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NTRODUCT ION

1. What is the relationship between factual assertions and
moral judgements, between facts and moral values? And is this
relatienshilp, whetever form it takes, of importance to meoral
philosophy? Can we discover and justify fundamental moral
standards without recourse to 'facts!? These last two questions
are concerned with the possibiliiy or non-pessibility of morality
in general being independent of 'facts!, being aubtonomous. What-

3

ever we answer to these questions, we ere asssrting something
abecut the fundamental nature of morality and of morals, which is
obvicusly of great importance te moral enguiry inscfar as thoss

assertions tell us the fundamental nature of that aboudt which the

enquiry is concerned. ERaising the question of 'is' and 'ought',
or of '"fact' and 'value' can be seen then, as a ssarch for an
adequate wnderstanding of the nature of morals and morality. There
" is here a proposced commection betwsen the question of 'is! and
tovght! and the gquestion of 'fact! and 'value'! vhich does not
amount to an assertion that the problom of deducing an 'ought!'
statement from an 'is' statement ic equivalent to the problem about
specifying the nature of the connection between facts and valuss,
Rather, the comnection proposed is such that the problem of de~
ducing 'ought' statements from 'is' statements is a specific

facts and values,

[

aspect of the wider problem of the relation betweer

so that such a problem concerning statements can be solved via a



solution to the wider problem of the relation between fact and
value. This means that a linguistic anzlysis of 'is' and ‘ought!
statements can only solve the problem by presupposing a general
connection betwesn fact and value. If in the sphere of moral
discourse we were to conclude thal ‘'ought! stetements can be de-
duced from 'is' statements, we will have made a general point
about the naturce of morality, namely that the essence of morality
can be discovered in an analysis of factual material and similarly
with value in general. This latter general condition must be
satisfied if it is to be true that 'oughti' statemsnts can be de-
duced from 'is' statemsnts. According]y,lthe problem of 'is' and
fought! in moral discourse can be construed as a problem of ths
relation between fact and moral value; or, in other words, a
problem of discovering the nature of morelity as such, rather than
solely a problem of the conmnection between two types of statemonts.

All normative discussions centzring on the search for one
or a set of nltimate véluas which men ought to follow inevitably
presuppose some degree and level of 'factual' material in which
the norms are 'placed' even if not deduced from itf If we believe
no 'ought'! can be deduced from an ‘'is' this does not preclude us
from relating in scme way the value to a factual situation. 411
it precludes us from is saying that description entails pre-
scription.

The modern philoscophical dispute concerning 'is' and
'ought! has centered around ..o question as to whether or not it

8 the case that only factuel statements can follow from one or
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a set of factual statements. It is the case that we do pass somehow
from statements of fact to judgemenits so it seems that the gep
betwzen 'is' and 'ought', between fact and vaiue, must at least be
bridgeable in some way. Thoss who admit that can still deny that
the commection is one of entellment. So the dispute has two aspects:
first, what, excluding enbtaillment, constitutes this bridge?; second,
must we exclude entailment? The most common answer given to questions
of the first category is that the transition from 'is' to 'ought!
can only be made by use of some psychological notion such as
wanting, neading, liking, etc., so that given a certain factual
situation and certain psychological states of mind, feelings, or
passions, certain non-factual conclusions will follow (either
logically or empirically as in Hume's thsory). This typs of answer
is a characteristic of Hume's writing as well as that of scme con-
temporary philosophers such as MacIntyre, Anscombe, Foot and Fl@w.l
However, since wants, needs, feelings, etc., are types of 'is's',
the problem cof the connection between 'is' and 'ought! is not
settled, but only made more specific, i.e., il now bescomes ithe
problem of the relation between certain types of 'ists! and 'oughts'.
So we have the same kind of problem with which we started, only in
this form it may be more easily sclved. However, it is not quite
as easy as saying bthat the evaluation is equivalent to the feeling,

ete. T am here referring to a subjectivist typz of theory which

1. The views of MacIntyre, Anscombe, Foot and Flew, amongst
others, on the 'is!/'ought' problem appsar in W.D. Hudson (ed.):
The 'Is-Ought! Question,
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says something like ''X is good! means 'I like X', so that pre-
sumably other sorts of evaluations would mean the same as otvher
psychological states. If it was the case that values express and
refer to subjective likes and dislikes, then it is impossible that
a description of objective fact should include the value., TFor
example, if I were to say 'X is good', meaning 'I 1like X', then a
description of X cannot include the 'I like it'. Nor would a
description of A's likes and dislikes be a prescription for B, since
A would be applying the statement only to himself, saying nothing
about the object as it does or as it should appear to B. On the
other hand, I {hink we would want to allow that evalualion is

at least a necessary aspect of moral value, i.e., it is nscessary
that if X is valuzble, it g valued, We must always take feelings
into account. :

Cne way of accounting for this that has been adopted by at
least cne contemporary pﬁllosnphﬁr, namely Philippa Foolt, is to say
that such categories - needs, feelings, etc., ~ are logically tied
to their objects in such a way thal it is not the case thet jJust
anything can be liked, needed, thought %o be dangsrous, etc., so
that presumably given a certain factual situation, certain psycho-
logical states logically follow and hence certain evaluations

1
logically follow.
This view scems to be the kind of thing Ansc ombn is calling

for when she says that moral philosophy ought to be dropped until

1. See 'Moral Beliefs' und 'Goodness and Choice! bg
Philippa Foot in W.D. Hudson (ed.) The 'Is-Qushi! Question.
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we have sufficiently developsd philosophical psychology. However,
T think this kind of pesition cemmot be fully justified by re-
stricting one's analysis to certain kinds of statements, for in it
there is an implicitly proposed cennection beﬂween fact and value
such that description is net completely indepzsndent of evaluation
(judgement). Whether or not we accapt such a view that Foot pro-
poses turns on whether or not we can show how such a Jogical
cennection between fact and value can be ths case. In other words,
to show how it iz that psychologlcal states enable us to prass from
tis! to ‘ought'! we have to show the nature of the logical conmnection
between this kind of fact and value. We will see that the only way
that psychological states can bridge the gap between 'is! and ‘ought!
is by eliminating it -- that is, by showing the connection to be ons
of entailment. This obviously requires an analysis of the factual
material supposed to be relevant to evaluabtion so that we can sea
how statements about such material are connected to statements
Taboul! value.

The view that description cannot entail prescriplicn only
holds within a limited sphera. It only holds in what may be called
the 'positivist! sphere, where there is a radical distinction bet-
ween ‘'fact! and ‘'value'. In this sense, the scientist is a positivist
and the positivist philosopher takes his general 'world-view'! from

him. Although this is less true today of the scientist, I think the

1. See 'Modern Moral Philosophy! by G.E.M. Anscombz in
W.D. Hudson {(ed.) The 'Is~Ought! Question.




generalization can still be made, if only for the purpese of example.
The world of the scilentist is composed of physical things and so by
definition, there is no place in the real world for values. Des-

cription of the real world,-then, annot possibly entail pres-
eription. Nevertheless, there are values; and reconciling these
two aspects has cauvsed much concern and philosophical diversion.
But we nsed only accept the radical distinction between 'fact' and
Tvalue! if we accept the scientist's 'world-view'!. Need we do

1
this? The only reason I can think of is practical in nature.
Iogically speaking, there is no reason. So we have two aliernatives
in reconciling 'oughts' and ‘'is's'., Either show how an ‘ought' may
be derived from an 'is', or, rejecting the distinction in the first
place, show how description can entail prescription (showing value
to be a 'fact'). For example; the sociological appreach in the
search for ethical norms can attempt to meset the attack on the
tis-ought' question by either showing how an undershanding of socio=-
Jogical facts will yield understanding of the normative secrels by
showing the relation of a world of 'ocughls'! to a world of 'is's',
(which.it may not be able to do without the help of psychology),
or showing how an undsrstanding of socciological facts, properly
interpreted, is amongst other things, an understanding of normative

tfactst, This latter I would call a 'radical! reconciliation of

1. Given that this kind of 'world-view' is widely accepled
as being the corrsct 'view', one would have difficuliies in, for
e nule, communication, if one took a differect 'view! of reality;

beaecause of the differsnce rather than because the ‘'view! was mis-
taken,
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fact and value to distinguish it from the former. This paper will
be an attempt at laying the foundation for a radical reconciliation
of 'fact'! and 'value!. .

Assuming thet 'fact! is not synonymous with 'physical
object', which is surely an acceptable assumption, I may be. said
to be asserting a fact about X when I assert 'X is good', or at
least to be purporting to assert a facf about X. And is not ths
making of the assertion (the morsl judgement) a fact about the
maker? What, then, is the difference between 'moral facts' and
cther 'facts!, and why is it that, supposadly, we cannst deduce
a 'moral fact'! from a 'non-moral fact', an 'ought! from an 'is'?
If we could deduce an fought' from an 'is! we would be exhibiting

an entailment of the 'ought! in the ‘is!. So a complebe description

moral fact!. If, then, we are to show that the relationship bet-
ween 'facis' and 'values' is one of conceptual entailment, one way
of doing so is to shoﬁ that a complete descripiion of non-moral
facts is amongst other fhings, a description of moral facts, a re-
conciliation of fact and value, which will eventually result in a
situation where the status of certain facts will be a moral status
and where the status of values wiil be a factual status.
Since it is individuals who evaluate, who 'have' values,

.and it is the objective world to which these are appended, that is,
~the werld of 'physical things!, the reconciliation of fact and
wvalues reguires a reconciliziion of 'subjective! and fobjective!.
As has been said earlier, Philippa Foot thinks that there is some

kind of logical connection between the psychological state and the
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cbject concerned, so that a description of either the psychological
state or the cbject is logically dependent on a description of the
other. The connection between consclousness, then, and a particular
ob&ect of ceonsciousness, cannot in.this case Bé a sort of passive
receptivity, as it would be if there were only an empirical con-
nection. If we are to conclude, then, that there is a logical con-
nection betwsen fact and value, we must also show that there is
something more than an empirical comnection between subjective and
' cbjective, for example, something more than a contingent perceptual
connection.

This reconciliation, however, is not the starting point.
The starting point is this: -~ acceptance of ths view that there are
some kinds of 'facts' which are directly relevant to meral enguiry,
whether normative or descriptive, and stating what kinds of facts
these are. Showing exactly how they are ralevant, what the relevance
is, is the 'reconciliation', and comes later. We can say without
any hesitation, that whatever morality and value are, persons are
directly involved in some, as yeb imprecise, way, and persons are
thought to exist in the real world (are 'factual!'). Persoﬁs are
the only mekers of moral judgements; they are the ultimate reference
point for decisions about praise and blame. Moral situations and
'systems! of morality always involve perscns. We have to examine
this involvement through an examination of the concept of 'person'.

Persons also have relationships with other persons and with
institutions, the nétwork of these relationships being termed
'soclety’. Society, mesning social relaticnships, I alsc take to

be directly relevant te moral encairy. We have to examine this



relevance by examining certain fundamental sociclogical concephs
Whatever else persons may have we can.also say, without hesitation,
that they have consciousns ‘s, of themselves, of otnersj of the
physical world, and of the ‘moral worldd' of values. Refersnce to
conscious experience of persons is what makes definitions of moral
concepts and moral theories non~tautologically acceptable, i.e.

riot. mere definitions and not mere thsories. The relevance of the

psychological approach and the plausibility of the phenomenclogical
approach in explaining the basls and meaning of 'morality! are

rimarily due to the indisputable involvement of experience in
general, of self-consciousness and moral-consciousness in particular,
in 'meorality?. We have to examine the nature of this involvement
and through it, the relevance of psychology as a type of explanation
of morsl phenomonad.
1 .
According to Maurice Mandelbaum these approaches mentioned
here, the sociclogical and psychological, together with the meta-
physical, are the three main types of approach to ethical questions,
apart from the phencmenolegical approach. ALl except the phenomsno~
logical, he thinks, have their adventages and disadvantages, which
I think we camn take to mean that none are completely satisfactory
in providing a conceptual basis for the understanding of morality
in its complex and diverse aspects. I think in turn we can take

this to mean that from each approach individually, the conceptual

1. Maurice Mandelbaum Phenoue enolopy of Moral Fxrerience,
(Johns Hopkins, 1969)
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basis provided is not compatible at worst and not exhaustive at
best of what we can, at this stage, loosely call moral experience
(vhat exactly moral experience is, is yet to be discovered). The
phencmenological approach, if it means an approach that will
correct this latter situation, I believe is the correct one to
take. However, Mandelbaum's phanomenoclogical approach takes the
Tormm of a generic description of moral experience, the experience
we have in making judgements of praise and blame, Judgemenis of
worth, and deciding whether or not a particular action on the part
of curselves is good. This; to the neglect of sociclogy and
psychology, the theories of so-called positivists. Bub, Jjust as
'morality' dees not exist in a vaCLum, but in a world of persons
and émciety, s0 moral experience does not take plage in a vacuum
apart from experience of the self as person, others as pers Oﬂo,
?ersonal relationships and social relationships. To provide a
conceptual basis for understanding and explaining morality or
moral experience, one cannot begin with a description of experience
as moral experience nor a descripbiion of morality without begging
the qus st¢0ﬂl and without limiting the pn@10menolog1cal field of
enquiry. Tt is not merely our experience of the real world that
Husserl was talking about, but the real world itsslf. To describe
certain kinds of experience as moral experience before working out

the fundamental nature of morality, is surely question-begging.

1. I am not nec

cessarily imputing this purpose to Mandelbaum
and, thercfore, not necessax

Ay the quﬂcunon—bngvlpé,
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Our understanding of the fundamental nature of morality will deter-

mine the kind of characterization we make of expsrience as moral

.

experience, since the kind of etparience'which can be called moral
experience will depend en the nature of morality as such. Therefore,
te begin with a characterization of certain kinds of experience as
morald experience, presupposes the nature of morality as such; what
exactly is presupposed depends on the cheraclterization given of
moral experience. This is why I take it that to seek an understanding
of mbrality as such, by means of a characterization of the naturs of
moral experience, is begging the questibn. And in the context of
this paper, we cannot describe morality as such without question-
begging. However, this is where expsrience doess come in: what I
say aboul the 'facts' which I regard as directly relevant to moral
enquiry will entail moral concepts. The only way that values,
morality in general, can be shown to be part of the world just as

cerbain 'things' are, is by showing that they are relatsd to ex-
perience in the same kind of wayl and this means first developing
'mo“al concepts out of 'non-moral' concepts, found by examining the
notion of the person, society, and the nature of the psychological
and sociclogical factorsin morality and by showing‘them to be ths

S

relationships, the moral sens2, etc., and not merely causually
3 3 3

1. We are not neccsss ¥ opsaking of the 'Scilentist's’
world here and so not necessarily speaking of the way things are

related to experience in this kind of ‘'‘world-view'. The primacy
of 'physical things' is not hore baing asserted.



explanatory of them., These 'non-moral! concepts suggested above can
be generally subsumed under the heading 'human nature', so it is
through an examination of human nature that the naturs of meorals and

morality can be discovered.

2. The moral philesophy of the Eighteenth Century in Scotland
is distinguished by an interest in 'Man, Society and Morals', des-
pite inevitable differences amongst the individual philesophers of
the period. For example, David Hums at em@ts to discover the 'origin!
of morals in:a psychological analysis of man; Adam Ferguson atiempls
the same sort of thing with a socloleogical analysis of man. Even
Hume's psychology is a socizal psychology when it comes to explaining
morality. It seems then that Hume and Ferguson are typical of the
period in seeking to understand moraels and morality in an under-
standing of Man, an understanding of the moral aspects of man
achieved through an understanding of the 'non-moral' aspects, so-
called human nature. They obvicusly believe there to bz a con-
nection between these two aspects of man. Since th@ée 'factual
aspects' of man are gencrally spzaking the same kinds of facts
which I have already assumed to be relevant to mofal enquiry, I
think a prefitable procedure will be to attempt to discover ithe
exact nature of this relevance with the help of an examination of
some of the fundamentals of the moral thought of this period, in
particular that of Hume, not as an end in itself but as an aid in

discovering the nature of the connection between man, society and

morals.



13
The connection between human nature and morality lies at
the centre of the modern dispute as to what Hume thought the con-
nection between 'is' and 'cught' to be, and whether or not he was
right. Those who believe that Humez did not wish to deny the 1
possibility of basing 'oughts' on 'is's'! often cite as support the
fact that he does do so, basing morality in human ssentiments.
Indeed, Hume does base morslity in a psychological analysis of
humen nature, in terms which, although not referring to ‘foutside
facts!, are not moral terms stricily speaking. So the least that
can be saild about Hume on this matter is that he believes morals
and morality can be understood through an understanding of non-
moral aspects {specifically psychological facts of human nature)
of the person. Further than this it is difficult to state what
Hume thought the gensral nature of the connecticn between psychology
and morality to be, apart from explanation, i.e., how it is that
psychology deoes explain morality. Even taking into account psycho-
logical facts, does not show how 'oughts' can be deduced from 'is's!,
without making a logical point about thes nature of 'oughts’l, it only
introduces special kinds of 'is's'. Antony Flew thinks it is
"better to say that Hume's central insight was: tgat moral Judge-
ments are not statements of either legically necessary truths, or

facts about the natural (or Supernatural) universe arcund us; and,

1. We do not make a logical point about the nature of

morality if we state the connection to be merely derivation but
facilitate an empirical understanding. S=e Page 2.
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hence, that "All morality depends upon our sentiments” (Treatise,
Book III, Part II, Section 5)"% But this gels us nowhere nearer
to an understanding of the nature of morality and its connection
with our sentiments. And then we have Hume's mysterious passage
. . . 2
in the Treatise before the one concerming 'oughts! and is's'.
", ...when you pronounce any action or chavacter to be vicious, you
mean nothing, dbut from the comstitution of your nature, you have a
feeling or sentiment of blame from the combtemplation of it."
Here it seems that Hume is making a logical point; 'x is
vicicus' is equivalent to ’i have a sentiment of blame from the
contemplation of x'., If Hume did mean this then surely he is

wrong. The pronouncement may, at most, be caused by the senbtiment

but its content is surely not eguivalent to the sentiment, as

generally characterized by Humz, 1l.e., subjective fact of individual

consciousness. The essential problem is still the nature of the
connection between sentimenis and morals as pointed out but not

;

answered by A.C. MacIntyre; "Hume is not in this passage (the one
concerned with 'is' and 'eught', previcusly mentioned) asserbting
the autonomy of morals —-- for he did not believe in it; and he is

not msking a point aboult entailment -~ for he does nobt mention it.

1. Antony Flew: On the Interprsteiion of Hume, Philosorhy,
Vol, XXXVIIT (1963). o

2. Treatiss of Humen Nature, ed., L.A. Se2lby-Bigge
{(Oxford 1888) Page LA9.

3. A.C. MacIntyre; Hume on YIs' and 'Oughtt!, Philosophical

Review, Vol. LXVIII (1959).
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He is asseriting that the question of how the factual basis of
morality is related to morality is a crucial logical issue, re-
flection on which will enable cone to rcalize how thesre are ways
in which this transition can bz mede and ways in which it cannot.
One has 1o go beyond the passage itself to see what these ars; but

if one does so, it is plain that we can connect the facts of the

situation with what we ought to do only by msans of one of those

concepts which Hume treats under the heading of th
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which I have indicated by examples, such as wanting, needing anc

G

the like. Hume is not......trying to say thalt morality lacks a
basis; he is trying to point out the nature of that basis.”

The connection, then, between psychological factes of human

nature and morality is &a. crucial logical question and is no less
puzzling, let alone an answer to the "eruveial logical iscuz' of
"how the factusl basis of morality is related to morality" and

how thess factors facilitate "this transition....”". To settle a

.

logical issue concerning the conncction between two kings of things,
one must surely make a logical point or points about them and show

that they are logically connected. Hume is then committing himself

to the belief in a logical connection between psychology and

v

morality which he cannot explicate by emplrdical methods alene, by

cbservation alcne. Howcver, at this stage, I merely wish to say

that the "crucial logical issus' was- Just as much an issue which

concernsd lHume, whether consciously or not, as it is an issus

wh cH his paper.

-
[63]
ck
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I hope to show, in this paper, that the fundamental basis of
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"morality can be discovered in an analysis of 'non-moral! kinds of
concepbs found in the study of 'human nature’, in such a way that
the essential nature of morality can be seen to be 'factual'! i.e.;
to be entailed in such kinds of concepts. An examination of the
nature of the concepts which lie under the general heading of
"human nature' will purport to lay'the foundation for a settlement
of the crucial logical issue and through this; the empirical issue,
concerning Man, Society and Morals. Enumerating empirical instances
in which sentiments and valuss are found together does not tell us
what the nature of the connection between them is. This is the
logical issue and will show how, in prineiple, the citing of
instances of sentiment can be an explanation of the particular
values inveolved in these instances.and hence how a psychological
analysis of man can facilitate the transition from 'is! to 'ought'.
Tt is this logical issue that we now proceed to examine in the
following chapters: - the logical connection between 'human nature!

and morality.

1. Questions concerning the connection between.fact and moral.
value,of which questions concerning the connection between 'is!
statements and 'ought' statements are a specific aspsei, are of
importance to moral philosophy. They are important because con-~
clusions regarding such a connection will assert somsthing about
the nature of morality as such. One way to discover the nature of

morality, then, is to examine the nature of the connection betwesn



fact and moral value.
2. The modern dispubte concerning Hume's views on 'is! and
tought'! has been construsd as exhibiting this more general problem

of the nature of the connection between the factual basis of

the exact nature of the

La}

morality and morality. The question o
connection belween sentiments and value judgements has been seen

as the crucial logical issue concerning the comnection between

fact and value, between the factual basis of morality and morality.
Since Huwe both a) believed that the transition from 'is' to 'ought!'
could only be made by means of some such concept as 'passion', i.e.,
by means of psychology, and b) believed that the essence of morality
cculd be understeocd through an analysis of certain kinds of factusl
material (humanhnatura), some aspects of his work provide an ideal
vehicle for the main ideas of this paper, since we are here con-
cerned to show just how morality can be understocd by an analysis
of certain kinds of factual malerial; to show the nature of the
logical connesction between fact and value. Ferguson will alsoc be
discussed for the szme reasons. (We will also see that Hume pro-
vides the clue to the soclutlion of the problem of the connecticﬁ
between fact and valve in his ‘doctrine of sympathj’)c

3. The proposed nature of the connection, in this paper, is
one of entailment. This, together with the assertion that there
are some kinds of facts which are directly relevant to such an
enquiry mentioned above and statements outlining these kinds of
facts, means that the overal® vrocedure of this papsr is to make

an analysis of these kinds of facts such that morality is shown
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to be entailed in them. This analysis is an attempt to show how
these kinds of facts are relevant to the notion of morality. This
means that it is an attempt to indicate the nature of the connection
between the factual basis of morality and moraiity, by developing a
notion of morality out of certain 'non-moral! notions, (thus rew
Jecting the radicael distinction mentioned between fact and value),
The material here referred to as factual is factuval in the sense
that statements concerning it are regarded as being factual state-
ments. The specific sense of the term must be left open at this
stage in order that an analysis of the factual material can be
carried out in such a way that morality is entailed by it. These
'non~moral! notions together may be subsumed under the general
heading of ‘'human nature'. We will be examining the notion of the
person, of society and the nature of the psychological and sccio-

logical factors alleged to be relsvant to the notion of morality.



CHAPTER ONE: THE PERSON

.

The procedure of this paper, as outlined in the Intro-
duction, is to examine certazin non-moral phencmena that can be
generally subsumed under the heading of 'human nature! in order
to provide an wnderstending of moral phenomena. In this chapter,
a description of 'human nature! is construed as being a des-
cription of 'Man-in-Society' and the first step in an analysis of
human nature is an analysis of the notion of the perscn aleng two
lines; (a) the general question of the ontology of persons and
(b) the manner in which the concept of the perscn is formsd. The
basic conclusions of this analysis are that; a) the ontology of
persons is a relational ontology, such that Man has his being in

elations with others, i.e. in social relations and that b) self-
consciousness and, therefore, consclousness of others is con-~
sciousness of soeisl relations.

"Human naturce! can either mean 'whalt is natural to man!
or 'what Man is'. Either way, human nature can only be 'dis-
covered! through observation. This fact has two basic and im-
portant implications that will be stated here and considered in

more detail later. FPFirst, wunless we want to regard man as merely

a2 different kind of physical obhject, we have to allow that at least

1
part of the real world is a '~~nstruction out of experience!.

1L, The meaning of this phrase will become clearsr later
in the chapter.



Second, since lan caanot be observed in a void; so to speak,
thuman nature! as a description of Man is not something that is
indépendent of soclal context. 'Human nature as such! has no
meaning. A description of the so-called 'state of nature'! cannot,
on this account, be a description of 'human nature as such!, but
only a description of Men in a particular social context, (ons
that is supposed to be fundamental). Nor on this account does a
description of Man in a particular social context have any claim
to be more fundemental (prior in a logical sense and, therzfore,
explanatory of the factoszsin other descriptions of Men in partic-
uvlar contexts) than other descrip@ioﬁ\. The ‘'state of nature! as
an abetraction from observation cannot serve to explain thé data
of that observaticn and human nature in a family context is not
more fundamental than human nature in & wider social context.

A description of 'human nature' I, therefore, take to be
a description of 'Man in Society'!. The sense in which it is a
description and the coﬁtent of this description, must now be
developed, by making first of all an analysis of the concept of
the person, This analysis will, T hope, suppori the view that

Man is always 'Man in Society!, and therebye (as we shall sec

%

later) necessarily a moral being.

There are two basic questions which I want to consider
in this section: the general question of the cntology of psrsons:
and the manmer in which such 2 concept as 'the person! is formed,
both of which are important when the uwlitimate aim ié an uwnder-—

standing of morals and morelity, il.e., an objective and a sub-
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jective znalysis of the concept of the person is nscessary to under-
stand the objective and subjective aspacts of morality —- how X is
valved and valvable. I hops this will becomé clear.

a) First, then, the general question of the ontology of
persons. If we want to discover what dafines and determines: the
individuality of a single pevson, there ars two related notions
which must be understood; th¢ notion of individuality, identity;

and the notion of person. With a problem such as that of the

person, thers are two kinds of concepts involved. First, what may
be called ths 'formal' concepts, those which make up the structure

of the problem -~ individuwality, identity, {(the 'what itis!' that

}_'.

s asked). Second, the concepbs which 'fill in! this structure,
the centent, so to speak —-- person, self-consclousness, ete.,
(the 'aboub which' we are asking). This sub-section will be more
concerned with the 'formal' concepts, the 'content!' concepts will
be considered in the next sub-section, togpfhor with the question
as to whether or not, and in what sense, we can observe individuvality
and identity.

in examination of the 'formal! concepts will amount to a
definition, in the sense of a pubting within formal limits, of the
guestion of person identity% since the 'formal' conc pts also define
the limits of the 'content' concepts so that, when combined with the

latter, they determine the kind of answers we give to the guestion

1. Perscn identity here means static identity, as opposed
to person identity over time.



of what a rerson 1s.

In oxder to discover what.person identity is, what it
means and when we are Justified in making person identity assertioné,
we may take the approach which attempts to discover conditions and
criteria of perscn identity. We can examine how such things are
discovered (and their status once discovered), and I think this
examination will lead us to comclude either (1) that when we say
X is a necessary/or sufficient condition for Y, we are making a
straight-forward assertion about what person identity is or (2)
asserting X to be implied by, or implying ¥ while nct actually
entailing Y in the sense that it is not an aspect of Y, part of it.
Both (1) and (2), I think, presuppose knowledge of Y, what it is
or what it means. Knowledge of ¥ cannot be obtained thréugh X
without begging the questicn.

in example from the problem of person identity over time:
when we sagy bodily continuity is a necessary condition of person
identity over time, we could either be saying 1) that amongst
other things, this is what person identity over time is, part of
its meaning, or 2) that without bedily continuity, we would have
no grounds for asserting scmething aboul Y, namely person identiiy.
This something which we are unable to assert doss not include
bodily continuity bub rather the latter is a sign of the former.
Both 1) and 2) are in need of justification and we cannot appeal
to the 'facts' without presupposing what it is that needs justific-~
ation, namely what person identity means, what it is.

So we have to approach the question from the point of view
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of asliing what identity is, what constitutes identity, i.e., ils
mzaning. Static identity I take to be equivglent to individuvality.
Although identity, when asserted of something, is always 'identity
as ...', what it mesans in general to say of something that it is
an identity as independent of what it is identified as, i.e. con-
ceptually independent although it never is in application. What
are the conceptual requirements of anything being an individuel,
an identity?

1

In his criticism of Hume, Terence Penelhum uses an example
of a series of musical notes to illustrate his criticism of Hume's
notion of identity. Hums believed that because the mind was a
series of distinct perceptions, it had no identity. Penelhum
criticizes this by arguing thal a series can have an identity as
that particular series - which may scrmetimes by called a symphony
to indicate its identity, its individuality. The individual notes
are part of a series but the problsm is whalt do we mesan by calling
it a series to begin with, by identifying the series as that partic-
ular series., What we are doing in individuating this particular

.

series is, at least, distinguishing it from other actual or possible

series. MNow there are two aspscts to this in individuating process;
in individuating the particular series, there must be something in
an experience which distinguishes it and the series itself is

distineuished, i.e., distinct. To be an identity, thsn, the series

1. Terence Penelhum: "Hume on Perscnal Identity!,
Philosophical Review, 1955.
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must be distinguished in experiernce and distinet in reality. The

former aspect will be considered shortly but the latter can be said
to mean that the series must be related to other actual and possible
series, in the sense of 'bearing relations'. Relating the series to

other actual and possible series is individuating. Individuating

(in this case a series) is this relating to actual and possible

!QJ

series, plus relating 1t to actual and possible 'non-series'. In
other words, we are positing an existent and an existent as ...,
and this positing logically reguires relations. The series only
exists insofar as it has relaticns and the series exists gs a series
| : only insofar as it has certain kinds of relations. If we were to
| specifly further the kind of series it is, it would be this kind of
‘ series only inscfar as it has certain kinds of relations, but we
3 are here only cencerned with identity as such. A thing, then, is
an identity, it is (as something self-identical, existing) only
insofar as it has relations - it has existence only in and through
these relatlons.
| What this amounts to is the view that ontological status
! in general and particular varieties of ontological status is really
a matter of relations. To determine particular kinds of ontology
| is tc determine particular kinds of relations so that determination
of ontology in general is a matter of determination of ralations.
Take, for example, X'z identity as a particular physical
. 'thing'. 'Thing! normally means 'physical thing' and 'physical!

: normally means 'spatio-tempe:..'. So X has the ontological stabus

as a self-identical spatio~temporal object. (The word 'object' is
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very vague hore and necessarily so - for the only characterization
that can be given of it that it is spatio~temporal. It is, there-
fore, in a sense superfluous, merely an lndlcatlon that we are
talking about something - an individual somsthing - rather than
nothing). Now this 'object! is only spatial insofar as it bears
spatial relations - this is what 'spatlal' means. And it is only
temporal insofar as it bears temporsl relations - this is what
Yemporal! means. So it is only si at:o~temnoral ins ofar as it
has spatio-temporal relations. Ii spatio-temporality is the only
characterization that can be given to this object, i.e., this is
what 'object' means, then the object is only insofar as it has
spatio~temporal relations., Saying that it is a self-identical
physical thing, then; is saying that it has spatio-temporal re-
lations and existence as will entail certain kinds of relations.
If the 'object'! above were to be a chair, a spatio-temporal
Tobject! for sitting on, designed for sitting on (to eliminate

.

tables from being called chairs) then the chair is insofar as it
has relations, it exists as an object'insofar as it has spatio-
temporal relations and it exists as a chair, i.e., it is a chair,
insofar as it has certain kinds of ‘relations to people, manu-
facturers, etc. In saying what kind of an objsct an object is,
its ontologlcal status and its characteristics, we will be giving
a word which ‘represent' a certain kinds of relationship. If it

weye characterized as my chair, this will merely be adding re-

lations.

The relata of these relations, then, are not 'prior! in
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any temporal or logical sense. We cannot logically eliminate re-
lations and be left with 'things', either as 'things' or as par-

ticular kinds of things. So we camnot abstrzct from a worlid of

things and relations to a world of things which affect relations

way.

A '"thing's'! identity, then, depsnds on definition;
definition in both its objective and subjective senses is a
placing within limits and this placing within limits enteils re-
lations. A definition of pérson will entail certain kinds of re-

1
lations peculiazr to that definition.

b) Tt has previously been said that human nature can
only be 'discovered' through observation. How, then, do we re-
concile this with the above assertion that the concept of person
is a matter of definition?

I want to introduce hesre, the notion of 'observational
definition'. The peculiar sound that this phrase has results
from the combination of two different 'functions' of conscious-—
ness: Observation, in its usual sense, is of a passive nature,
all that is required of consciousness is receptivity. Accordingly,

in this sense of observetion, & thing has its existence and its
.

1. Once we have deterw’ned the nature of the relations

which define 'person', we can determine the conditions and criteria

of person identity, both in general and rarticular,
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chéracteristics independently of the consciousness which 'cbhserves'
them and which is made awafe of them through this receptivity.
Definition is obviocusly different since here consciousness is active;
here, a thing's particular nature defined from a particular point
of view, is the result of a conscious activity. Strictly épeaking,
e conly define terms but insofar as these terms refer to some-
thing in the world, we also define the nature of thal something.
The meaning of the %erm:'person' and, therefore, what 2 psrson is,
results {rom & combination of these twe 'functions'. We all claim
to eancounter persons in the real world, persons form a large part
of our reality, ise., a large part of our obseyrvable environment.
The purpose in raiesing the notion of an 'observational definition!
is to try to give a sense to this claim given the belief that it is
only possible to observe physical bodiecs, i.e., that the only kind
of thing consciocusness can be passively receptive to through the
senses is of a spatio-temporal nature. The way that this can be
done is to give a different sense to the term 'observation' such
that observation is not restricted to passive receptivity bub also
inicludes the active element of definition, so that persons can be
said to exist in the real world only if such a restriction is
dropped. Since what results from this activity of consciousness
is thought of as being an element of the real world, we must allow
that if making such e combination of the passive and active functions
of consciousness is correct, at least part of the real world is

existentially dependent on the activity of consciousness.

Through observation then, in its restricted sense,
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consciousness only receives spatio-temporal data. Since physical
bodies are distinguished {and distinct) from one another through
spatio~-temporal relations, we can observe things, physical objects,
bub in the above mentioned sense of observaticn, we cannot obssrve
things which are more than mere things, i.e., that are not merely
spatio~temporal. Assuming persons to be at least physical boedies
of a certain kind, which kind they are being a matter of rartic-
wlar spatio-temporal relations, but alse something more than
physical, then observation is at least a necessary but not a
sufficient cendition of ths truth of the claim that we encounter
persons in the real world. So, to say that we know what persons
are by observation, is to say that perscns are a kind of physical
cbject.

So, if observation in its restricted sense, yiolds only
ontology of a spatio-temporal kind and if persons are to be re-—
garded as more then mere physical bodies, i.e., not completel

characterizable in spatio-temporal terms (just as the wvast
majority of things in the world are not), how do we characterize
such things as the person, human nature, ete., through observ-
ation? In what sense can such things be observable?

It must be admitted that it is possible to have con-
flicting interpretations of what is vaguely regarded as the
'same' state of affairs. Take, for example, the supplying of
foreign aid by one country to another. Some may regard this as
a kind of large-scale international genefosiﬁya Others, as a

means of political and economic control. The list is endless
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but the common factor of all such conflicts is that they cénnot
be resolved by pointing to the facts, for il is disagreement
about what the facts are which lies at the heart of the conflict.
To be impartial to such conflicts is to take either the majority
(or scme other such 'authoritative') interpfetation or ocne not
held by the texﬁremists' in such conflicts. There is no poss-
ibility of not having some kind of interpretation. The real or
objective facts of the situation are derived from the popular

nterpretation (however it becomes popular). There is no common

e

world where there is no common externalization of experience
(agrzement), but, nevertheless, each person would have his own
reality since his interpretation is inevitably taken as being a
perception of the truc state of affairs, i.e., not an inter-
retstion (unless he is persuvaded otherwise by some authority,
e.g., a psychiatrist -~ but then he is insane anyway). This is
how he can see international generosity at work,; or how he can
see one country striving to gain political control of another.
Whether the characterization given here of such con~
flicts is-accepbted or not, it is the vieﬁ here presented that
the same kind of characterization is possible when the matter
we are concerned with is how we can observe such things as
persong  and human nature. It is through interpretation of
spatio~temporal data given in obscrvation (of the restricted
variety) that such notions as the person and humsn nature cobtain
their meaning. Yet, the interpretation is not something that is

consciously undertaken with specific goals in sight. It is not
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intentional. Rather sseing it (in this case a person) is equivalent
to seeing it {(spatio-temporal configuration) as a person. And be-
cause of this eguivslence, both the meaning of pesrson and the
objectivity of the person are elements of conscious experience.

T call the fact of this interpretation (as opposed to its partic-
ular content) definition, since whenever such interpretaticns of
spatio~temporal data are made, the naturzs of the object in question
is depandent on the active functioning of consciousness and not its
massive receptivity. Since what is defined in this way is also
'placed! in the reel world to be part of that real world, we have
aleo given here an expansion of the earlier statement, to the effect
that since persons are not regarded as being purely physical, we

must allow that at least part of the real world is a constructicn

out of experience. We will see that this notion of obscrvational

w

definition and what it msans is of great importance to an analysi
of men as & social being and through this as a moral being, therebye
having, nscessarily moral obligations.

The impertant guestion to ask here is "what experience is
it, out of which the person, as part of the real wqud, is con-
structed"? i.e.,with what material is the interprestation of spatio-
temnoral data carried out?

Just as the ontological category 'physical object! is a
matter of spatio-temporal relations, sc 'higher-level! ontological

categories will be matters of 'higher-level' relations. The onto-

logical characteristics of the person in general, then, are deter-
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mined by certain kinds of relations which must be discoverable
in an examination of the aforamentiocned iuterpretation of spatio~
temporal data given in observation. In other words, the inter~
pretation in conscious experience must be characterizable in terms
of 'higher-level'! relations and these relations will also define
a kind of existent in the real world, will be factuzl. It must be
understood, however, that the encounter of a person in the real

1

world is a '"unified' experience and is heres baing Wbroken down'
for the purpese of analysis, Just as the experience of a physical
object is a unified erxperience bubl analyzable as experience of
spatio~temporal relations and thereby defined (distinguished).

So we have now two directly related questions. First,
'what are the relations which define 'person!?' and second; ‘'in
what sxperience can these relations be discovered?!.

What werare looking for then is something characterizable
in terms of certain kinds of relations, a definition of ‘'perscnt',
which at the same time amounts to an interpretation of certain
spatio-temporal data given by observation; and this something must
be discoverable in an analysis of conscious exparience, namely,
the experience of the facticity of the being of other persons.

If it is admitted that to be able to talk of selves or of

self, onc 1s logically bound to be able to talk about others, i.e.,

when talking about myself, I must be distinguishing myself from

- Fovmd o 1 X .
. i.' By Uﬂlx%ﬁd > I wish to mean 'un-inferred'; such an
experience is analyzable.
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other selves, then in no sense is knowledge of the being of myself
prior to the knowledge of the besing of othsr selves aﬁd vice~versa.
Self-consciousness then, is logically bound to other-consciousness,
each entails the other and neither is prior to the other., We can
conclude ﬁwo things from this: first, an analysis of self-con-
sciousness must also be an analysis of consciousness of the being
of others; second, self-consciousness must be a consciousness of
relaticns to others in general, i.e., scocial relations. Sccial
relations, the fact of social relation, is a necessary aspsct of
the concept of person, althovgh thers will cbviocusly be particular
deviances within this basic structire, e.g., hermits, but the con-
cepbtual connection must hold even in these cases to provide the

very meaning of the deviance, otherwise, they would not be deviances

The nature of Man, then, has a logical connection with Scciety; a
study of human nature will be a study of Man-in-Socieiy and on a lsss
general level, a study of Man's fundamental characteristics will be
a study of fundamental social relations. I am obviously not pro-
posing a causal connection; the next chapter will, I hope, give
further explanation as %o why this is the case, although the basic
explanation has already been indicated (page 31).

The kind of relation in which ths ontology of persons'éub»
sists is discovered in self-comsciousness, in general by showing
how relations are posited at a2ll in the first place through self-

conscionsness and inyparticular by showing what particular relations

are posited. This will show the nature and the content of the inte:—
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pretation of the spatio-temporal data given in observation., WhatT
am aware of when I am aware of myself and what I am aware of when
I am aware of other selves, is a question of the particular nature
of the relations I am conscious of, which lead to the particular
kind of interpretation of spatio-temporal data and the positing of
a particular kind of ‘higher-level! ontology. So the spatio-temporal
data has the 'higher-level'! ontolegy ‘'person' when it is also inter-
preted as having 'social' relations as we2ll as spatio-temporal re-
lations. These relations, then, provide the fundamenital definition

of the person, in an obJective sense and consclousness of these re-

lations, through self-consclousness, constitutss the fundamental

definition in its subjective (positing) aspact. The normal, 'everyday!,

digtinction bstween subjective and objective here being referrsd to
is such that 'subjective' refers to those elements of individual
consciousness which are directly experienced by that individual
only, such as feelings, thoughts, emotions, etec. If 'X is good! is
regarded as a subgccf claim about the spesaker, say to the eflfedt
that he likee it, then any disagreement would have Lo take the form
of 'mo you don't' as opposed to 'mo it isn't'. Ultimately, the
speaker cannot be coverruled unless some theory concerning sub-
jectivity is introduced that diverges from the normal sense of sub-
Jective, for instance, if such elements of conscicusness that are
here being referred to ave given a completely behavicuristic meaning.
On the other hand, what 1s objective is dependent of individual
consciousness, there are cor. .1 grounds for settling disputes con-

cerning what is objective, such that when such grounds are invoked
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and recognized disagreement is in principle, impossible. Sub-
jective consciousness takes place in an objectively real world
and is connected with that world through perception and, in
principle, the same world is perceptible to all. There is one
objective world and many subjective thoughts about it. Many
people speak of ‘'inner' and ‘outer'. It is this sort of picture
of the world and the individual's relation to it that this brief
distinction between subjective and objective has been meant to
portray.

Now it has previocusly been said thalt the meaning of

the term 'person' and, therafore, what a person is, is dependant
on the activity of consciousness as opposed Lo its passive re-
ceptivity. If this is the case, its objJectivity is dependent upon
the activity of consciocusness and the particular nature of the
characteristics of the perscn is depsndent on the nature of that
activity, i.e., its contentp In this way, objectivity, as such,
and particular real characteristics of those things that are in-
volved in such activity of consciousness, i.e., those things which
are more than spatio-temporal, have meaning only in and through
conscilousness. How doszs this apply regarding what has been said
about self-consciousness and consciousness of relations? Self-

consciousness would normally be taken to be subjective, a sort of

feeling. Self-consciousness, howeve

=~

", is consciousness of re-
lations, so that consciousness of relations is subjective, in the
normal sense of subjective. However,the psrson is an objectively
real element of the real world, normally understood. The sccial

relations which constitute the person are also elements of the

o}
LRt
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objectiviely real world, in the same sense of the word. Howeyer,
they have their meaning only in terms of consciousness, so that in
general, the meaning of objectivity lies in conscious experience.
The objective reality of the person is part of the active conscious
experience interpreting spatio~temporal data given in observation.
This is why I call the (real) relation the objective aspect of
consciousness of relation. The relation has its total meaning in
individual self-consciousness, just as the relations which define
the person have. And this is what is implied by the 'reconcili-
ation of subjective and objective'. We are, then, accounting for

. . . 1
the normal sense of objective in terms of consciousness. Disputes
concerning the objectively real,will be settled by influencing the
interpreting activity of conscilousnzss, e.g., by authordty, educ-
ation, discussicn, by pressures of the majority or elite, which
take many various forms. Objectivity, then, both in general and
in particuler, is a collective externalization of typical exper-

2 . . .
iences. So the objective reality of the person and the social

1. The above statements concerning 'objective' and 'sub-
Jeetive! will apply to all fvture references to the terms and also to
references to the proposed recond¢iliation bstween them. In this way,
we will see that since the objectivity of social relationship is an
element of consciousness and since the essence of morality will be !
scen to be in social relationship, so the cbjectivity of morality will
have its meaning in consciousness. If, then, sccial relationship is
regarded as a real component of the real world in the above normal
sense of objective, so must morality be regarded. The position in
this papsr is, thus, on a different level compard to e.g. subjsctivist
theories and absolutist theories of ethics.

2, For a thorough development of this view, see P.L. Berger

and T. Luckman, Ths Social Construstion of Reality, esp. Ch. II.




relations by which he is constituted is an externalization
(objectivation) of the experience of self-consciousness, which
is itself an experience of social relation.

It is only a very short step to apply this thasis to
physical cobjects which are not regarded as being merely physical
objects but which obtain itheir particular definitions through
use, purpose, etc:, which in themselves are not observable 'in
the object'!, so to spsak., When the definition of anything makes
it more than Just a physical object, interpretation of spatio-
temporal data is the link which provides definiticn in terms of
relations. So we see that a very large part of the real world
is a construction ocul of experience, in the sense previously
given to this phrase. Tt would be harder to imagine a situation
in which various kinds of components of the real world were re~
lated to expsrience in radically different ways, although different
individuals may have 'content' differences, i.e., different
specific interpretations due to their different relations.

By applying a gensral theory of relaticnal ontology to
the particular care of the ontology of persons and by taking into
account the way in which the concept of person is‘formed, we have
reached the conclusion that the ontology of the person consists in
sdcjal relationship. To show the full relevance of an analysis of
person in understanding the nature of morality, we now have to
examine the connection betwsen this kind of ontology and morality,
i.e., we have to examine the relevance of social relationship to

morality. And, according to the overall procedure of this paper,
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this means ckamlnlnv the logical connection between social re-
lationship and morality. In doing this, we will be showing the
nature of the connection between the person and morality.

We now proceed to an examination of 'sceial relationship!
as an aspact of human nature, by first shov:ng (in chapter two)
thaet psychological explanations of morality, insofar as they refer
to 'human nature' as the expiaining factor, can only bz understoocd
in terms of social relationship., This is initially plausible since
we have sald that the ontology of the person consists in soclal
relationship, so that the psychological descriptions of man must
be understandable in terms of social relationship. It will be
seen that psychological explanaticns; as a typs of explanation,
are plauvsible only because this understanding of them in terms of
social relationship is possible and because it is in terms of
social relationship that human nature can be seen to be connected
with morality. This will becoms clearer in chapter three, when we
will see that ths nature of this connection betwsen human nature,
understeood in terms of social relationship and morality, is one of
entailment.

The relevance of an analysis of perscn, Eoth cn this level
of general ontology and on the level of psychological descripti
6f Man, is determined by the fact that Man is always Man-in-Scciely.
We have seen that the general question of the ontology of persons
supports the view that Man is always Man-in-Society. We now have
t0o show that psychologiecal ~cr1pt{ ons of Man are essentially

descriptions of Man-in-Socilety, i.e., relational. This will be

o
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done in the following chapter. I will then remain to bea shown
what the nature of the connsction betwesen social relationship
and morality is. This will be dorie in chapter three. Once we
have done this, we will have shown the nature of ths connection
between humsn nature and morality and, at the same txm e, we will

have shown just how sentiments are connected with values, through

their being, necessarily, references to relationships. We will

l‘l‘

see thal thes success of sentiments as explanations of moral

values is depsndent upon this fact, zs also is the relevance of
the notion of the person dependent upon this fact. In other words,
the relevance of 'human nature' to the notion of morality obtains
through the fact that 'humen nature' is analyzable in terms of
social relationship and because scclal relationship is analyzabls
in such a way that the essence of morality lies inuait.

I would now like to examine Hume's doctrine of sympathy

and its proposed connections with morality, as an example of a

sychological analysis of human nature as an explanation of morality.
08 v
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CHAPTER TWO: HUME'S DOCTRINE OF SYMPATHY

We are examining, in this chapter, H;me's doctrine of
sympathy as an example of an attempt tc explicate the notion of
morality through a psychological description of human nature.

We will ssze that the only way such an attenpt can succeed is by
construing descriptions of human nature as essentially relational,
so that the psychological factors alleged by Hums and generally
taken to be relevant to moral enguiry, are indeed so, only bescause
1
they entail relationship, both in general end in particular.

It is difficult to talk of Hume's doctrine of sympathy
out of its context of an explanation of morality in terms of
human nature. As a fundamental fact about human nature, it plays
an“important part in Hume's moral theory as a wheole and, therefors,
cannot be considered in isolation. The implications of the doctrine
cannot bs brought oubt if it is considered merely as a psychological
principile. Indeed s does regard it as a principle of psychology
{human nature), but he was trying to explain the origin of morals
and so it is the part the principle plays in this.explanation that
is of primoc importance to him. Although finding the doctrine un-

acceptable as a psychological principle will no doubt preclude it

1. The relational characterization of human nature will
be further discussed in the following chapter whare the connection
between the subjective aspe * of relationship (sentiment) and the
objectivoly real relationship will be discussed and, thereby,.
further svbstzntiate the claim that psychological factors, such as
sentiments, entail relationship.
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from taking part in any explanation based on human nature, this is
not our main concern; we are chicfly interested in the Doctrine
as a kind of attempted explanation.

I would like, therefore, to examine fha doctrine of
sympathy along two broad lines; first, as a psychological principle;
second, as a part of the more general moral theory. It is obvious
that these two are not tctally distinct and I think together they

show that the doctrine of sympathy, as a type, (i.2., an application
of the tendency to seek an explanation of morals and morality in
fundemental human nature) fails to explain a system or morals sither

in principle or in specific content and to show why in principle

this is the cass.

A, Sympathy as a psychological principle.
1. The notion of sympathy is first introduced in Boock II of the
Treatise where Hume is dealing with the passions of pride and
humility, those passions which have the self as object. It apprears

' 1

in a section entitled 'Of the Love of Fame' where Hume wants to
account for the fact that "Our reputation, our character, our name,
are considerations of vast weight and importance; and even the other
causes of pride, virtus, beauty and riches, have little influence,
when not seconded by the opinioné and sentiments of cthers”? The

immediate question is 'by what process do the sentiments of others

1. Treatise Book .., part I, section XI

2. Ibid.
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come to influsnce and determine our ocwn passions?' This process,
or principle of humsn nature, as Hume calls it, is 'sympathy!.

"No guality of humen nature is more remark-
able, both in itself and in its consequences,
than that propensity we have to sympathize
with others and tc receive by communication,
their inclinations and sentiments, however
different from, or even contrary to our own."

In other words, the sentiments of others are communicated

to us by means of sympathy. Hume is thus using the word "sympathy!'

in a technical sense, similar in sense to the word ‘empathy?!, to
describe a psychological fact, the fact that sentiments are
communicated from one human being to ancther. I use the word
'‘describe! here purposely; Hume dozs not seek an explanation of
this fact, but rather regards it as a fundamental fact of human
nature which is known through experience and must, thersfore, be
accepted cn grounds of experience.

It is clear then, that Hume is not using 'sympathy!':in
the way we today would use it. To us, 'sympathy! entails pity
or som2 other mode of approval or agreement. To Hume, sympathy
is that process or principle by which the feelings (impressions)
of another are communicated to us, it is not itself a feeling.
Agreement or approval may result from such a process, but not
necessarily so.

It is nscessary to describe this process in more detail
in order to bring cut its essential nature. When a man hés the

sentiment of misery, this sentiment will be manifested in his
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‘behaviour and perception of thils characteristic behaviour will

1
give an observer an idea of the sentiment. Now this idea of

misery will be converted into an impression of misery, which is
the sentiment itself. This is because the idea of misery will
be associated with an idea of the self, an idea which dsrives
from the relation with the other psrson involved. According to
Hume, anything which is related to ths self achleves a grzater
force and vivacity through that relation, so that the idea of
misery asscciated with the idea of self is made more forceful
. . . L2

and becomes the impression of misery itaslf,

It is the asscciation of ideas and impressicns, there-
fore, that facilitates communicetion of sentiments, but it is
obvious that what is more!fundamental to communication is re-
lation. A rslation must exist before communication is possible,
for it is throvgh this relation that the individual achisves an
idea of the gelf and it 1s the idea of the self in relation to
'the other' that brings aboul a convsersion of the idesa of the

sentiment into the sentiment itself. 'Relation' here does not

"closeness! of the sort found in families or among friends.

What are the immediate effects of this communication on

nt, impression = feeling or sentiment.
f

ful version of the idea.
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those that have such relations with others? To find out, we must
first introcduce another !'fundamental fact' of human nature; the
approval of pleasure and the disapproval of pain. This, again,
is something which Fume does not seek to explain but regards as
given in experience and by this, he must mean observation. Now
the sentiment of misery is a painful sentiment, by which Hume
would mean that the sentiment of misery is acccompanied by the
simple impression of pain; so that the idea of misery, gained
from the 'other'! is accompanied by the impression of pain -—- and
by the associalion principle we disapprove of the sentiment of
misery through our disapproval of pain. The same process applies
to pleasurable sentiments. It is this approval and disapproval
that result in the four basic indirsct passions; pride and humility,
where the object of approval is directly related to ourselves, love
and hatred, where it is directly related to others.

It follows from what Hume says that, without sympathy,
there would be no indirect passions, although each individual would

have his own sentiments -- whi

O

h is the same as saying that there
would be no communication {of sentiments).

2. Hume is concerned with human nature as a cause of Judgements
(e#aluations) and of actions. He seems, therefore, to be saying
that sympathy, as a principle of communication, is at least a
necessary part of any explanstion of such judgements and actions.
There are two levels on which this claim can be examined: firstly,
that level which is concernsed with the person as connected with
others in the relation of contiguity, or of the 'closeness!' found

in femilies. This may be called the psychological level, as it is
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concernaed with particular, definite instances. The second level is
a general one which transcends particular instances and is concerned
with judgements and actions in principle, i.e., our morals. This
may be called the social level to indicate the absence of particular
relation% As this section is concerned with sympathy as a psycho-
logical principle, I will leave this latter to another section.

An obvious criticism and an informative one too, I think,
is that the process of sympathy as Hume describes it is empirically
false. This does not mean that there is no communication, for there
plainly is. What it does mean is that we understand or perceive
the sentiments of others rather than feel thgm ourselves. In other
words, the idea of the sentimont is not converted into an impression,
we are merely aware of the senltiments existence through its manifest-
ation in behaviour and through memory of our own experience of the
sentiment come to have the appropriate passion, e.g., pity. This
would explain many cases which remzain problematic on Hume's account.
Take, for example, the csse of anger. A man may be angry becauss
he has lost his job? According to Hume, by means of sympathy, I
would alsc come to feel anger and by the association of ideas dis-
approve of the cause of the anger, i.e., losing tﬂe Job. But it

may be the case that I think the man should lose his job, in which

1. T hope this distinction here will become more apparent
as w2 proceed.

2. An example wsed by D. Stewart, The Moral and Political
Philosophy of David Hume:-— for a different purpose.
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case I will approve of the cause of the anger. There are, there-
fore, other and stronger factors than sympathy determining my
judgemznt and possibly action. To add further complication —-
suppose that the sentiment of the man who did the firing is also
commmicated to me. Is it possible to have thelsentiments of both
myself?

Sympathy is supposed to be a process whereby the senti-
ments of those that I am in relation with are communicated to me,
so thet I come to feel those same sentiments. Now from the above
we see that the mere fact of a relation existing between one person
and another does not determine what sentimznts each person feels.
If a 'close! relation is one hetween family or friernds, then not
all 'close' relationships are sympathetic. Not everyone feels the
same sentiments as the other members of his family, so the fact
that a fanily relationship exists, as such, camnot be used to explain
sympathy and vice-versa. On the other hand, I may agree with,
approve -and pity a large number of people in various relationships
with me but I need not feel as they do in order to agree, approve
or pity. Undoubtedly, sympathy in Hume's sense doess sometimes occur
but for it to be a principle which explains this type of judgement,
it would have to be universal, which it plainly is not.

So, no one type of relationship (e.g., 'close' or family)

ensures that the relation is sympathetic and this means that
sympathy if taken strictly in Hume's sense, is not 2 necessary

factor in judgement end actions within the narrow sphere of

rarticular instances and relations. A sympathetic relation is



only contingently characterizable as scme other kind, e.g.,

‘close! or family relation. The importance of 'sympathy'!' in
Judgements and actions will, I hope, become apparent on examin-
ation of the 'social level!.
3. Sympathy and Benevelence. Still on the psychological level
is the comsideration of the connecticn between sympathy and
benevolence. Assuming for the moment that sentiments are commun-
icated by the sympathetic process from those in close relation to
us, what is it that produces benevolence? Since sympathy is a
process and benevolence is 2 pazticular kind of sentimsnt directed
towards another person, it is clear that sympathy alene is not a
sufficient condition of benevolsnce. Hume regards benevolence as
only a conbtingent accompaniment of the pleasurable passions, e.g.,
love of ancther person does not necessitate a concern for that
persen's happiness; the two will usually be found together but
it is cecnceivable for them not to be. What is necessary, however,
is approval of the caﬁse of the sentiment in the other person,
which causes us to have the passion of love for him, But for
consistency, we will have to say that this too dogs not necess-—
itate benevolence towards that cause. So sympethy, even with
approval added, does not explain bensvolent feelings towards thoss
in close relation to us.
Another aspect of this same position is that sympathy does

not mean the absence of self-love. But if sympathy and self-love
are not incompatible, then sympathy cannot possibly explain why a

particular relationship should involwe benevolence rather than
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some other malevolent,sentinent since a sympathetic relationship
could equally well involve benevolence or malevolence. However,
that the relationship should be characterized as sympathetic is

2 necessary condition for the relationship to involve benevolence
(as it is for it to involve some other, malevolent, sentiment).

So it is the gencrality of the notion of sympathy which enables

it to be used in explanation of these sentiments but it dees not
tell uvs why one particular sentiment, rather than another. However,
if this is the case, the citing of sympathy as an explanation of
sentiment, amounts to no more than an indication of the fact of re-
lationship {communication). Obviously, for there to be a particular
kind of relationship, there has to be relationship ~- this is a
necessary.but not a sufficizsnt condition of the payticular relation-
ship. This means that if we are to regard sympathy as the basis

of morality, either (logically) as that which entails the essential
meaning of morality, or in the sense of empirical explanation, then
we are bound to regard the fact of relationship as that bhasis of
morality. This will be further examined in the next section and in
the follbwing chapter. However, as Hume isneagér to stress, it is
an empirical fact that people do have benevolent féelings and the
inevitable conclusion from this is that benevolence, like sympsthy
and approval, is a 'fundamentsl fact of humen rature'. Man some-
times approves and scometimes feels benevolent and further analysis,
in terms of general explanstion, is impossible. Of course, commun-
ication in some sense must exist for such feelings of benevolence

but as we shall see, ths logical requirement of 'communication! is
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satisfied by the fact of relationship, as opposed to 'what goes
on in that relationship’} Fven in those cases where feelings are
comnunicated, thers may be whet are called 'extraneous modific~
ations', but which are really different relationships, for example,
| the modification involved with comparison, interest, social role
and a general attitude towards society and human affairs, {which

is itself a particular relationship or relationships).

B. Sympathy as a fundamental part of the moral theory.
1. "In '0f Morals'!, Hume is seeking to show that

it is feelings, which through sympathy, give

rise to the distinction between vice and

virtue. All human characteristics that we come

to approve through the SJﬁnathg+3c process he

calls 'virtues'...ceeoesoooss
Stewart believes that "Hume's view is that it is by the feelings
that men distinguish between good and evil and, therefore, that
men are most virtuous when they are most agresable and useful to
themselves and others. That is, he traces the distinction between
moral virtuerand vice primarily t® the passions rather than reason."

Since we have already seen that on Hume's view there would
be no indirect passions without sympathy, the above statement im-
plies that without sympathy, there would be no distinchion between

moral vice and virtue in general, a2s opposed to a distinction bet-

ween good and bad in particular instances, which has already been

- 1. That is to say, satisfied by the fact that there is a
relationship as such, as opposed to a benevolent relaticunship or a
malevolent relationship.

2. Stewart: Moral & Political Philosophv of David Hume, Ch,IV
3. Ibid.




Mume admits that our feelings are biased in favour of our-
selves and those in close relation to us, so that our evalustionms,
unless otherwise influenced, will be biased. What, then, must we
do in order to make an unbiased moral evalustion of a man's character?
The kind of answer Hume would give to this question is that we should
put ourselves in the position of an impartial observer, so that,
in effect, our evaluation will result from a comparison with a
social (or moral) standard, rather than cur own biased standard.

And this implies, I think, that one is never in a relation with
another person exhibiting only basic humsn nature. On the personal
level, the relation will be biased by personal interest and attitdde
and the social level, which is an abstraction from the personal
level, will be a general marlf tion of this biased attitude

1
applied tc all meumbers of the society.

Having distinguished between the 'psychological level! and
the 'social level', where the former is concerned with particular
relations between persons, one thing that is entailed in the 'social
level! is the absence of relation of this sort. While it is trus
that thers can only be one basic type of relation; particular re-
lations between particular people, when we are concernsd with our

place in socliety, or when we are placing ourselves in the position

of impartisl observers, =stc., we are concerned with social re-

1. 'Biased! here is msant in a sense which allow
possibility of adtitudes being influenced by prevailing af
in the scciety.

the
T

U; ')

S
ttitudes
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lationship on a general level, as opposed to particular concrete
instances of relationship (the particular, individual level).

The kind of characterlzatloq we give of this geﬁpra’ level of
social relationship is an abstraction from the particular instances
of relationship, as opposed to an aggregate of those relationships.

Our moral evaluations on this level do not have any specific

objects, (e.g.: John Smith, Fred's promise, Tom's anger) of the
sort that they do on the particular level of particular relation-
ships and judgemsnts. OSo, since there is neither a specific
tother! from which sentiments can be communicated, e.g. John Smith,
and there is no particular concrete object of judgement (but rather
something like e.g. the public good) and if sympathy is meant to
be 2 causal factor in moral evaluation on this level, it cannot
have the same characteristics as sympathy on the level of partic-
vlar relaticnships. Since the sceial level is an abstraction in
the sense previously given to this term, sccial sympathy, i.e.,
a commmnication of sentiments on an absiract social level, must be
an abstraction itself from the particular level. For instance, we
can substitute 'convention' for 'social sympathy! --~ a convention
as an abstraction from an aggregate of several 'thlncs done in a
typical way'! is a kind of judgement or action which has particular
applications. It does not cause those judgements or actions in

normal circumstances. In the same way 'soclal sympathy'! designatel

1. Socmetimes, one's motive for doirg omething might be
to conform to & convention. This, however, is not )trlelV speaking
what 'acting conve u+¢o%ully‘ means, rather 'c nfo*mnng to a con-
vention' means doing something in the usual, accepted, etc., way,

in a certein s=et of circumstances. In other words, a convention is
an abstraction frem instances of {conventional) behaviour.
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the fact of soclal relationship, it does not refer to a cause of
relationship; it is social communication rather than a cause of
it and social communication considered generally is an abstraction.

It is true that once a particular kind of character has
come to be regarded as morally good, future manifestations of
that character will be accompanied by feelings of moral appro-
bation but we still have to explain the origin of the evaluation
Imorally good'. Particular passions, then, (sentiments and judge-
ments) are not causally explained by sympathy (communication)
either on the particular level or on the abstracted socizl level
but originate in social relationships themselves, are part of
them.

Going back to an earlier section, where it was gaid that
the relation required for sympathy to operate could only be
characterized as a sympathetic relation} we can now see how this
applies to the moral or social level. What is required for sympethy
at the social level is the very sentiment or evaluation that the
sympathy is invoked to explain,

Hume's account of the 'artificial! virtue of Jjustice may
be illuminating here., Hume would call an action right only if by
that was meant that the quality of the person or character from
which it stemmed wes morally good. But at the same time, he thinks

that the rules of justice, considered abstractedly, do not stem

1. Please refer to page 46,
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from any natural quality that human beings may have. So, there
are two questions which may be asked here. First, how do the
principles of justice and the particular rules of justice
originate? And, second, in what does the moral obligation to
observe the rules of justice lie?

"Cn considering any periiculer instance of just

conduct abstracted from the system of justice,

there may not seem to be any reason at all why

we should engage in it: for Just actions some-

times seems to be contrary to our own interest

and even contrary toqthe public interest, when

taken in isolation".=
In other words, there is no natural motive which serves to explain
this adherence and consequently it cannct be explained by means of

gympathy. Hume gives the answer himself when he says: -

rises artificially, though
tion ard human conventions'.

But if it is also true, as Ardal says, that "It is their incapacity
for objective Judgement which explains why animals are capable of
the indirect passions and yet cannct morally approve or disapprove”,3
objective judgemsnt, in this case of Justice, seems to ba synonymous
with "educaticn and human conventions".

It is, therefore, only one painless step further to allow
that. 'objective Judgement' in 21l moral evaluation is a matter of

"education and human conventions". In fact, it seems necessary-to

1. Pall Ardal: Passion and Velue in Hume's Treatise, Ch.8.
We shall learn just why this should be so at a later stage.

2. Treatise, Book JIT, Page 189 {(Everyman edition).
3. Ardal, Page 17,
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take this step in_order to explain how disinteressted benevolence
is possible, or what amounts to the same thing, how objective
evaluation is possible. This seems even more plausible when it
is specific rules that are being considered, as opposed to the
notion of justice as such.

It is then, the objectivity brought zbout by education

and conventicns which provides the particular relationships (and

ks

65}

therefore passions) which may be characterized as sympathetic.

€

These relationships and the passions involved 'in' them are re-—
latively staeble over a period of time due to the tendency to
tinstitutionalize!, and their objective characteristics., If we
are going to spsak of these as constituting human nature, then

we must use the phrase in 2 mors restricted sense; human nature
in a particular kind of society, (which itself means a set of a
certain kind of relationships). What, fundamentally, constitutes
the society is the rslationships between its members, so that here
we can also account fér rarticular deviations from the norm assoc—
iated with interests and roles, since interests and roles deter-
mine the nature of the relationship in the particular case.

2. Now sympathy is not a feeling or ssntiment in.Hume’s account:
it is a psychological process of communication of sentiments, 'so

that whenever we have a case of a sympathetic relationship, either

1. This notion is itself an invention, as well as its
specific content and oblains its cbjectivity through education ete.
Education, among other factors, determining what we objectifly.

230
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on the restricted level of the family sort or cn the social, there
nust be some degrees of sentiment involved. A sympathetic relation-
shib, then, can always be characterized as another kinds of re~
lationship, in terms. of sentiments. So the sympathetic relation-
ship camnot be a cause of the sentimental relationship - it is that
relationship. Sympathy cannot explain benevolence ('the moral
sense'), approval or disapproval, for these reasons. Moresover,
the moral sentiments, benevolence, approval and disapproval, are
always 'other-regarding' as opposed to feelings of pain or borsdom.
So 'moral sensz', benevolence, etc., represent an abstraction from
relationships between people; they do not explain these relation-
ships in any causal sense. This, I think, is why Hume (and no
he same kind of ex-

t
l .
planations on the 'impersonal' socizal Jevel, where these relation-

doubt many others) find it difficult to use

ships are not readily discernible and thus neither is the abstraction.
Strictly speaking, the psychological sphere is restricted to personal
relationships, such as between families and friends. To explain

the wider, 'moral'! sphere; some other factor has to bz invoked, and
as has been mentioned, this factor is 'socizl'; for Hums, education
and convention. This factor mist, however, have some kind of effect
on man's 'psychological maks-up', both for Hume, since his moral
theory is based on man's sentiments and for us, since man and

society are logically connected and it is aliways people who originate

1. It seems that by definition, the socizl level excludes
relationships betwesn people.
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moral judgements and values. Bub again, we will see that for
similarrreasons as those mentioned above, we cannot regard this
'social factor' as a causal explanation of morals and morality.

Huome restricts the term 'moral' to this social level,
so that obligations or duties within it are moral obligations or
duties. MNow he believes that man has no natural motive (strictly
psychological?) for conforming to a moral obligation or for even
regarding it as such in the first place. Education and con-
vention ara necessary for this. So man's soclal environmsnt is
supposed to provide the motives for moral action and feeling.

How does it do this? Preswnably it dces this by extending the
area of each individual's 'sympathy', so¢ that man comes to have
xtended (and necessarily abstracted, for there are by definition,
no 'personal! relationships involved) sympathetic relationships.
Admittedly, this is an exaggeration since once somebhing has come
to be regarded as good, no abstraction or extended sympathy is
regquired., But for this process sver to begin, such an extension
is necessary.

But, just a2s a sympathetic relatiomship cgnn@t be said
to be a causal factor on the 'perscnal' level, so extended sympathetic
relationships cannot be said to be a causal factecr on the 'moral
level, Again, sympathy is not a feeling but a process and this

1so applies to extended sympathy. Being a sccial process, an
& 4 &~ 3

Q

extended sympathetic relationship must alsc be characterizable
: 1

in other teyms, in this case in terms of both soclal environment

(e.g. education and conventicns) and social or moral sentiments.
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There are no causal connections hers and consegquently no causal
explanations: a relationship characterizable in terms of certain
moral sentiments or obligations is the relationship characterizable
in certain terms of social environment, which in turn is the re-
lationship characterizable as an extended sympathetic relationship.
In other words, at least some socilal relaticnships are moral re-
lationships, i.e. involve values, obhligations, duties, etc., con-
cerning right and wrong, good and bad, as their very essence and
all moral relationships are social relationships. Moreover,
psychological and sociclogical descriptions of humen nature are
descriptions of 'personal! and 'social' relationships and also do
not serve as causal explanations of morals and morality.

What we have shown, I think, in this chapter is thati,
first; sympathy cannot be regarded as a causal explanatiocn of
morality, second; particuler kinds of relationships, such as
banevelent ones, are no less 'fundamental facts of human nature!
than 'sympathetic! ones (since they all are sympathstic ones and
sympathetic ones are alwafs as such some undetermined particular
kind, e.g.: malevolent, depending on the particular relationship.
In other words, fsympathetic' is a general descri p tion, 'malevolent!
or whatever, is a particular descripbion applied to somes generally
'sympathetict relation). Third; if the explanatory power of
tgympathy'! lies in its generality, this means théu it is the fact

of relationship which explains morality, and it is the fact of re-

1. That there is a relationship does not d determine itselfl
what kind of reja ¢Oﬂih5p there is. Sympathy means that tho vb is a
relaticnship but it does ; is benevolent, malevoleont
or whatever, The genera 3 h expla h
morality as such as oppos

whatever, which ars gll

ip as such explains
>91 tn 'good? and as opposed to "had?!, or
mor ._} tf‘""m

"’5
2
\,’)



lationship which is more fundamental than a certain kind of re-
lationship, e.g., a benevolent one. In this chapter we have also
seen that asserting sympathy to be at least a necessary cohdition
of morality, is asseriting that relationship is at least a necessary

condition of morality. We have also seen that sympathy does not

-a-

itself explain the existence, in a particular case, of bensvolencs

as opposed to malevolence (just as a certain perticular kind of

relationship is not explained by the fact that there is a relation-
ship). DNow, if benevolence and malevolence do, in fact, have equal
claim to be regarded as moral sentiments, (one morally good and the
other morally bad) and do, in fact, entail the existence of certain
relationships, then morality as such is not restricted to certain
kinds of social relationships bul to social relationship as such.
Sympathy entails the fact of social relationship and as such it
constitutes a sufficient condition of morality since the fact of

°

sceial relationship is a sufficient condition of morality. This
would be true so long as we ars concernsd with other-regarding
sentiments, whether 'good' or 'bad' and so long as these sentiments
entail relstionships.

A further examination of human nature in.terms of social
relationship in the following chepter, will show just how senti-

ent entails relationship and how, through this, sentiments are in-

volved in morality. We will now sse how these particular sentiments

and the particuler relationships in which they are invelved, are

related to morality as such, by showing just how the fact of social
relationship is connected with morality and through this, how the

citing of sentiments fasilitates an understanding of merals; i.c.,

Thi s wde i)
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how psychological explanation of morality is possible. We will be

S

seeing that sentiments are only connected with morality through
thelyr entailing particular social relationships and because

norality as such is entailed by the fact of social relationship.
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CHAPTER THPEE: SOCTAL AND MORAL RELATIONSHIPS

1. Since psychological and sociological descriptions of
human nature are descriptions of relationships, it is logically
necessary that onc cannot provide a description of Man in
isolation from social relationships. Nor could one describe so-
cailed 'Man in the state of nature' without claiming onc or a
set of scecial relationships to be mere natural than ancther cne
or set and since man carnot be described in isolation from
social rslationships, it would be more natural only if by 'more
natural'! was meant ‘observed more. 6ften!,

Adam Ferguson, in his Essay on the History of Civil
Socicty, takes such a view as the abeve. lLike Hume, Ferguson
seeks teo enguire into the nature of morals and morality by an
understanding of humen nature, although unlike Hume, he makes
no abstractions from the complex and diverse observations on
human relationships that can be ma2de, to posit a 'fundamentsl!

)

.onship in which 'true' human nature can be dis-

Ao

kind of relat:

covered, such as the family in Hums's case. So, for Ferguscn,
what is natural to Man is as complex and diverse as the re-
lationships Man is in and has been in, although generally

fue)

speaking, it is naturel for Man to be 'in society!, i.e. the

1. Mam Ferguson: Essay on the History of Givil
Societ

ty, 1767. ¥d. Duncan Forbes, Edinburgh (1966).
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fact of these relationships is natural as opposed to the particular
kind of relationship, which in Man's case, is immensely diverse.

So the supposed 'state of nature! has never existed; if it exists

in abstraction only, it is futile; and if used to explain certain

1
other phenomena, is mistaken. A valid description of human

=

nature, on the other hand, will depend on a particular kind of

1

social relationship in the sense that this kind of relationship

will provide the description's content. However, the description
will have no application outside the context of this particular
kiné of sccial relationship, since the relationship forms the
essence of the description. The description will only apply where
the relationship is the sames. In these cilrcumstances, human
nature can be said teo be constant. Seo, human nature, in a partic-
ular context, is not the result of the causal influence of that

context (relationships) nor is it 2 causal factor resulting in the

particnlar kind of context (relationships). In other words, the

'_J.

citing of social relationships, as an explanation of certain

2
characteristics of individual perscns, cannot be a causal explan-

ation of those characteristics, since a complete description of

.

the social relationships involved will include thoc“ characteristics

and vice-versa. These two 'aspects' of the situation, the relation-

1. Not simply because it is histordically false but be-
cause there is no reason why one or a particular set of razlations
should be considered more fundamental than another one or set.

2. VWhen these characteristics invelve reference to others
this excludes, for example, physical characteristics.
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shnp and the characteristics of the individuals involved, are
the result of different emphasis, on the objective situztion con
the onez hand and the subjective on the other; a reference on the

:)

one hand, to the relationship thought of as

[8)

bélonging to the
cormmon real world, and on the other hand, a raference to the
tinner!' feelings, etc., associzated with the relationship. Ve
are here saying that the connection beiween the ‘'innert! and
'outer! agspscts of the relationship 1s not causal because a
complete description of the 'innert! will include the 'outer'.
The cormection is rather one of entailment, the cbjectivity or
Toutsideness! of the relationship being included in the con-
sciousness of the relation or other-regarding sentiment. The
relationship and the feelings associated with it, are not
radically distinet as they would be if the comnection wers ‘

'3

causal, but have thei ning in terms of each other. (see
page 33).

Since specific cbservations concerning human nature,
then, are either useless or mistaken, it is the generic notion
of humen nature which is of importance. By generic, I mean the
notion of the kind of being Man is, as opprosed to more specific

. .

notions as to what Man is = his specific characteristics. The
generic notion of human nature is defined by relations. Man

in relations.
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Although not weording it in this way, Ferguson's view is

similar; he believes that Man is, by nature, a social being.

However, such a conclusion is quite compatible with traditional
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analyses of Man, to the effect that he naturally forms social re-

lationships and what is more likely, Farguscn meant nothing more ' j

}.h

than this, deriving his further conclusions from the fact that

this is so and not from one or other of the ﬁérticular relaticn-
ships that Man forms, as other analysss tend to do. However, such
an analysis of human nature as Ferguson supports, must lsad one
nto the somewhat stronger view that 'Man has his being in social
relations',

For the time being, howsver, let us examine the main
features of Ferguson's analysis., From the fact that Man naturally
forms social relations, what kind of conclusicns doess Ferguson
draw? Because sccial relationships, whatever form they take, are
natural to Man, so must the feelings, emotions and sentiments, etc.,
which are intiwmately linked with these relationships, be natural
to Man. Call these 'social sentiments' to distinguish them fron
the spscific feelings associated with specific relationships, for
we are purposzly limiting ourselves to the general level,

J.

It only remains to give a more explicit meaning to the
phrase 'social sentiments' to conclude that so-called moral senti-
ments are natural to Man, i.e., te say that be enevolence g, fellow-
feeling, etec., are what is meant by 'social sentiments', and these
are of more consequence to Man, are stronger, than desire of
pleasure, sensusl happiness,etc. Man has a stronger natural
tendency to seek satisfaction of the 'social sentiments' and
observation Jets us conclude that fulfilment of the relationships

with which these social sentiments are involved is more satisl{ying

and tekes more of Man's attentica than those relaticnships which
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are purely matters of sensual pleasure. Accordingly, Man also has
a natural tendency to judge others and thsir actions along the
same lines, i.e., whether or not they are in accord with the social
sentiments (and, through these, with the social relationships) de-
cides whether or not they are to be regarded and hence are good or
bad.

So, we see that Ferguson's analysis of the basis of morality
is very much like Humes's, insofar as that basis lics in 'sentiment';
the main difference being in the analysis of human nature, a diff-
erence which results in differences in belief as to the kind:of
sentiment which is natural to Man. To Ferguson, then, Hume would
be making a mistake in supposing that the sentiments involved in a
particular kind of relationship (the 'closs' or family kind) are
those sentiments natural to Man and only those natural to man and
which consequently provide the foundation of morality. This would
be a mistaken anzlysis of human nature to Ferguson and not a fund-
amzntal disagreemsnt about the basis of morality. The social senti-
mentsAare not artificlial as they are in Hume's case. ETven though
Ferguson does not, he could admit that these sentimdnts are, at the
same time, natural and 'produced' by education and conventions, as
they are in Hum='s anzlysis. This follows from Ferguson's views on
humen nature, according to which he camnot exclude any kingd of re-
lationship Man is observed to upheld from being termed natural.

But, the only circumstance in which this would be possible, is one
in which it is natural that :<ome, at least, of Man's relationships

result from education and convention, l.e.: this whole situation
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is natural to Man and we are still left with the view that the
socisl sentiments are part of human nature and hence thet human
nature provides the basis of morals and morality.

However, as in Humels analysis, we s%ill have the question
of the connection between the sentiments involved in a socidl re-
lationship and the sccial relationship itself. One cannot have
social sentiments without being in the appropriate sccial re~
lationship (conceptually speaking, of course; in reality there are
individual cases of hypocrisy) - social sentiments would otherwise
be meaningless - and equally one cannot be in a sccial relation-
ship without having the appropriate socizl sentiment, this is pre-
cisely the meaning of such rslationships as we are here concerned
with.

Are all social relationships of this nature? Ferguson's
account of human nature brings out, at least, one thing which
Hume's account obscures, that all social relationshipe necessarily
invelve perscons in relation, however remote that relation might be.
We can speak of social relationships in an abstract form and in so
doing, we will not be referring to any persons in particular, but,
nevertheless, of conceptual necessity, we are referring to persons
in general. For example, we can speak of the relationship employer-
employes, without referring to anybody in particular, but the
conceptual reference to persons in general is unavoidable. Sets

of 'ideal' social relaticnships, for exawple, those described as

-

'Just', have the same characteristic. A social relationship also

)4

invelves at least two persons, eac

ok

1 being characterized by their
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tposition!' with regard te the other - and this 'positicn' defins
what they are, their social status or category {rersons in general
being defined by relations in general, i.e.: corﬂe"tually) for
example, employer or emplcyee., In other words, persons are always

!

2.

'role~defined?!, which is another way of saying 'relation defined

Now, ‘roles!' are characterizsd by means of behaviour, whether or

not after a time they becoms 'institutionalized' and hence lose

their 'personal! quality and their 'behaviouristic! quality. (In
N

fact, in many cases, we can determine X's role and hence what he

is, by context alone, but this is duz to past experience and

learning and does not change the basic position). Morsover, this

behaviour must of nescessity, be other-regarding and sd for this
behaviour to be conscipusly other-regarding, which it must be to
be considered ‘role-behaviour', there must be ‘sentiments' in-
volved, namely, particular social sentiments (be they greed, envy,
hatred, love, generosity or whatever). In other words, each 're-
latum' must be conscious of the fact of his relatedness to others
for him to be rslated to others. Social relationships thereby
entail social sentiments and vice-versa. We have hefe above,
another case of 'reality' being constructed out of experience;

1
L.fication of social sentiments

»_|,

social relationships being object

end thereby an objectification of role and 'kinds' of individuals.

1. That is to say. ,osited as real though and in ternms
.i

of these sentiments. The fact that the relationships are character-
-ized as social relaticnships, determines the characterization of
the gentiments as social sentiments.



Since social sentiments entail social relationships, specific

kinds of social sentiments will entail spzcific kinds of social
relationships. If what are generally regarded as moral sentiments
can be shown to ba kinds of social entim&nfé (and if all sccial

sentiments entail moral sentiments), we will be able to show that

the objectification of social relationships, and through this,

the obje sctification of characteristics of the individuals involved

. .

in the relationship, will 2lso be an objectificaticn of moral re-

>

lationships and through this, an objectificetion of the moral
characteristics of the individuels involved. We will be looking
at, for example, the nature of the parallel betw=en 'he is an

architect, therefore, he cught to draw straight lines' and 'he

promised him so he ought to pey back the money he borrowed'.

2. Since all social relationships involve rersons, it may be
inadequate to say that all social relationships are rols defined.
If it were adequate, then we could say that society was made up of
employers, employees,.buyers, sellers, etc. etc.,; but striectly
spealding, not persons as employers, buyers, stc. The common factor

of all roles is that it is persons which 'fill' the roles so that a

in terms of the differ=snt roles and des-

(¢}
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description of s
criptions of difference societies, in terms of different kind of
roles, will miss out this common factor and we will have purely
factual descriptions and comparisons in terms of role beshaviour.

-~

Since conscious role behaviour nu“b 1?volve sentiments, we can

1. A role always invelves reference to an 'other'., ERole
behaviour is always ‘cther regarding!'; conscious role behaviour is

always conscilously 'other regarding’'.
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aiso say that a description of these sentiments as social senti-
ments, or rather a description of social sentiments as 'role
sentiments’, maj be inadequate. Ths two kinds of sentiments cannot
be conceptually equivalent since two societiés may be completely
different in terms of roles, yet eguivalent in that they both in-
volve sccial sentiments, social relationships as such. Strictly
speaking, then, 'role' doss not exhaustively de ne 'social re-
lationship' and the sentiments involved in roles do not exhaust-
ively define social sentiments. There is something else involved.

When we are concernsd with social relationships, there
seems to be a progression from descriptions of a purely factual
nature, e.g. a descripbtion of a huyer-seller reslationship, to
descriptions of a partly factual naturs and a partly moral nature,
e.g., & 'promising' relationship. No doubt a situation of buying
and selling could have moral implications or provoke moral
Judgements, but as such, it doss not - it would have to have a
slightly different description for this to be the case, which
would make it fall inte the second category mentioned sbove -
and yet it .definitely seems to be a description.of a sccial re-
lationship. No doubt thers are many others of a similar nature.
So some social relationships seam not to be moral relationships
and the sentiments involved do not seem to be moral sentiments,
i.e., descriptions of them have no implications concerning moral
value or moral prescription - whiéh is to say that we do not draw
any moral conclusions from trem, If the buyer-seller relationship

is a social relstionship, there must be some degres and kind of
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social sentiment involved; in the persons involved if they regard
themselves as socially related, or posited by observers if they
posit a social relationship to be involved bebween the two persons.
There ars two possible alternatives for the buyer; either he can
regard the seller as nothing other than a seller {and what this
entails), thereby ignoring his 'personality’; or he can regard
the seller as a person but 2 particular kind of person as deter-
mined by that persons relation to himself, namely, as a seller
(and what that entails). Now, the former involves only 'role
sentiments' which lead to the relationship being characterized
purely in terms of role (and the behaviour and behavioural
implications that this includes). Any morality involved will be
a pseudo-morality, such as the so-called 'morality of the market-
place'. If we limit our concern as sociologists to the sphere
of roles and role behaviour, we limit curselves to 'pseudo-
meralities' of the above mentioned kind and cannot hope to provids
much help te the moral philosopher in his enquiry into the nature
of morals and morality, |

Returning now to Ferguson, we can see how he, as 2
sociologist, does help ths moral philosopher. Wehremember that
in sseking to understand humen nature, he is not concerned with
the diverse and complex relationships Man fulfills. They are all
natural; what 1s of importance to the study of morals and morality
(at least for Ferguson) is the fact of Man's relationships. We saw
that it was from this that he drew his conclusions about morality.

So it is not in the study of Man's diverse and complex roles that
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we can discover the nature of morality; and since it is the social
sentiments which, for Perguson, provide the link in the under-
standing of the connection between man's natural tendency to form
social rvelations and morality, a description of society in terms
of roles, does not provide us with the important social sentiments
that 'explain! morality. The sentiments involved in role be-
haviour, then, as such, cannot be described as social ssntiments.
A description of social relatiomships, purely in terms of roles,
leaves out ths more fundamental social seatim 1ts, and from such
descripbions, nothing about morality can be learnsd.

What can be the nature of these social sentiments when
there is only a set of particular relationships (roles), and the
fact of these particular relationships? i.e., do pesople ever
have what might be called social sentimants?

The only circumstance in which 'socizl sentiment'! could
have a substantive meaning (as opposed to mercly indicating the
fact that Man naturally forms social relations) is one in which
the above statement, tovthe effect that thers are only roles, is
incorrect, i.e., that social relaticnship is not equivalent to
role ralationship.

Social relationships logically reguire the involvement

of persons and in saying thi

1)

, we fulfill the reguirements of
the circumstance above, for on this account de scriptions, in
terms of roles, will not amount to descriptions of sceial re-

lationship, since the subjects of role descriptions are not

rersons as such, but buyers, sellers, employers, employees, ete.
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If thay do describe persons, then strictly speaking, they are not

ust role descriptions. Social sentiments are involved, then,

[

when the relationship is to be descyibgd as a relatlonship between
persons and the kind of sentiment which substantiates the meaning

-

s & meral sgenliment; benevolence, fellow-

s

of 'social sentiment!
feeling, etc. These arc the kind of santiments which are logically
entailed in the fach of social relationship (as described by
Ferguson) and are of s fundamental genersl nature, transcending

the specific kinds of sentiments legically inveolved in roles and

are substantiated in real social relationships (either positively
or negatively), when those relationships are described as involving
persons as opposed to role-itypes. Thus, the individual that ‘has!
social sentiments, dees so because he is a person and recognizes

the 'personality! of others —- this is a matter of entailment.
Socialrrélationships entail persons, role relationships entail role-
types, such as buysrs and sellers, even though the 'real' situation

we are describing is, in 2 sense, the same, the descriptions being

'd

the varying facter. !'Social relationship' involves a general-
level description, as does 'parscn'; role relationship descriptions
constibtute specific content for the former gen jé terms, as partic-
ular role-types cénstitute the spzcific content for the generic
term ‘person'. It is this gencral level of description of social
relationship which contains the basis of more lity and shows why

the commen factor in very different societiss (different when des-
cribed in terms of role-structure) is morality, which stems from

the fact of social relationship and is net found in the actval and
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specific role relationships. Whensver a person is described as

$m

having social sentiments, then, these will always be moral senti-
ments and indicate the suppression and suborc nation of 'role
sentiments’'.
' In describing society as a network of social relationshirps,
as opposed to a network of role relationships, one is constructing
out of the socizl sentiments and since these will always be the
moral sentiments of benevolence, fellcw—feelihg, ete., the relation-
ships that result will always be moral relationships; those that . .

involve persons and not role-types. It is no accident that moral

entiments ars always other-regarding; to be in a moral relation-

»

ip is to have moral sentimants.

On the purely factual level of description associated with
roles and role behaviour, there are prescriptions; ruvles and pro-
cedures that are entalled in the particular role. So we can have

4 %,

'Pactual cughts'! of the kind mentioned earlier -- if h

[¢)
].J-

s an
architect he ought to draw straight lines -- and thess are not
moral oughts., Similarly, roles and role relationships entail
'factual obligations' -- obligations that stem from the meaning
of the role, e.g., the meaning of employer. When we turn our
these 'factual
-ations! become moral obligations that stem from the meaning

of the description in terms of persons as opposed to buyers, sellers,

. As opposed to a descripbtion in terms of particular re-
5 or roles.
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mployers, employees, etc. In other words, it is logically

necessary that 1f a perscn is definsd as something which has ts

1]

being in social relationships, for X to be a person, he must be
able to be described azs having the appropriate sentiments, namely,

social sentiments and conseguently, social relationship. So, as

jag

a person, X ought to keep his promises, since he is supposed to

)

2te sentimeont, This same kind of parallel exists
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have
betwaen certain kinds of values, e.g., between a good cricket
player and a good man, We are on different levels of description
but, neverthaless, both levels involve descriptions of fact.
However, it is not my purpose, .in this paper, to undertake a full
analysis of moral values and judgements, only to show the way in
which this might be done by showing the general nature and extent
of the moral 'sphere'. Man is a moral animal, hence his oblig-
ations, both general and specific, (to be a moral animel, is to
have moral sentiments both in general and particular). To des-
cribe a relationship as one between persons, then, entails moral

values and cobligations through the nature of whal is being des-

gt}

cribed; similarly, to describe a relationship as one between

l. The prarticulars, 'X ought to keep that promise he made
to Y! is an application of the general 'psrsons oagrt to keep
promises’. Both levels are factual., A particular relationship
betwazen persons is always of some other kind,too, e.g. betwesn
promiser, promisse, The obligation hers then will be a particular

cne we can 'peoint to', We can also consider persons as such, apart
from particular cases and obviously on this general level, we can-

not point but, nevertheless, the material is factnal in the sense
of being a guncral empirical consideration.
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employer and employee, entails values and obligations but, strictiy
not moral ones. This is why I believe that Ferguson's

peaking

o2

0

views on human nature mnst'lead to the belief that 'Man has his
being in sccial relationships' rather than thé weaker, and very
different, 'Man naturally forms sogial relationships' and that
these socisl relationships provide us with the fundamental naturs
of moralily.

So it is not in particular relationships that the nature
of moralit n be discovered but in the fact of relation.
Particular values and obligations are entailed in particular re-
lationships because of this general conncct10ﬁ of .entallment bet-
ween the fact of relation and morality as such;‘ the meaning of
morality lies in the fact of relation and this is why particular
values and obligations have thelr mesaning in perticular relation—
ships. Having shown also, the connection betwsen relationship and

the sentiments dnvolved, both in gensval and rarticular, we have

shown how the values and obligations can be real {objective) and

SUIBARY
1. Through the kind of reconciliation of subjective and
objective employed in Chapter Cne, concerning the person (sse
Pages 23 + A1) where the objectivity or 'outsidensss! of the

.

erson and of the relations by which he is constituted, are

.

elements of the consciousness of relations (other-rcgarding
sentiments), we have shown rere in what way sentiments entail

mi

sociel relationship, Thus, we can say that whenever we have s
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case of other-regarding sentiment, we have a case of social re-
lationship and that whenever we have a case of social relation-~
ship, we have g case of other-regarding sentiment.

2. = On the particular level we will have particular sentiments
and through this, particular social relationships, such that a
complete description of the relaticnship would involve such things
as values and obligations, whether good or bad. The general notion
of morality as such, then, lies in the notion of social relation-
ship as such, i.e. the fact of social relstionship. Strictly moral
relationships on the particular lewvel, will only occur when we are
concerned with the fundamentsl nature of that which is related.
This is when we describe the relationship as being one between
persons as opposed to merely one between, for example, employer and
employes. This is so only bescause we arz considering s particular
case from the general point of view; the point of view concerned
vith perscns as such, relationship as such., Conflicts occur here

eration of particular cases
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since in practice, s
is difficult —- it is difficult to ignore the role and all that its
meaning entails, either in our own case or when considering others.
3. In showing morality to be entailed by thé fact of social
relationship, we have shown how an analysis of human nature can

le2d to an understanding of morality, since we have previously
interpreted human nature in terms of social relationship. We have,
thus, alse shown the connection between psychological and socio~
logical factors and morality, as aspects of human nature; - a senti~

ment entails a relationship and relationship entails morality. A
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necesggary step in this procedure has besen to show that the
ontology of the person is relational; in order to eliminate a
dualism of Man and his social relationship, that ik, betwesn
Man and Soclety. More generally, this procedure has shown the
nature of the relevance of a certain kind of factual material
to morality. Through this, it has also shown the nature of the
relevance of particular instences of factual material, 'is's’,
to particulzsr evaluative assertions, 'oughts': - entailment, so
long as the !'is', whether psychological, socioclogical or onto-

logical, refers ultimately to social relationships. It is in the

47}

analysis of social relationship thet we can ssze the rslationship
to be an objectification, i.e., the ralationship is experienced

as baing 'ouhside', a part of the common real world and that the
experience is the sentiment. Values and obligations can, there-
fore, be 'real! and 'felt!', since they ares part of the content of
the experience which is objectified as the 'real' relationship.

So we do not have a radical distinction between a moral value and
an evaluation {an expsrience of the moval value), a distinction
vhoss archetype is the separation betwesen physical thing and
consciousnaess of that physical thing. Hence the ;is', though
referring to relationship, also refers to values and obligations,
which have been objectified in the relationship and which are
also, nscessarily, felt. Hence, the crucial logical question,
mentioned earlicr, between sentiments and merals has been answered,

so that now we are in a position tec understand just how ths citin

tu

of seatiments does explain morality, (and in what sense of explanation
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this is so), and doess not merely amount to the citing of different
l .
kinds of t'is's'. We can now agree with MacIntyre ",.,..that the

question of how the factual basis of morality is related to
morality is a crucial logical issue, reflection on which will
enable one to realize how there are ways in which this transition
can be made and ways in which it cannct...we can connect the facts

of the situzticn with what we ought to do only by means of one of

those concepts which Hume treats under the heading of the passion

kO]

and which I have indicated by examples such as wanting, needing,

&

and the like...." Without the preceding analysis of the comnsction

2

between morality as such and fact, we would not be abls to make
this agreement.

This is not the place for an extensive analysis of
particular aspects of moral experdisnce or the meaning of particular
kinds of moral propositions. This paper has meant to show the
fundamz=ntal nature of the subject matler of such possidble analyses
and thersby only-the general way in which such analyses might be

nade.

1. See Page 14.
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Glossary of Terms developed

Person: that which has its being in social relationship as
such, and, thersby, a moral being.

Human Mature: +the nature of the person in terms of socisl
relationship.

Sympathy: +the fact of social relationship {(thereby being a

< < Y O
fundamental fact of human nature).

Sociel Relationship: relationship between persons on a
general level of description. (i.e. relationship-as—

such beiwesn persons, i.e., one not described in
terms of any specific relationships).

Relationship between persons as such: relationship in-

Consciocus relationship involving socially

Fole Belationship:
ized behavicur which has reference to another.

cetegor
Morality: Relationship between persons in gensral, thereby
relationship involving sentiment in generel.
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