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PRECIS

It 1is the purpoée of th?s disseétation to
snalyse the logic of ethical decision=making, parti-
cularly that of Christian ethics. One of the central
problems which has confronted ethical analyses for the
last century has been a concern to avoid the two forms
of "naturalistic fallacyg"‘set forth by David Hume and
G. E. Moore, and this has caused special problems for
religious ethics in which ethical imperatives. are .
related specifically to statements of fact. The setting
for this study of the relation of indicative and impera-
tive in Christian ethics is a philosophical discussion of
the ways in which moral philosophers have accounted for-
the logic of decision. :After expiaining the_two versions
of the naturalistic fallacy, the pfescriptiviét agcount
of ethical decision is examined, since its primary pro=ﬂ
pongnt, R. M, Hare, has_developed, by means of the
pfactical syllogism, an understanding of the relati&n of
fact to value and imperatives which avoids these falla-
cies. Two challenges to prescriptivism and to the
validity of both versions of naturalism are then analysed:
one of which relies upon the dual logical force of ethical
language and-the other of which examines the logic of
self-involvement and the role of attitudes in decision=

making. From this analysis we will conclude that a
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relationship between indicative and imperative 1s possible
and indeed essential in religious moral decision and it is
a relationship which the naturalistic fallacies do not
destroy. The writings of four contemporary Christian
ethicists will then be examined 'to . show the logic of
decision which is implicit in each account. Four dis-
tinct styles of moral decision will emerge from this
snalysis whiéh we have called ontological ethics, impera-
tive ethics,; dialectical ethics, and existential ethics,
corresponding respectively to the work of Paul Tillich,
Emil Brunner, Reinhold Niebuhr, and Rudolf Bultmann.

Some conclusions will then be drawﬁ regarding the rela-
tionship of religious truth-claims to moral imperatives

and the final challenge of naturalism will be assessed.
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INTRODUCTION

Inkhis analysis of the nature of religious belief,
R, B. Braithwaite offered an interesting suggestion
regarding the nature of the relationship between religious
statements and moral imperatives which has been the
source of a good deal of discussion and reflectionol
Having accepted the verificational principle'of meaning
"ag appropriate to the understanding of ordinary language;
Braithwaite claimed tﬁat it was consistent with his
empiricism to accept as well the supposition that meaning
could be determined by thé‘use to which language was‘pute
Religious statements, he said, are unverifiable by the
standard methods and in this sense they are similar to
moral principles, for these likewise are neither "state-
ments about particular.matters of empirical fact,
scientific h&potheses o« o o [nor] the logically necessary
statements of logic ana matheﬁaticé o o « "2 e need to
ask therefore what function religious and moral statements
serve and this is a function which can be observed and

verified in a straightforward empirical way.

lR B. Braithwaite, "An Empiricist's View of
Religious Belief" (Cambridge University Press, Cambridge,
1955), reprinted in Ian T. Ramsey, ed., Christian Ethics
and Contemporary Philosophy (SCM Press, London, 1966),
P. 53=73. See also the discussion which follows by
J. N. Schofield, D. M. Mackinnon, and Ian T, Ramsey, with
a response by Bralthwalte, P. TL4=94.

2Braithwaite, op. cit., p. 559




Braithwaite insisted that previous understandings
of this use were inadequate because they had centred on
the emotive use of language. It had been assumed that
moral language was used té express one's feelings about -
an object or.actioﬁ, while religious language, as for
example the assertion "God is our Heavenly Father,"'was
used to express énd'evince the feelings'of the believer
toward the object of his belief. This analysis, Braith-
waite argued, does not do justice to the nature of the
assertions themselves nor does it stand up to a careful
-examination of the actiéﬁs of the believer or the moral
agent. What such an examination shows ié that moral and
religious assertions are gsed to express an intention to
act a certain way, or to follow a particular way of 1life,
and thus they have conative rather than emotive meaningo1
Thus "the meaning of a religious assertion is given by
its use in expressing the asserter's intention to follow
a specified policy of behaviour."? Furthermore, this
intention to adopt the-appropriate-behaviour is not
evoked or caused by one's belief in moral and feligious
assertions, but rather is what gives rise to the asser=
tions in the first place. Braithwaite argued that "it is
the intention to behave which constitutes what is known

as religious conviction."3

l1bid., p. 60-61.
2. . .
. Ibldo, po 61‘:'20

'Ibid, P. 62,
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It is the uniqueness of a religious morality,
Braithwaite claimed, that 1t consists of both propo-
sitions and intentions., Whereas morality is a maftqr
of expressing one's intentions to act in certain ways
through the use of value-=judgements, moral principles,
and imperatives, a religious way of life involves the
telling.of stories which serﬁe as the background for
decisions. Thﬁs, for example, the Christian ethic

involves not only a certain set of intentions to act

agapsistically, but also a collection of stories in
which that loving way of life is illustrated and reit-.
erated. '"To assert the whole set of assertions of the

Christian religion is both to tell the Christian

doctrinal story and to confess allegiance to the Christian

1

way of life."" The important feature of these stories,

by which Braithwaite makes his major point regarding the
nature of religious belief, is that, though they are in
the form of straightforwardly empirical propositions,
‘they need not and cannot be proven true since they are
not subject to empirical vefification° Indeed, there is

no need for the propositions within the Christian set of

stories, for example, to be consistent with one another,

for the sole criterion of their meaningfulness is not

their truth but their ability to express the commitment
of believers. What is important for the Christian is to
entertain the stories, to think aboﬁt them,; and thereby

to allow them to motivate and inspire ﬁoral action,

11pbid., p. 66,

vii
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Indesed, the relationship between indicatives and.
imperatives within the Christiﬂg way-of life is held by
Braithwaite to be a purely causal or psychological one.
Thus, _ ' ;

e o o 1f the religious stories need not be
believed, what function do they fulfill in

the complex state of mind and behaviour known
as having a religious belief? How is enter-
taining the story related to resolving to
pursue a certain way of life? My answer is
that the relation is a psychological and

causal one. It is an empirical psychological
fact that many people find it easier to resolve
upon and to carry through a course of action
which is contrary to their natural inclinations
if this policy is associated in their minds
with certain stories.l

~What is primary in the Christian éthic, and what ié indeed
common to theistic religious moralities, is the entertain-
ment of the proposition tﬁap when one fulfills a certain
course of behaviour one is doing the will of God. Thinking
of this proposition can motivate the believer to act in

the appropriate ways; tﬁe proposition thus produces "a
state of mind in which it is easier to carry out a

5 ,
" The causal connec-

pabticular course of action . . . &
tion also operafes in the other'direction; however: that ?s,
from the intention to the holding of religious propositions.
"In religious conviction the resolution to follow a way of
life is primary; it is not aerived from believing, still

less from thinking of, any empirical sto_ry.,"3 Religious

beliefs are thus formed by the deepest intentions of the

l1bia., p. 68. 3Ibid., p. T1.

°Ibid., p. 70.
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believer to fulfill certain patterns of human behaviour
and interaction and it is the value of religious asser-
tions that they express this commitment., i
In -the background of Braithwaite's analysis is

an assumptlon regarding the relationship of fact and
value, indicatives and imperatives,‘déscriptive and
evaluative meaning, which it is the intention of this
thesis to examine and criticise, This assumption has
two important characteristics. On the one hand, it is
argued ﬁhat statements of fact, and indicative religious
propositions regarding historical events or metaphysical
~realities, in and of themselves cannot yield moral impera-
tives for action, for thege latter depend upon an extra
element described by Braithwaite as "intention." Thus,
in discussing Matthew Arnold's parable of the three Lord
Shaftesburies, he argﬁes that

« o o ©Vven when the story is litebally believed,

when it is believed that there is a magnified

- Lord Shaftesbury who commands or desires the

carrying out of the behaviour policy, that

in itself is no reason for carrying out ths

policy: 1t is necessary also to have the intention

of doing what the ma%nlfled Lord Shaftesbury
commands or desires.

We need therefore to ekamine the éharacter of these
religious indicatives and in so doing to determine in what
sense it is true to say that moral imperatives.cannot be
derived from statemenfs of fact. This will require not
only an analysis of the nature of decision-making in

general in which imperatives are often quite explicitly

lIbidn, P. 70; underlines mine.
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related in various ways to indicative statements, but
also an investigation of the derivation of imperatives
~ within the Christian ethic specifically. In so dbing_
we will be seeking some ingight‘into the relationship
of faith and action and into the role which beliefs
about matters of fact can and do play in moral decision-
making. |

On the‘other hand, an anslysis like Braithwaite's
is characterised by the lack of a sufficient explanation
_of the formation of moral intentions. As far as one can
gather from this particular essay, intentions are just .
~something which we choose and which are articulated in
the expression of moral beliefs and policies of action,
Since " . . . the adoption of a set of moral principles
is a matter of the personal decision to live according to
‘these principles . . . " and since morality is fundamentally
"non-propositional," then it is assumed that deciding is
somehow its own justification.l Thus Braithwaite claims
that "An intention . . . cannot be logically based upon

"2 Such an assumption

anything excépt another inténtion.
regarding the nature of decisioneﬁaking we will try to
show is unnecessarily limited aﬁd finally inadequate.

For what can be seen by examining the logic of decision
is that matters of fact do bear a significant relation tq

intentions;, a relation which is iwmplicit within charac-

teristic moral attitudes. We will examine therefore the

lIbido, P. 72 2Ibid.




logic of attitudes and thelr expression in onlooks and
will attempt a characterisation of the root attitude
which informs the Christian ethic. In this way the
1limits, source and foundation of a way of life may
perhaps.be better understood and its character more
fully appreciated.

To proceed in this analysis, we will begin by
examining the two versions of the naturalistic fallacy
which have been suggested in the writings of G. E. Moore
arid David Hume. This will furnish the contemporary back-
ground for some of the prevalent assumptions regarding
the relationship of "is" and "ough£¢" Following this
exposition, we will examine three different analyses of
the logic of ethical decision centring specifically on
this problem of the relation between indicatives and
imperatives. We will analyse first the prescriptivist
éccount of R. M. Hare ffom which moral decision emerges
as a matter éf inférehce from general moral principles to
specific imperatives of action. The difficulties ’
involved in his position, partiecularly with regard to the
formation of moral prinéiples and with regard to his
restatement of the naturalistic fallacy, will then be
examined by studying an alternative accoﬁnt, The descrip-
tivists claim that some étatements of fact, particularly
those regarding social institutions or roles, can entéil .
or at least strongly imply imperatives, fhus arguing that
moral decision can be a non-=inferential mattér° It will

then be important to examine another element in moral
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decision which is not made explicit in the prescriptivist
or descriptivist accounts, namély the centrality of
attiﬁudes° We will attempt, by-using the work of J. L.
Austin ané'Donald Evans, to suggest a way in which indi-
catives and imperatives are related in decision due to

the performative force of language, and_it is particularly
the self-=involving éharacter of this language which 11lumi-
nates some of the most important features of religious
morality,

In the secbnd'half of the work, we will examine
this relation of indicafive and imperatiye in four contem-
. porary theologians who have described the nature and con-
tent of specifically Christian notions of God, the world,
and human existence and who have drawn out the implications
of these beliefs for the moral behaviour of those who
adhere to them. 1In cénclusion, we will summarise the
relations of indicative and imperativé within Christian
ethics and assess the final challenge of the naturalistiec
fallacy to an understanding of the logic of ethical

decision.
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CHAPTER I
THE NATURALISTIC FALLACIES

A great deal of the debats in moral philosophy
in thisAcentury has centéred'on the naturalistic fallacy
and its implicétions‘for moral reasoning. Some philoso-
phers have attempted to develop understandings of ethics
which avoid this fallecy and in so doing have served to
‘sharpen the debate now ensuing regarding the character
of "naturalism.”" It is into the midst of this debate
that we now step in order to arrive at a clear compre-=.
hension of the naturalistic fallacy and, once this under-
standing is reached, to look carefully at the consequences
_of its acceptance for an analysis of the logic of decision.
Upon close examinationAof the fallacy of natural-

ism, it becomes obvious that‘dne must speak of two ver-
sions of the fallacy and that one must pick a way care-
fully through the confusion of terms and phrases which
results. 1Indeed our study of the relation of indicative
ahd imperative will be dependent to a great extent upon

a clarification of two'other phrases with which indicative
and imperative are easily conflated, namely fact and value
and is and ought° It may be with regard to explicating
the logic of ethical decision-making the terms indicative
- and imperative can provide the cléaresﬁ ingsight into the

validity and appropriateness of the naturalistic fallacy
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in either of its versions. The use of the other two sets
of terms in the definition of this fallacy thersfore
needs to be explained and evaluated. |

It was to distinguish the relationship of féct

and value that G. E. Moore wrote his Principia Ethica

in 1903;1 so it is not surprising that in attempting to
arrive at a concise definition of the nature of valus,
specifically "good," he should come to the realisation
that it was logically and ethically mistaken to confuse
fdct and value with each other. Therefore, we find here
one version of the naturalistic fallacy which demands
~closer examination. Moore's method of inquiri concerning
the relationship of fact and value is to sesk first for
the unique subject matter of ethics 'and then to establish
both the character of this subject matter and the means
by which it is known or perceived by us. He takes as the
primary concern of ethiés the notion of "good conduct, "2
Since Moore takes fhe adjective "good" to be applicable -
to'things other than conduct, he proposes to devote the
greater portion'of his foobt to understanding "good"
itself; only then will he explore the specific gpplica-

tion of this adjective to conduc_:te3

1G E. Moore, Prlncipla Ethica (Cambridge Univer=
sity Press, Cambridge, 1903). -

ZIbid,, p. 2.

31bid., p. 2=3. It is in chapter 5 that Moore
devotes himself to the concerns of practical ethics, a
consideration which he takes to be appropriate only after
the character of good itself and the nature of propositions
regarding good have been thoroughly examined.



It is therefore to his search for the nature of
value that we now turn. Moore divides his consideration
of good into two questiona: "What is the nature of the
proposition: fThis is godd in itself'?" and "What F
things are good in‘themselves?"l In considering the
nature of the good, Moore is seeking for a way of under-
standing the meaning of this word. Ordinarily, that is
with most words, meaning is explained by means of defini-
tions and particularly those which "describe the real
nature of the object or ndtion denoted by a word, "2 Yet,
Moore claimed, this kind bf definition will only suit
~those objects or notions which are complex and which
therefore can be analysed into the simplest qualities or
parts of which they are‘composed,3 To define therefore
is to analyse or break down and it is precisely this
which cannot be done with good. Good is "a simple and
indefinable quality";h it is one of the simple qualities
out of which more complex objects or notions are composed
and may therefore be part of the analysis or definition
of such objects. The reverse however is not true; the
meaning of good cannot be given ih terms of other objects
or notions to which it is applied. It is one of the

"ultimate terms by reference to which whatever is

1rbid., p. 142-6. 31bid., p. 7, 9-10.

) ‘
Tbid., p. 7. thid,, p. 10.



capable of definition must be defined. " Propositions
about good are therefore synthetic, never analytic, and
to find any meaning in this word at all one must recog-
nise that good is different from those things to which

it is applied as a predicateo2

In giving reasons for his claim regarding the
meaning of good, Moore states his version of the
naturalistic fallacy. Naturalism is the attempt of moral
philosophers to establish the validity of some quality or
value which is considered to be good by plaiming that
goodness is equivalent to or that its meaning is totally
defined by that quality. To make'ﬁhis claim is to'render
all propositions about good tautologous and to make the
task of moral philosophy self-defesating. For, on the one
hand, it must surely be possible to disagree about the
applicability of the predicate "good" to any subject; it
must be a matter of somé reflection, rather than a simple
explication of self=evident truths, whether this predicate
is‘appropriate to the matter in question. If good ié
defined as the 6bject in question, then no standard of
judgement is available fo provide the basis of significant
disagreement. Thus, "if good is defined as something
else, it is then impossible'either fo prove that any other

definition is wrong or even to deny such a definition."3

L1pia.

°Ibid., p. 7, 1.

3Ibid., p. 10-11.



5
One aspect of Moore's version of the naturalistic fallacy
is therefore a criticism of those moral philosophers who
would make propositions regarding good mere tautologies
and it was the result of his analysis that he considered
theological ethics as invalidated as well.

'On the other hand, Moore argues, ethical issues
must be matters of some signifiéance and moral philosophy
as a discipline must surely be defeating itself by reduc-
tionism in so far as the naturalistic fallacy is committed.
It itvié assumed that the task of a moral ﬁhilosopher is
not only to provide some insight into whét is good but
also to be convincing or persuasi?é, then such persuasion
cannot be done effectively when good is reduced to some
other object or quality. The reduction can only lead to
the cohclusion'that to be moral is to know the definif
tions of things or at least to know the way peoplse ﬁse
Qords and specifically ﬁhe way they;use the word good.

To help us in this understanding, we need the scisnces, .
or those disciplines whose purpose is descriptive, réther
than- moral philosophy. Moore appeals to our experience
as ones who reflect on ﬁatters of decision to argue that
when we inquire after what is good we are asking for
something other than a definition of the matter under
consideration. "Everyoné does in fact understand the
question 'Is this good?' When he thinks of it;, his sﬁate-
of mind is different from what it would be, were he asked
'Is this pleasant, or desired, or approved?" It has a |

distinct meaning for him, even though he may not recognise



i1t is distinct." The other aspect of Moore's version of

the naturalistic fallacy is thus the claim that good 1is
unique or autonomous’'and every attempt to reduce it to
something else not only destroys this uniqueness but
defeats the task of moral philosophy, the need for which
is estaﬁlished on the basis of our experience of dilemma
and decision. Moore's version of this fallacy is there-
fore appropriately labelled "the non=r§ducibility of
good" and we will see the ways in which this version
differs from another propdsed by Hume later on in this
chapter. |

Before proceeding, however; we should also
examine the way in which Moore applied the understanding
of this fallacy to the second major.concern of ethics,
namely to provide some insight into what things are good
in themselves. It was Moore's first concern in thié |
épplication to show that the moral philosophy of some
of his predecessors, particularly Spencer,_Mill, and
Sidgwick, is guilty of committing this fallacy in
identifying good with some natural object. 1In ﬁhis
identification, the natural object or quality is con-
sidered to be the one thing which is good in itself and,
it is assumed, that in knowing this one thing one knows
the meaning of good. Now it was certainly not Moore's
intention to maintaiﬁ that we cannot say at all what ié
good in itself simply because good is indefinable;

rather he is attempting to separate out the two questions

livid., p. 16-17.



which are confused in the identification of good with
some natural object. The one questipn.is to ask about
the meaning of good; the second is to ask what things
are good, | |

That a thing should be good, it has been
thought, means that it possesses this single
property; and hence (it is thought) only what
possesses this property is good. The infer-
ence seems very natural; and yet what is meant
by it is self-contradictory. For those who
make 1t fail to perceive that their conclusion
"what possesses this property is good" is a
significant proposition: that it does not
mean either "what possesses this propsrty,
possesses this property"” or "the word 'good!?
denotes that a thing possesses this property."
. And yet, 1f it does not mean one or other of
these two things, the inference contradicts
its own premise,i

In those systems of ethics which Moore calls "naturalistic
ethics" goodness is seen "to consist in a relation to
something which exists here and nbwvo o oM however, his
‘criticism is equally forceful against metaphysical
systems of ethics in which gopdnessiis defined in rela-
tion to a transcendent or noh=natura1 object or quality.
It is here that his criticism is directed against the
Stoics, Spinoza, Hegel and -Kant and several important
points are further made regarding'the implications of
the discovery of this fallacy for the task of ethics.
Metaphysical ethics are those systems which "use
some metaphysical proposition as a ground for inferring

some fundamental proposition of Ethics,"2 The task of

the metaphysician, as Moore interprets it, is thus not

lIbid,, p. 38. 2Ibid,, p. 110.



only to describe or define the nature of a supersensible
reality which is not a part of the natural world but to
~maintain as well that practical ethical truths can be
logically derived from such descriptions. Such a deriva-
tion is made on the grounds that the "Supreme Good" can
be defined in metaphysical terms and the insistence is
that "Ethics should be 'based' on Metaphysics,"l or
"that the question 'What is real?' has some logical
bearing upon the question 'What is good?'"2 Moore's
criticism of metaphysical ethics is thus that:-

To hold that from any proposition asserting

"Reality is of this nature" we can infer, or

obtain confirmation for, any proposition

asserting "This is good in itself" is to

commit the naturalistic fallacy. And that a

knowledge of what is real supplies reasons

- for holding certain things to be good in them-

selves is either implied or expressly asserted

by all those who define the Supreme Good in

metaphysical terms.
Now Moore is here faced with the difficulty of explaining
precisely why metaphysics cannot be relevant to athical
concerns and two of his reasons are of special importance
to religious ethics. His first argument involves the
assertion that metaphysics could be relevant to practical
ethics if it could tell us about the possible existence
in the future of some reality which our actions now could

effect. Since practical ethics is concerned with means,

then the description of some future end to which our

3

1Ibid,, p. 11l. Ibid., p. 11k.

2Ibid.,, p. 113,



9
actions may be directed will be highly relevant to answer-
ing the practical question, '"What ought we to do?"l  Moore
seems in this part of his argument to be assuming that the
goodness of this futureAgoﬁl will be established independ=-
ently of the description and therefore will not be the
role of ﬁetaphysics to justify. Unfortunately, as Moore
points out, metaphysics is not satisfied with this roie of
describing the future, but is rather interested in deserib-
ing the nature of eternal realityf Therefore it cannot be
relevant to ethies; "For it is plain that what exists
eternally cannot be affected by our actibns; and only what
is affected by our actions can have a bearing on their
value as means,"?

It is here- that Moore has again separated two
questions which are considered in metaphysical ethical
systems to have some bearing upon one another: the"
question "What is real?" and the question "What is good?"
Indeed the consequence of this separation is that a
logical gap is seen to exist between the two such that
answers to one cannot be also answers to the other.

Moore was prepared to 36 so far as to say that imagination
or fiction has more relevance to ethics than metaphysics.
The metaphysical constrﬁctién of Reality would

therefore be quite as useful, for the purposes
of Ethics, if it were a mers construction of an

1Ibid., p. 115. Moore claims here that "The
Christian doctrines of heaven and hell are in this way
highly relevant to practical ethics."

°Ipbid., p. 117.



10
imaginary Utopia: provided the kind of thing
suggested is the same, fiction is as usefui as

truth, for giving us matter, upon which to
exercise the judgment of value.l

And later in the same section he claims that the "wilder"
the speculations and descriptions of metaphysics are, the
more useful they are for ethics, but the less useful for
metaphysics.2 Now it is precisely the reason for this
assertion regarding the role of imagination in ethical
decision that we neéd to discover and in so doing to
undeprstand the nature of this gap which Moore believed
'to.exist between goodness and reality. This reason for
Moore is tied up with the fact that what already exists
is not to be affected by ethical decision; on the other
hand, what can be "suggested" is entirely relevant to the
concern of ethics with what ought to be. The gap is
therefore that what is the case is interesting in itself
‘but can have no bearing on what ought to be the case.
Before leaving Moore{s discussion of the natural-
istie fallacy, we need to look carefully at his argument
concerning Kant and the attempt to estsblish the knowl-
edge of ethical demands by the fact that something_is
willed or commanded. Here again, according to Moore,; the
mistake is made that "what is good" is made to- seem
identical with "being willed," and the identification
this time between a psychological fact and the good is
again fallaciousa' Moore's argument hinges on his inter-

pretation of Kantian epistemology. He takes Kant to be

1

Ibid., p. 121. Ibid.
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saying not just that "willing is a necessary condition
for the cognition of goodness," but "that to will a
thing, or to have a certain feeling towards a thing, is

the same thing as to think it good.™ Tn other words,

goodness and volition are connected causally, a position
Moore is.prepared to accept, as well as by ildentification.
Moore argues against Kant that Kant confuses what are.
psychological facts with a definitign'of what is good and
he does so in this way: Kant takes as a model for moral
knowledge what Moore considers to be an utterly false
notion of ordinary knowledge, namely»"that for a thing

to be true is the same thing as for it to be perceived

or thought of in a certain wayo"z Kant, Moore maintains,
has treated moral knowledge in an analogous way and has
thus made the truth of a thing's goodness dependent upon
its being felt or willed in a certain way. For Moofe, |
fhe truth or reality of goodngss is independent of the
presence in one's mind of some feeling or other; though .
this feeling or volition may cause one to recognise ﬁhat
is good in itself, it cannot be -a criterion for the good-
ness of that object or duality.3 Moore has attempted to
show that, on the grounds of the naturalistic fallacy,
metaphysics and ethics must.be kept apart. The gap is
therefore established befween fact and value, between
what is true or real and what is good or what ought t§

be the case.

1pid., p. 131. 31bid., p. 137-8.

Ibid., p. 133.
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It remains only for us to describe the way in
which Moore believed the good in itself to be known, if
1t cannot be known through identifying it with any
natursl object or quality already known nor through méta=
physical knowledge. Moore has by his criticism of other
ethical gystems determined the two major problems which
his own view will have tb meet satisfactorily. On the
one hand he must indicate the way in which good can be
known since our knowledge of natural or metaphysical
facts cannot entail any conclusion regarding what is good
in itself. On the other hand he must specify the signifi-
cance of such moral knowledge both in so far as disagree-
ment is concerned and with regard to its relevance for
practical decisions about what we ought to do.
JMoore appeals to experience to make his first
point, that good is known by each of us to be a unique
-and indefinable object. This awareness of the uniqueness
of good sounds very much like intuitionism and although
Moore dissocliated himself from severgl aspects of the
intuitionism of his predecessors, it seems he cannot
avoid resting his own understanding of moral knowledge
upon the same foundation.l He asks each of us to reflect
on the meaning of the good and would rest his case on the

validity of such introspection. Yet, as W. D. Hudson has

asked,

1Moore here comes close to contradicting his earlier
arguments against naturglistic definitions of good, by
claiming that some basic truths about good are indeed self-
evident. Cf. G, J. Warnock, Contemporary Moral Philosophy
(Macmillan, London, 1967), p. L-5.
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« o« o« do all men have before their minds this
unique object when they think about good? In
order to answer that we would have to do two
things: one, to decide what are the appro-
priate criteria for determining when a man has
this unique object before his mind and when he
has not; and the other, to test all men by :
these criteria in order to see whether or not
they all do have that unique object before
their minds when they think of good. It is
difficult to decide what such criteria could
be; and certainly no one has ever conducted
the consequent investigation,1

Moore's appeal to our intuition of thé good provides the
basis of his argument regarding the Supreme Good in the
finai chapter of his book. Our understanding of those

objects or qualities which are good in themselves is

derived in the following way:

In order to arrive at a correct decision on ths
first part of this question (i.e. "What things
have intrinsic value . . . "), it is necessary
to consider what things are such that, if they
existed by themselves, in absolute isolation,

we should yet judge their existence to be good;
and, in order to decide upon the relative degrees
of value of different things, we must similarly
consider what comparative value seems to attach
to the isolated existence of each,2

This method of reasoning is used by Moore in his critique
of hedonism in which he argﬁes that the isolation of our |
"consciousness of pleasufe" plainly shows us that it is
not the sole object which is good in itself,’ The good
is thus known by our intuition which allows us to appre-=

hend the uniqueness of good as a quality or objesct and to

lw° D. Hudson, Modern Moral Philosophy (Doubleday,
Garden City, New York, 1970), p. 83,

2Moox‘e, op. ¢cit., p. 185.

31bid., p. 95-6.
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focus our attention on those particular objects or qual-
ities which in isolation would seem to us to belong to
the Supreme Good.

However, the difficulty with Moore's statement of
intuitionism is not only that there is no way of testing
the truth of his fundamental premise but also that there
are no objective criteria by which we might disagree about
what is good in itself. Moore wants to claim on the one
hand that intuitions can be true or false. His srgument

against naturalistic and metaphysical ethics rests on his
conviction that they are based on a definition of good
which does not allow any test of its own validity. How-
ever, his understanding of the Supreme Good does not allow
such an objective test; indeed, éan it be otherwise if
intuition is the mode of apprehending the good? His
argument is circular to the extent that the truth or
falsity of our intuition of that which is good in itself
is ‘known by intuition itself; our intuition becomes the -
criterion for the truth of what we so intuit. This
method of reasoning is especially clear in Moore's final
chapter on "The Ideal."

By far the most valuable things, which we know

or can imagine, are certain states of conscious-

ness, which may be roughly described as the

pleasures of human intercourse and the enjoyment

of beautiful objects. No one, probably, who has

asked himself the question, has ever doubted

that personal affection and the appreciation of

what is beautiful in Art or Nature, are good in

themselves; nor, if we consider strictly what

things are worth having purely for their own
sakes, does it appear probable that any one will
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think that anything else has nearly so great a
value as the things which are included under
these two heads.l ’

Although Moore does not commit the naturalistic fallacy
himself in this chapter by claiming that our agreement

as to those things which we would all apprehend as being
good in themselves is the definition of or the criterion
for their being good in themselves, nevertheless he
appeals to a mode of apprehension of'éood which can only
be justified on its own grounds. If the metaphysical task
of describing the good which is so intuited is coﬁsidered
irrelevant to ethics, then by what procedures can intui-
tion correct or refine itself? Moore hopes té conﬁince us
but can offer no objective reasons for his statement that
these things (that is, personal affection and beéuty) are

"truths" and "that they are the raison dfetre of virtue;

that it is they . . . that form the rational ultimate end

of human action and the sole criterion of social progress

2 v .
o e o ol The result of Moore's rejection of any ethics

guilty of committing the naturalistic fallacy is thus an
intuitionist view of moral knowledge in which the gap
between fact and value is affirmed and upheld.

It is therefore important at this point to describe
another view of the nature of moral knowledge and decision
which is a result of Moore's refutation of naturalism. The

emotive theory of ethics, as J. O. Urmson has pointed out,

lIbidn 9 po 188"90

°Ipbid., p. 189,
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is based on two priwmary presuppositions.1 The first has
to do with a theory of méaning which was suggested by

I. A. Richards and C. K. dien2 and later by Susan
Stebbing»3 In both of these works the suggestion is made
that some kinds of language, and ethical language in
particular, have another kind of use than descriptive or
scientific language. It is maintained that this use to
which language is put is different th;n the referential
one upon which Moore's rejection of naturalism is based
and this use may be more appropriate to our understanding
of moral language. As Hudson has argued, this view of
the different uses of language ié tied up with thé logical
positivists' c¢claim that for propositions to bes meaningful
they must either be analytically true or empiricélly

verifiableeh Now Moore had argued, as we have just seen,

1J. 0. Urmson, The Emotive Theory of Ethics
(Hutchinson University Library, London, 1968}.

' 21, A. Richards and C. K. Ogden, The Meaning of
Meaning (Routledge and Kegan Paul, London, 1923), p. 125.
Good' is alleged to stand for a unique, unanalyzable
concept . . . [which] is the subject matter of ethics.
This peculiar ethical use of 'good' is, we suggest, a
purely emotive use. When so used the word stands for
nothing whatever, and has no symbolic function."

3Susan Stebbing, A Modern Introduction to Logic
(Methuen, London, 1930), p. 19. "When [language] is used
in order to arouse an emotional attitude in the hearer,
to influence him in any way other than by giving him
information, then its use is emotive."

uHudson, op. cit., p. 107-11.
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that propositions about the good cammot be mere tautol-
ogles because they become insignificant nor can they be
subjected to an objective test of their validity such as
the ones offered by empirical verification. Ayer's |
answer to this dilemma is to reject any possible meaning
for ethical propositions at all.1 His argument against
Moore is thus a rejection of the possibility of some non-
verifiable, yet synthetic, knowledge of good which has
absolute validity. While accepting the gap between fact
and value, Ayer rejects the possibility of some "myster-

‘fous 'intellectual intuition'" by which good is Ynown ,

A feature of this theory, which is seldom recog-
nized by its advocates, is that it makes state-
ments of value unverifiable. For it is notorious
that what seems intuitively certain to one person
may seem doubtful; or even false, to another. So
that unless it is possible to provide some cri-
terion by which one may decide between conflicting
intuitions, a mere appeal to intuition is wgr’th=
less as a test of a proposition's validity.

The stage is now set for a description of the use to which
ethical langusge is put if it is not to state anything
5ignificant about the nature of the world which could be
shown to be true ér félse.'.In Ayer's words, " . . . we
have seen that sentences which siﬁply‘express moral
judgments do not say anything. They are pure expressioné

of feeling and as such do not come under the category of

1a. 7. Ayer, Language, Truth and Logic (Victor
Gollancz, London, 1955, second edition), Chapter 6,
"Critique of Ethics and Theology."-

°Ibid., p. 106.

31bid.
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truth or falsehood. They are unverifiable for the same
reason as a cry of pain or a word of command is unveri-
fiable-~because they do not express genuine propositionso"1
Here we have then the statement of the emotive use to
which language danlbe put in which the separation between
fact and value 1is even more complete than in Moore°

This new understanding of the usé of moral language
is also seen as a way of avoiding the alternatives which
Moore had posed for ethics and this is its second presup-
position. As Urmson states this, " . . . the original
Aground for the proposal'of the emotive theory was the
need to find some way out from the unaccéptable dichotomy
of naturalism and non-natgralism."2 The emotive account
of moggls is critical of the weak point in Moore's analysis,
that moral knowledge is the intuition of a unique kind of
non-natural fact, and éince it accepts Moore's critique of
naturalism, this emotive account is borne out of
"epistemological despairo"3 As Urmson further makes
clear, however, there is positive reason as well for the
emergence of thils account. Moore had given 1ogical and
epistemological reasons for the féjection of naturalism
in favour of his account of intuitionism. The emotive
account>is an attempt to understand'the.power or "magnet-

ism" of moral judgements which does not seem to follow

l1bida., p. 108<9.

2Urmson, op. cit., p. 18,

31bid., p. 19.
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logically from either the description of a set of natural
facts nor the assertion of our intuiti?e knowledge of
some non-natural factsol The emotivist account is thus
interested in the role which our feelings and attitudés
play in moral knowledge and decision and in so describing
this role will attempt to avoid the alternatives which
Moore héd suggested.

Both these concerns of the emotivist account car
be seen in the work of C. L. Stevenson who developed an
1ntefpretation of ethics in which the naturalistic
‘fallacy was taken seriously while an alternative to
intuitionism was proposed,2 The first premise of"
Stevenson's work is that ethical language is‘the expres-
sion qf personal attitudes and these are to be distin-
guishéd from expressions of belief, which are given in
factual propositions, and from expressions of emotion.,3
It is important to emphasize here, as Hudson points out,

that Stevenson takes ethical language to be primarily

expressive;, not inclhlcan:ive.,"L If ethical judgements were

11bid., p. 20; Hudson, op. eit., p. 115.

2C L. Stevenson, Ethics and Language (Yale
University Press, New Haven, 194l}) and Facts and Values
(Yale University Press, New Haven, 1963).

3A fuller account of Stevenson's distinctions
here between attitudes, emotions, and beliefs will be
given later in our discussion of the notion of onlooks.
Here we are only interested in showing how Stevenson's
account reaffirms the fallacy of naturalism in ethics
sand yet avoids intuitionism,

L

Hudson, op. cit., p. 117.
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merely taken as reports of inner attitudes or if it were
considered to be the speaker's intention to describe to
others the faets of his psychological make-up, then that
language would not only be guilty of reducing values to~
facts but it would also have been misunderstood.

Doubtless there is always some element of
description in ethical judgments, but this is
by no means all. Their major use is not to
indicate facts but to create an influence.
Instead of merely describing people's interests
they change or intensify them. They recommend
an interest in an object, rather than state
that the interest already exists.

-According to this analysis there are basically two uses
to which language can'be put, descriptive and expressive,
or indicative and dynamic. Though ethical 1anguage is
oftep_in the form ef indicative statements, its meaning,
according to Stevenson, is expressive or dynamic. The
model for ethical language is therefore that the proposi=
tion "This is good" means "I approve of this; do so as

2 .
well."™ The imperative. function of the language is thus

emphasized as the proper means of avoiding the natural-

istic fallacy, in place of Moore's contention that this

language is indicative of a special insight°3

1Stevenson, Facts and Values, p. 16. Cf. Ethics
and Language, p. 33. .

_ 2Stevenson, Ethics and Language, p. 21. In his
lack of emphasis on the descriptive elements in ethical
language, Stevenson's analysis is less subtle than that
of R. M. Hare, as we shall see.

3This imperative function is dependent upon
Stevenson's analysis of the "meaning" of language in
general in which the causal power of that language is
the criterion by which meaning is judged. See Urmson,
op. cit., chap. lj; Hudson, op. cit., p. 121=5, and
Warnock, op. cit., p. 21=h.
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Stevenson's discussion of the distinction betwsen

attitude and belief shows most clearly»his revision of

Mborea An attitude "is a disposition to act in certain
ways and to experience certain feelings, rather than |
itself a certain action or-'feelingo"1 The distinction

is brought out most clearly by disagreements. Here
Stevenson argues that thére is an independent element in
ethical disagreements which cannot be settled with refer-
ence to our beliefs about the facts of the situation. In
this way Stevenson hopes to show that the identification
‘of good with some natural or metaphysical fact is
fallacious, not because good is mysterious and indefinable
but because its recognition is dependent upon our atti-
tudes. The subjective element in moral judgéments and
practical decisions is not the personal intuition of what
is good in itself, but is rather our disposition, a compli-
Acated phenomenon involving feelings, emotions, beliefs,
and so on, to be for or against something. In speaking
about the good, one's intention is to give approval, not

to describe the object to which good is applied, nor to
offer a definition of good itself. "A person who recog-

nises X to be 'good' must ipso facto acquire a stronger

1Stevenson, Ethics and Language, p. 90. Cf. also
p. 60. An attitude "designates any psychological dispo-
sition of being for or against something." Facts and
Values, p. 1-2. On page 3 of Ethics and Language, in a
footnote; he claims to be using this word in "the same
broad sense that R. B. Perry gives to ‘'interest'" in his
General Theory of Value (Longmans, Green, London, 1926).
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tendency to act in its favor than he otherwise would have
had."™ Moore's intention to give an account of ethics
which avoids the naturalistic féllacy is thus better
achieved by an analysis of this‘subjedtive element and
this analysis, according to Stevenson, requires that the
magnetic power of ethical language and the role of atti-

tudes in judgements and decisions be understoodo2

The second version of the naturalistic fallacy
which deserves our attention is the one suggested by

‘David Hume in his Treatise on Human Nature.> In a con-=

cluding paragraph of one section Hume writes:

In every system of morality which I have hitherto
met with, I have always remark'd, that the author .
proceeds for some time in the ordinary way of
reasoning, and establishes the being of a God, or
mekes observations concerning human affairs; when
of a sudden I am surpriz'd to find, that instead
of the usual copulations of prop031tlons, is, and
is not, I meet with no proposition that is not
connected with an ought, or an ought not. This
change is imperceptible; but is, however, of the
last consequence. For as this ought or ought not,
_ expressas some new relation or affirmation, 'tis
necessary that it should be observ'd and explain'd;
and at the same time that a reason should be given,
for what seems altogether inconceivable, how this
new relation can be a deduction from others, which

1Stevenson, Facts and Values, p. 13.

°This is the main thread of Stevenson's argument
with Moore in his article, "Moore's Arguments against
Certain Forms of Ethical Naturalism" in P, A. Schilpp,
Ed., The Philosophy of G. E. Moore, Vol. IV of the Library
of Living Philosophers (Northwestern University Press,
Evanston, Illinois, 1942), p. 71-90. See also Moore's
"Reply to my Critics" in the same volume, p. 535-54.

3

D. Hume, Treatise on Human Nature, Book III,
Part I, trans. by L. A, Selby=B1gge (Oxford University
Press, London, 1955)
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are entirely different from it. But as authors

do not commonly use this precaution, I shall

presume to recommend it to the readers; and am

persuaded that this small attention wou'd sub-

vert all the vulgar systems of morality, and

let us see, that the distinction of vice and

virtue is not founded merely on the relations

of objects, nor is perceiv'd by reason.
Hume's criticism here appears to be directed against those
who would derive statements about what ought or ought not
to be the case from those regarding what is or is not the
case by deduction. This version of the naturalistic
fallacy can therefore be labelled the "non-deducability"
of good. Yet precisely what Hume meant by his criticism
is still the subject of continuing debate. To undsrstand
the nature of this version of the fallacy we must there-
fore examine the two major lines of interpretation which

are currently taken and see the consequences of each with

regard to the relationship of "is" and "oughto“2

The étandard interpretation of Hume has been taken
by philosophers whdse views on the nature of mbral langugge
differ widely but who acknowledge the acceptance of Hume's
non=deducability principle as one of the major bremises of
theif accounts. Among the intuitionists Prichard quotes

the above paragraph from_Hume in his discussion of the

l1vid., p. L69-70."

A comprehensive collection of these articles is:
to be found in W. D. Hudson, Ed., The Is/Ought Question
(Macmillan, London, 1969), Part I. The subtitle of this
work indicates the importance which many moral philoso-=
phers ascribe to this fallacy; it is "A Collection of
Pagpers on the Central Problem in Moral Philosophy." See
also Hudson, op. cit., p. 249=64.
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nature of moral obligation.,1 He takes Hume to be asking:

What distinguishes our assertion, e.g., that X
ought to be educating his son Y--where "ought"
is being used in the moral sense-=from our 5
assertion, e.g., that X is educating his son ¥Y?

Prichard afgues that there is no unique relation between

X and his act of educating Y in the former assertion which
is not so of the latter, as Hume suggests. "Ought" there-
fore does not express a different relation of subject and
predicate which is not implied by "is." Rather, according
to Prichard,

s o o What seems to distinguish the second
assertion from the first is that in it we are
attributing to the same subject of attributes

X, i.e. asserting him to possess, an attribute
of a different kind, viz. that of being under

an obligation to educate Y, as distinct from

that of educating Y, 8o that Hume'’s question
becomes: '"What is the being under an obligation
to do some action?" as distinct from doing some
action. And if this be right, the nature of the
thought which we express by a statement of the
form "X ought to do so and so" is more clearly
expressed by substituting a statement of the
form "X is under an obligation to do so and so."3

It is then the nature of this obligation which Prichard

will attempt to describe and in so ‘doing will maintain

that assertions about "ought" are sui generis.
Proponents of the emotivettheory of ethics also
appeal to Hume on their behalf. This is seen for example

in the writing of Ayer, who claims:

14, A. Prichard, Moral Obligation (Oxford Univer-
sity Press, Oxford, 1968).

2Ibid., p. 92.

31vid.
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In fact the (emotivist) theory only explores the
consequences of a sound snd respectable point of
logic which was already made by Hume; that
normative statements are not derivable from
descriptive statements, or, as Hume puts it,
that "ought" does not follow from "is." To say
that moral judgments are not fact-stating is not
to say that they are unimportant, or even that
there cannot be arguments in their favour. But
these arguments do not work in the way that
logical or scientific arguments do.l

Ayer's argument here and in Language, Truth and Logic

rests on the interpretation of Hume as a ra@ical sceptic
who would himself have implicitly agreed with Ayer's
central thesis regarding the criteria for meaning. After
quoting Hume's diatribe against the writings of theology
or metaphysics, Ayer asks: . ' |
What is this but a rhetorical version of our own
thesis that a sentence which does not express

either a formally true proposition or an empiri-
cal hypothesis is devoid of literal significance?2

Whatever significance moral language_is to have 1is duse
solely to its expressive value and language which expresses
emotions or sentiments can subely not be derivéd logically
from language which does not. In stressing the emotive
force of ethical language and particularly its practical

importance in making decisions, Ayer sccepts Hume's

lA. J. Ayer, Logical Positivism (Free Press,
Glencoe, Illinois, 1959), p. 22.

2Ayer, loc. ecit., p. S4=5. This interpretation
of Hume is supported by Anthony Flew in his essay "On the
Interpretation of Hume" in Philosophy, Vol. XXVIII (1963),
reprinted in W. D. Hudson, The Is/Ought Question, p. 6L-9.
Flew's concluding sentence is: "It is just this sort of
brilliant harshness which sometimes makes one want to °
describe the Treatise as Hume's Language, Truth and

Logic."




"fallacy" as meaning that eny metaphysical or even
intuitionist questions involving a~deséription of value

are out of place in ethics. In his essay, "On the

Analysis of Moral Judgments,;" he distinguishes once Ahd

for all the separate domaiﬁs of descriptive and prescrip-
tive language and turns the notion of the '"non-deducability
of good" to his favour ih disclaiming his own account as
"subjective."

The problem is not that the subjectivist denies
that certain wild, or domesticated animalsy
"objective values," exist and the objectivist
triumphantly produces them; or that the objec-
~tivist returns like an explorer with tales from
the kingdom of values and the subjectivist says
he is a liar. It does not matter what the
explorer finds or does not find. For talking
about values is not a matter of describing what
may or may not be there, the problem being
whether it really is there. There is no such
problem. The moral problem is: What am I to
do? What attitude am I to take? And miral
judgments are directives in this sense.

‘'The result of Ayer's interpretation of Hume and his accept-
ance of the claim that "ought" cannot be logically derived

from "isg"

is that not only the substance but also the

language of fact and value are strictly separated so that

the relationship betweenvtﬁem becomes problematic.
Stevenson was another emotivist who took Hume's

discussion of "is"

and "ought" to lend support to his own
interpretation of ethical language. As Toulmin has
pointed out, Ayer's account of ethics and Stevenson'’s are-

different and this difference is perhaps most clearly seen

1Ayer, "On the Analysis of Moral Judgments,"”
Horizon, Vol. XX, No. 117 (1949), reprinted in Philoso-
phical Essays (1963), p. 242,
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. . . 1
in their interpretations of Hume's account. Stevenson
argues that Hume '"has most clearly asked the questions

that here concern us, and has most nearly reached a con-

clusion that the present writer can accepta"2 As opposéa

to Ayer, who-interﬁrets Hume as denying any role for
reasonable inquiry about the facts in determining matters
of morality,3 Steveﬁson accuses Hume of reducing value to
fact.lt "gooa" means for Hume "approved by most people';
and again, " . . . according to Hume, to recognize that
something is 'good»g is simply to recognize that the
majority approve of itoﬁs Stevenson earlier argues that
Hume has made normative ethics a natural science by his
assertion that the statement "Anything is good if and only
if the vast majority of people, on being fully and clearly
informed about it, would have approbation for it" is
analytically trueo6 It is here that Stevenson's debt to
Hume becomes clear for the distinction between beliefs
and'attifudes which Huéé suggests by the words "informed"
and "approbation" is taken up by Stevenson and stretched
farther than Hume would have intended° Stevenson argues

that Hume has not made enough of the distinction and has

'ls, E. Toulmin, The Place of Reason in Ethics
(Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 19L48), Chapters

3-l.

2Stevenson, Ethics and Language, p. 273.

3Tou1min, op. cit., p. 54=5.
L

*Stevenson, Facts and Values, p. 11-1k.

5ibid., p. 11, 13.
6

Stevenson, Ethiecs and Language, p. 276.



therefore made ethical disagreements matters which could
be solved by factual information. He paraphrases Hume
ih the following way:

"™ is a virtue" has the same meaning as 'X

would be the object of approbation of almost

any person who had full and clear factual
information about X,"l

Thus in Stevenson's view, Hume stresses ethical disagree-
ments as disagreements in beliefs which, if solved, will
lead to agreement about the "facts" as well as to agree-

ment .in approbation or subjective approval. He even

-includes Hume among the 'aturalists" who, although they

stress the role of attitudes in ethics, yet imply "that

disagreement about what is good is disagreement in belief
5 —_—

about attitudes."™ 1In this sense, Stevenson is able to
apply Moore's critique to Hums.

It is in the writings of R, M. Hare that Hume's

version of the naturalistic fallacy is advocated most

strongiy; indeed we find him speaking of "Hume's law"

with reference to the fallacy of deducing "ought" from

nyg, "3 He declares:

lrpia., p. 270,

2Stevenson, Facts and Values, p. 3. Flew would
disagree with Stevenson's interpretation here for he
claims that Hume would not have distinguished what he
sees to be the case through a psychological analysis of
human behaviour from a logical inquiry regarding the ,
meaning of moral language. To take Hume as saying that
the meaning of ethical language is that it reports our
belief's about things, and thus that he reduces value to
fact, is to take him out of his own intellectual context.
Hume is thus not offering definitions but making obser-
vations. See A. Flew, op. cit., p. 68.

3R° M. Hare, Freedom and Reason (Oxford University
Press, Oxford, 1963), p. 108. Cf. also "Universalisability,"
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I have been in the past, and still am, a stout

defender of Hume's doctrine that one cannot

deduce moral judgements from non-morsal state-

ments of fact; and also of that particular

application of the doctrine which says that

one cannot deduce moral judgements of substance

from statements about the uses of words_or about

the logicsl relations between concepts.
In his earlier book, after arguing'against two forms of
moral reasoning which he claims would dispose of "the
vulgar systems of morality," Hare again brings Hume to
his aid. These two forms of reasoning are: 1) to regard
moral principles as merely factual, and 2) to regard
moral principles as self-evident.

A few great writers, such as Aristotle, Hume,

and Kant, though it is not difficult to find

here and there in their works traces of these

defects, can yet, if studied in the right way,,
be seen to avoid them in their main doctrines.

Hare's use of Hume thus differs fundamentally from Steven-
son's, a difference which may perhaps be due to the fact
that Stevenson does not duote the passage in_question‘in
either of his books, nor in his article discuséing

Moore's version of the fallacy. The belief that moral
arguments must be deductive is one of the major presup-
pdsitions of Hare's explanation of moral language in terms
of prescriptivism, and thus he will seek an aceount of

moral language which takes this naturalistic fallacy (and

Proceedings of the Aristotelian Soc1etzj Vol. LV (195h 55)p
p. 303.

1Ibidog po 186"70‘

2Hare, The Language of Morals (Oxford University
Press, Oxford, 1952), p. LL-5.
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Moore's as well) seriously. As Hudson has rightly stated,
these three different accounts of ethics do not funda-
mentally differ in their interpretation of the above=
mentioned passage from Hume.

Intuitionists, emotivists, and prescriptivists

who cite him have taken his word "deduction"

to mean logical entalilment and ‘his phrase

"seems altogether inconceivable" to be a

typically ironical understatement for "is

altogether inconceivable." They have taken

his point to be that, from the premises

(i) "ought" cannot be entailed by "is" and

(ii) arguments are either deductive or defec-

tive, the conclusion follows that there is an

impassable logical gulf between moral judgments

and statements of natural, or supernatural,
fact.l

Now it is precisely the existence of this logical gulf
which is called into question by those who would offer
an alternative interpretation of Hume. Indeed these new
interpretations have been a major impetus for the most
recent account of morai reasoning, desbriptivism, which
has been suggested as an alternative fo Hare's
prescriptivism. It wiii be worthwhile to examine two of "
these new interpretations of Hume to complete the back-
ground for our discussion of the relationship of indica~ °
tive and imperative in ethical decision.

One of these interpretations is offered by
A. C. MécIntyre who contends that Hume cannot be con-
sidered justly to be "an exponent of the auton&my of

morality" on the grounds of his own breach of the "Law"

1Hudson, Modern Moral Philosophy, p. 251.
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now so strictly observedol MacIntyre centres his criti-
cism of the standard interpretation around a discussion
of the notion of deduction in Hume's thoﬁght, a notion
which he takes to mean sihply "inference." If Hume does
mean to say that moral conclusions, "ought," cannot be
deduced from factuél premises, "is," then perhaps it was
his intention in'hié own account of morélity to show how
"ought" is inferred from "is." Two points-are mentioned
in particular to support this view. One argument is that
Hume was not discussing rules of logic but was rather
-observing human behaviour. "His work is full of anthro-
pological and sociological remarks, remafks sometimes
ascribed by commentators to the confusion between logiec
and psychology with which Hume is so often credited. "2
Instead of making a logical point, Hume is offering a
description of the way'in which facts are relevant to
moral decisions, though'this relationship is not one of
deduction. Therefore, -and this is MacIntyre's second
point;, Hume need not be contradicting himself as he is
considered to do on the standard interpretation.
MacIntyre comes close here to the interpretation which
Stevenson gives to Hume, for he says, " . . . the notion
of 'ought' is for Hume only explicable in terms of the

notion of a consensus of interest."3 Thereforé at the

le C. MacIntyre, "Hume on *'Is' and ‘Qught!',"

Philosophical Review, Vol. LXVIII (1959), reprinted in
Hudson, The Is/Ought Question, p. 36.

2Tbid., po 39.

3Ibid., p. LO-1.
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basis of Hume's explanation of morality is a "necessary
truth" from which "ought" can indeed be inferred.
MacIntyre then summarizes his argument in this matter
by saying:

Hume, then, in the celébrated passage does
not mention entailment. What he does is to
ask how and if moral rules may be inferred
from factual statements, and in the rest of

"book III of the Treatise he provides an
answer to his own question,

LI

The gap betwsen "is" and "ought" is thus closed by Hume,
according to MacIntyre, by his assertion that certain
-kinds of facts, i.e. those which describe our passions,
neéds, desires, interests, and so forth, can indeed
serve as legitimate reasons for moral 1mperatives.2
Geoffrey Hunter offers another alternative intér=
pretation of Hume in which he states even more explicitly
thanuMathtyre that Hume himself closed the gép between

’ "iS n

and "ought" by identifying some statements of fact
with moral statements. "In short," he says, "t is a
coentral part of Hume's moral theory that moral judgements
are statements of fact."3 Thus Hume was not only uncon-

cerned about the strict entailment of moral judgements

from statements of fact, he was not spesaking of an

1Ivid., p. Lh.

°Ibid., p. Lb.

3Geoffrey Hunter, "Hume on: 'Is' and ‘Oughtf,"
Philosophy, Vol. XXXVIII (1962), reprinted in Hudson,
- The Is/Ought Question, p. 60. Hunter makes this state=-
ment on the basis of Hume's argument in his Enquiry
Concerning the Principles of Morals.,
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inference at all; his intention was rather to show the
identity of the two. - 'The problem with such an inter-
-pretation of Hume is that it makes Hume a subjectivist
in his account of moralitj° He would, on this reading,”
be saying that morﬁl judgements and imperatives are quite
simply reports on my needs, wants, -or feelings and in
this sense none 6f his interpreters wouid have understood
him at all. In replying to Hunter's argument, Anthony
Flew upholds the emotivist interpretation of Hume,
suggested by Ayer, and maintains that: |
| « o o Hume's centra1'1n31ght was: that moral

judgements are not statements of either logi-
cally necessary truths or facts about the '
natural (or supernatura—T universe around us;

and, hence, that "All morality depends upon
our sentlments" (Treatise, IIT, ii, 5).1

It would seem that Hunter's interpretation is an extreme
one which few other commentators on the writings of Hume
are prepared to take.

In the midst of this confusing array of inter-
pretations, it is important that we clear the air some-
what by suggesting the‘major éointé which Hume's
description of a naturalistic fallacy réises for our
consideration of the relation of indicative and impera-
tive. Regardless of the interpretation placed upon
Hume's own intention in pointing out this ﬁarticular mode
of moral reasoning, that is, whether or not Hume himself -

considered this reasoning as fallacious, it does challenge

1Flew, op. cit., p; 66,



34
us to state precisely what the relationship is between
propositions regarding what is the~casé and those
regarding what ought to be the case. Questions which
will be crucial to our analysis of this problem will 56:
whether or not the relationship between "is" and "ought"
is or can be one of strict entailment; whether there can
be any form of deductionlin moral reasoning with premises
involving both "is" and "ought"; and in what sense "ought"

is separated from "

is" by a logical gap in which the
"gqutonomy of value" takes its stand. |

It is surely this latter point, namely the
autonomy of value or the autonomy of good, which has
become a major issue in contemporary discussions of moral
reasoning and which will be in the foreground of our con-
siderations here. In particular such a gap between fact
and value poses problems for an analysis of religious
Aethica; systems. It will be nécessary for us to consider
in our analysis the nature of thé claim that the wiil of
God is good, as well as the notion that goodness has
something to do with the law inherent in man's nature.
Secondly, the gap between propositions containing "is"
and those containing "ought" presents problems to those
religious ethicists who would derive some imperatives for
action from statements of what is the case or who would
offer as a reason for some moral action the fact that
something is true or possible. This analysis can only
'be_done adequately when we have examined the Qalidity of
the two versions of the naturalistic fallacy in decision-

making and to this task we now turn.



CHAPTER II

THE PRESCRIPTIVIST ACCOUNT OF
ETHIGAL DECISION

The naturalistic fallacy in both its versions-
has been considered relevant to an account of moral
reasoning by some modern moral philosophers who have
attempted to describe that reasoning in such a way as
to avoid cohmitting thQ fallacy. Other horal philoso-=
phers have accounted for moral reaéoning in order to
show that both versions of the fallacy are misleading
and could distort an accurate description of practical
moral decision-making. These two differing views of
moral reasoning have been labelled "prescriptivism"Aand.
“descriptivism." Let us therefore consider the way in
which each view characterises moral decision sand in
particular the relationship between indicative and
imperative which is central to that decision. Then we
will be able to compare the two views both with regard
to the naturalistic fallacy and with regard to the
adequacy of the description of ﬁecisionemaking which
is offered. | '

The prescripfivist account is linked most cloéely-
with the work of R. M. Hare. In numerous articles and in
his two major books, Hare has sought to take seriously

the charges of the naturalistic fallacy and, at the same

35
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time, to extend the emotivist account of morality as
given by Stevenson. Of primary importance in this
pursuit has been Hare's understanding of the nature
of language in general and the character of moral
language in partidular, an understanding from which the
term prescriptivism is derived. In giving his account
of the langusage 6f horals, Hare is concérned to avoid
two dangers which threaten our analysis of this language
and therefore do not render an accurate picture of

decision-making. On the one hand, his concern is that
4moral language be considéred both meaningful and valid.
His argument here is ggainst those verificationists like
Ayer who argue that "mora} judgements do not ordinarily
function in the same way as the class of indicative
sentences marked out by'. 0 o'verificationacriterion,"l
and, because of this,.have no meaning or validity. Hare
maintained that such a narrow definition of the criterion
for meaning could distort our normal use of words in the-
moral and non-moral spheres. - He understands the verifi-
cationists to be saying that "a sentence does not have
meaning unless there is something that would be the case
if it were true."? However,

if this criterion of meaningfulness, which is

useful in the case of statements of fact, is

applied indiscriminately to types of utterance

which are not intended to express statements of
fact, trouble will result. Imperative sentences

1Hare, Lenguage of Morals, p. 9.

2T1bid., p. 8.
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do not satisfy this criterion, and it may be
that sentences expressing moral judgements do
not either; but this only shows that they do
not express statements in the sense defined

by the criterion, and this sense may be a
narrower one than that of normal usage. It
does not mean that they are meaningless, or
even that their meaning is of such a character
that no loglical rules can be given for their
employment.

The consequence of this view is that only sentences in
the indicative. mood have been subjected to a logical
inquiry, while all other sentences are called Memotive, !
'non-fact-gtating,?’ 'efocative,' etec. The latter ars
~held not to state genuine proposgitions, and therefore,
siﬁce propositions are the bricks out of which a logical
system is built, to be altogether beyond the pale of

2

such a system."® Hare maintained that such an exclusion

was not appropriate to increasing our understanding of a
great portion of the language we use. He states that

o « o it is an important discovery, if true,
that ethical sentences do not tell us that
something is the case; but the right thing to
do after making such a discovery is to ask what
they do tell us, and how to frame them so that
this telling is done without ambiguities and
contradictions; in fact, to find out what are
the logical rules for talking ethica11y°3

The thrust of Hare's work then is to expand the notion of
linguistic meaning from one based on reference to one

determined by use so that the meaning of ethical language

lrvia,

2 o ' :
Hare, "Imperative Sentences," Mind, Vol. LVIII
- (1949), p. 21, _—

BIbido 9 po 230
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becomes clsar and, further, to develop the logical rules
by which the validity of such language can be judged.

The second danger which Hare recognised is a
‘conssquence of this first, namely, the attempt of
Stevenson and the emotivists to describe moral language
as both expressive and as having causal power. As we
have séen, Ayer had suggestéd the expressive nature of
moral language as a refutation of "mysterious intuition-
1sm, ™ However, Hare finds this notion confusing. He
claims,

s o o to say that imperatives express wishes
may lead the unwary to suppose that what
happens when we use one, is this: we have
welling up inside us a kind of longing, to
which, when the pressure gets too great for

us to bear;, we give vent by saying an impera-
tive sentence: '

Hare considered it not only misleading to think of moral

- language as expressing a kind of "warm feeling" within us,
but also question-begging 1ﬁ,that it is the meaning of
the sentence itself which néeds to be unders‘tood° He
argues this also against the claim that moral language
expresses our attitude of'approval towards something, a
view which he considers not implﬁusible, but simply not
able to cope with the philosophical complexities which

arise from it. ¢

1see above, p. 17-18.

2Hare, Language of Morals, p. 10. Cf. also his
argument regarding an expression of emotion, such as
David's plea, "Would God I had died for you, O Absalom,
my son, my son," which differs markedly from such a "dull
command" as "Come in" in which the expression of emotion
may be minimal. "Imperative Sentences," p. 38-9.
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Sentences containing the word "approve'" are so
difficult of analysis that it seems perverse
to use this notion to explain the meaning of
moral judgements which we learn to make years
before we learn the word "approve"; and simi-
larly, it would be perverse to explain the
meaning of the imperative mood in terms of
wishing or any other feeling or attitude; for
we learn how to respond to and use commands

long before we learn the comparatively complex
notions of "wish," "desire," "aversion," etc.l

The danger Hare saw in such a view is that it could lead
one to assume the irrationality of language if such
language is derived‘from feelings, emotions, attitudes
and so forth. As Hare argues throughout his writings,
morality is a ratlonal matter and to view it as simply a
way of expressing our attitudes of'approval is to reduce
its seriousness and to exclude the possibility of reason-

able moral argument.2 He claims,

e o« o« 1t is not surprising that the first effect
of modern logical researches was to make some
philosophers despair of morals as a rational
activity. It is the purpose of this book to
show that their despalr was premature.’

The second problem with the emotivist account is’
thé confusion which results when the psychological cause
for the uttering of moral sentences is confused with and

indeed tsken as the criterion for the meaning of these

1Ibid., p. 12.

2Hare, Freedom and Reason, P. 2=3. Hare con-
siders, as Hudson has pointed out, that Stevenson's emotive
account results in the fundamental irrastionality of moral
language for which reasoned arguments are not appropriate.
Modern Moral Philosophy, p. 155-9. <Cf. Hare, "Freedom of
the Will, " The Aristotelian Society, Supplementary Volume
XXv (1951), p. 210-11.

3

Hare, Language of Morals, p. LS.
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sentences themselves. 1Indeed the confusion is carried
even further by the notion that moral language has the
causal power to evince, evoke, stimulate, or arouse in
the hearer as well a feeling or attitude of moral
approval. Here not only 1s the. 1ssue of freedom in
formulaﬁing moral judgements raised, but also the
definition of meaning in terms of the effects of langﬁage
1s questioned. Hare argues that "The processes of telling

someone to do something, and getting him to do it; are

1

quite distinct, logically, from sach other." To confuse

the two notions is to confuse moral language with propa-
ganda and to rate the validity of é moral impérative on
the basis of its ability to persuadq or galvanize into
action.® Moral language is really more like advice than
persuasion, the fundamental difference being stated as
follows:

« s o to say "I advise you . . ." is all that
is required in order to advise, juast as to say,
in due form, "I promise . . ." is all that is
required in order to promise. Advising is a
purely linguistic performence. On the other
hand, to say "I persuade . . ." would not be
all that was required in order to persusde; to
persuacde, we have to bring about an effect, a
change in the hearer's behaviour; if we do not
bring about an effect; we have not persuaded
him, end bringing sbout an effect is not just
talking, but something further.3

lIbid..,, p. 13.

2 ' v
Ibid., p. 14=15. See also "Freedom of the Will,"
pe 211’120 ’

3Harep "Freedom of the Will," p. 207.
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In persuasion, the success of the utterance constitutes
its validity, and it is contradicted not by being false,
nor by reasons which do not support it, but by its
failure'tb-have the intended effect. Hare argues for

the advice=mbde1 of moral language because it is this

which appeals to the freedom and rationality of the moral

agent,1 However, he also contends that, if taken too
seriously, the definition of meaning in terms of its
causal efficecy can become a reductio ad absurdum. For,
1s 1t not the intention of all our language to have some
kind of effect, or to alter in some way the relationship
with our hearers? If this is so, then what is being saild
about moral language in particular except that it partici-
pates in this fact of language in general?

In the weak sense, a sentence might be szaid to

be evocative if it is intended to, or does,

produce any change in the hearer's state of

mind or behaviour. In this sense it would be

hard to find any sentence that was not evoca-

tive. At the least, a sentence that is heard

" and understood must produce the dispositional
property called "understanding the sentence ., "2

Hare's argument against the emotivists is therefore that
either they are not saying anything important or unique
about moral language itself, or they have lumped it
together with propaganda as a tgchnique of psychological
persuasion from which moral language requifes,'logically,
to be separated. It is just this which Hare will attempt__

to do in his own account of prescriptivism.

Lipia.

> ,
Hare, "Imperative Sentences," p. 39°
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A prescription is an answer to the question,
"What shall I do?" and it is this pracﬁical purpose
which is served by moral language. Both value judgements
and imperastives, the two major clagsifications of morél
language, are used to preséribe some course of action or
some attitude and the meaning of these forms of language
should be judged in termé of this use. Hare defines
prescribing as'"giving advice or instruction, or in

1

general . . . guiding choices, " and this function can

be sérved both by imperatives telling what one ought to
'do or by value-words commending some object or action.
This notion of prescriptivity is Hare's way of avoiding
a definition of the uniqueness of moral language either
in terms of some set of facts which entail some moral
quality or in terms of some intuifion regarding the
»unique objects or qualities of morality. Both value
Judgements and imperatives "haQe it as their distinctive
» function either to commend or in some other way to guide
choices or actions; and it is this essential feature
which defies any analysis in purely factual terms. "2 If
the prescriptive function of morai language 1is its
primary function, more basic than its descriptive
function, and is the reason for the "supervenience" of
this language, then the relation between prescribing and

describing needs to be further elucidated.

lHare, Language of Morals, p. 155.

2Ibid., p. 171.

YO
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It is in Hare's discussion of value judgements
that he addresses himself to this relationship for

evaluation is one form of prescription. He states,

there are two sorts of things that we can say,
for example, about strawberries; the first

sort is usually called descriptive, the second
sort evaluative, Examples of the first sort of
remark are, 'This strawberry is sweet" and "This
strawberry is large, red, and juicy." Examples
of the second sort of remark are "This is a good
strawberry" and "This strawberry is just as
strawberries ought to be." )

There are two important features of the relationship
between these sorts of statements, between, let us say,

'"and "This is a good straw-

"This strawberry is sweet,'
berry." The first is that we often use the descriptive

statement as a reason for making the evaluative statement;

when asked why some strawberry is good, we can legiti-
mately reply by meking a factual statement about it,
namely, that it is sweet. However, and this is the
second feature of the reiatiopship, we do not simply
mean by "good" the fact that the strawberry is sweet.
The intention of our evaluative statement is to comménd'
the strawberry and this commending extends beyond a mere
description of the strawberry. Hare explains this second
feature using another example:

If "P is a good picture' is held to mean the

same as "P is a picture and P is G," then it

will become impossible to commend pictures for

being C; it will -be possible only to say that

they are ¢ . . . this (sic) is because, what-

ever defining characteristics we choose, this

objection arises, that we can no longer commend
an object for possessing those characteristies.

1 2

Ibid., p. 111, Ibid., p. 85.
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This indeed would be to commit Moore's version of the
naturalistic fallacy, by identifying "good" with some
set of defining characteristics; but, for Hare, the
reason this identification is fallacious is because
"good" is used for commending and to commend is to do
more than describs.

Value-terms have a special function in lan-

guage, that of commending; and so they

plainly cannot be defined in terms of other

words which themselves do not perform this

function; for if this is done, we are deprived
of a means of performing the function.l

Any attempt to reduce value judgements to descriptions
is therefore to be avoided. |

However, value judgements and descriptions (which
Hare will later call descriptive'judgements)2 do have
common features which indicate a close relationship
between an object;s characteristics and our evaluation
of it. Both the statemehts, "This strawberry is sweet"
and "This is a good strawberry," "can be, and often aféy
used for conveying information of a purely factual of
descriptive character."3 Assuming a common standard of
judgement, one for detefmining the sweetness of fruit and
the other for determining its goodness, these two state-
ments can tell us something.aﬁout the object in question.
Secondly, Hare points ouf that both statements can teach

how such words as "sweet" and "good" are to be used and

11vid., p. 91.

2
Hare, Freedom and Reason, p. 10,

3Hare, Language of Morals, p. 112.
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thus, in some sense, to give the meaning of these wopdso1
Thirdly, velue-words and descriptive terms share a
tendency to "vary as regards the exactitude or vagueness
of the information which fhey do or can conveyo"2 In
this sense, theref@re, value words are not necessarily
more vague than descriptive ones, nor do we need to rely
on some moral intuifion to learn the criteria for their
applicability. What Hare has done in his analysis of
evaluative language is to show that its uniqueness lies
in its ability to commend objects or recommend courses
lof action but that this.uhiqueness in no way separates
evaluative language completely from descriptive. "The
truth in naturalism," Hare claims, "is that moral terms
do indeed have descriptive meaning. It is not the only
element in their meaning, and it is therefore misleading
to refer to it, as do fhe naturalists, as the meaning of
of a moral term . . . ."3 | 7

The relationship of describing to evaluating, or’
the relationship of matters of fact to those of value, is
perhaps best seen in Hare's description of the logic of
practical reason. The‘importancejof reason in moral

matters, or any other matters of practical concern, lies

Lipia., , P. 113-14. Hare warns agalnst taking this
phrase "the meaning of" too strictly for we can only
explain the meaning of good in terms of "conveying or
setting forth the standard of goodness . . ." with regard
to strawberries for example.

21bid., p. 11k,

3Hare, Freedom and Reason, p. 21.




precisely in the‘ability to give reasons for commending

something and these reasons are in the form of the non-
moral properties of the object or action in question.1
Factual matters, or descriptions of things, are thene;
fore closely bound up withAvalue judgements and can serve
as legitimate reasons for prescriptions. There are, in
other wérdsg characteristics of objects or actions which
can be called "goodemaking characteristics,"”" in the
absence of which a pogitive word of commendation would
not 5e appropriate,2 "Theée are the properties which con-
stitute that about the object which makes it a suitable
object for the application of this moral predicate°"3
These criteria for the applicability of the value word,
"good" for example, are learned in a social context and
may indeed need to be learned anew for each class of
objects which we evaluate. Whgt is important to remember,
Hare argues, is that the meaning of "good" which is its
ability to commend, must be distinguished from the
criteria for its use; we can know that to use thié word

is to commsnd something, but the particular criteria for

lthis is obviously to reject a strict Humean
interpretation of reason as "the discovery of truth and
falsehood." See the comparison of Hare and Hume regarding
"practical reason" in Roy Edgley, Reason in Theory and
Practice (Hutchinson University Library, London, 1969),
po 20"80 . :

2Hare, Language of Morals,.p. 9.

3

Hare, Freedom and Reason, p. 20.




applying it to one object or another must be learned
and may even be disputed or changed.1 It is the criteria
for using value words, criteria such as "{ntrinsic wopth,"
"instrumentality," or "functional worth," which can be
confused or seven identified with the meaning of thesse
words, and to do this is to commit the fallacy of
naturalism.2 Thus; to contihue our example, to know that
the characteriétics_red, julecy, sweet, plump, and so
forth are the properties by virtus of which we call a
straﬁberry "good" 1s to understand the factual or
4descriptiva reasons which underly an evaluative judgement.
Hare continues his analysis of this relationship,
however, until two more aspects of it become clear. On
the one hand, the relationship between these character-
istics and the value-word "godd" is not one of entailment.
In this respect, Hare maintains his fundamental agreement
with Hume's version of the naturalistic fallacy. The
relationship between the statement, "This strawberry is

sweet, "

and "This is a good strawberry" is not that the
former entails the 1atter."

The problem may also be put in this way: if we
knew all the descriptive properties which a

1Hare, Language of Morals, see especially Chap-

ter 6.

2Hudson states this point: "To recall Moore's
point against the naturalists, whatever reason is given
why something is good (i.e., whatever descriptive meaning
the word may have) it is always open to. a reformer to
propose a new standard of goodness (i.e. a new descriptive
meaning). There is no standard, S, such that 'Whatever is
an instance of S is good'! is tautologous. 'Is whatever
is anhinstance of 3 good?' always makes sense." Op. cit.,
P- 174. _ _
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particular strawberry had (knew, of every
descriptive sentence relating to the straw-
berry, whether it was true or false), and if
we knew also the meaning of the word "good,"
then what else should we require to know, in
order to be able to tell whether a strawberry

was a good one? . . . We_should require to be
given the major premiss.l

This major premise, which would gi#e the criteria for ths
use of "good" with regard to strawberries, can be called
a principle and could be stated in the following forms
"All strawberries which are red, julcy, sweet, or plump
are good strawberries." This standard for judgement is

a necessary part of the move from descriptive character-
istics to the sapplication of value=-words and illustrates
the kind of logical relations which, Hare claimed, are
appropriate to onq}type of moral language, value judge-
ments. For here we see that an inférence 1s possible in
moral language and an inference which satisfies the normal
rules_of assertoric logic° From the major ppemise stated
ebove and the minor premise, "This particular strawberry

' we are entitled to draw the conclusion that

is sweet,'
"This strawberry is goode"2 The inference is only valid
when this major premise is present; the description of

the characteristic'alone_cannot entail the conclusion of

a value-=judgement.

1Hare, Language of Morals, p. 11ll.

2Ibido, p. 145-6. Rince the major portion of
Hare's discussion of inference from principles has to do
with the other primary form of moral language, imperatives,
we will reserve a more complete discussion of this matter
for the second half of this chapter.
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On the other hand, the descriptive characteristics
which furnish the criteria for the applicability of a
ﬁalue=word also serve as the basis for the universalis-
ability of that standard of judgement. 1In other words; -
the reasons which are given for calling this particular
strawberry good muét be capable of being generalised to
include all strawberries which are like this one in the
relevant respects. This is true of moral judgements in
the same sense as it is true for descriptive judgements;
"in so far as moral judgements do have descriptive meaning,
in addition to the other kind of meaning which they have,
they share this characteristic, which is common to all
judgements which carry descriptive meaning."l Hare appeals
here to ﬁ general -rule of.language, that to know something
is ™" 1s to be committed to the view that anything like
it in the relevant respects would also be "X". This same
holds true of value judgements; " ; . . when one has been
delivered, e.g., 'X is good,!' it is: (a) always logicélly
legitimate to ask why X is good; and (b) never logically
legitimate, when the answer is given,-tq deny that anything
else like X in the relevant respects is also good,"2 Here
again the distinction between meaning and criteria is-
jmportant for the principle which states the criterié and
which is universalisable does not give a definition of
"good;" The fallacy of naturalism is to consider this

principle "a descriptive meaning-rule which exhausts the

1Hare, Freedom and Reason, po 10,

2H’udson, op. cit., p. 182,
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meaning of the moral term used; whereas in my own view
the rule, though it is‘very analogous to a descriptive
nieaning=mle,, and though, therefore, it is quite legiti-
mate to speak of the 'desdriptive meaning' of moral terms,
does not exhaust their meaning.,"l In Hare's account,
this principle is é synthetic statement giving the
criteria by which réasons for the applicability of value-
words might be judged and, because of this, its univer-
salisability is a logical fact which one who chooses the
principle is bound logically to accept as well.
| In Hare's discussion of value judgements as one
type of moral language, he has argued fof the extension
of the class of sentences called indicativé statements to
includs tﬁose indicatives'in which an evaluation is given.
These indicatives are distinguishable by their use, which
is to commend or prescribe, but they share with descrip-
tive indicatives enough charapteristics to be included in
the. rules of normal assertoric logic. Every value judgé=
ment, whether it be an explicit one containing "good" or
"right" or a more subtle ons using wofds like "tidy,"
"industrious," "friendly," and so forth, has déscriptive
‘meaning and each is logically entailed by a minor premise
stating the facts or describing the object in question and
by a major premise in which the standard of judgement is
given; Reasoning about value Judgements is therefore
syllogistic reasoning in which an evaluative premise, i.s.

the standard of judgement, and a factual premise entail

lHare, Freedom and Reason, p. 2l.
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the evaluative conclusion. In this sense, Hare accepts
"the idea that rules of inference are analytic and
therefore verbal, not substantive, so that the meaning
of the conclusion of a valid argument must be containéd
in the meaning of the premises: all valid inferences,
and in general all logical relations;, are analytic or
deductive." Hare does not deny, as we have seen, that
practical judgéments cannot validly be inferred from
descriptive premises, which he interprets Hume to be
sayihg,2 What he does deny is that this excludes moral

'1anguage from havingilogical relations at all and
particularly from functioning in valid inferences. That
such inferences are valid, deductive ones is due to the
descriptive meaning of value-=judgements and principles which,
though it is secondary to the evaiuative meaning, allows
one to reason from mixed premises to an evaluative cone
clusion on the basis of the meaning of terms alone.

We have seen how ngé was able to argue his case
with regard to value judgements which bear a good deal of.
resemblance to factual indidative statements. This thesis
is much more difficult to show wifh regard to moral impera-
tives, the other major classification of moral language,'
and therefore we need to examine the notion of the prac-
tical or imperative inference as Hare interprets it. 1In )

his article, "Imperative Sentences," Hare claims that

1 — B ,
: Edgley, op. cit., p. 21. See also Hare, Language .
of Morsals, p- 3?’2~=§o ’ v ’

2See above, p. 29.
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"sentences are traditionally divided into three classes,
statements, commands, and questionsoﬁl It is his inten-
tion in discussing the imperative mood to deal with the
second category, commands, to describe them in both their
singular and universal forms, and to outline the relation-
ship between indicatives and imperatives. The form of
language which is used for expressing statements is called
indicative; that form which is used for expressing com-
mands is called imperativeg Hare claims that:

Both are used for talking about a subject-matter,

but they are used for talking about it in dif-

ferent ways. The two sentences "You are going -

to shut the door" and "Shut the door" are both

about your shutting the door in the immediate

future; but what they say asbout it is quite

different. An indicative sentence is used for

telling someone that something is the case; an

imperative is not--it is used for telling some-
one to make something the case.

An imperative sentence is one which arises out of a situa-
tion of dilemma in Which-a choice must be made and it
indicates, when spoken, the decision that has beon made
by the speaker. Imperatives are therefore relaéed to
actlon while indlcatives are not or in Aristotle's
terminology, imperatives have to do with praxis and poiesis
while indicatives are concerned with theoria.

An indicative sentence is an answsr to the ques-

tion "What is the case?"; an imperative sentence

is an answer to the question "What is to be the
case?" or "What am I to make the case?". The

1Hare, "Imperative Sentences," p. 2.

2Hare, Language of Morals, p. 5.
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first question presupposes that there 1s some
unalterable fact to be stated; the second
question,; on the contrary, presupposes that
there is a choice between alternative facts,

i.8., between alternative courses of action.
To ask the second sort of qusestion is to
deliberate; to answer it is either to choose,
if the question was asked sabout our own

action, or to command, if it was asked about -
someonse elsefs.l

We have here a general description of imperatives as
answers to the practical question "What shall I do?" and
these are relevant both to one's own decision and action
as well as to that of otheré, in which case imperativss

take thse form of advicea2

It is in comparing and contrasting the imperative
and the indicative that the characteristics of imperatives
as a grammatical form are brought oqt° In his sarlier
article, Hare compared the two sentences:

(1) Mary, please show Mrs. Prehdergast her room.
(2) Mary will show you your room, Mrs. Prendergast,

Bbth sentences have a common element which can.be called
the "descriptor" in which the sentence performsﬂits ‘
descriptive function. In this case, that descriptor is
"Showing of her room to Mrs. Prendergast by Mary at time

t."3 In his later book, Hare changed the terminology and

1Hare, "Imperative Sentences," p. 25.

2Basil Mitchell raises objections here to Hare's
definition of imperatives claiming that it is too broad;
meny other forms of sentence besides commands can supply
answers to the question "What shall I do?" and the function
of imperatives in giving advice can also be performed by
other grammatical forms. These criteria alone therefore
are perhaps necessary but are not sufficient for under-
standing precisely what imperatives are. "Varieties of

Imperative,"”" The Aristotelian Society, Supplementary Volume
XXXI (1957), p. 175-190.

3Hare, "Tmperative Sentences,"” p. 27.
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referred to this descriptor as the '"phrastic," a word
derived from the Greek, meaning "to point out or
indicate."™ This phrastic in en indicatlve sentence
"is what'ﬁduld be the case if the sentence were true"
and in an imperative sentence "what would be the caseAif
it were obeyedo"2 In pointing out fhis_common element,
Hare is concerned to show that imperatives and indica-
tives alike have descriptive meaning, and both can be
judged for meaningfulness on the basis of the referent
.80 described. He is in agreement with the verification=-
ists to the extent that a sentence must have desériptive
meaning if it is to be used for "the conveying of infor-
mation or orders" but he does not accept the corresponding
notion "that senté&ms which are not true-or-false are
meaningless, even descri’.ptively.,'.'3 On the basls of this
analysis, Hare will argue for the inclusion of imperatives
.in the rules of normal assertoric logic, particularly
thdse of inference and entailment,u
The second élement which ié present in these two

sentences is, however, one which the indicative and the

lHare, Language of Morals, p. 17-18.

2Hare, "Imperative Sentences," p. 29.
31bia.

hArguments for a special logic to desl with
%¥perat%¥e infgrence c%n be found in B, A, 0, Williams,
mperative Inference,” Analysis, Supplementary Volume 23
(1963)f p. 30=42; P, T. Geach, "Imperative and Deontiec
Logic," Analysis, Vol. 18, Part 3 (1958), p. L9=-56;
A. Ross, "Imperatives and Logic," Philosophy of Science,
VOlq 11 (19“.,4.), po 30”460 : :
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imperative do share with each other but which determines
the distinctive mood of the sentence. Our two sentences

could be wpritten:

(1.1) showing of her room to Mrs. Prendergast
by Mary at time t, please.
(2.1) Showing of her room to Mrs. Prendergast
' by Mary at time t, yes.

Hare begins by calling thls second element, that is the
words "yes" and "please," by the name "dictor" since "i?
is they that really do the saying (the commanding, stating,
etc.) which a senteﬁce does."™ Later, he changed this
“term to "neustic," again from the Greek meaning "to nod
assent. "2 It is only by this element that the indicative
and imperative differ from one another in that, what con-
stitutes assent to these sentences is different in each
case.

If we assent to a statement we are said to be
sincere in our assent if and only if we believe
that it is true (believe what the speaker has
said). If, on the other hand, we assent to a
second-person command addressed to ourselves;
we are said to be sincere in our assent if and
only if we do or resolve to do what the speaker
has told us to do; if we do not do it but only
only resolve to do it later, then if, when the
occasion arises for doing it, we do not do it,
we are said to have changed our mind; we are no
longer sticking to the assent which we previously
expressed.

lHare, "Imperative Sentences," p. 28,

2Hare, Language of Morals, p. 18. Assent to this.
second example requires obedience so that it will be true
in a future state of affairs. Hare has since then changed
the term again to "tropic." See A. J. Kenny, "Practical
Inference, " Analysis, Vol. 26, No. 3 (1966), p. 68; Hudson,
op. cit.;, p. 231-;; Hudson gives a more complete statement
of Hare's revision of terms in as yet unpublished writings.

3Ibidog po 19“200
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The neustic element in the imperative sentence Indicates
the unique function of moral language to advise or
commend; in the case of commands, "please™ is indicative
of the attempt to effect action by "inducing the recip-
ient to a deliberate, intentional rfesponse."1 Wwhat cone
stltutes assent in the case of indicatives is therefore
belief; in imperativses, assent requires and entails}
action.?

This understanding of the phrastic and neustic
elements in indicative and imperative sentences explains
Hare's disagreement with two attempts to reduce impera-
tives to indicatives, for in both'éttempts this unique
neustic element is overlooked. The first attempt is made
by those who claim that imperatives -are really indicative
statements regarding the subjective state of mind of the
speaker. Thus, the command "Shut the door" is representéd'
aS being equivalent to "i want you to shut the door."
What is misunderstbod by this view, according to Hare, is
that the phrastic of the imperative refers to the shﬁtting
of the door; it has the same referent as the phrastic of
the indicative "You.arevgoing to shut the door." Hare

remarks that "In both cases it seems strange to repressnt

a remark about shutting the'door as a remark about what is

1Nichqlas. Rescher, The Logic of Commands (Rout-
ledge and Kegan Paul, London, 1966), p. 29.

2 : _

The problem involved in claiming that actions
can be entailed in inferences and that they can be con-
clusions in practical syllogisms has been discussed by

Edgley, op. cit.
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going on in my mind, "t Furthermore, this claim does not
really serve to explain anything about imperatives at all
for the question still remains as to the logic of the
sentence "I want you to shut the door." Hare claims that
"mless we understand 'Shut the door' we are unlikely to
understand 'I wantvyou to shut the door.'" Fpor this
purpose; an analjsié of imperatives qua'imperatives is
necessary and nothing has been accomplished by their
reduction to indicative sentences.3

Secondly, it might be c¢laimed that the command
"Shut the door" means-the‘same as "Either you are going
to shut the door, or X will ha\ppen.,",4 This "either/or"
statement refers to the chsequences'of the shutting or
not shutting of the door, consesquences such as pleasure
or avoidance of pain, and what is meant by the command
"Shut the door" can reélly be stated without any loss of
meaning by stating what the action of shutting the door

is ctonducive to. In many cases, however, the conssquences

1

Hare, Language of Morals, p. 6.

2Ibid.

BIbid., p. 6-7. Hare turns thils same objection
against the approval theory of value=judgements by which
the sentence "A is right" is represented as equivalent to
"I approve of A." Thus, "If I ask 'Do I approve of A?F
my answer 1s a moral decision, not an observation of
introspectible fact,"

thido, P. 7. Hare refers here to an article by
H, G. Bohnert, "The Semiotic Status of Commands,"
Philosophy of Science, Vol. 12 (19L45), p. 302-315,
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are not so easily recognisable and such a theory becomes
implausible. Furthermore, as Hare-argﬁes,_the conse-=
quences themselves are considered good or bad as a result
of value judgements and, in the end, even this theory.
requires an investigation 6f the logic of prescriptive
language. To understand that the statement "Either you
are goihg to shut the door or it will become very cold
in this room" has the same imperative force as the command
"Shut the door" depends upon our understanding of the
valué Judgement attached to the coldness of rooms; so
‘that, again, nothing has been gained by the attempted

reductionol

Heving shown the similarities and differences
between indicative and imperative sentences and having
broken down the content of each into the two elements,
_phrastic and neustic, Hare then proceeds to describe ths
way in which imperatives may bé inferred from other
imperatives,; as well as from'premises containing both
indicatives and imperatives. It 1s by virtue of the
descriptive element in imperatives, that is the phrastic,
that 1ogical entailment relations are possible among them

and that they aré capable of'coﬁtradicting one another,?-

lIbida, p. 7-8. Obviously then if 