

represented by the proposition.

¥ See, for instance, Davidson, D. (1984), especially section 3 and Quine, W.V.0. (1996). See also Field, H.
(1994), especially section 8.
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§ 1.1.2 T-Schema and Metaphysical Commitments

Expressions such as ‘corresponding to reality’ or ‘representing the facts’, which, as we
have seen, are generally part and parcel of our intuitive conception of truth, are sometimes
associated with what might be called an ontologically robust conception of representation
and facts. One might even claim that such a conception is entrenched in the way the folk —
perhaps those not completely unfamiliar to philosophy — use these words in ordinary
conversation. Thus, on the face of it one might think that such a conception of truth makes
sense only if correlated with a strong commitment to realism.

However, this commitment should not be thought as an essential and indispensable
feature of the classical conception of truth. Certainly, Tarski has been very explicit in
pointing out that his semantic conception is completely neutral with respect to the

metaphysical issues. In his own words:

“[W]e may accept the semantic conception of truth without giving up any
epistemological attitude we may have had; we may remain naive realists,

critical realists or idealists, empiricists or metaphysicians — whatever we were

before.””

Many philosophers share the kind of neutral attitude expressed by Tarski in this quote. In
fact, there seems to be nothing belonging to the essence of truth that requires a
commitment to robust realism. On the contrary, the core of the notion of truth,
characterized in Tarskian terms, is minimal and metaphysically lightweight. As such, it is
taken to be compatible with a variety of different specific proposals about what the nature
of truth consists in.

However, how minimal we can get is a matter of dispute. Among those who share a

2% Tarski, A. (1944):362.
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deflationary attitude towards truth, the most hard-core deflationists, as, for instance, Quine,
would even deny that ‘true’ denotes a property, maintaining that the only role that truth has
is purely semantic — a device for ascending or descending semantically. Less radical
deflationists, such as Paul Horwich, maintain that although ‘true’ denotes a property, this
property is metaphysically insubstantial and that all there is to the notion of truth can be
explained in terms of the Equivalence Schema alone. Other more moderate accounts, such
as that I will defend in Chapter 4, insist that any genuine notion of truth which, as such,
respects the Equivalence Schema, is associated with a property that, although
metaphysically lightweight, cannot be as insubstantial as more radical deflationists want to
maintain. The main reason for this claim has to do with the normative role(s) that truth
plays in enquiry. It is because of the specific normative profile of truth that certain radical
forms of deflationism about truth are not viable accounts of truth.”' All this will be dealt
with extensively in subsequent Chapters.

In what follows I will set up the framework for conducting our investigation about
disagreement and the normativity of truth. I will first explore what the notions of minimal
truth and minimal truth-aptness amount to (§2). Secondly, I will discuss the various marks
of realism Crispin Wright introduced in his Truth and Objectivity (§3), in order to explain
in more detail, in (§4), one specific mark that will play a fundamental role in the present
project — what Wright called cognitive command. In the last section of the Chapter (§5), I
will deal with the important question why we have a certain kind of objectified form of
discourse in those areas — such as moral, taste and the comic — where a presumption of

robust objectivity seems to be particularly unsuitable.

* See Chapter 4 for a detailed discussion of this point.
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§ 1.2 Minimal Truth and Truth-Aptness

§ 1.2.1 Minimal Truth

What has been said so far tells us nothing about the minimal requirements that a linguistic
expression needs to fulfill in order to express a truth-evaluable content (a proposition). In
this section, I deal with this issue. In so doing, I will discuss what a minimalist view about
truth and truth-aptness amounts to.

A minimally truth-apt content is a content which is apt for a minimal kind of truth.
This is not to suggest that questions concerning truth-aptness and those concerning
minimal truth coincide. In fact, there are two distinct, although connected, projects. One
issue is to outline the criteria for minimal truth, and thus what counts, among the truth-apt
contents as apt for (merely) minimal truth. The other issue concerns the question what are
the features that a certain linguistic item needs to possess in order to count as truth-apt. At
least in principle, a commitment to minimal truth is not necessarily a commitment to
minimal truth-aptness; nor is a commitment to the latter necessarily a commitment to
minimal truth. In what follows, I will deal with both issues.

Nonetheless, there is an important connection between the two projects. Once a
characterization of minimal truth is in play, what it takes for a content to be truth apt, in a
minimal sense, is nothing more than the applicability to such a content of a predicate
which qualifies as a genuine truth predicate — in the sense that it satisfies all (but not
necessarily only) those features characteristic of minimal truth.*

Let us begin by discussing Wright’s minimalist view about truth. The main idea is

** Paul Boghossian (1990) has argued that these two aspects of the minimalist theory cannot be separated —
specifically that a commitment to minimalism about truth carries with it a commitment to minimalism about
truth-aptness. Other philosophers have argued, on the contrary, that minimalism about truth and minimalism
about truth-aptness can, and perhaps should, be separated, arguing that an expressivist about evaluative
judgments can still be a minimalist about truth whilst rejecting minimalism about truth-aptness (see for
instance, Holton, R. (1993), Jackson, F., Oppy, G., and Smith, M. (1994) and Smith (1994)). I agree with
Boghossian’s remarks on this issue. Once a minimalist proposal concerning truth is on the table it is hard to
see how a minimalist view about truth-aptness can be avoided.
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that all it takes in order for an expression to qualify as a truth predicate is its satisfaction of
each element of a set of core features of truth. In the most recent paper on the topic,

Wright provides the following list of basic features:*

* Attitudinal Transparency: to judge (assert, believe) that p is to present p as true;

* Epistemic Opacity: this incorporates a variety of weaker and stronger principle — that a
thinker may be so situated that a particular truth is beyond her ken, that some truths may
never be known, that some truths may be unknowable even in principle;**

* Embedding: truth-aptness is closed under embedding within the context of negation,
conjunction, disjunction and conditionals;

* Correspondence: for a proposition to be true is for it to correspond to reality — to tell it
like it is;

 Extensional Divergence: truth and warranted assertibility are potentially extensionally
divergent — a proposition might be true without being justified and vice versa;

« Stability over time: truth is timeless — if a proposition is true, then it always is, so that
whatever may, at any particular time, be truly asserted/believed may — perhaps by
appropriate transformation of mood, or tense — be truly asserted/believed at any time.

* Absoluteness: truth does not come in degrees — propositions are completely true, if true at

all.

This list, which is not assumed to be exhaustive, includes features that are taken to be both
necessary and sufficient of the concept of truth. One interesting question is how these
features relate to the Equivalence Schema which, as we have seen, essentially governs the
logic of the truth predicate. For one thing, Wright sees the Equivalence Schema as based
upon what I am calling here the Attitudinal Transparency feature of truth. This basic

feature of the truth-concept is taken to give an explanation of why the truth predicate is

 Wright, C. (2001):760.
** As Wright observes, “which of these forms of opacity goes with the very concept of truth is, of course,
contentious, but not that some do.” See Wright, C. (2001):784, fn13.
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governed by the Equivalence Schema. Moreover, other two features — Divergence and
Correspondence — are directly supported by the Equivalence Schema. Correspondence is,
as we have already seen, indeed part and parcel of any minimal understanding of the
schema — in the sense that it can be read directly into its formulation. The Divergence
feature can be obtained from the Equivalence Schema plus some assumptions about
standards of warrant operating on assertoric content. I will return to this important point in
Chapter 4, when discussing Wright’s argument against deflationism.*

According to Wright, in order for a predicate to function as a truth predicate for a
given area of discourse it has to possess at least these basic features which are taken to
constitute the essential core of our ordinary concept of truth. In this sense, they provide a
set of necessary and jointly sufficient conditions for a predicate defined over a certain
domain of discourse to function as a truth predicate for that domain.

As it is clear from the formulation, these basic features are not only about truth but
also about assertoric content and about the various cognitive attitudes a subject might have
with respect to that content. In this sense, when taken together, these basic features
constitute a network of interrelated notions, each of which partly contributes to the
characterization of the others. I take it that the version of deflationism I will defend in

Chapter 4 is compatible with the basic features introduced by Wright.*®

§ 1.2.2 Minimalism and Pluralism

The proposal leaves open the possibility that in different areas of discourse there might be
additional features that a notion of truth needs to satisfy in order to count as the adequate
notion in that discourse. The framework is thus compatible with a pluralistic conception of

truth, according to which what qualifies as truth for one area of discourse might be

% Qee Chapter 4, §4.5.

%% There might be an issue with “Epistemic Opacity”. Since I will operate within domain of discourse
beneath cognitive command where the idea of truths that are beyond our cognitive and epistemic ken seems
unjustified, I will leave this issue aside.
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different from what qualifies as truth in other areas. What all these different notions of
truth will have in common is their satisfaction of the basic set of features listed above,
which makes them genuine notions of truth for that discourse. More precisely, we would
have a unique and minimal concept of truth which is fully characterized by the set of basic
features considered above and different truth properties in different domains which all
satisfy each of the basic features characterizing the concept of truth and, in addition to this,
they would also satisfy different domain-specific features, making them a plurality of truth
properties. What makes for truth in ethics might be different to what makes for truth in
physics or mathematics despite the fact that these would all be genuine notions of truth
insofar as they satisfy, at least, all those basic features constituting the concept of truth.”’
This coexistence of unity at the level of the concept and plurality at the level of the
property is taken to be the hallmark of any genuine and stable form of pluralism. The
conceptual unity tells us that the various truth-properties have in common, namely that
they are indeed truth-properties; whereas the plurality at the level of property provides for
the variability that makes the account of truth a pluralistic one.”

It is important to bear in mind that this pluralistic picture, although quite a natural
ally to the approach to the metaphysics of truth sketched here, is not forced upon us by an
endorsement of the minimalist framework canvassed in Truth and Objectivity. One might
fully endorse the basic structure of the project without having to commit to the thesis that
there is a variety of truth properties in different domains of discourse. For this reason I will
remain neutral on the question whether we should adopt a pluralistic conception of truth in
any of the ways in which such proposal has been defended in the last two decades or so.

What I will do is rather to take at face value the important idea, already present in

Truth and Objectivity, that the normative significance of truth might vary from one domain

*" In the last decade or so, research concerning alethic pluralism has been quite intense, and as a result, there
are many different ways in which this framework has been developed. The main advocates of pluralism in
the current debate are Crispin Wright (1992, 2001, 2013), Michael Lynch (2009), Douglas Edwards (2013),
Nikolaj Pedersen & Cory Wright (2013). See Pedersen, N.J.L.L. and Wright, C. (2013) for an overview of
the various form of alethic pluralism currently on the market.

** This model has been firstly proposed by Crispin Wright in Truth and Objectivity, and then adopted by
Michael Lynch with some important differences.
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of discourse to another, and elaborate on that, without committing to the additional
pluralistic thesis. All that is needed, I shall argue, in order to account for this variability in
the normativity of truth is a fairly minimal notion and the extra bit of normative constraint
that is needed in certain domains of discourse, rather than being part and parcel of the
notion of truth (or, more precisely, of the nature of the truth property) would be sourced in
facts extrinsic to truth, and connected to the nature of the subject matter of the domain in

question. I will return to this important point in Chapter 4.

§1.2.3 Domains of Discourse, Mixed Atomics and Mixed Compounds

That said there are important issues concerning the notion of a ‘domain of discourse’
which have to do with the criteria for the identification of a domain. For one thing we
employ our (thin) normative and evaluative vocabulary — terms like ‘good’, ‘bad’, ‘ought’,
‘permissible’, etc. — in all the areas of discourse I am primarily concerned with — i.e.,
gustatory taste, moral and comedic. Moreover, we can use the very same term ‘ought’ in a
variety of different ways, even within the context of a single atomic sentence. In fact, we
might talk about the prudential ‘ought’, the moral ‘ought’, the merely teleological ‘ought’
for some end, and we can talk about a combination of these ‘oughts’ or an all things
considered ‘ought’.* Thus questions concerning the unity of the normative become
salient.’® For example, if I say: “you ought to fight” — I might mean morally, or
prudentially, or both. Thus it is unclear whether such an atomic judgment can be classified
as a moral judgment or not.”' Given this fact one might be sceptical about the possibility of
making out sharp distinctions between these various areas.

My line of thought in this respect is to concede some ground to this line of
scepticism without thereby having to renounce to the general usefulness of the notion of a
domain of discourse. For one thing, to the question “how do we know whether a certain

judgment belongs to a certain domain?” we could answer by appealing to the notion of a

% On this issue, see Chrisman, M. (2012¢).
0 gee Scanlon, T.M. (2011).
1 See Wyatt, J. (2013) on this issue.
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judgment’s subject matter (or aboutness). By looking at what a given (atomic) judgment is
about (i.e. what is predicated to what object) we will generally have a good, albeit
defeasible, indication of which domain of discourse the judgment belongs to. If, for
instance, we predicate a certain gustatory property - e.g., deliciousness - to a certain food -
e.g., sushi - we have good evidence that such a judgment - e.g., “sushi is delicious” -
belongs to the domain of taste, rather than the moral or comedic domain. Of course, things
are not always that easy and sometimes appealing to some factors concerning the situation
in which the evaluation is carried out might be needed. Cases of atomic judgments
belonging to more than one evaluative areas of discourse — such as the example with
‘ought’ above — are trickier. My inclination with respect to these cases is to endorse a form
of speech-act pluralism. Given that we are using ‘ought’ in more than one sense within the
context of an atomic judgment, what we are doing is just expressing a plurality of
judgments each of which belongs to a single domain of discourse. Thus, even though the
notion of a domain of discourse is not as sharp as we would hope it is nevertheless a useful
notion for the purposes of my project in this thesis. In what follows I will continue to use
the notion of a domain of discourse assuming that we have a good enough understanding
of it.

Moreover, and more generally, it is important to bear in mind that the problem of
demarcating 'domains of discourse' is actually a problem for a lot of traditional
metaphysics, and not just for the thesis I will defend in what follows that truth has a
different normative profile in different areas of discourse, or for the alethic pluralist thesis
(e.g., that defended by Crispin Wright). It is, for example, a problem for the idea that
different regions of discourse may display different realism-relevant characteristics (e.g.,
Dummett, Wright, Blackburn, et al), as for the idea that some but not all regions of
discourse may be suitable for a relativist treatment (e.g., Macfarlane).

That said, there is another, and perhaps more serious, concern lurking in this
neighbourhood. So far I have been talking about atomic judgments, namely judgments of
the simple form subject-predicate. But surely we can form more complex judgments out of

atomic ones, and among them there are judgments that result from the logical combination
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of atomic judgments belonging to different domains of discourse. What should we say
about them - and especially, what should we say about the truth (or falsity) of such
judgments? I will return to this important issue at the end of Chapter 4 when dealing with
the normative variability of truth (see § 4.7.5.3). 1 will here outline some general
guidelines concerning how to conceive of the truth of mixed judgments. In the last few
years, at least since Christine Tappolet’s (1997) and (2000) papers, there has been a debate
about how to deal with these mixed cases, especially among those who subscribe to some
form of alethic pluralism.** According to Tappolet (2000) these mixed judgments present a
dilemma for alethic pluralists: either they deny the truth of mixed judgments or they need
to appeal to a general notion of truth thus undermining the need of a plurality of truth
properties.

Now, insofar as I am not advocating alethic pluralism for the purposes of this thesis,
I can easily admit one general, deflationary, property of truth and thus dissolve the
problem of mixed judgments: they are true (if true) in the same way in which their atomic
constituents are true (if true). However, because I will defend a pluralistic conception of
the normative role that truth exerts in different areas of enquiry, my proposal is exposed to
a similar worry. Thus it might be useful to anticipate here some general strategies that a
pluralist can adopt to address this issue in order to indicate in more concrete terms in
(§4.7.5.3) how my proposal of the normativity of truth might deal with it.

Some philosophers (e.g., Cotnoir and Lynch) have argued that a generic truth
property — in Lynch’s terms, the higher order functional property truth-as-such — (see
Lynch 2009) is not incompatible with a philosophically interesting pluralism about truth.
On the contrary, in Lynch’s functionalist framework, truth-as-such is essential to the
mechanics of alethic pluralism. This would be an example of a successful solution to the

problem of mixed judgments based on the admission of a generic truth property.” In this

> One might see the Frege-Geach problem as intimately related to the issue discussed by Tappolet — as
essentially about what to say concerning mixed inferences and mixed judgments.

3 1 believe that Lynch’s model for alethic pluralism gives rise to another worry according to which a given
true proposition will have more than one alethic property, the domain specific property and the general truth
property. The thought is that such a proposition will have the generic truth property in virtue of its having the
domain specific truth property. However it is not clear what is the role of this functional generic truth
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respect, Tappolet’s dilemma is shown to be a false dilemma. Other pluralist frameworks —
in particular the one pioneered by Wright in several works — deny the existence of a
general truth property (and express some scepticism about proposals that admit of one —
see Wright 2013). These pluralisms cannot thus endorse the second horn of Tappolet’s
dilemma. However there are ways out. One possibility, suggested by Pedersen, (see
Pedersen (2006)) is to conceive of the truth of mixed judgments in disjunctive terms: thus
the truth of a conjunction of two judgments one of which is T, while the other is T, will
be a disjunctive property (T; or T,). Alternatively, a pluralist a la Wright who does not like
the idea of having disjunctive alethic properties can maintain that a mixed judgment
(recursively) inherits the truth property of one of its compounds. Which one? An answer to
this question will depend on what is the main logical operator governing the mixed
judgment. Without going into unnecessary technical details, one option is to maintain that
all the various truth properties can be ranked on a scale which goes from the less
committal (both in terms of normativity and ontological commitments) truth to the more
committal one. In this way a pluralist can maintain that if the main connective is a
conjunction then the conjunctive judgment will inherit the more committal truth property
whereas if it is a disjunction whose disjuncts are both true the compound judgment will
inherit the less committal truth property (otherwise the truth property applicable to the true
disjunct). One important drawback of adopting this solution is that it requires modifying
the standard account of the truth-functionality of connectives, and in particular to renounce
to what might be called the principle of truth-distribution. This is because the way in
which the mixed judgment happens to be true might not be shared by all its components.
Another, perhaps more promising, way out for alethic pluralism is to agree with
Edwards (2008), (2009) that Tappolet’s second horn of the dilemma trades on a conflation
between truth-property and truth-conditions. A conjunctive judgment, in the simplest case,
is nothing more than a conjunction of two atomic judgments, and it is true in virtue of its

conjuncts possessing the domain specific truth property that applies to them. Thus a

property — whether it is genuine truth property of propositions or rather a second-order kind of property of
properties of propositions.
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conjunctive judgment of the form “torturing causes pain and torturing is wrong” will be
true in virtue of the fact that “torturing causes pain” corresponds to the facts, and
“torturing is wrong” is, e.g., superassertible. Thus, the simple thought is that if you want to
know how a complex judgment is true (meaning, what are its truth-conditions) just look at
its components, and in the case they are atoms, just look at the truth property that applies
to each atom, otherwise just keep the recursive machinery going. Thus atoms are true in
virtue of their possessing a certain specific truth property while compounds are true in
virtue of the fact that each atom (or just some of the atoms) that composes the compound
possesses the domain specific truth property that applies to it. No need to postulate the
existence of a generic truth property or of a hierarchy of truth-properties that apply to
complexes of increasing complexity. Much more need to be said in order to have a fully
worked out proposal. But I am confident that these briefs remarks do a decent enough
work in the context of this thesis to highlight some promising ways of addressing the

initial concerns.

§ 1.2.4 Truth-aptness and Minimal Truth

Truth-aptness is primarily a characteristic of (interpreted) declarative sentences, and
consequently of those domains of discourse dealing with such sentences.* To a first
approximation, a linguistic expression qualifies as truth-apt just in case the content it
expresses can be evaluated for truth and falsity —or, equivalently for our purposes, just in
case it is apt to express a proposition.” Elaborating on this, Wright provides the following

characterization of truth-aptness:

“[1] That any discourse dealing in assertoric contents will permit the definition
upon its sentences of a predicate which qualifies as a truth predicate in the light

of the minimalist proposal about truth; and

** As Jackson, Smith and Oppy point out, propositions are semantic entities that by definition do not raise the
question of truth-aptness. See Jackson, F., Smith, M. and Oppy, G. (1994).
** Propositions are generally taken to be essentially truth-evaluable.
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[2a — The Syntax Condition] That a discourse should be reckoned to deal with
suitable such contents just in case its ingredient sentences are subject to certain
minimal constraints of syntax — embeddability within negation, the conditional,
contexts of propositional attitude, etc. — and discipline [2b — The Discipline

Condition]: their use must be governed by commonly-acknowledged standards

36
of warrant.”

The first thing to notice, in order to avoid confusion, is that the question of what it takes
for a certain item to be truth-apt is distinct from the question of what it takes for a certain
item to play the role of truth-bearer. If we take propositions to be the semantic value of
interpreted sentences, then propositions would be our truth-bearers (i.e., truth and falsity
would be properties of propositions). On the other hand, truth-aptness is not a property of
proposition but a feature of a certain class of syntactic constructions whose use is subject
to some (minimal) constraint. Of course, if we opted for interpreted sentences to be our
primary truth-bearers, then truth-aptness and truth-bearerness would both be features of the
same kind of objects. However, this need not be the case.

The conditions stated in these two claims are taken by Wright to be both necessary
and jointly sufficient for truth-aptness in a given domain of discourse. The first condition
just makes explicit the connection between assertoric discourse and the definability within
that discourse of a predicate functioning as a truth predicate according to the minimalist
recipe. If a discourse is dealing with genuinely assertoric contents, then it must be possible
to define within that discourse a truth predicate along the minimalist line. This first
condition is fairly unproblematic, so, in what follows, I will concentrate on the second
condition which needs a bit more spelling out. Call the conjunction of [1] and [2a]
Syntacticism; and the conjunction of all the three conditions [1], [2a] and [2b], Disciplined
Syntacticism.

The second condition is in fact a conjunction of two claims and brings together two

different constraints. One constraint concerns the syntax of the sentence in question. The

% Wright, C. (2001b):53. See also Boghossian, P. (1990):163-4.
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other regards its disciplined use within the assertoric discourse. According to the syntactic
constraint, a condition for truth-aptness is that the linguistic item in question belongs to the
syntactically demarcated category of indicative sentences. If the sentence can be
significantly embedded in suitable syntactic constructions such as negation, antecedent and
consequent of conditionals, propositional attitudes and truth-ascriptions, then that sentence
passes the syntactic constraint.

The syntactic constraint, however, is not enough. We also need some other constraint
regulating the use of such expressions within assertoric contexts. One reason why we need
more is explained by Frank Jackson, Michael Smith and Graham Oppy (=JSO) in their
joint paper “Minimalism and Truth Aptness”. If truth-aptness is a fancy way of expressing
the thought that a given sentence has specific truth-conditions, and we endorse a view
according to which truth-conditions are (at least partly) determined by pattern of use of the
sentence within the assertoric discourse, then we have a problem. No amount of purely
syntactical information is sufficient to determine that there is a rich enough pattern of
usage to determine truth-conditions.’” Thus, the syntactic constraint alone is not sufficient
for granting truth-aptness to a syntactically well-behaved linguistic expression.

I do not think that JSO’s main argument for proving the inadequacy of pure
Syntacticism is in fact the right one. One might try to resist this conclusion by objecting to
the view about truth-conditions assumed in the argument. Alternatively, and more
plausibly, one might accept this view about truth-conditions but try to relax the link
between truth-aptness and truth-conditionality. As I understand them, JSO take it to be a

conceptual truth that if a sentence is truth-apt there must be a set of truth-conditions it has.

*7 See Jackson, F., Smith, M., Oppy, G. (1994): 293. The argument they give in the paper runs as follow:

(1) Enough by way of syntactical facts alone is sufficient for being truth apt. [For reductio]

(2) It is impossible for a sentence to be truth apt without there being truth conditions it has. [Conceptual
truth]

(3) Enough by way of syntactical facts alone is sufficient for having one set of truth conditions rather than
another. [From (1), (2)]

(4) A necessary condition for having one set of truth conditions rather than another is having a rich enough
pattern of usage to determine truth conditions. [Assumption about truth-conditions]

(5) Enough by way of syntactical facts is sufficient for having a rich enough pattern of usage to determine
truth conditions. [From (3), (4)]

Since (5) is clearly false, we should deny (1).
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However, it is not clear in what sense this should be considered a conceptual truth.

One might take truth-aptness, in a fairly minimal sense, to be a sort of dispositional
feature of sentences, as in fact the disposition to receive a specific set of truth conditions
under the circumstances of appropriate usage within an assertoric context. Although truth-
aptness is indeed aptness to express a truth-conditional content (or, more simply, aptness
for propositionality), it does not require that the sentence in question actually possesses a
specific set of truth conditions. We should also keep in mind that, given its conventional
character, nothing forecloses the possibility that the assertoric practice, as it actually is,
undergoes significant changes. This means that there is no assurance that the truth-
conditions a truth-apt statement would have if used in certain future assertoric contexts
would be the same as those it would have if it were used in the actual context of assertion
within the actual practice.

In addition to this, JSO provide no argument for the thesis that a statement’s being
truth-apt entails that there actually are specific truth-conditions it has to have. It might well
happen that such a sentence will never be used in any assertoric context and thus it will
never receive an actual set of truth-conditions. However, granted the view on truth-
conditions assumed in the argument, although this would be sufficient for the sentence
lacking actual truth-conditions it would not deprive such a sentence of its potential to
receive a specific set of truth conditions under appropriate circumstances of use. To this
aim it is enough that the sentence has all the syntactic complexity required for its having
indicative form. If this is correct then it puts considerable pressure on the idea that the link
between truth-aptness and truth-conditionality assumed by JSO is indeed a conceptual
truth about truth-aptness.

This is not, however, to say that the syntactic condition is by itself sufficient for
granting truth-aptness. In fact, one might think that the bare syntactic criterion on truth-
aptness makes it too easy for sentences to turn out to be truth-apt, and consequently too
easy to generate seemingly meaningful complex sentences which are clearly not
meaningful at all. Just saying that a given syntactic construction can be meaningfully

embedded within the context of the truth predicate is not sufficient as a criterion for truth-
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aptness.

James Dreier in his 1996 paper “Expressivist Embeddings and Minimal Truth” has
expressed this concern forcefully. He introduces a new predicate, ‘hiyo’ such that the
sentence ‘Bob is hiyo’ is used in very much the same way as ‘hey, Bob’ is used — namely,
to accost Bob. However, ‘hiyo’ is grammatically an adjective, so ‘Bob is hiyo’ is an
ordinary indicative sentence. Thus ‘it is true that Bob is hiyo’ is syntactically well formed.
This means that, by the syntactic criterion, ‘Bob is hiyo’ counts as truth-apt, and so
someone who is willing to accost Bob is licensed to say that ‘Bob is hiyo’ is true. Dreier
elaborates the worry by noting that, under this account of truth-aptness, sentences like ‘if a
dingo is near, then Bob is hiyo’ are also grammatically well formed and truth-apt, if ‘hiyo’
is an ordinary predicate. However, as Drier points out, the problem of such sentence is that
it is unintelligible. We seem to understand it, but we actually do not. This is simply
because the idea that someone might use that conditional to infer 'Bob is hiyo' from 'A

dingo is near' makes no sense. What this shows, according to Drier, is that

“Not every combination of characterization of the speech act performed by an
utterance and stipulation that the expression in question functions as a predicate

is a consistent combination. We want some sort of guarantee that the stipulation

makes sense.”*

This guarantee comes from the second clause of the second condition for truth-aptness
stated by Wright — namely, assertoric discipline. The idea is that for a sentence to be truth-
apt it must not only respect the syntactic constraints mentioned above, but there must also
be standards whereby the use of that sentence in a community are judged to be warranted
or unwarranted. In other words, in addition to the syntactic constraint, we need also to
ensure that any use of the sentence is appropriately disciplined by norms of correct

assertion.

¥ Drier, J. (1996):43.
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As Wright makes it very clear in reply to a criticism by Simon Blackburn,” this
condition for truth-aptness by no means entails a commitment to the idea that the standard
use of all indicative sentences in a truth-apt domain is assertoric.*” On the contrary, it is
open to there being other kinds of discipline different from the assertoric one governing
other types of (non-doxastic) attitude towards the content of indicative sentences. Thus it is
no objection to the adequacy of the constraint that there are uses of indicative sentences
besides the assertoric one — like, for instance Austinian performatives — which are
governed by non-truth-connected norms.*' Moreover, different kinds of assertion might be
subject to different sorts of discipline — empirical assertions and mathematical assertions,
assertions about the past and assertions about the future, etc. However, this fact has no
bearing on their status as assertions.

A prima facie more pressing worry about the second condition for truth-aptness is
discussed by JSO in the aforementioned paper. The basic shape of their concern is that, as
a matter of fact, the criteria for truth-aptness are more demanding than those required by
Disciplined Syntacticism, in that they involve what JSO call the platitudinous connection
between truth-aptness and belief. Once this connection is brought into the picture, they
argue, the characterization of truth-aptness proposed by Wright ceases to be minimal, in
the way in which it was originally intended to be. The kind of connection they have in
mind is the following: it is a necessary requirement for a sentence to be truth-apt that such
a sentence can be used to give the content of a belief, specifically the belief of someone
who asserts the sentence in question. Once this is accepted, insofar as it is not a
metaphysically innocent matter whether or not a certain state is a belief, any
characterization of truth-aptness based on this platitudinous connection would not be

minimal. In their words:

“To show that a sentence is truth-apt [...] it needs also [in addition to syntax

3% See Blackburn, S. (1998)

* See Wright, C. (1998) “Comrades against Quietism: Reply to Simon Blackburn on Truth and Objectivity”,
Mind, 107 (425):183-203; especially §2:187-9.

* Blackburn, S. (1998):159-161.
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and discipline] to be shown that the state an agent is in when she is disposed to
utter a sentence with the appropriate syntax and discipline bears the relation to

information, action and rationality required for the state to count as a belief.

This is a substantial matter.”*

Consider, as an illustration, ethical statements. Disciplined Syntacticism deems ethical
statements as truth-apt. If we grant the connection between truth-aptness and beliefs, it
follows that ethical statements are apt for expressing the content of the belief the subject
has in asserting such statement. However, according to JSO, a commitment to this view is
not minimal. There are philosophical choices to be made in order — for instance — to
address what Michael Smith has called the moral problem.” However, any such choice
has its own theoretical commitments, and in this sense any endorsement of one specific
view or another requires a commitment that goes far beyond any plausible kind of
minimalism. For example, if we accept both the plausible thesis that an assertion of an
ethical statement is inherently motivational together with the Humean thesis according to
which no belief can be, in and of itself, a motivational state, we generate a tension that
needs deep philosophical work to be solved. Thus, if we take into account the platitudinous
connection with beliefs as they suggest, any prospect for a minimalist account of truth-
aptness looks rather bleak. The lesson JSO want to take from this fact is that minimalism
about truth does not enforce minimalism about truth-aptness.

Wright’s own response on this point is to agree that there is an analytical connection

between truth-aptness and belief, but he disagrees with the way JSO understand it. What is

2 Jackson, F., Smith, M., Oppy, G. (1994):296.

# Smith, M. (1994) is an excellent example of how such a project can be carried out (and indeed an example
of how much hard philosophical work is required). According to Smith, the moral problem can be stated in
the form of three plausible, but apparently inconsistent, propositions:

1. Moral judgments express beliefs.

2. Moral judgments have a necessary connection of sorts with the will: that is, with being motivated.

3. Motivation is a matter of having, inter alia, suitable desires.

Smith’s project is that of showing how these three theses (or a slightly modified version of them) can be
made compatible. See also Smith, M. (1994) "Why Expressivists should love Minimalism about Truth",
Analysis, 54 (1): 8.
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analytic is the following connection: bracketing paradoxical sentences,” if someone
sincerely asserts a sentence S, then she has a belief whose content can be captured by
means of S. However, according to Wright, “any attitude is a belief which may be
expressed by the sincere endorsement of a sentence which complies with the constraints of

* In these terms, there is no

syntax and discipline imposed by [Disciplined Syntacticism].
particular problem in admitting that a certain class of statements (ethical statements) used
assertorically express a genuine belief. Insofar as ethical statements are minimally truth-
apt, and thus express a content that can be evaluated for truth and falsity, there seems to be
no obstacle in maintaining that there are genuine ethical beliefs. The ur-mistake is to think
that genuine beliefs must be robustly representational in character. However, this is not the
case.*

In general, then, any mental state expressed by a sincere assertoric use of a
declarative sentence, P, automatically, counts as a belief that p. There need not be any
further tie that links together all of the states called ‘‘belief’’, nothing over and above their
being those states a subject entertains whenever she is willing to warrantably endorse or
assert the corresponding declarative sentences. And this goes hand in hand with the fact
that the folk unreflectively describe ethical convictions and aesthetic opinions as beliefs.

In the light of this discussion, for the purposes of the project of this thesis I can hold

on to the Disciplined Syntacticism as the correct account of truth-aptness.

§ 1.3 Marks of Realism

§ 1.3.1 The Philosophical Significance of the Realism/Anti-Realism Debate

Wright takes the real philosophical impetus driving the project of Truth and Objectivity to

* On this point, see O'Leary-Hawthorne, J. & Price, H. (1996), "How to stand up for non-cognitivists”,
Australasian Journal of Philosophy 74 (2):275-292

* Wright, C. (1994): 169-175.

* On this point, see also Lynch, M. (2009):149-153.
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be that of metaphysical activism.”’ Accordingly, one of the main points on the
philosophical agenda is to vindicate the substantiality of the debate between realism and
anti-realism by providing some theoretical tools for framing, conducting and assessing that
debate, both on a global and local scale.

Despite its metaphysical activism, the general methodological tenor driving the
project is mainly deflationary, and that of ontological parsimony: rather than being the
default position, realism has to be earned. If it can be shown that this project can be
effectively carried out, this should be sufficient to discredit any radical quietist attitude
towards the philosophical significance of the realist/anti-realist debate. The lesson is thus
that from the stalemate generated by the failure of a global anti-realism and the inadequacy
of a global realism, we should not embrace quietism. A more active stance is open which
rehabilitates both views on a local scale and fills our philosophical agenda with many
interesting philosophical questions. Whether or not quietist souls are fully satisfied with
the project of Truth and Objectivity, 1 will here endorse its philosophical ‘activism’. In
fact, I will try to make this stance even more effective, by highlighting and elaborating on
some important details and distinctions left uncovered in Wright’s book.

In order to accomplish his project, Wright engages in a detailed discussion
concerning the main marks along which the opposition between realist and anti-realist
conceptions of truth should be framed. He individuates four marks, which I will briefly
describe in this section. The underlying methodology is that a metaphysically minimal
conception of truth and content should be the default position and therefore the starting
point of the project. Realism then is something that needs to be gradually earned by means

of philosophical investigation along the four marks individuated by Wright.

§ 1.3.2 Four Marks of Realism

*" This expression can be translated in the current context as anti-quietism in metaphysics. See Wright, C.
(2012):426.
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The first mark, which Wright calls the Dummettian point,*™® is that the evidence-
transcendent character of the truth of propositions in a domain of discourse is sufficient
(but not necessary) condition for imposing a realist conception of truth in that domain. In
other words, if we think that at least some of the propositions belonging to a given domain
may have determinate truth-values regardless of our ability to determine what those truth-
values are, or even to gather evidence in favor or against them, then we are conceiving of
truth in that discourse in a realist way. This point requires that the source of truth is located
in a mind-independent reality.*’ This constitutes the first step towards an earned realist
conception.

The second mark has to do with what Wright takes to be the core feature of the
contrast between Socrates and Euthyphro in Plato’s FEuthyphro — what he calls the
Euthyphro Contrast.™® This mark concerns the direction of explanatory priority of the two
sides of the Equivalence Schema. Whether a certain proposition is true only because of the
fact that things stand as it says they are; or, conversely, whether things are as they are (at
least partly) because the proposition that says that things are as they are is true. In other
words whether the truth of our judgment at least partly determines that things are as it says
they are or whether the truth of our judgment is entirely determined by (responsive to) the
fact that things are as it says they are.

The fact that the source of the truth-values of at least some propositions is located
in a mind-independent reality does not require, by itself, that truth has to be conceived of
as evidence-transcendent. The possibility is still open that even if the source of the truth of
a certain class of propositions is in a mind-independent reality, there is no reason for
thinking that the truth of some of these propositions might transcend our cognitive and
technological capacities to gather evidence and recognize it as such. Admitting that there

are domains of discourse in which best enquiry must lead us to the complete truth is

* See Wright, C. (2012):426. Cf. Dummett, M. (1973) “The Philosophical Basis of Intuitionistic Logic”, in
his Truth and Other Enigmas, Cambridge (MA): Harvard University Press (1978):215-217; and Tennant, N.
(1997) The Taming of the True, Oxford: Oxford University Press; Ch.2.

* See Wright, C. (1992):3-7; 76-79; and Wright (2012):426.
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entirely compatible with a realist conception. This means that the fact that the notion of
truth in some domains is evidentially constrained is not sufficient for granting a non-realist
notion of truth. The point is rather that, unless we can make sure that the method of
enquiry through which we seek the truth in such domains is not one of pure detection and
discovery — i.e., entirely responsive to the subject-matter of the discourse whose nature is
completely mind-independent — we would not have sufficient grounds to dispel every
worry about whether we should consider truth in such domains as realist. What we need
for granting the presence of a non-realist notion of truth is not only that truth is
evidentially constrained in the relevant domain but also that the method of enquiry in this
domain is at least partially, but substantially, influenced by the judging subject — i.e., the
reality of the subject matter is best conceived as at least partly mind-dependent.”!

The kind of contrast suggested here concerns which factors go into the
determination of the extension of the truth predicate in a given domain of discourse.
Whether it is the (perhaps best) opinion of judging subjects that determines the extension
of ‘true’ or whether its extension is merely reflexive of a judgment-independent state of
affairs (regardless of whether it is epistemically accessible to us or not). This constitutes
the second step towards realism.

The remaining two marks of realism, which together constitute the third step
towards an understanding of an earned realism, concern the so-called Correspondence
Platitude. The main thought behind it is that to tell the truth is “to tell it like it is” —i.e., to
express a content which corresponds to, or represents, the facts. These two marks take
issue respectively with the two key notions embedded within the platitude: the notions of
fact and representation. They function as a sort of litmus paper for detecting whether a
given domain of discourse has indeed the realist-friendly characteristics highlighted by the
first two marks. In the ordinary philosophical jargon, the notion of fact and that of
representation were immediately associated with full-blooded realism. That, presumably,

was partly because of the popularity of a correspondence conception of truth with its entire

> See Wright, C. (1992), Appendix to Chapter 3 for a discussion of the Euthyphro Contrast. See also Wright
(2012):426-7.
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heavy weight metaphysical load. One of the key intuitions of Truth and Objectivity is
precisely that of detaching these two notions from a robust realist reading — to show that
they are best understood in their broadest sense as ‘thin’ notions that can be appropriately
inflated to a fully realist conception. In short, in accordance with the methodological point
made earlier, the default understanding of ‘facts’ and ‘representational content’ should be
deflationary — a realist, ‘thick’, conception of them is something that needs to be earned
through non-trivial philosophical investigation.

That said the third mark is constituted by what Wright calls cognitive command.
Since this principle is playing a major role in the project of this thesis, I will dedicate the
next section of this Chapter to a detailed discussion of it. So I will be quick here in
presenting the main idea. Roughly, this mark has to do with the notion of
representationality of content. It establishes a bridge between the idea of genuine
representation and the presence of a shortcoming grounded in some kind of cognitive
failure. The thought is that if the proper function of two devices is genuinely
representational — e.g., two copy machines — then if when presented with the same input
they produce different outputs that difference (given some provisos we’ll discuss in the
next section) is entirely due to some shortcoming concerning the execution of the proper
function of at least one of the devices. Transposed to the case of cognitive systems, if the
proper function of a cognitive device in certain areas of discourse is genuinely
representational (i.e., to detect and report how things are ‘out there’), then if two people
presented with the same input — e.g., the same perceptual evidence — disagree — i.e.,
produce divergent judgments — then (again, given some provisos) at least one of them is
subject to some kind of cognitive shortcoming. Such a mistake might be the result of a
misapplication of the adequate method of enquiry vis-a-vis the subject matter at issue, or
of the application of an inadequate method of enquiry, or of a misprocessing of the
available information. To put it in simple words, it is a mark of realism in a given
discourse that if two people disagree about some judgment within that discourse, then at
least one of them is making a cognitive kind of mistake. This said it is important to notice

that although the failure of a given domain to exhibit cognitive command is per se
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sufficient to qualify that discourse as apt for an anti-realist treatment, satisfaction of it is
not per se sufficient for earning realism about the target domain. More is needed to assure
that the domain in question is apt for a realist treatment.

The fourth, and final, mark of realism discussed in Truth and Objectivity, is what
Wright calls width of cosmological role”® This mark provides us with a set of
considerations which, analogously to the case of cognitive command, give us the material
to substantiate the correspondence feature of minimal truth taking issue, this time, with the
notion of ‘the facts’ — the things that our thoughts are meant to represent. Wright

introduces the notion of width of cosmological role as follows:

“Let the width of cosmological role of the subject matter of a discourse be
measured by the extent to which citing the kinds of states of affairs with which
it deals is potentially contributive to the explanation of things other than, or
other than via, our being in attitudinal states which take such states of affairs as
object. [...] The crucial question is [...] of what else there is, other than our

beliefs, of which the citation of such states of affairs can feature in good enough

explanations.”

A subject matter possesses a wide cosmological role just in case citation of the states of
affairs of which it is about can feature in some explanations of phenomena whose
existence is not guaranteed merely by the minimal truth aptitude of the associated
discourse. Wright indicates four kinds of phenomena or consequences that are relevant
here: (i) the cognitive effects that a citation of these facts is responsible to explain; (ii) the
precognitive-sensuous effects; (iii) the effects on us as physically interactive agents; and,
finally (iv) certain brute effects on inanimate organisms and matter.

In order to show how this works, Wright compares two examples. The first
concerns the explanatory roles(s) played by the state of affairs — wetness of these rocks.

The second concerns the explanatory role played by the state of affairs — wrongness of that

> See Wright, C. (1992):191-199.
> Wright, C. (1992):196-7. Emphasis in the original.
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act. Citation of the wetness of the rocks serves to explain phenomena along all the four
dimensions considered above: the perceiving and believing, truly, that the rocks are wet; a
child’s interests in his hand after he has touched the rocks; the slipping and falling of a
person walking on them; the abundance of lichen growing on them.>* On the other hand,
Wright argues, citation of the wrongness of an act is explanatorily effective only with
respect to phenomena concerning the first dimension on the list: it explains my believing,
truly, that that act is wrong. And it is our believing that the act is wrong that explains
certain characteristic behaviors such as our condemnation of the act and our attempt to

prevent others to pursue it.

§ 1.4 Cognitive Command

§ 1.4.1 Wright’s Formulation of Cognitive Command

As I pointed out in the previous section, Wright introduces the idea of cognitive command
as a coarse-grained test to be passed for a discourse to count as more than minimally truth-
apt. It is primarily intended as a means for determining whether characteristic judgments
formed within a given discourse should be thought of to function as representational
devices for tracking mind — or judgment — independent states of affairs. According to what
Wright calls the Representation Platitude, genuine representation is a dyadic relation
between a device of representation — e.g., language — and what is represented — i.e.,
objects, or states of affairs. Thus genuinely representational devices are such that it is part
of their normal functioning to track reliably those things they are devised to depict. As a
consequence, any two devices whose standard function is genuinely representational will
provide us with convergent results, whenever presented with the same input (of the

appropriate kind), provided that they are used according to their standard function and not

>* See Wright, C. (1992):197.
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in deviant ways, and that they operate in suitable conditions. As Wright puts it:

“If two devices each function to produce representations, then if conditions are

suitable, and they function properly, they will produce divergent output if and

only if presented with divergent input.”

The platitude is supposed to flesh out the intuitive difference between the purely cognitive
and the non-purely cognitive, and thus between discourses (e.g., chemistry) for which
realism is appropriate and others (e.g., taste) for which it is not.

Wright, then, introduces the cognitive command constraint as follows: A discourse

exerts cognitive command if and only if

“It is a priori that differences of opinion formulated within the discourse, unless
excusable as a result of vagueness in a disputed statement, or in the standards of
acceptability, or variation in personal evidence thresholds, so to speak, will

involve something which may properly be regarded as a cognitive

shortcoming.”

This principle provides necessary and sufficient conditions for a discourse to satisfy
cognitive command and thus for judgments within that discourse to count as genuinely
representational. Take two thinkers dealing with the same question within a given domain
of discourse. Take the question to be such that the correct answer to it involves beliefs
obtained by genuinely representational methods responsive to a self-standing state of
affairs. If the thinkers deliver discordant answers to the question then at least one of them
is committing some cognitive mistake. Thus, genuinely representational cognitive systems,
dealing with the same subject matter, can produce divergent outputs just in case they are
working on different inputs or, given the same input, they function less than optimally.

Now, it is crucial to clarify that the fact that a discourse exhibits cognitive command,

>3 Wright, C. (1992):91.
% Wright, C. (1992):144.
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although necessary, is not per se sufficient for granting a realist status to such discourse. In
this respect, satisfaction of the constraint is one route, but not the only route, towards an
earned realist conception of the truth of characteristic judgments within a discourse. Even
if we grant full representationality to characteristic judgment within a given domain of
discourse, this would not be enough for a full realism about that discourse, if the other
relatum of the correspondence platitude — i.e., the facts — plays only a modest explanatory
function (i.e., it has a narrow cosmological role).

Moreover, although satisfaction of cognitive command is a necessary condition for
genuine representationality, it is not sufficient. As Wright himself points out, an
illustration of this fact is given by judgments about basic arithmetic. Despite the content
expressed by mathematical statements not being genuinely representational — or so one
might argue — we still have that a disagreement concerning the result of a simple
calculation in elementary arithmetic has to involve some mistake of a cognitive kind of at

least one party to the disagreement. In Wright’s words:

“[1]t seems impossible to understand how a disagreement about the status or

result of an elementary calculation might be sustained without some cognitive

shortcoming featuring in its explanation.””’

This point shows the possibility of a discourse exerting cognitive command without having
a robustly representational function. Insofar in this thesis I am not dealing with
mathematical discourse, I do not want to commit to any particular thesis about the specific
role of the content of mathematical statements, but just to flag a possible way to block
realism even in the presence of cognitive command.

Thus, we have seen that within this framework there are two lines of resistance to
full-blooded realism for a given domain of discourse which exhibits cognitive command.
On the one hand, we can grant the command and the full representationality of the content

of judgments within that domain and yet deny that the represented facts play a wide

" Wright, C. (1992):148
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cosmological role. On the other hand, we could accept that a discourse is governed by
cognitive command, but deny that the content of characteristic judgments within that
discourse is representational.

Satisfaction of cognitive command is conjectured to be a necessary feature of any
discourse that qualifies as fully realist. In other words, the claim is that all routes to an
earned realist conception of a certain domain have to go through satisfaction of cognitive
command. Equivalently, this means that a failure to exert cognitive command by a
discourse is per se sufficient for that discourse to qualify as broadly anti-realist.

Common sense is generally quite hostile to the idea that disputes within certain
discourses such as taste, humor and the moral, when sourced in genuine divergence of
judgments, need to involve some sort of cognitive fault. The folk would surely accept that
paradigmatic cases of disagreement in the taste, comic and moral domains are significantly
different from paradigmatic cases of disagreement about physical reality. The folk might
of course be confused, but there is no doubt that this thought is widespread and well
entrenched in their ordinary conception of disputes in such domains. In any case, the
burden of proof to show that folks are confused and that their proto-philosophical thoughts
are nothing but a prejudice sourced in their philosophical naiveté is, at this point, on the
realist’s shoulders. Once again, the rules are that realism must be earned.”® Accordingly, in
this thesis I will assume a (qualified) version of the folk conception of disagreement as it
occurs in the moral, comic and taste domains, and I will explore some of the philosophical
consequences of such a conception. I will offer no direct argument for establishing the
truth of the folk conception. However, if we can make sense of such a conception and
show not only that it is a coherent position but also that it has some interesting
philosophical upshots, we would have good enough reasons to take it seriously. I will deal

with this issue extensively in the next Chapter.”

% See Wright, C. (1992):149.
%% See Chapter 2 §§2.4-2.6.
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§ 1.4.2 Clarifications Concerning the Formulation of Cognitive Command

There are various elements in the formulation of cognitive command that need some
clarification. Firstly, there is the question of what is exactly meant by the notion of
cognitive shortcoming. Secondly, there are questions concerning the role of the provisos in
the principle. Thirdly, and finally, there is the issue of the apriority of the requirement.

On the first point: What is a cognitive shortcoming? What makes it cognitive (rather
than, e.g., attitudinal)? In a different formulation of the principle earlier in the book,®
Wright cites three types of factors that might constitute the kind of shortcoming involved
in the principle. On the one hand we can have a defective state of information, due to some
error in the content of our beliefs about the matter in question (e.g., some false beliefs
obtained via testimony from what we consider a reliable and informed source) or simply
due to some ignorance. Alternatively, the shortcoming might be determined by some
procedural error or fault in the method employed to answer the question (resulting in
inattention or distraction leading to inferential error, or oversight of data). Thirdly, the
source of the shortcoming might be located at the level of some mistaken or otherwise
inadequate background assumptions that we presuppose in conducting our enquiry, such as
prejudicial assessment of data or the endorsement of some dogma. Lastly, the shortcoming
might consist in the application of a method of enquiry which is not (the most) adequate
for the kind of subject matter at issue. Of course, all these categories of possible mistakes
are not exclusive, and in fact the source of the shortcoming might be multiple and
involving different types of mistakes. The important point is that all these are ways in
which the shortcoming involved in the dispute is the result of some sort of cognitive fault.

Let us turn now to the second issue concerning the role of the provisos in the
principle. As Wright states the command, there are three provisos specified in the
principle. The first two have to do directly and explicitly with vagueness, whereas the third
has to do with variation in personal evidence thresholds. The role of these provisos in the

economy of the principle is mainly that of clarifying that there might be reasons other than

5 Wright, C. (1992):92-3.
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vagueness or related phenomena that are responsible for a situation of disagreement that
does not need to involve any cognitive fault on either side.

According to most views about the phenomenon, vagueness is certainly a possible
source of such kind of disagreement. If two subjects observing the very same patch of
color form divergent beliefs — e.g., one believes that that patch is red and the other believes
that it is orange — such disagreement need not be attributable to some sort of cognitive
fault on either side, even admitting that the domain of color judgments is one in which we
have fully representational content and also one in which all truths are, at least in principle,
knowable. In fact, it might well be that the patch in question can be properly said a
borderline case of red/orange even though both participants to the dispute do not take it to
be so, and thus form definite judgments about the color of the patch which are both
perfectly legitimate.

Analogously, if two subjects disagree about the explanatory significance of a piece
of statistical evidence with respect to a certain phenomenon for the only reason that they
endorse different thresholds for the acceptability of such evidence as explanatory for the
phenomenon in question, then such disagreement need not involve any kind of cognitive
fault on either side. As an example of this, take two doctors who disagree about whether to
administer a certain treatment to a patient. They have the very same information about the
patient’s disease and on the basis of that information they come to the very same
diagnosis. Moreover they have the same evidence concerning the effect of that specific
treatment and the risks involved in administering it to the patient at hand. However, they
come to different decisions about whether to administer the treatment to the patient: one
doctor believes that it is the right thing to do, while the other believes that the risks are too
great and thus that it is better not to proceed with the treatment. Thus it is clear that the
case is not one in which the two doctors have a different assessment of the risks involved
in the treatment, but rather one in which they have different dispositions towards
administering the treatment on the basis of that assessment of the risks involved. In such a
scenario one might think that, despite the disagreement, the judgments of both doctors are

somehow perfectly legitimate.
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All the factors involved in the cases just described might make a divergence in
opinions between two subjects cognitively innocent, as it were. However they are not the
only factors. Situations of ‘innocent’ divergence in judgments in certain domains of
discourse might be generated, more specifically, by the very nature of the content of the
judgments within those discourses.”' Wright suggests that there is a common explanation
of the presence of disagreements which do not necessarily involve cognitive shortcoming.
This explanation has to be found in what he calls the phenomenon of quandary — a
peculiar kind of intellectual bafflement according to which "we do not know, do not know
how we might come to know, and can produce no reason for thinking that there is any way
of coming to know that to say or think, or who has the better of a difference of opinion."®
For the purpose of this project I take no view with respect to this important issue. Rather, I
will leave the fascinating world of vagueness aside, and I will concentrate exclusively on
the occurrence of such disagreements in domains of discourse beneath cognitive
command.

The last clarification about the formulation concerns the requirement of apriority of
the principle. The rough idea here is that our main interest in discussing cognitive
command as a mark of realism has to do with the question whether a certain discourse,
solely by virtue of the contents of characteristic judgments within it, is the product of a
genuinely representational mode of expression. For this reason, the knowledge of whether
the relevant conditions cited in the principle are met by the targeted discourse is a priori.
As Wright notices, if it were to depend on some contingent features of our psychology or
customs, discoverable through empirical investigation, it would have no bearing on the
issue of the objectivity of the discourse in question. For instance, if it were a fact about our
biological constituency that all human beings share a single taste sensibility with respect to
food, then we would be in a position to conclude legitimately that for each case of genuine
divergence in judgments,