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Secondary Qualities: a First Stab
Throughout the history of philosophy, we encounter a metaphysical distinction between more and less fundamental properties of perceptible things, which is supposed to explain the reliability of our judgments
attributing them. There are diﬀerent ways of drawing this distinction, which, for systematic and interpretational reasons, have to be carefully kept apart:
Error theory Only the A properties are real; our perception of them explains why we falsely think we
perceive B properties.
Dispositionalism Our perception of A properties is to be explained in terms of things being disposed to
appear to us in certain ways, B properties being the categorical basis of such dispositions, and
Role A properties being these dispositions of things perceived to appear in certain ways;
Realizer A properties being properties of the type whatever conﬁguration of B properties grounds the
disposition to appear in this way;
Ground A properties being the actual conﬁgurations / sets / fusions of B properties grounding the
disposition;
Realism B properties are real, and had by the things perceived, but
Intra-object Causation In things perceived, A properties cause B properties,
Intra-object Constitution The A properties of things perceived constitute their B properties,
The importance of this contrast for modern philosophy, in particular the thinking of Descartes and of Locke,
can hardly be over-estimated.Despite its huge importance, the characterisation itself has proved surprisingly
elusive (cf. Nolan 2011a: 3). What is it that lies at the bottom of the distinction between properties such
as extension, size, shape, motion and position on the one hand and colour, sound, taste, odour, heat, cold
etc. on the other? It is often said that primary qualities are primary in the order of explanation (Smith 1990).
The notion of ‘explanation’ in play here is of a distinctively ontological kind.

A decision tree concerning colour
According to Byrne and Hilbert, colours have been identiﬁed with ways of altering light (Tye 2000; Byrne &
Hilbert 2003), ; properties of a sense-datum-like mental array (Boghossian & Velleman 1989); properties that
are entirely uninstantiated (Averill 1992; Hardin 1988; Maund 1995); dispositions to cause color experiences
(McGinn 1983; Smith 1990; Johnston 1992); the ground of such dispositions (Jackson 1996; McLaughlin 2003;
Cohen 2004); and ‘‘ecological’’ dispositions (Thompson 1995), for a related view see (Noë 2004: ch. 4).
From Adam Pautz, “Color Eliminativism”:
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Revelation
Many theorists have remarked that our knowledge of colours is in some special way ‘direct’. Johnston (1992:
223) has called this aspect “Revelation”:
The intrinsic nature of canary yellow is fully revealed by a standard visual experience as of a
canary yellow thing. […] It is just this idea that visual experience is transparently revelatory
which Descartes denied when he wrote of our visual sensation as arbitrary signs of the properties
that cause them, employing the analogy of the sensations which a blind man receives of texture
as a result of using a cane to “see”. (1992: 223,223–224)
The central idea is that of completeness; this is particularly clear in a passage from Russell Johnston cites:
…I know the colour perfectly and completely when I see it and no further knowledge of it itself
is even theoretically possible. (Russell 1912: 47)
We have to be careful here, however: while many authors interpret Revelation as the thesis that the essential
properties of colours are ‘laid bare’ in experience1 , it is plausible that Russell is just making the point that
our knowledge by acquaintance is complete when we see a colour:
There are not, on Russell’s view, diﬀerent ways of being acquainted with one and the same
colour. The point is […] that the knowledge of the thing is complete; there is no further nonpropositional knowledge of the thing to be had, once you have encountered it in experience.
(Campbell 2009: 661)
Having complete knowledge-by-acquaintance, however, is compatible with there being more knowledge-bydescription to be had about the very same colour (cf. Damnjanovic 2012: 76). This means that we cannot, as
Byrne & Hilbert (2007: 77) do, understand Revelation as the conjunction of the following two theses:
infallibility : if […] it seems to be in the essential nature of the colours that p, then it is in the essential
nature of the colours that p;
self-intimation : if it is in the [essential] nature of the colours that p, then […] it will seem to be in the
essential nature of the colours that p.
Revelation is compatible with physicalism if (but also only if) it does not entail self-intimation.2

Response-dependence
The notion of response-dependence was introduced by Mark Johnston (1989) as a generalisation of the notion of secondary qualities (cf. Menzies (1991); Casati & Tappolet (1998); Yates (2008) for overviews of the
debate). Johnston (1989: 145) characterises it as follows (the requirement that the “basic equation”, i.e. the
biconditional, is necessarily is not present in Johnston’s original criterion, but clearly needed and commonly
added in the literature, cf. also Pettit (1991) and Wright (1992) for similar characterisations):
1 Johnston himself, after having stated Revelation in terms of the ‘intrinsic nature’ of colours, later speaks of their ‘intrinsic and
essential’ properties (1992: 223)
2 This is not to say, as Byrne & Hilbert (2007: 77) claim, that self-intimation entails primitivism. To rule out alternative theories, we
would have to presuppose, for example, that dispositions “look like dispositions” (Boghossian & Velleman 1989: 86) and that colour
terms do not rigidly designate whatever ﬁlls the colour-role of some folk theory (Jackson 1996).
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A predicate F is response-dependent iﬀ there are ‘substantial’ speciﬁcations of S , C and R
such that it is necessary and a priori that, for all x, “x is F ” is true iﬀ x has the disposition
to produce in all of S a mental response R under conditions C
While much work has been done on the modal and epistemological status of such ‘basic equations’ (Smith
& Stoljar 1998), often in connection with the so-called ‘missing explanation argument’ (cf. Johnston (1989:
170–173), (1991) and (1993: 118–119), cf. the discussion in Blackburn (1993), López de Sa (2000), McFarland
(1999), Menzies & Pettit (1993), Miller (1995), Miller (1997), Miller (2001) and Johnston (1998: 15–20) for a
new version) and their rigidiﬁcations [cf.][109]haukioja:2001, they have rarely been discussed in the context
of metaphysical explanation (cf. Sveinsdóttir (2010) for an interesting ﬁrst step).
The “missing explanation argument” Johnston (1989: 170–173) deploys against any “response-dependent account of value or reason” (1989: 170) is that it cannot account for “the felt independence of value from
value-directed responses” (1989: 172) that underlies Socrates’ objection to Euthyphro’s proposed deﬁnition
of piety as what the gods love, which consists in pointing out that while
(Eu1 )

The gods love x because x is pious.

is true,
(Eu2 )

x is pious because the gods love x.

is false. In Johnston’s opinion, the friend of response-dependence may accept instances of this argument,
but not its most general conclusion:
…now the Socratic objector will take the decisive step, insisting that whatever is a reason is not
a reason because we would stably take it to be so as we approach ideal conditions. Rather, in the
most fortunate case, we would take it to be a reason under such conditions just because it is a
reason. And now our kind of response-dependent theorist must dig in. The hyper-objectifying
error has at last been manifested. The objector in eﬀect wants hyper-external reasons, reasons
which could in principle outrun any tendency of ours to accept them as reasons, even under
conditions of increasing information and critical reﬂection. (Johnston 1989: 172)
Even if this reply is accepted, there are (at least) two problems with an account of secondary qualities as
response-dependent: ﬁrst, it is a classiﬁcation of predicates, and second, there are ‘basic equations’ for all
(Pettit 1990, 1991) or at least all basic concepts (Pettit 1998: 113). The ﬁrst problem is particularly important because, arguably, the whole point of Locke is that our ordinary concepts for secondary qualities are
response-dependent while the properties are not. The idea of the second criticism, in short, is that many
concepts expressing what we intuitively take to be primary, and hence non-response-dependent qualities F
have (or had) their reference ﬁxed by some descriptive material F ∗ such that all instances of “x is F iﬀ x
is F ∗ ” is known a priori by speakers competent with “F ”. It amounts to refuse the invitation of Johnston
(1989: 146, n. 8) to exclude reference-ﬁxing descriptions by ﬁat. Fodor puts the situation colourfully:
“…the concept chair expresses that property that things have in virtue of striking minds like
ours as appropriately similar to paradigmatic chairs. (Fodor 1998: 18)
Another worry is more damaging: with what right are we assuming that there are independently ‘substantive’
speciﬁcations of the response R? Is it not at least possible that all that red things have in common is that
they appear red, to some under some circumstances? There would thus appear to be a vicious circularity:
the property that is analysed dispositionally ﬁgures in the content of the response allegedly constitutive of
it.
We should accept that there is a circularity, but deny that it is vicious:3
3 I can think of no other way to ‘remove’ the circularity than introducing so-called “primed” or “appearance” properties. Even if they
can independently made sense of, however, their introduction only helps if they themselves are, rather arbitrarily, exempted from the
analysis, making it doubtful, as Boghossian & Velleman (1989: 88) stress, that they are ever exempliﬁed. If they are not so exempted,
the account is either circular (if they are analysed in terms of colour-properties) or leads to an inﬁnite regress (if they are analysed in
terms of further, higher-order appearance properties).
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[The dispositionalist] may point out that a circular account of a property can still be true, and
indeed informative, despite its circularity. For instance, to deﬁne courage as a disposition to
act courageously is to give a circular deﬁnition, a deﬁnition that cannot convey the concept
of courage to anyone who does not already have it. Even so, courage is a disposition to act
courageously, and this deﬁnition may reveal something important about the property – namely
that it is a behavioural disposition. (Boghossian & Velleman 1989: 89)
Boghossian and Velleman claim that the circularity is vicious because the context in which “red” appears on
the right-hand side of an instance of the dispositionalist biconditional is intensional:4
Not only does [the instance of the dispositionalist biconditional for “red”] fail to tell us which
colour red is, then; it also precludes visual experience from telling us which colour an object has.
The former failure may be harmless, but the latter is not. […] the dispositionalist about colour
not only invokes the content of colour experience in explicating that content; he places that
content in a relation to itself that it is impossible for it to occupy. (Boghossian & Velleman 1989:
89–90)

References
Averill, Edward Wilson, 1992. The Relational Nature of Colors. The Philosophical Review 101(1): 551–588.
Blackburn, Simon, 1993. Circles, Finks, Smells and Biconditionals. In Tomberlin (1993), pp. 259–279.
Boghossian, Paul Artin (editor) , 2008. Content & Justiﬁcation. Philosophical Papers. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Boghossian, Paul Artin & David J. Velleman, 1989. Colour as a Secondary Quality. Mind 98: 81–103. Reprinted in Byrne
& Hilbert (1997) and in Boghossian (2008: 293–314).
Brooks, D.H.M., 1992. Secondary Qualities and Representation. Analysis 52(3): 174–179.
Byrne, Alex & David R. Hilbert (editors) , 1997. Readings on Colors. Volume 1: The Philosophy of Color. Cambridge, Massachusetts: The MIT Press.
Byrne, Alex & David R. Hilbert, 2003. Color Realism and Color Science. Behavioral and Brain Sciences 26: 3–21.
Byrne, Alex & David R. Hilbert, 2007. Color Primitivism. Erkenntnis 66: 73–105.
Campbell, John A., 2009. Consciousness and Reference. In McLaughlin, Brian P., Ansgar Beckermann & Sven Walter
(editors) The Oxford Handbook of the Philosophy of Mind, pp. 648–662. Oxford Handbooks in Philosophy, Oxford: Oxford
University Press.
Casati, Roberto & Christine Tappolet (editors) , 1998. Response-Dependence. Number 3 in European Review of Philosophy,
Stanford, California: CSLI Publications.
Cohen, Jonathan D., 2004. Color Properties and Color Ascriptions: A Relationist Manifesto. The Philosophical Review
113(4): 451–506.
Damnjanovic, Nic, 2012. Revelation and Physicalism. Dialectica 66(1): 69–91.
Egan, Andy, 2006. Appearance Properties? Noûs 40(3): 495–521.
Fodor, Jerry A., 1998. Concepts: Where Cognitive Science Went Wrong. Oxford: Clarendon Press.
García-Carpintero, Manuel, 2007. A Non-Modal Conception of Secondary Properties. Philosophical Papers 36(1): 1–33.
Hardin, Clyde Laurence, 1988. Color for Philosophers: Unweaving the Rainbow. Indianapolis, Indiana: Hackett Publishing
Co. With a foreword by Arthur Danto.
Jackson, Frank, 1996. The Primary Quality View of Colour. In Tomberlin, James E. (editor) Philosophical Perspectives 10:
Metaphysics, pp. 199–219. Oxford: Basil Blackwell Publishers. Elaborated into chapter 4 of Jackson (1998).
Jackson, Frank, 1998. From Metaphysics to Ethics: A Defense of Conceptual Analysis. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Johnston, Mark, 1989. Dispositional Theories of Value. Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society, Supplementary Volume 63:
139–174.
Johnston, Mark, 1991. Explanation, Response-Dependence and Judgement-Dependence. In Menzies (1991), p. ??
Johnston, Mark, 1992. How to Speak of the Colors. Philosophical Studies 68: 221–263.
Johnston, Mark, 1993. Veriﬁcationism as Philosophical Narcissism. In Tomberlin (1993), pp. 307–330.
Johnston, Mark, 1998. Are Manifest Qualities Response-Dependent? The Monist 81: 3–42.
Kulvicki, John V., 2005. Perceptual Content, Information, and the Primary/Secondary Quality Distinction. Philosophical
Studies 122(2): 103–131.
López de Sa, Dan, 2000. Non-Objective Truths. Theoria 66: 229–234.
Maund, J. Barry, 1995. Colours: Their Nature and Representation. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
4 They

qualify the context as “intentional”, though they presumably mean “intensional”.

4

McFarland, Duncan, 1999. Mark Johnston’s Substitution Principle: A New Counterexample? Philosophy and Phenomenological Research 59(3): 683–689.
McGinn, Colin, 1983. The Subjective View: Secondary Qualities and Indexical Thoughts. Oxford: Clarendon Press.
McLaughlin, Brian P., 2003. The Place of Colour in Nature. In Mausfeld, Rainer & Dieter Heyer (editors) Colour
Perception. Mind and the physical world. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Menzies, Peter (editor) , 1991. Response-Dependent Concepts. Working papers in Philosophy 1, Canberra: RSSS Australasian
National University.
Menzies, Peter & Philip Pettit, 1993. Found: the Missing Explanation. Analysis 53(2): 100–109.
Miller, Alexander, 1995. Objectivity Disﬁgured: Mark Johnston’s Missing-Explanation Argument. Philosophy and Phenomenological Research 55: 857–868.
Miller, Alexander, 1997. Tacit Knowledge. In Hale, Bob & Crispin Wright (editors) A Companion to the Philosophy of
Language, pp. 146–174. Blackwell Companions to Philosophy, Oxford: Basil Blackwell Publishers.
Miller, Alexander, 2001. The Missing-Explanation Argument revisited. Analysis 61(1): 76–86.
Noë, Alva, 2004. Action in Perception. Representation and Mind, Cambridge, Massachusetts: The MIT Press.
Nolan, Lawrence, 2011a. Introduction. In Nolan (2011b), pp. 1–14.
Nolan, Lawrence (editor) , 2011b. Primary & Secondary Qualities. The Historical and Ongoing Debate. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.
Pettit, Philip, 1990. Virtus normativa: Rational Choice Perspectives. Ethics 100: 725–755. Reprinted in Pettit (2002:
309–343).
Pettit, Philip, 1991. Realism and Response-Dependence. Mind 100(4): 587–626. Reprinted in Pettit (2002: 49–95).
Pettit, Philip, 1998. Noumenalism and Response-Dependence. The Monist 81: 112–132. Reprinted in Pettit (2002: 96–115).
Pettit, Philip, 2002. Rules, Reasons, and Norms: Selected Essays. Oxford: Clarendon Press.
Russell, Bertrand Arthur William, 1912. The Problems of Philosophy. Number 35 in Home University Library of Modern
Knowledge, London: Williams and Norgate.
Smith, A.D., 1990. Of Primary and Secondary Qualities. The Philosophical Review 99(2): 221–254.
Smith, Michael A. & David Stoljar, 1998. Global Response-Dependence and Rigidiﬁed Descriptions. The Monist 81(1):
85–111.
Sveinsdóttir, Ásta Kristjana, 2010. Siding with Euthyphro: Response-Dependence and Conferred Properties. European
Journal of Philosophy 18(1): 108–125.
Thompson, Evan T., 1995. Colour Vision. London: Routledge.
Tomberlin, James E. (editor) , 1993. Philosophical Perspectives 7: Language and Logic. Oxford: Basil Blackwell Publishers.
Tye, Michael, 2000. Consciousness, Color, and Content. Cambridge, Massachusetts: The MIT Press.
Wright, Crispin, 1988. Moral Values, Projection and Secondary Qualities. Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society, Supplementary Volume 62: 1–26.
Wright, Crispin, 1992. Truth and Objectivity. Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University Press.
Yates, David, 2008. Recent Work on Response-Dependence. Philosophical Books 49(4): 344–354.

5

