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FRONTISPIECE

"There are no moral phenomena at all, but only a moral
interpretation of phenomena."
Friedrich Nietzsche, Beyond Good and Evil, Part
Four, Section 108, translated by Walter Kauffmann.
New York: Vintage Books, Random House, 1966.

"People have no notion vet that from now onwards they
exist on the mere pittance of inherited and decaying
values."
Nietzsche, Gesammelte Werke, Munich: Musarian-
Ausgabe, 1926~9, Vol.XIV, p.193.

"It is virtue which has need of justification....It is
for moral reasons that good, cne day, will cease to be
done."
From Nietzsche, quoted in Albert Camus, The
Rebel, New York: Vintage Books, 1956, p.68.

"A new rebellion is consecrated in the name of modera-
tion and of life. We are at that extremity now. At the
end of this tunnel of darkness, however, there is ine-
vitably a light, which we already divine and for which
we only have to fight to ensure its coming. All of us,
among the ruins, are preparing a renaissance beyond the
limits of nihilism. But few of us know it."

Camus, The Rebel, New Ycrk: Vintage Books, 1956,

p.305. o '
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INTRODUCTION

The problem with which I deal in this thesis falls

within the scope c¢f the far from hoarse. chestnut of the

relation between facts and values~-more precisely, between

n

statements of fact and statments of value. This dichotomy

ke

betwecen the two types of statement was perhaps explicated

I.._l

most clearly by David Hume,
back than Hume. In the discussion of the nature of justic

betweeh Thrasymrachus and Sccrates in the first book of The

AL

justice is merely a function of human decision, varying at
different times and different places according to the diff
ing decisions of those who instigate it, the rulers. For

Scocrates a just soclety was not one whose rulérs had mwanag

Republic, there can be seen the Socratic attempt to deny that

but its history runs much further

S
20

to introduce laws by force, but whose laws were attuned to the
natural ordef'of the universé, which was both ratienal and
independent of human volition. According to Gree? concepts
“justice is natural not conventicnal. -

To understand this, it is necessary to understand
first of all, that ﬁhe very terms of the dichotomy, "fact®
and "wvalue" are modern in their conception, and, as Eric

1z Trcatise on Human Nature, 'Edited by L.A. Selby-
Bigge, Oxford University Press, 1888, III,i,l.



Voeglein so ably points out,i the term "value" is}meaningiess
unless contrasted to the term "fact", Talk of "values"
stems very much from the idea that man is able to "create"
his own systems of value independently of, and indeed even in
opposition to, nature, which is conceived no longer as a
rationally ordergd whole but as a chaos. This view is at the
core of the doctrine of most moral and political philosophy
since Machiavelli., Nature presents us only with facts no
number of which can entail (i.e. logiéally entail) any state-
‘ments of value. Value is not part of nature. As Wittgenstein
put it: |

"In the world everything is as it is and happens as

it does happen. In it there is no value--and if

there were it would be of nc value. If there is any

value which is of value, it must lie outside all

happening and being so. For all happening and bheing

so is accidental.” 4 ' '
Thus, we have a yawning chasmn, a logicallgap, beﬁween any
justification thaﬁ can be given for statements of value in
factual tefms, and the statement of value itself which will
always gec beveond any factual éohsideration.

The view that 1s now presénted of ethics is that the

individual is not logically constrained by factual considera-

tions in his choice of moral principlies, or "values™, He is

i*h

ree to choose the ethical code of his own making, based upon

lThe New Science of Politics, (University of Chicago
Press, 1952}, Introducticon, passim.

Zpractatus Logico~Philosophicus, Routledge and Kegan
Paul, London, 1923, 6.41.



theose facts which he finds relevant to that code, but which
will never logically oblige him to any particular moral decision.
This is stated in somewhat different terms by Sartre when he
speaks of man as "condemned to be free", and "rising up in the
world to define himself," Faced with this gargantuan task man
shies away and, in bad faith, adopts precepts which are
commonly accepted (conventional rules), thus denying what is
essential to himself~-his freedom. It must be realised that in
consistency with Sartre's whole view, any set of precepts which
man slides back into adopting will be simply a result of human
volition, and in that sense, arbitrary. That is, all values
are relative to the choices of those that instigate them.

Since Sartre has rejected the concept of huaman nature, along
with the rationality of nature as a whole, there will be no
common standard by which to measure the relative status of
morzl codes (and in any case such considerations would only be
factual). It is interesting that there is agreement in this
area between such positivists as Ayer and Sartre. 2Any ethical
system, and any moral judgement, such as *Stealing is wrong,"
“ean now be reduced in Ayer's words to the following:

"It is clear that there is nothing said here which can be
true or false. Another man may disagrese with me about

the wrongness cf stealing, in the sense that he may

not have the same feelings about stealimg as I have,

and he may guarrel with me on account of my moral seanti-
ments. But he cannot, strictly speaking, contradict me.
For in saying that a certain type of action is right or
wrong, I am not making any factual statement, not even

a statement about my own state of mind. I am merely

expressing certain moral sentiments., 2Amd the man who
s ostensibly contradicting me is merely expressing his

fte



moral sentimeﬁts. So that there is plainly no sense
in asking which of us is in the right. For neither.
is asserting a genuine proposition.™l
Concerﬁing the controversy covered in the fecllowing
pages between Professoer. M. Hare and Mrs. Philippa Foot, it
can be said that, as regards the fact-value distinction, Hare
accepts it'and Foot does not. But both of these assertions
need qualificatioﬁ.
Whilst it is guite clear that Hare denies that an
entailment relation exists between statements of fact and,

Ain his terms, evaluative statements,,2

at the same time he sees
the danger of ethical relativism and wishes to ccmbat it. -
Through the work of the Positivists it seemed that moral dis-
course and moral argument was reduced to the realm of the
irrational. Hare attempts to save it from this fate through
the concept of "universalisability". Since the primary function
of moral discourse 1is to“guide actions, Hare believes that it,
along with evaluative discourse in general, is prescriptive.
Unlike commands however, moral lancguage is, even if overtly
pa:ticular, gniversal‘in nature. & particular moral judgement
is an iﬁstaﬁce of a uﬁiversal moral principle to which it can
be referred if necessary. Accéptance of the moral judgement

"It is wrong to do X" implies acceptance cof the principle "It

1Language, Truth and Leogic, (2nd edition}, Victor
Gollance Ltd., London, 1936, pp.l107-108. The relaticnship
between the two traditions has been shown by C.D. MacNiven in
"Analytic and Existential Ethics", Dialogue I¥, June, 1970.

2rhe Language of Morals,(Oxford University Press, 1952 ,
pp.28-31, 94 and passim.




is wrong to do anything_of type X is such circumstances" and
moreover entails (logically) the imperative “Do not do éuch
as X" which applies, most importantly, to my clf The con-
cépt of universalisability, however, as we shall see in
Chapter II, does not measure up to the demands made of it in
order to secure the raticnality of moral discourse and argument.
U]tl ately, in the course of justifying moral judgements we
shall be forded back.to principles to which we adhere because
of certain decisions or choices we have made in the ethical
sphere.l Hare is clearly aware of this since he emphasizes
the importance of personal decision. in the course of. adopting
meral principles. At the same time he believes in having

secured the rationality of

=

crals.

Foot, on £he other hand,’believes that certain factual
statemeﬁts do entail evaluative statements. She uses the
examples of "rude"? and "ﬂangerous"3 but extends it to a far
wider range of ex#mples,@ and by implication to more clearly
moral examples. To take but the first of the terms che con-

Sl@CVs—”lI certaln conq1L1 are fu1fllleo thon somecne

behavicur is called rude. quqo cowﬂlt¢onw, however, are

lipid., pp.62, 71-73.

2vyMoral Arguments®, Mind, 67,(195¢).

3uporal Beliefs", Proceedings of the Aristotelian
Scciety,(1958-59). -

4uGoodness and Cheice", Proces
Scciety, Supplementary Volume XXV, 19

dings of the Aristotelian
€l



factual statements about the bkehaviour, ana to call it rude is
an evaluative statement, There is, thereLo re, .at least one
case where a set of factual statements TOglﬁ_lly entalil an
evaluative one. The légical gap appeérs to be bridged. The
consequences of this bridge are explained in detail in the
following chapters—»;he nature of moral argument is no differ-
ent in principle from argument about factual matters: the
criteria for the use of "gocod" are fixed both by the mean1ng
of the nouns which.it qualifies, and, in the case of moral
issueg by the meaning of the term "meral®. Moreover, the
individual is not at will to choose just any set of meral
principles. A pcecnumbra of these are set by the nature of man.
Concerning this last remark, it shcould be noticed, as I do

1.

at several points, that becuase she apparently confiects the

rmeaning of "morally good" with the principle of individual
happinéssl (of'as she puts it, human welfare), Foot hovers in
indecision between that path to which she is led by taking
Qnevside in the dispute about,fact~value dichbtqmy, and thé
p031c10n of individual licence in moral matters which she is
attachlnc ” Whllsi the ULllltJ*lcP of course, prescribés és
.the greatest good the greatest happiness of the greatesﬁ
nunber, he neﬁeftheiééé has difficulty in aligﬁing private or
individual happih 5S w1tq universal happimess. Bentham, for

ezanple, believed that society consisted merely of a collecLlor

of individuals whose individual good is z@ matter of happiness

leMoral Arguments”, ©v.511.



and who are governed by two "sovereign masters", pleasure,

and pain, What he needed to show was why nevertheless the
individual should be altruistic. From a starting point such

as his concerning the relation of the individual to society,

it is difficult to'see how this can be achieved without appeal
to a further moral criterion, such as justice, not definable

in utilitarian terms.l Because of her adherence to utilitarian
precepts, Foot .is unwilling at points to say that certain actions
are absolutely wrong--wrong, that is, despite their possible
compliance with individuwal happiness and any good consequences
that might ensue.?2

In this thesis, then, I try to place a contemporary

ethical debate in a wider perspective that shows more clearly
that the central issue involved is the place of the individual
ih society, and his ability to determine for himself a set of
~moral precepts. In connexion with this, the length of the
section on Hobbes in Chapter Fcur must be accounted for. I
feel that because of the crucial relationship Hobbes holds to .
the whole of modern political thought, and in particular to
the liberalism manifest in Hare's thought, an understanding
of Hobbes' position is essential to the understanding of the

Hare-Foot debate. Hobbes' work is doubly important to the

les, Alasdair MacIntyre, A Short History of Ethics,
Macmillan, New York, 1966, pp.240-241,

2gee below, Chapters 2 and 4, and R.W. Beardsmore,
"Consequences and Moral Worth", 2Znalysis, (1969).



debate (not to mention important it its own right) because the
vosition which Foot'holds overiaps in a strange but Very defi-
nité way Hare's own individua llsm. During'the course of this
thesis, I wish to drawv attention to the following characteris-
tics in Foot's ethics:

1} That she is. in no wise talking of morality in any absolute

~sense. Whilst she ak,g claims to combat relativism, to

analyse meral and evaluative discourse in only its non-— .
veculiar uses, and also to analyse morality in a ncn-con-

ventional sensel she does not break through the cultural
restrictions imposed on & morality by its historical and
cultural position, This is so because she does not attempt
to break out from these restrictions. The functicnally
descriptive language which she analyses can make no claims
to absolute Jjustification., Wittgenstein puts this so
accurately:

"Every judgement of relative value is a mere sta

ment of facts and can therefore be put in such a

form that it loses all the appcarance of a judgement

of value...althcugh all judgements of relative value

can ke shown to be mere statements of fact ts, no

statement of fact can ever be, cr imply a judgement

of absclute valus."
In this way, Feoot i3 alsco preaching a form of indiwvidy a]zsm,

or liberalism (i.e., ancther conventional form of morality).

2) The conseguences cof (1) above is that she ultimately adopts

3

“Vlittgenstein's Lecture on Ethics, Philosophical Review,
5-6




a form, albeit a strange form, of utilitarianism. 2s she

herself says:
"A decision for, or against utilitarianism does not
commit one to any particular position with regard
to intuitionist, emotivist, or naturalistic theories
of ethics, and similarly intuitionists, emoctivists
and naturalists are equall{ free to accept or reject
the principle of utility.”

But more cynically, we might say of both Hare and Foot:
"Just try scratching the surface of any up-to-the

minute Oxford philosopher and you may find that
he is nothing but a simple utilitarian underneath."

2
Her pecsiticn as a Utilitarian, adopting the same view

of man as Hobbes as "nasty, vicious, brutish", is made clear

by her view of justice.3 2ttacking the Flatonic conception of

justice, she attempts to prove that man only submits to justice

in so far as it pavs for him in the long run to do so.? Short-

term benefits being sacrificed for long-term ones, the tradi-

tional utilitarian doctrine, comes to mind, as does Hobbes' com-

ract formed out of mutual fear for the establishment of scciety.5

lrheories of Ethics, p.l5.

2Henry B. Veatch, Rational Man, Indiana University
Press, Bloomincgtecn, 1962, pr.189,

37his statement could be taken as implying that Hcobbhes
was a Utilitarian., This is as may be. It is true that Hobbes'
view of the end for man as self-preservation opecned the door for
John Locke's rights for man being based on "comfortable self-
preservation.” It is, morecver, Hobbes'® emphasis on the rights
of man that marks him as the instigator of liberalism--see Leo
Strauss' Natural Right and History, Chapter 5.

4"voral Beliefs", pp.29-104, This interpretation of
Foot I have recently abandoned, although cf, D.Z. Phillips:
"Does it Pay to be Cood?", P.A.S., 1964-65. '

5Ssee Ibid., pp.l1l02 and 103,
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Finally, I should like to make a purely personal
observation that having worked through the problems involved
in this thesis I have come to realise that since gquestions
of relative value bear no relation to those of absolute
value, these latter remain quite untouched by anything that
can be said either by me or by the greatest of philosocophers,
Indeed, by working through this thesis, I have comé to under-
stand more fully the following propositions from Wittcgenstein's
6.52 We feel that even when all possible scientific questions
have been answered, the problems of life remain complete-
ly untouched. Of course there are then no questions left

and this itself is the answer,

6.521 The soluticon of the problem of life is seen in the
vanishinag of the problem,

6.54 Mv propesitions serve as elucidations in the following
way: anyone who understands me eventually recognises
themr as nonsensical, when he has used them—--as steps--
to climb up bevond them. (He must, so tc speak, throw
away the ladder after he has climbed up it.)

(Is not this the reason why those who have found,
after a long pericd of doubt that the sense of life became

clear to them, have then been unable to say what consttuted

that sense?)



CHAPTER I

Of moral principles Hare writes:

If we were to ask of a person 'What are his moral
pr11c1ple*°‘ the way in which we could be most sure
of a true answer would be by SLUQy¢ﬂg wiat he ﬂla.
Ee might, to be sure, LrOfu ss in his conversation
all sorts of moral principles, which in his actions
he completely aioregardom, but it would be when,
knowlng all the relevant facts of a sitvation, he
was faced with choices ¢r decisions between alter-
nate answers to the qu;%tior 'What shall I do?' that
he would reveal in what principles of conduct he
really believed. The reason why actions are in a
peculiar way revelatory of mo*a] principles is that
the function of meral principles is to guide conduct.™d

Because norsal discourse is prescriptis

e, t.2., its function is

<,

r-l.

to guide conduct, those principles to which we adhere by acti
upon them are universal presc iptlons in a disguised form.

Bazcause they are

]
o
o5
’.»J

rescoriz

()
o
b
0
i
v
n
a8
by
D
o

are intimately connected
with action--cbeving a command, for example, consists in
acting upon it; discbeying a command consists in not acting

upon it, or acting in contradiction to it. Unlike commands,

however, moral p

H

in lpl es are universal in character, By ad-
hering to a moral g.mnCJ.plw I am universalising that maxim

to mankind in general; more precisely to those that find

such circumstances:

W
3

themselves




"Po ask whether I ought te do 2 in these circum-
stances is (to borrow Kantian language with a small
though important modification) to ask whether ox
not I will that the doing A in such clrcumstances
should become a universal law."!l

Hare, however, has some difficulty in showing how evaluative
judgements in general (including moral judgements) differ

from those commands that prima facie would be considered as

universal, He is reguired to distinguish betwesn the two
because he dces not wish to be considered as reducing moral
judgements to imperatives.2 Hare states that it is

"almest impossible to_frame a proper universal in
the imperative mood." '

Yet it is not clear that such commands as "Render to no man
evil for evil" or "Thou shalt honour thy father and thy
mother” are not in fact universal. If this were so the

distinction between moral and evaluative Jjudgements on the

one hand and commands on the other would break dowr. Hare

12

finds his way out of this by making it analytic that commands

are not universal because unlike universal indicatives or
evaluative judgements, we do not issue commands about the
past. Wherezs the indicative statement, "All mules axe

barren” is true of all mules, past,present and future, a

command is only applicakle to the future.? Hare can now

s

¢

incorporate value~judgements inte prescriptive language and

at the same time distinguish between them and conmands-—-a

l1bid., p.70. | 2See Ibid., pp.172,73.

31pid., p.177. 4Ibid., p.187.
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distinction which we make in ordinary language, and hence one
which Hare must nseds take intc account.<
To return to moral principles~-they are used both

as guides or imperatives to action and alsc as sugport or
justification for evaluative judgements. 2All evaluative
judgements, whilst overtly particular, make reference to a
universal standard or principle for judging those objects that
are being evaluated.? Thus a universal principle that answers
the guestion "What shall I do?" alsc acts, in conjunction
with a factual statement about the particular ohject being
evaluated, as support for a moral judgement.

"If we take it that, as I shall show later, a piece

of genuinely evaluative moral reasoning must have as

its end-prceduct an 1mpcratvve of the form'Do so-~and-

so, it follows that its principles must be of such

a kind that we can deduce such particular imperatives

from them, in conjunction with factual minor premisecs."3
Since Hare makes it~ analy tic that a genuine evaluative judge-

4 .

ment entails an imperative "Dc so and sc¢"” and since

"No imperative conclusion can be valid ly crawn from

a sét of premises which does not contain at least

one imperative®
it follows analjtloali" that a universal moral mr1n01ule is an
imperative. It cannot be factual, since then it would not, when
conjoined with a further statement of fact, entail an impera-

tive., Nor can it be self-evident, since:

libid., pp.180-181. “Sec Ibid., pp.129, 134-6.
31bid., p.39

SIbid., p.28.



"Suppose that we were faced, for the first time with
the question '"Shall I now say what is false?' and

had no past decisions, either of our ocwn or of other
pecople, to guide us. How should we then decide the
guestion? Not surely from a self-evident general
principle, 'Hever say what is false', for if we could
not decide even whether to say what was false in
these particular circumstances, how could we possibly
decide whether to say what was false in innumerable
circumstances whose details were totally unknown to
us, save in this respect, that they were all cases of
saying what was false?" :

We now have a schema whereby a particular moral judge-

v

ment entailing an imperative "Do X" is deduced (logically)
from a universal moral principle,'which is a disguised
imperative, conjoined with a true factual statement about X,
If gquestioned about the universzal princirple itself, I subsume
it within a further universal principle {e.g., *Do X when Y%)
which, together with a further true statement about X, entails
fhe original principle. It is in this way that such principlés
can be supported until we are finally foreced back to an ultimaté
moral principle which we simpiy prescribe universaily.

Foot's case againgst Hare on moral principles is that in

3

general he supplies a model for such principles where no such
general account can be given. Because these concepts with which

a philoscpher deals are peculiarly general, the criteria for

an answer for the wrong type of guesticn~-the kind of guestion

that is in place when a biclogist is asked "What is a horse?”

livid., p.40.
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or an art critic "What is tragedy?® but is not answerable in
connexion with those concepts that are considered to be the
donain of the philosopher:

"It seems that the philosopher is asked for criteria
when it is a matter of scmething which is in a special
way hard to get at, What I want to say is that this
elusiveness is sometimes simply the result of asking
'What is X?% or some variant on it, and that in other
cases {cf which the guestion about moral principles

is an example) the same kind of confusion is apt to
creep into what can be a legitimate inguiry."l

To which she adds:

"It is always possible that...scome of our philosophical
problems may arise because we keep before our eves
something general instead of something specific...we
mist.,..get rid of the artificial construction which

has been put before us under this heading [of moral
principles].2

This is apparent, Foot holds, if we compare those expressions

<

thich we ordinarily make use of in connexion with moral

principles like "I don't really know what his moral principles
are" or "His moral principles are gquite misguided"” and Hare's
account in the passage beliow:

"There are two factors which may be involved in the
making of any decision to do something., Of these, the
first may at any rate theoretically be absent; the
second is alwayvs present to scme degree., They corres-
pond to the major and mincr premises of the Aristotelian
practical syllogism. The major premise is a principle
of conduct; the minor premise is a statement, more or
less full, of what we should in fact be doing if we di

one or other of the alternatives open to us. Thus, if.
I decide not to say something because it is false, I

lognen is a Principle a Moral Principle?", Proceedings
of the Aristotelian Society; Supplementary Voliume XXVIII,
(.554), ».97 ‘

. .

241 )
Ibid., pp.57,98.

Pl
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am acting on a principle 'Never say what is false!
and I must know that this, which I am wondering
whether to say, is false.® :

Thus, Foot says:

"It is guite clear that this is not an account of a
moral principle as the notion appeared in the examples
which I cquoted; there we were not sheunlng of this
particular element cor factor inveolved in decisions
about what to do. When we sald that it was a matter
of moral principle that such and such should be done
surely what we meant was simply that it was something
that ocught to be done When we said that we did not
know ﬂLch about a man's moral yrlnCl zles we did not
mean that we were unable to list his general rules,
but simply that we were not able to say when he would
think a thing right or wrong."

By asking the general question "What is a moral princi-
ple?" Hare holds, as we have seen, that a principle is involved

in the justification of a moral Judg ent., Foot, however,

sa

uosi'o ns this

YThe notion of a principle as a general rule deces not
belong here, and seems to have been imported from other

contexts, e.q., those in which a man is asked whether

=

he subscribes to this or that moral principle."3
Since I deél at length with the nature of moral argument
according to both ilare and Foot in Chapter Two, I.do not wish
to follow up what' she says con ernzng the way in which she
considers llare's analys 1s distorts svcn arqumeﬁt here. Instead,
what is of prime importance at this point is to understand what
she says aboeout the nature of moral principles themselves and

why it is averse to Hare's aecount.

lnare, op.cit., p.56,

2Foot, "When'is a Principle a Moral Principle®, p.98.

3tbid., p.101.
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Instead of considering.tﬁe generél concept cf a moral
principle and forcing into that category-a distorted version
of what a morél principle is, Fool concentrates on particular:
instances of moral principles to try and understand what
characterises these. She takes the extreme case where ve
might say that scmeone's moral principlg was in some sense

strange-~for example, "It is wrong to walk on the lines in

the pavement" cor "It is wrong to wear brightly coloured ?lothes“.

These cculd be seen as moral principles:
"if we suppose a certain background. For instance,
'one should not wear bright colours' begins to look
as 1f it might be a moral principle if we think of a
man with a Quaker outlook, or simply cf one who sees
wearing bright colours as ostentation.®l

What she means by a "backgrounﬂ" is not immediately obvious.
It would secém; however, that in opposition to Hare she holds
that moral principles‘are‘subéumed not within further, more
general principles which result from the decisions cor choices
of the individual agent, but:

"it is so often a concept rather than a superior
principle which turns scome odd-sounding principle
‘into something that we can understand enough to call
it a moral principle. We are often right to feel
that we do not really know what a man's moral prin-
ciples are until we are supplied with a concept of
this kind, and for this reascn understanding what
someone says about what is right and wrong is not
like understanding an ordex."<

Thus, instead of a universal rule subsuming "Don't wear bright

o
&)

colours®™ within it, we have:

libid., ».105. 21bid., p.loe.
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'"a &escription rather thanva‘rulé, and we may falsify
the picture in trying to turn one into the other."

It is not that such a rerson brings the wearihg of brigh£
colours under the principle "Don't be ostentatious",’but thét_
he believes wearing bright colours is ostentatious. What
Foot is attempting to shew is that certain descriptions do
entail evaluations. Whilst she would not denv, I think, that

Yosténtatious™”

is an evaluative wo;d in Hare’s sense,2 she
denies that in order for an evaluative term to occur in the
conclusion of an argument it is necessary to have a pre-
scription as one'of the premises, »Hence,'she is implicitly
attacking Hare's view that genuine'evaluative judéements are
only entailed by imperatives, which, we remember, Hare made
analytically true. By doing so, it is quite possible that he
misrepresents ordinary usage which he claims to be invéstigat~
‘ing. -To be in a position to know ﬁhéther'Foot‘is sucéessfﬁ& in.
her attack on Hare, it is necessary to furtherxr explicéte her
notion of an "intelligible background”.

Only if the "backgrounc" of beliefs supporting a moral
" principle is uniefstandable, can a principle be called a moral
principle: What precisely Foot means here is best understood
by considering the reasons she givés for rejecting "It 'is wrong
to walk on the lines on the pavement" as a-candidaie for =a

moral principle. She is at pains to say that it is not because

such a principle is so very different from any that she holds.

l1bid,, p.105. °See Hare, op.cit.,pp.116-21,
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This would be simply to opt in favour of her own moral code,1
According to Hare's analysié,.of_éoUrse, provided that the
person holding the principle prescribed it (and any more general
principle under which it was subsumed) then it would certainly
gualify as a moral principle. Even Foot does not deny that |

it is logically possible for there to be a background, in her

own sense, to such a principle-~-for example, the person could
hold that short, sharp movements were to be made wherever
poésible. Howéver, she holds that since such a remark would
be unintelligible or meaningless, it ﬁouli not justify "It is
wrong tco walk on the lines in -the pavement” as a moral principle.
That is, from the statement "Short, sharp movements are to be
made wherever possible®, we.could not coﬁe to an understanding
of how the person making the statement would then use the moral
terms "right” and “Wrgng", and hence could not understand his
concepﬁion of right and wrong. . As stch, any prihéiples which

1

e night adopt as a result of such a statement would. be unihtel-
- A7

{r

ligible for the same reascons~-we should have no criteria for
7,

the way in which he was using the evaluative terms used in such

a principle. This is not at all clear. 2fter all, Hare would

i)

reply that we do have sufficient criteria for understanding a

)

man's conceptions of ricght and wrong in this case, precisely
because they are subsumed within a further universal principle

"It is wrong to perform short, sharp movements" upon which he

leg, "Horal rrguments”, p.512.



is willing to act. Foot's reasons for rejecting Hare's

account are fairly simple:

To

"It must be supposed, for instance, that if we describe
a man as Lc’nq for or against certain actions, bring-
1ng them under universal rules for himself and think-
ing himself bound to urge them on others, we shall be
able to identify them as moral principles, vwhatever

the content of the principle at which he °topo.rT“—

which she adds

(My i1talics)

g

eres

"And vet when.we try to build up an example, sayving
that e man who thought one hould‘rot wvalk on the
lines said that short steprs were gocod; as were short
gharp movenents ﬂnd ChdﬂjvabljluV in general, we get
nowhor However much we supprose that he recommends
supk vemhnts we do not fill in the backgrcund we
need in order to see the principle 'don't tread on

the lines in the pavement' as a moral principle."<4

The background we do need, Foot suggests, in such cases is

20

one where there iz a connexion betw=en the uses of the terms

in a moral principle and what are ordinarily called virtues

and

tat

vices., There are hovever, two provisos placed on this

ement by Foot:

"Words such as gooa may always be extended in their

application beyond any class of actions to which they
have heen autacued and yet the extension is not to be
arbitrarv. These two conditions together lead to a
restriction eon the range of applications which can
give us moral principlesg”

Principle a Moral Principle?”, p.106,

L)
(51-.
=
jup
D
el
|
)

31bid., pp.107,108



21

"Only certain applications of 'good!' can be admitted

in moral contexts, because only these can be under-

stood in the right way."l

Clearly Foof does not wish to say that moral codes

and the meaning of moral words cannot change; fet at the
same time she wishes to deny that they can be chanced at will,
and with no regard for those concepts which are conventionally
regarded as linked to moral words by their meaning, i.e.,
virtues and vices. No "background of intelligibility" ié
srovided by the ordlnary conceptions of right and wrong for
such a principle as "It is wrdng to walk on the lines in the
pavement” or the statement "Short sharp movements are wicked",
becaﬁse.frcmba‘ccmbinaﬁion of both the.principle and the
statement uscd to support it, it is not possible for us to
know what other things an advocate would call "right" or

"wrong". 1In Foot‘: terms, the foTloui g is not possibl where!

"we can go on from the examples he has given us, even_
if we would not ourselves call the same things good."*

How could a-person advocating "It is wrong fo walk on the lines

-

in the pavement" support it in an intelligible {(to us) way?

‘Resorting, &s Hare ould have it, to a further universal

Was

principle like "Movements that are a strain on one's ruscles
ught to be avoided® are of little use, and would tend to
show that the person had misunderstood what a moral principle

was. It certainly may ke wrong for a person to strain his

-muscles if, for example, he has a weak hedrt. But it is not

. - .
lihid., p.167. 1bhid,



morally wreng for him to do so. Alternatively, resorting to

a statement like "By not walking on the lines in the pavement

g }]

I am saving my mother's life" we have here a factual belief,
which , if shown to he false would lead to the abandonment of
the principle (assuming its advocate to be rational). However,
as Foot shows in "Moral Beliefs"™, in such a case it is not
the avoidance of the lines that.he regards as morally virtuous,
but the saving of life.l Thus, when pushed back far ehough}
the advocate of such a principle holds there to be a connexion
between human well-being and what he is doing when acting upon
the principle. We seem then to have provided a background to
the prihciple'"lt is wrong to wallt on the lines in the pave-
ment" which will satisfy Foot's own criteria (i.e., that the
person holding it regards there to be a connexion between the
use of the evaluative-termé within it and humen well-~being).
Yet shé herself says of the principle:
. "we. cannot see how [itl...could be a m&ral principle un-
less we can fill in the kind of background which allows
us. to understand the principle, and some examples defeat
us.*2 '
It, however, does nct appear to be one of these,
This is net a contradiction in Foot's thought, for

unless

o

her talk of a "background” is merely a suggestion tha

18]

tions abcut the way in which a man

&
m

we make certain assumy

connects his use of moral terms with further concepts like

lsee below, in Chapter 3.

-t

2vWhen is a Principle a Moral Principle?", p.l110.

4
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. v . . ul ;
sincexrity, ostentation, honesty, integrity,+ etc., then we are

17

unak e to understand what he procléims as "Moral principieé .
If it were shown that a man holding the principle "It is wrong
to walk on the lines of the pavement"” believed that he was sav-
ing someone's life by doing so, in the way Suggested above, or
was in some other way helping somebody else, then it would cexr-
tainly qualify as a moral princi %l . Ordinarily, howe vez, such

. . . . ) .. 9 .
a background is not one that we supply for this principlec unlike

for example, "It is wrong to starve one's children." Moreover,

o

N

5 not a particularly interesting case because we could sliow

e

it

a

by rational means that its advocate was mistaken in believin

3

that he was saving soméone’silife by acting uvopon it. Assuming.
he were rational, and we were.able to show him that he was mis-
taken in helding such beliefs, he would no longer retain the
'principle_és a morai principlea

What Focot has succeeded (to a point} in showing is that
merely because someone makes certain choices, commends certain

things or prescribes something uvniversally, does not enable us to

hereby holding certain moral principles. For

e
u
(_'I'

infer that he
this to be true, he must subsume theose principles within further
belrefs about human welfare, harm, etc. B&As a result, only some
putative principles can be called moral principles, This is a

theme to which, as we shall see, Foot comtinually returno.3

LLE ¥}

1see 1Ibid., p.108, and cf., "Meral Arguments", p.511.

3What distinguishes & moral from other types of conven-
tional rules is eloguently ehp}ﬂinad by Glenn LQQg ~ord "?ules,
Moral ERules and the Subjects cf Moral Predicates"” rocc@o ngs of
the Aristotelian Society, (1968-(09%), especially Hp,l94—i98¢




"CHAPTER 2

MORAL ARGUMENT

Hare's account of moral argument results directly
from his view of moral principles, and the syllogistic nature

S

l..l

of the justificaticn of moral Jjudgements. 2As such, it
intimately bkound up with these views upon which I hoée to have
shed some light in the preceeding chapter. In her article
"Moral érguments“l,'Foot attacks both Hare's account of moral
argument and also that held by the emotivists, most particularly
C.L. Stevenson., It is upon thisvaﬁtack that I wish to conéen~
trate in this chapter, and to evaluate the strength of her
argunents and the implications they themselves have upon the
nature of moral argument. Eut‘first of all it is necessary

to understand precisely what Foot is attacking.

What Hare's and Stevenson's views have in common is
their assertion tﬁat a so~called "breakdown point" occurs in
moral argument which does not occour in arguments of an eipirical
nature. Because no (set of) factual statements entail (a set
of)_evaluativo statements, it is in the nature of moral argument
that two disputants may reach a point where their two positions

are irreconcilable because each has adopted different moral

-principles upon which the "evidence" cf the other has no effect,

lvina, 67, (1958).
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Indeed, as Foot says elsewhere, according to this theory,
either of the following positions is possible:

"(1) Some individual may, without legical error,
base his beliefs about matters of value entirely
on premises which no one else would recognise as
giving any evidence at all [and] '

(2) that, given the kind of statement which other
people count as evidence for an evalwative con-
clusion, he may refuse to draw the conclusicon
because this does not count as evidence for him."

Foot's aim is to question the assumptions upcn which such
theories of moral arcumént rest., Since, as we have noticed,
Foot's theory of ethics 1is very much a reaction to Hafe, I
shall follow her in her concentration tpon refutation of his
arguments in particular. | )

oy

For Stevenson,

o
w
o

Positivist, moral language is

m.

crmotive, and hence merely expresses,; or EVJDCEQ, the speaker's

taste or preference. Unlike cruder forma of Positivism, such

as Ayer's in the first edition of Lanquage, Truth and Logic,
Stevenson does not deny that Va]up~juc ements in genblaj have
descriptive content, or cognitive meaning, ané hence rule then
out of court as‘"meaningless", but asserts“that:

"Their major use is not to indicaﬁe Facts, but to

create an influence....They recommend an interest in

an objuv% rather than state that the interest already
exists.,"<

The emotive meaning of a word, which is contrasted to its cog-

nitive meaning, is its tendency to produce affective responses

Inporal Beliefs", Proceedings cof the Aristotelian
rolr'by (1.) 8 5)1’ 57%849

_ ZF“CLQ and Values, New Haven and London: Yale Univer-
sity Press, 1263, p.l



in the hearer, and to be used as a result of

in the speaker. It is becausc they express the s

feelings,

affective
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states

caker's

and attempt to change those of his

attitudes or C
aucdience that ethi %l words have a "dynamic influence”., In.
contrast, cognitive or descriptive meaning expressesithe
speaker'é beliefs. Moral discourse, therefore, is primarily
net informative, but influential; it may medify beliefs indi=
dentally, but attitudes primarily. As fegards moral argument,
although Stevenson speaks of “giving reasons"™ for a particular
moral Ju dgomer%, and of the "influcnce” maﬁe in moral argument,
because there is a causal and not a logical relation between
beliefs, eipressing facts, and attitudes, evincing valuecs
"Under the name of 'walidity' he [a theorist] will be
sclecting those influences to which he is psychelogi-~
cally disposed to give'asson+'nnd rerhaps_inducing
others to give a similar assent to them., "

The rules of - "validity® of moral arxqgument will be t

1.
e

=

effe

tiveness of the emotive words usedw—whether the causal relation
between beliefs and attitudes, which exists on the speaker's
side can be-affecéed in these with whom he is dlsagr@elng.2
Because of the emotivist's view of moral 010c0ur59,‘any-attemp
at rationality in moral argument is impossible, since all
valuéfjudgaments (1 e., expressions of taste) will he lati
There is no possible appeal to any "absclute™ set of values

. IEthics and Languace, New Haven and London: Yale Univer-
sity Press, 1944, p,171.

2a
“See particularly Fqc; and Values, Chapter
suasive Definitions®.

.t ’



since these will be simply one set of preferences among manywl
All. that is reguired for a breakdown in moral argument to

occur is for the two disputants to have different attitudes
casually connected to the same beliefs. -Thus, because factual
statements do not entail evaluative ones, even complete agree-—

ment in beliefs will not ensure agreement in attitude, since

‘any evaluative conclusicn whatscever will be logically consis—

tent with the agreed upcn factual statements. Emotivism, in-
deed, does away with the possibility of raticnality in moral
argurment, and even tries to do away with such argument alto-
gether--Ayer asserts that meral arguments usually resort,

eécept in the case above, to disagreement over the truth or
relevance of certain factual statemenﬁsm This is the attraction

of Hare's account—--that prima. facie it retains the notion of

rationality in moral argument,

We have seen that Hare, like Stevenson, asserts there
to be no legical relaticn between statements of fact and
evaluative statements. For Hare also,

"Nothing is laid down in the meaning of 'good' to
connect it with one piece of 'evidence' rather than
another,"? '

However, unlike Stevenson, he escapes talking of *

evidence"
and Yrules of wvalidity" where no rules cof inference exist by

treating moral arguments as having a syllogistic nature.
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Aoral_judgements, whilst overtly.particular ("He is a good
man"),make reférence to a mora genefal standard which the
objects being evaluated (in this case, men) are requixeé to
meet in ordexr to be célled “good".l Hare asserts that a
particular evaluative judgement is z conclusion from a
universal standard or principle for judging the object in
Question, conjoinedlwith a.statement of fact about the
particular object being évalnated. Thus, to use a moral
example, we have a practical svllogism of the following form:

Major Premise: All men who take care of their family are

morally good.

Minor Premise: This man takes carve of his family.

}...l
I—l

Conclusion: He is & morallvy good man,

Hare can therefore provide deductive rules for moral argument

2

accoxding to the Aristotelian practical syllogism, This much

has to be granted to him--that in the wake of the Positivist
attack upcon the possibility of the justificaticn of moral
judgements, he apparently provides for the rationality of moral
argument. A particular moral judgement will_oply be logicallv

entalled by a universal moral principle and a statement of

fact.3 Because moral judgements,; by their nature provide a

o’
0]

reason for action, they must prescriwtive, as must. the

-~

universal principle of which it is an instance,

lrhe Language of Morals, pp.l134-136,

2See Thid,, Chapter 3,

3Cf. P.H. Nowell-Smith, Ethics, Hammondsworth, Middle-
sex: Penguin Books, 1954, p.3



29

Difficulties arise, however, as Foct is guick to point
out, when jus tificafion ig required for the universal morai
principle itself, When quéstioned, for example, about why
morally gcod men take care of their families, a person need
only supply another argument of the same form w1th a further
exposed moral principle. The position that may finally be
arrived at will be one where elth 21 one o‘ the parties will
be forced back to a universal moral pring i; le which he will
simply aséext whilst the othexr party denies it (e.g. . "The duty

of all men is to look after the welfare of all of those with

o]

whom they are acguainted."). According to Hare's analysis,
every noral arguﬁent’con ains such an urndefended uhivérsal
moral principle.  Thus, a person cannot be accused of not giving
reasons for the primwciple to which he as ultimately forced
back, provided that he consistently oproses the arduments

proferred by his cpponents as “seﬁ upon: unlverual noral prin-

O

ciples which he simply does not accept. Stemming from such
unaccepted principles, their arguments will not be relevant
-to the position which he is defending.l We seerm to have a
position where a breakdown has occurred, despite the apparent
rationality of moral argument. How is this s0?

The concept of universalisability, whereby a particula;

noral judgement is related to a universal standard or principle

well exrnlained in the words of Jonathon Bennett:

!._l -
[92]

lsee also Nowell-Smith, ibid., pp.311-314,
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"Hare clearly intends the thesis in this WaY“”tha
anycne who makes a specific moral judgement shall
under challenge be able to produce a universal
principle which has the dbprooriatevlogical rela-
tions with the specific judgement and about which
he can hornestly claim (a) that he does now accept
the principle and (b) that he does now regard the
specific judgement as one which he makes only be-
cause he accepts the principle. We mighi sum this
up by saying thet the universalisability thesis
does not demand that a svstem of moral judgements
be reached by raticnal steps, but 1t does derand
that any specific moral judgement be,;, at least in
Yheory, rationalisable on Gemand. il (My 1talics)

The appropriate lOGlCul relation that a universal principle

is to have with a particular moral judgement is, as we have
seen, that the principle together with some true statement
about the non-moral charact ~eristics of the person or $ituation
being judged logically entail the particular moral judgement,
An example of this would be the practical syllogism above.
Now, the guotation from Bennett's article makes it clear why
Hare’s aécouﬁt'bf,moral-argumeht, whilst it maintains that
such arcgument is rational, at the same time allcws for a
breakdown to occur.‘-?hé theory demands tﬁat a person givé
logically adequate reasons for a moral judgement, when challen-

A df)'factnal statements about an action

T)

ged, but because¢ no (se
or state of affairs entail an evaluative judgement, no party is
logically chliged to accept one {set of) moral judgements (on)

the situation, and a fortiori is not logically obliged to

accept one specific universal moral principle. Whilst evalua-

tive judgements are unlike expressions of taste in that we

l#poral Argument”, Mind, 69, (1960).
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can give logically adequate reasons. for making them, never-
theless,‘the individual is ablevto chocosel his own moral
principles;? He is able “to commit his will" to those
judgements which he himself regards as important--he is

perfectly free to adopt any vossibkle principle as his own,

3

liberc arbitrio, Thus, two parties agreed on the facts

concerning a person's action-—e.g. agreed that it was a caée
of stealing~-may make the contrary jﬁdgements 53, vas riéht
to steal” and "He was wrong to steal". However, we may ask,
in what sense could such arguments be called "rational" when
the .agent is able to sift out whatever evidence appeals to
him as justifyingkhis particular moral judgement?

"What is it to be rational? It is a necessary con-
dition of raticnality that a man shall formulate
- his beliefs in such a way as to make clear what
evidence would be evidence aga ﬂi& them, and that
he lay himself open to criticism and refutation
in the 1light of any possible objection. But to
foreclose on tolerance is precisely to cut one-
self off from such criticism and refutation. It
is to endanger one's .own rationality gravely by
not admitting one's own fallibility."

n moral

|_h

But is this not precisely what a person is able to do

- argument according to Hare? One: is able, apparently, to

reach an "invalnerable" position by simply adopting a "univer—

: lthe Language of Morals, -pp.%52,71-2, 73; and P.H.
Nowell Smith, op.cit., p.307,

2The relation between choice and one's use of evalua-
‘tive words will be considered in Chapter 3.

rS
T

33ee R.M. Hare, "Universalisability", Proceedings o
the Aristotelian Society, (1954~55), pp.303-304,

A 5 Y3 e . - - e oy < -
fplasdair MacIntyre, Marcuse, London: Fontana, Collins,
1970, pp.90-91.
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sal mcral principle”, whicli one consistently defends by refusing
to accept "evidence" proferred by one's opponents, who have,
as the basis of their "argunments" quite different "universal
moral principles", Criticism, objecticns and refutation are
simply not an integral part of moral argument. As Geoffrey
Warnock puts it:

"For you to say that my view is wrong is to say only

that your peositicn excludes that view; for me to

‘argue' that my view is right is to show only that

my pesition includes it. And there is nothing else,

on this view, that arguments can do; for there are no

'reasons' that either party can appcal to independen-—.

tly of , and so genuinely in suppcrt of,; his own pre-

scriptions. In this way it must inevitably appear to

Hare that recal argument can address itself only to the

guestion of consistency."+ - '

Both Hare's and Stevenson's. accounts assume that
because there is no logical connection ketween factual and
evaluative statements, a person is in a unique peosition in
moral argument where he may choose what evidence he finds
relevant to his own evaluation of an action or a state-~of~

affairs., In any other type ¢f argument, for a man to be in

a position where what he upholds is invulnerable in the sense

been forced back in the course cof the argument, it is nccessary
that he fulfill the féliowing conditions:

1) Ee has brought forward evidence where it is needed

2) He has disposed of -any contrary evidence offered by

oppcnents.,

1Contemporary_Moral Piiilesophy, London: Macmillan,
1%67, p.46. '




That Stevenson dees not make such requirements on moral argu-

ment 1is clear since evaluative statements are 1o more than

expressions of taste.

conditions be satisfied is nede clear in Bennett's article,

Bccording to Hare, when a man has produced an argument in

That Hare does not demand that the two

support of a particular mcral Jjudgement (e.g. "Jack was wrong

to co that"), it is open to his opponent, if he is in dis-

agreement, to do one of two things--

1)

2)

He may disagree with the truth or relevance of the minor
premise~~e.qg. disagree that Jack's action was a case of
stealing. Let us suppose that both disputants are
agreed that Jack did steal something.

He may dispute the universal moral principle (e.g.
"Stealing is'wrong“) by providing é cbunter~example,
where the person;upholding the principle ié agreed that
someone was morally justified in stealing--e.g. to pro-
vide feood for hi; dving mothcr. Of this.second case,
Bennett says: |

"One important thing to nocte about this sort of
argument is that I need never lose it. For in
each step of the argument, I can adopt either one
of two alternatives: I can deny that your would-
be counter-instance, is a counter-instance, saying
'Yes, that would be wrong too’; cor I can admit
that vou have found a counter-instance, and revise
v rule accordingly. In applying my principie to
what vou thoughit was a counter-instance to it, I
may surprise you, but you cannot 'falsify' any
expanded universal principle which I may produce
in the face of a genuine counter-instance."l

livid., p.547.



There are however, two ways in which Bennett says one may be

said to "losge" such an argument. In certain instances, one

54

may be faced with choosing between the following:

1) One may accept a pérticular{moral judgement of an action
described in one of one's opponent's would-be counter-
examples which it "embarasses" one to accept. Thus, in
order.to;hold ontc one's original judgement (Jack was
'wrong to do that") one has to “jeriy;bﬁilﬂh.one's struc-
ture of co-existing moral judgeﬁents,_i.e,, one has to
deciare as morally relevant the fact that Jack was not
stealing for altruistic, but for selfish, motives. This

will enable one to prevent the original judgement from

leading one into a multitude of unwelcome judgements like

"People who steal in order to provide food for dying:
dependents are evil®, It is not that one can be said to
have "lost" such an argument in this case, but it could

" bhe said where one has tc declare some characteristic to

be morally relevant which one does not henestly regard as

morally relevant--e.g. in Jack's defence, the fact that

was Saturday night and he was drunk,

's universal meral principle, when for

2) One may expand one X
to do so in face cof counter—-exammles, by adding te it a
predicate ﬁhich it "embarasses" one to have to admit as
merally relevant, e.g., "It.is wrong for a black to stea

in order to provide feod for his dying dehenﬂents",l

cead

1

lsuch & principle transgresses the conditions for a



Cne's cmbaraSSément arises from one's having to allcw
one's opponent's counter—@xam?le to étané as a counter-
example ("How about the case of .a black stealing for his
mother?"), ﬁhilst at the same time admitting that one can
see no qualitative difference between it and the original
casc, which one honestly regards as morally relevant (be-
tween_Jack'é case of stealing and that of é“black). -if
thié is thé case and ivam honest, I shall withdraw,fhe
original judgement, and something will have been learnad
in the course of the argument.
Unlike Hare, Foot holds that moral argument differs only in
content and not in form from argume@ts of a factual nature,
and hence that the two concditions listed above mﬁSt Ee satis-
fied, not al;owing the‘possibility of a persocon resorting to a
‘universal moral principle without disposing of contrary
evidenée. To uphold this. view, she has to suppose that a logi-
cal relation dces'hold‘between factual and evaluativevstatements.
This relatiocn, she says, could be either

1) " That factual premises logically entail evaluative conclu-

e set out by Hare. Since all

genuine universal moral princip
t se ¥ Gellner's terminology, "type

el

moral Jjudgements are, .
u® valuations, or applications of

"an opcen rule formulated with the help of only

property words and variables, but of course no

proper names...{i.e.,) a rule vholly devoid of

any perscnal reference, a rule containing merely

predicates (descriptions) and logical terms.” ,
"Ethics and Logic”, Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society,
(1954-55), pp.l61-163; thus reference to a "black in a
principle is not allowed. This is an accurate representation
of Hare. See Alasdair MacIntyre, "What Morality is Not",
Philosophy, 1958.
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sions, Despite the difficulties which have been found
in such a view,} Foot denies that the "breakdown theories”
have disproved the. existence of such a relation. Or:

2) That factual premisés count as evidence‘for evaluative
conclusions, not in Hare's sense whereby a man may choose
the evidence to support his evaluative conclusion, but in
‘the sense that in virtue of the meaning of moral terms:

"Some things do; and some-things do not, count in
“favour of a moral conclusion, and...a man can no
more decide for himself what is evidence for right-
ness and wrongness than he can decide what is evi-
dence for monetary inflation or a tumour on the
brain,"?2 -

Foot claims. to be more.interested in the second, weaker thesis.>

It seems, however, thét this thesis is inseparable from the

former one since she talks of an "internal" or conceptual

ralationship between the meaning of "good" and certain pieces

of evidence. What she means by this will be discussed in

Chaptér Three. From what is said there, I think it is clearx

that Foot is meking a claim similar in nature to P.F. Strawson's

claim that there is a conceptual rclationship between the-
physical marks.cf a playing-card and the value which we asc;iug
to that card, a queen for example, given the conventions of the

card—game,4 Thus, given the nature of languace, there is a

1

See particularly The Language of Morals, pp.79,93.
2 ) ,
“Foot, "Moral Arcuments®, p,504,

2 .
“Ibid.
4p ,F. Strawson, "Persons", in V.C. Chappell (ed.),
The Phileosophy of Mirnd, Dnglewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice Hall,
-
J.962-.
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relationship of ﬁeanings between the word "good" and certain
pieces of evidence. What precisely these pieées bf evidence
are will be aﬁalysed later in this chapter.

Foot assumes for the sake of argument that the posi-
tivist is able to identify & characteristic f, essential to
evaluative words (say the acceptance of an imperative or the

expression of an attitude), distinguishing them radically from
descriptive words,

"He is therefore justified in insisting that no

word or statement which does not have the property

f can be tsken as equivalent to an evaluation and

that no account of the use of an evalgative term

can leave out f and yet be complete."~
What is implied by this, asks Foot, concerning the relation
between premises and conclusion in an argument where the con-
clusion is evaluative. The positivist will claim that it
follows that no evaluative conclusicon can be entailed by a
set of descriptive premises. How is this to be shown? If he

defines a descriptive premise as cne which does not entail an

evaluative conclusion the positivist assures himself correct-

Fh

ness "at the price o

becoming a bofg".’-He is merely uttering
a tautology. If, however, pointing to characteristic £, he
asserts that no set of premises not entailing £ can entail an
evaluation, he is then similar to someone who says that a

proposition, P, entailing 'a propositicn about a dog, Q, must

lFoot, "Moral Arguments®, p.5305,




also entail a further proposition, R, about an animal.

"He is telling us what to look out fer
the entailment. What he is net so
is that we can test for the entailment by loocking
to see whether the premise itself has the charac—
teristic £. For all that has vet been shown it
might be possible for a premise which is not £ to
entail a conclusion which is £."7

in checking
telling us

[
LAY

She sets out
of an argument taken collectively have characteristic £, i

will be possible to deny a conelusion which has characteri

to disprove the thesis that unless the premises

t

stic

f, by showing it tc be
designed to show

is not rude.

terms "injury" and “"dangerous”,

not so clearly evaluative in the positivist's sense.

false with reference to

that a particular piece of

arguments

behaviour is or

Elsewhere, she argues the same case for the

2

and even for terms which are

3 In

general, her case is against those who hold that

"when a man uses a word- such as. 'good’ in an 'evalua-

tive! and not an
to commit his will,

Tinverted comnma'
From this it has seemed to follow

sense, he is supposed

inevitably that there is a logical gap-between fact

“and value;

for is it not one thing to say

that a thing

is so, and another to have a particular attitude towards
~its being so; one thing to say that certain effects will

follow from a given action, and another
Foot considers it to be a necessary and

condition for the correct application of the term

to care."%
R ¥ ol . L.
sutfficient

"o

rude®” to

a plece cof behaviour that it cause offence by indicating lack

lipia., p.506.

2%woral Beliefs",

pp.87-92, 95-98.

3See below in Chapter 3.

4vMoral Beliefs™,

.95

ke
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of respect. Morépver, the term "rude" is evaluative in the

positivistic sense sinée»it exXpresses disapprovai, etc. Her
argument at this point is very simple~—is it possible (i.e.
logically possible) for somecne to consider any piece of
behaviour offensive, and hence rude? Could I call the be-
haviour of someone who walked on the cracks in the pavement,
or who dug holes in the light of the moonvoFfenblve° .Without
subsuming this piece of behavicur within a further gys+en of
beliefs—»e;g., that walking on the cracks in the ?avement was
a sign of disrespect to one's parents, ih which case what
causes offencer is the disrespect shown and not the walking on
»the.cracks ed”i;éol*—it ié‘clear that if I regarded sucﬁ beha-~
vicur as causing offence I should not understand what "causes
offence" - means or should-be using the term in -an eccentric-way.
Is it possible then, Fooﬁ asks, for someone to accept that a
cértain piece of behaviour caused offence-(préposition 0, let
us call it—wawfacﬁual proposition) and yet deny proposition R,
that the behavicur is fude {an evaluative proposition)? Foot
cdenies the possilbiility becausc
"It is evident that with the usual criteria of rudeness
he leaves behind the concept itself....Whether a man 1is
vpeaklna of behaviour as rude or not rude, he must use
the same criteria as anvone else, and...since the crite-

ria are satisfied if O is true, it is impossible for him
to assert O while denying R. It follows that if it is a

.

: lmhls argument is mirrored in "Moral Beliefs" in
connection with the possibility of calling someone who claspe
his hands together three times an hour morally virtuous. Sce
below in Chapter 3. '



sufficient condition of P's entailing Q that the

assertion of P is inconsistent with the denial of

Q, we have an example of a non-evaluative premise

from which an evaluative conclusion can be deduced."
What must be asked, however, with regard to Foot's case, is
whether the premises are in fact non-evalwative. The term
"offensive" is not strictly a non-evaluative one, What

causes offence to one man may very well fail to do so to

another one from a quite different cultural background, where-

as the redness of an object (a descriptive property) would
be evident to both. What Foot is trying to say is that if

one wishes to use evaluative and moral woxds, one has to
accept the established criteria for their wse. In her own
Words:

"Anyone who uses noral terms at all, mfrether to
assert or deny a moral rroposition, mmst abide by
the rules for their use, including the rule about
what shall count as evidence fcr or against the
moral judgement concerned....The only recourse of
the man who refused to accept the thimgs which
counted in favour of a moral prcposition, as giving
him a reason to do certain things, or to take up a
particular attitude, would be to leawe the moral
‘discussion and abjure altogether the wse of moral
terms."? :

1~

By not doing this, we run the risk either of uttering an

unintelligible or meaningless statement {mmless meaning is
simply a function of indiwvidual choice), or of attempting

to effect a change in the descriptive meaning of "rude", for

Ivyoral Arguments®, p.538-508,

21bid., p.51l.



eaamwle, by using the evaluative meaning to prescribe differ-
ent pieces of behaviour as causing offence.l + By denving that

this latter course is possible, since with the usual criteria

[ L1

changed the concept "rude" is not changed but "left behind",
Foot is denying Hare's thesis that the evaluative meaning of
full blown evaluative terms is primary.2 I wish to ask, in
conﬁ@ction_wiﬁh,this --what happens, as does happen in the.
course of any change in the moral code of an individual or
communi%y, when a man refuses to accept the_comuonly accepted
criteria for such terms aé "rude" and "good"? Is he, ih fact,
led into é morass of meaninglessness or is he, as Hare holds,
simply basing particular moral judgements upon a universal
noral principlé which possibly no one else accepts, but to
which he is nevertheless entitled?

Considering the term "rude" first, a man who refusés
tqiuse £he term according to commonly accgétedvériteria, can
do so in the T0110v1pq vay. He may accept proposition O, that
the behaviour caused offenCe by indicating lack of respect but
refuse to infer proposition‘R, that it was rude, because he

=

did not wish to accept the whole theor ry of praise and blame

0

being ascribed according to the usual standards of eticuette.

lsee The Language of Morals, ©.119.

2l{are claims in Freedom and Reason (Oxford University
Press, 1963), pp.187-191, that "rude" and "courageous" are nct
Cfull Dlown ovaluatlvo terms. This claim, however, is far from
convincing, "’ ' ) o
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Intuitively, one might- uureb with Fcot that if somebody pushed
Jones in the back, and generally barged into him for no other
reason than to annoy him, then we should have a case wheré the
description of the ageﬁt‘svbehaviour as causing offence entailed
the judgement that it was rude, to anybody acguainted with the

1t

meaning of "caused offence” and "rude". However, it is not
difficult to think of circumstances where such behaviour would
not be rudc. The following where:
1) a doctor pushes through a crowd to tend to an injured
person,
2) I push someone hard to save them from an oncoming car,
3) the general pushing and shoving that takes place in a
game of Rugby or Canadian Football,
are cases in point., What distinguished these from Foot's own
counter example to Hare are the intentions with which they
are perFormed and the c1rcuﬂs‘ances in which they take place.
Zny description of these actions will have to take such factors
into consideration, presupposing a value-laden set of rules:
“The notion of offence is parasitic on the notion of
a standard or norm, although these need not be formu-
lated....1t makes all the difference morully whether
the qrazcc ankle is caused by barging in the line-ocut
or by barging in the bus queue...in asserting that a
kind of offence has been caused, a specific background

and the standards inherent in it have already been
involved."!

-

Bero re turning from dl cussion of "rude® to moral evaluation,

1p.g. Phillips and H.O. Mounce, "On PullOSOUﬁ”lS
‘Having a Point", Philoscphv, (1965}, ©v.312.
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we should notice that Foot s an 1ysL‘ of "rude” and‘any such
terms of etiquette is not particularly illuminating to her
discussion of moral discourse. This is simply because if the
analogy betweén etigquette and morality is meant to be a close
one, this would simply prove that morality, like etiquette,
is conventional, and this is the very point that she wishes
to disprove, viz:

"It is a fact about etiquette and law that tney are
toth conventional as morality is not.”

Of moral terms, she says the following:

"It is cpen to us to enquire whether moral terms
do lose their meaning when divorced from the
pleasure principle, or from some other set of
critceria, as the word "rude" loses its meaning
when tlie criterion of offensiveness is dropred.
Tc me it seems that is clearly. the case; I do not
know wmat could be meant by saying that it was
gscmeonc's duty to do something unless there was
an attempt to show why it mattered if this sort
of thing was not done. Is it even to be suggested
that the harm done by a certain trait of character
could be taken by some moral eccentric, to be just
what made it a virtue? I suggest that such a man
would not even be a moral eccentric, any more than
tbo man who used the word "rude" of conventional
shavicur was puLtlr forward strange views about
mh at was rude. "2

Taus, Feoot considers that:

"the concepts harm, advantage, benefit, inportance,
etc., are related to the dlf’eremt moral concepts,
such as rightness, obligation, duty and virtue..,
and it follows thatlt a man cannot make his own
personal decision about the considerations which
are to count as evidence."3

lFoot, "Moral Arguments”, ».513.

23bid.; p.511 3Ibid., p.511.



'S
W

This, howcver, is a very stro ug thc51 —~nbt mérely are there
criteria for moral words, which are to be strictly observed,
but, furthermore, it is not possible for the individual to
choose what is to couhf_as harm, benefit, advantage, etc.

He is not able to choose the criteria for moral térms. This
tno51s is very clearly opposed to Hare (and indeed any form
'of individualism). We are, according to Foot, Lnabl@‘to
choose the dcscrlﬂtlve meaning of moral terms which w1ll
logically entail certain evaluative judgements. The individ-—
ual is'presented witﬁ moﬁal phenomena, and not with the pos-
sibility of giving a self-determined 1nterpvetatlo of pheno~
mena_from a moral point of view.

Would it ever be possible to settle the écbstc con—
cerning the use cf moral language and moral argument between
Hare and Foot? Each is eager'to provide counter-examples to
the other's.case and to deal with similar difficulties.in his
own without once questioning the correttness‘cr-plausibility-
of his own central-pdsition. -Would not an appeal to the way
~in which moral language is‘curreltly‘used provide a}criteridn
for deciding which philosophical account is correct? One of
the main aims of this thesis ié to shew that this phileoscophical
deuabc is a reflection of two of the many ﬂifferent and indeed
opposing ways in which moral terms are used in contemporary
society. The debate reflects the different conscicusness with .
which'modérn mén ﬁses, and also'refusesuto use,‘ﬁoral concepts.

It shows also that philosophical enquiry into moral concepts is
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not, despite Hare' 'S ConEES\lOHS to .the contrary, morally
neutral. As a result we could not resclve the deb ate by
appeal to‘ordinary"language, since there.is no one way in
which moral concepts are usnd

Unlike the polis_described in Plato's Republic where

the ends of both the city and of the individual member of the

-

city are g}CtQ upon and fully circumscribed, the réots of
present-day Western soc1ety and the. influences that:have
mculded its language of "good“ and "evil", "right" and "wrong"
are many. Our sdciety stems from a blend of Greek rationalism
and Christian religion, from which have come:

"Aristotelianism, primitive Christian simplicity, the
ruritan ethic, the aristocratic ethic of consumption,
and the traditicns. of democracy and socialism which

have all left theilr mark upon our moral vocabulary.
Within each of these moralities there is a proposed

end or ends, a set of rules, a list of virtues. But

the ends, the rules, the virtues differ....It-follows
that we are liable to find two kinds cof pecple in our
society: those who speak from within one of these
surviving meralities, and those who stand outside all

of them. Between the aohorepuq of one morality and the
adherents of none there exists no court cf appeal, no
impersonal neutral standard. _For those who speak from
within a given wo*a¢1+;, the connection between fact

and valuation is established in virtue of the meanings
of the words they use, To those who speak from w1;houb;
those who speak from within appear nerely to be uttering
imperatives which express their own liking and disliking
and their private choices.” ‘

Appe eals to the facts of human welfare and harm as the basis

fnl

of morality are not -appeals to phenomena which can be uni-

versally described in morally neutral terms., 24 person's

Cﬂ
.

lalasdair MaécIntyre, A Short listory of Ethics, p.25




conception of what it is to harm another person will . depend
on his other beliefs, particularly his moral beliefs. Simi-

larly, when Foot talks of the avoidance of injury as "some-

thing a man has reason to want if he wants anything",l she is
not appealing to a notien which can be used to show that one
party's moral argument is both valid and acceptable, whilst

another's is not. The gulf that separates the ends which a

résearch physicist and a member of the F.L.Q. find noble is

2

s, and it is

I

precisely the area in which moral debatée arise
clear from recent events that members of the F.L.Q. are wil-
ling to risk perscnal injuxry in the pursuit of what they con-~-

sider a higher end. To use another example: in a dispute be-~

e

tween a scientific rationalist and a Roman Cathclic housewife
over whether the housewife should have ancther child, we shall

v

not be able to resolve the argument by reking each party aware

£

of all the facts relevant to the discussion unless each were to
renounce those beliefs that are of gxeatest'importance in
determining their particular morail views., Becaﬁse of their
guite different WOral bel efs--as to what constitutes the

good for man etc.~--the differing conceptual framework they

ring to bear upon the analysis of the s;tuaLlon, their in-

terpretation of the facts of the situation will be poles apart:

e

"It is misleading to speak of 'the .facts of the si tu~
ation' in such a way as to suggest that there must be
a closed set of propositions which, once eotaol~“hcd
precisely deterxn lro the situation....The situations

lvporal Baliefs", p.96,



in which we must act or abstain from acting, are
'open' in the sense that they can be uniguely
described and finally circumscribed. The situa-
ticn is given, but not ‘the facts of the situation';
to state the facts is to analyse and interpret the
situation."”

Are we now back where we startéd—--that ultimate
justification for a moral positicn is impessible, because the
two ¢riteria for rational argument which Foot so clearly stated.
are inapplicable to moral argument? I don't think that the
prescriptivist and emotivist alternative is a conseguence of
the position I have just followed.

"The ratiocnalist, the housewife, the pacifist or the
‘militarist cennot say- what they like.  Their arguments

are rooted in different moral traditions within which
there are rules for what can and what cannot be said."?

If we are spesking from within a certain traditicn then as

MacIntyre- and Foot have shan, our moral concepts are linked
}to the criteria for their use by an "internal relationship®,
i.e., by their meaning. The problem of a "free" or criter-

1

ressing when we meet

2

ionless moral discourse becomes most

4

cutside any moral tradition, who professés to have nc ulti-
nate principles to guide his choices--such a man as the

situationalist who makes every particular decision and moral

§

judgement upon its own merits, divorcing it from any that

he might have made in . the past and any that he might make in

. lStuart'Hampshire, "Fallacies in Moral Philoscphy",
Mind,58 (184%), p.476.

2p.%. Phillips and H.O. Mounce, cp.cit., p.318&..
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the future. . SucﬁAa.position I believe to be both logically
and existentially impossible. It rests first of all upon a
misunderstan&ing of the nature not onlf oflmoral discourse,
but of language. va ve suppose a man that on one .occasion
asserted that beating up dld ladies was vrong, for no other
reason than that he felt it was wrong, and upon a later occa-
sion reversed his judgement, calling such behaviour right, we
should naturally ask him why he had changed his mind. Being
éltrue subjectivist he has recinded hisfjudgementAnot‘because
of "any rational process, but because he now feels it to be
right to beat up old ladiess To our continual questioning -
"why?" he is forced by his cwn logic te reply. that he has no
ultimate reason~~he simply feels differently towards the
qpestioie- Sgph a man placesibimself'outside moral discussion

‘becaige hé is unwilling to use roral concepts consistently.

-

"right" and

We simply should not understand what he meant by

"wrong"” because he does not follow any rules when he uses

®

- them. It is of no use his stating that he is using moral
coﬁcepts according tc his own rules, which are_quite random,
since any rule must be.open to discovery. BAs Wittgenstein
has shown, it must be logiqally possible.foylmevto discéver
1

any rule that another perscn is following.™  But this is

precisely what is ruled out by the subjectivist. You cannot

o4 J

igee P, Winch, The. Idea of a Social Science, London:
Routledge and Kegan Faul, 1958, Chapter 1; and cf. R.M. Hare,
"Universalisability"®, p.303.
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‘be said to be following a rule if I cannot, at least in princi-
ple, discover what the rule is. Méreé?er;-and this is no-
longer a logical point, each man. has a social past which de-
termines that he has some moral,vocabulary‘with which to

frame and make a particular'éhoice. It is not possible for

a man to divorce‘that‘choice'from previous and future choices.
If a man who was brought uﬁ as a Réman Catholic suddenly does

a seeming about-face and becomes a Marxist committed to violent
revolutiocn, this will?be hecause he no longer sees the ends of
_Catholicism as valuable. But this dces not mean that his
present and future decisions are pointless—whe has simply
decided probably for many psychological, social, and. religious
reasons that fhe ends of Marxism are-morevworthwhile; His
moral_laﬁéuaéébﬁiil ﬁot, however, be pointless énd ﬁnguided

by principles. If this werxe the case and he became-a moral
hihilist, we should say not that his talk of good and evil

are inntless but rather that he has foregone the right to

use such language.

To return to:Foot,'she provides criteria for our
understanding those issuesvinvolved in morai arguﬁent and
what i1t means to hold a ﬁoral principle. She provides no
moré than guide“iines; but in‘déing so she overreachés Hare
.who merely providés a ﬁodel for moral érgument. She denies_

the fact-value

o

istinction but - -she does not specify that
"facts entail values", merely stating of the rules of use

for moral judgements, that
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"for anything that has yet beern shown to the con- -
trary these rules-could be entailment rules, for-
bidding the assertion of factual propositions in
conjunction with the denail of moral. propositions.”l

Indeed, she only shows that the acceptance of certain factual
statements (whether they be about somecne's behaviour causing
offence or his harming another person) is a necessary but
never a sufficient condition for making an evaluative ("He was
- rude") or a moral("He was wrong to...") judgement. Moral
arguments, by their nature are not deductive, nor are they of
the "Booh! Hurrah!" type.

"When people argue about what is right, good or

obligatory, or whether a certain character trait is

or is not a virtue...what is said may well be subtle

or profound, and...much depends on experience and

imaginaticn.. It is guite common for one man to be

uneble to seewhat the other-is getting at, and this

sort of misunderstanding :ill not always be resclvable

by anything which could be called argument in the or-
dinary sense."? ' :

lryoral Arguments™, p.510.

21bid., p.513.



CHAPTER 3

GOODNESS, CRITERIA AND CHOJICE

As we have seen, all of Haré's argumenté in connexion
with the term "goqd"'are‘aimed at showing that its meaning
cannot“be equated.with.the ¢riteria required'in an object
for it toc be commended as "good" because the meaning of that
“term is evaluative. In this chapter I wish to explicate the

nature of the relaticn of the use cf ssion "a good X"

&,
=
0]
"
'3
rt
o)

to the speaker's choices. My main points of reference will be

Chapters 6 to 8 in Hare's The Language of Morals and Foot's

113

and Alan Montfiore's symposium "Goodness and Choice", Proceed-

ings of the Aristotelian Society, Supplementary Volume XXV

(1961) , pp.45-80.
To show the close relationship betwsen a speaker's

choice and his ﬁse.of £hé ﬁerﬁA“ééod”; Hare useéﬂthé‘éxaﬁplé
of teaching a foreigner its meaning. This is achieved because
in a certain situation the foreignex chooses,'all other things
being eyual, an cbject X in preference to other objects of the
same type-¥, for certain reasbné Z;--ﬁow we are able to say to
him, "You think that X is the best Y bécause of Z"; énd hence

teach him the meaning of "best" and conseguently of "good",

. . . ‘ s . . . 1
using analogies with the superlatives of other adjectives,™

h

lnare admits (Languace O

Morals, pp.l183-185) that the

%]
—



&)
[\

-However, having cexrrectly learned fromufhe above casé that

the thought which he had when he chose-object'Xl was correctly
expressed by saying that it was the best Y because of %, and,
having learned from this the ﬁaaniné of "good" as applied not
.merely to ¥'s butuﬁo‘ahy type of object,; the foreigner might
‘mistakenly believe thatihe had learned the criteria fbr applYiﬁg
the word "good". This is to eguate meaning and criteria in a

way which Hare considers mistakéen,  Because in this one "case thévj
foreigner knew the criteria for calling X a good Y does not

imply that he knows the criteria required in other types of

el

obiject, sinte these may Pe different. He has learnéd from the’

ot

above case not the criteria for its use, but the meaning of the

'wofd* Because‘they are,differcnt, it wQuidvbé poasible for him
to use "good" in full knowledge of its evaluative neaning, but,
through ignorance of the criteria for its use (its descriptive
reaning), apply it to the wrong objects. Conversely,it is
quité'possiblé:fOf sémedne’ to knOw'the'right.briteria”fOf its

use, and, say grade apples correcly, but not know the neaniig
of the word; not know that it was used to commend the apples.
. We have seen that the meaning of "good" and "best® can

e taught to scmebody by reference to the choices he makes, ar
be taught to scomebedy b >ference to the choices he kes nd

neaning of "good" is far looser than its comparative.and.super-
“lative forms. However,he defines "good man” in texms of
"better man than" (p.186) and both in terms of "ought" (p. 184).

Ias Hare says (Ibid., p.108-9), it is not necessary to
may be understood



also that the primary function of these words is to commend.
To commend, accérding to Hare, is, at least indirectly, to
guide chbices. iValue judgenentsy in génerél, are closely re-
lated to'choiceﬁ.  When one makes a full-blown va;ue~judgement‘
(i.e.; nct using tﬁekvélue—term in its'"convéntional" or-
"invertéd commaé" sense) one commits oneself to-making certain.

choices:

e only have standards for a class of cbjects, we only
talk of the virtues of one specimen as against another,

'we,only'useﬁvalue~words about them, when occasicns are -
known to exist, or are conceivable, in which we, or
somecne else, would have to. choose between,specimens."l

Clearly, the md#f“useful'standards; and hence the most useful
v‘véluewjudgement%, will be those related to choices.WEich_we
are likély,to h%?e.tb make.' The loqic'éf alvalueéword like
"good" demands ﬁhgt I cannot apprly it to one cbiject (& car,
for example) and vet refuse to apply it to another car which
is in all respedts-éimilar to thevfirst, except that it is not
'numericaliy ideﬁﬁi@al with“the"first. Tris is so because, by

. D ‘ o
commending an oliect; a standard is appealed to, Whiéhf if-it
is_to be of uSejaS a standard}'will give us éeveral criteria
for making valué—judg—ments on members of that class of cbject.
. By refusing to éall objects which are exaé£ly similar'fgoqd",
two inconsistené standards are. appealed. to, and:

"the effect lof such . an utterance is similar to that of
a contradiction: £for in a contradiction I say two

l1pid.,; p. 128. See also pp.l07£ff and 127.
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inconsistent things and so the effect is that the
hearer does not know what I am trying to say."

Presupposed in this-account is Hare's fhesis-that
every value—judgem@nt "whils t it may be overtly particular,
("This -is a good picture") makes reference teo a more general
standard which objects are required to meet in order to be .
called "geood®.  This, in turn,; relates to his belief in the
syllogistic nature of moral justification and argument, which
we ccnsidéred,in fﬁeffirst two Qhapteré. Héré alsé.fihdé
ag:eémeﬁt witﬁ Sir Karl Popper's.statemenﬁwtﬁat méraiiﬁy;
rests uwltimately on human decision - or choice. As such:

"decisions can never be derived from facts (or ‘
statements cf facts) alt bough they pertain to facts."”

Both Popper and Hare then, stand in line with Hume's bifurcation

" t

of the "ought" from-the "is".

In her article "Goodness and Choice" Fcot presenté the
thesis Lbat the criteria for the goodneqs of an object are laid
down in the meaning of the wordbd esignating Ll‘t'OQjCCt. She
hplds that this is‘true npt iny fqr Iuncbton l words" but
for a far wider range of terms than has bee upposed by Hare
andé othérs~ Indeed. she holds irn @l¢c1tlv ihat these criteria

ietermined for all terms:

3}
2]
[0
[83}

"My thesis is not, of course, that criteria for the
-goodness of éach and every kind of thing are deter-
mined in the sawe way as they are determined £for such

l1pid., p.l134.

27he Open Scciéety and Tts Enemies, London: Routledge and
Kegan Paul, 1945, I, 62. » : :
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things as knives, but rather than they are always
determined, and not a matter for decision.,"+

In evaluating a knife as "

a good knife®:
"the man who uses these words must use them in con-
junction with particular criteria of goedness: - those
which really are the criteria for the goodness of
knives....I imagine that almost. everyone would agree
~about this, saying that there are some cases in which

the correct use of the expression "a good A" requires

that one set of criteria rather than another should be
‘used for judging the goodness of the things. But many
people who would admit this think that in other cases

any criteria. of goodness would be logically possible, .

50 that for some A's the individual calling an A a

good A has to decide for himself which characteristics -

ne will take as counting in favour of the goodness of A."“

Specifically, she is attacking thchtwin theses:

1) Tha& the choices of a speaker are a sufficient condition
foﬁ the ﬁse of the word "good"w;for example; if a man
cdiled A's-good A's merely because they were A's which
he was thereafter willing to choose. - On this view it is

‘poﬁsible to defend a use of the term."éood" by reference

to;the fact that one had committed oneself to a choice

o - "
(Sae Hare's account abovel.
- 2) Thag a connexion with choices of the speaker is a necessary

coridition of the use of *"good'"--the thesis that evaluative

sy

teyms are used fundamentally to guide or prescribe choices

(cfi. Hare).
Foot is thus making a full-scale attack on the fore-

going account of Hare's by denying that there iz any sort of

l“GoodneSSgand Choice™, p.47.

K p¢46q )
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analytic or conceptual relationship between a- speaker's
choice and his use of evaluative language. Let us examine her
argument and atte mpt to arrive at certain concla€1on§.

The classes of terms whose criteria of goodhess are

- laid down by their meaning are as follows:

1) Most obviously, "functional terms"--in the strong

=

u

ensec of
"functicnal®, whereby such a term as knife:

"...names an object in respect of its function.

This is not to say (simply) that it names an

cbject which has a LUULtiOp, but also that the

function is involved in the meaning of the word,

and I shall call such words functional in the

strong sense,"l
Thus, by definition, it will not be locgically possible
to say of a strong functional word .that "It is a good A
but does not iulflll ltn fu rction well” (e.g. "This is a
good knife but it does not cut well."). Such strong

~

functional words, Fcot considers, have their function
intrinsically bound up with the concep ot (e g. cutting is
intrinsic tec knives) because, 1f a people of a different
culture had tools having the same gh¥sical characteristics
as knives (blades,; handle etc,) but which fulfilled a
different function, then we should not translate this
vord into English as "knife". Similarly:

"...it is another matter to suppecse that in

a community which used knife-—like objects only.

for the purpose of ornaments the weord which

names them would properly be transiated as
'knife'

livid,., p.47. ’ 2153id., p.49.
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Simply because the primary functicn--and hence the primary
criterion of gcodness—-in knives is to cut, does not ex-
clucde that knives may be used for other purposes (e.g.
stabling), but that to be counted as a gcod knife, a bladed
instrument nust cut well. Thus, cutting well is a necessary
condition of its being a goed knife.

Other words which we can include in the class of
strong functional words inclucde pen, pencil, match, watch,
etc. which are all manufactured for a specific purpose, as

well as eye, lung, limb, etc, which are not,.

Moreover, words can be functioral in the 'strong'
ense withoult naming anything that we ourselves
se

s
u of need,"-+
For example, any part of a plant or animal which has a

function—--~stem, root, leaf, leqg, etc.

Functional terms in the weak sense., Foot is not very

(M

D3

’O

licit abkout these, She cites the examples of discover-
ing the functicn of an organ, like the appendix, which was

-

previcusly believed not to have any function whilst still

retaining the same name. Eventually, presumably, "appendix
wculd in this case become a functicnal word in the strong
sense. Having no functien, weak functicnal terms have no
criteria of goodness. This supports Foot's case. For

example, we don't say "good appendix", "good swamp" or

"good weed".

l1via., o.4s.
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3) A far widexr Yange of words which are not functional in
either the weak or strong sense, but which still allow one
to deiive the ériﬁéria of goodnesswffdﬁ théir meaning.

None of the terms in the expressions "gcod farmer", "good
rider" or "good liax" pick out a man by reference +to his
function although‘they name him in respect of a function.t
It would be odd, in other words, to ask "What is the func-
tion of a farmer?" A reply of the type that he served

the community would be in corder. However, a good farmer 1is

sc because of his farming. Whilst what counts as good

farming may vary from a poultry farmer to a dairy farner,

por)

there are limits within which standards are used to judge
it as farming, because farming is an activity which has a
particular point. The expressions "good daughter", "good

T

friend" and "good father" similarly have set criteria which
will only differ, according to Foot, within certain limits
from place to place.
"Belng a good father must have scmething to do with
e asasmad - . . .
bringing up children, and more specifically caring
for them.,"?
Foot is scmevhat vague here., What exactly is meant by "...
must have something to do with..,."? Clearly, she supposes
there to be more than a contigent relationship between caring

for children and being a good father. If, as .she says, the

stetement

e

lTbat is, unlike strong functional words, the function
is not explicitly involved in the meaning of the term.

2%goodness and Truth®, »p.50,51.
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"'good knives cut well'® must be held to be some
kind of analytic statpmen“"l

(once again, she uses-the vague term "some kind of"--what
we are after is "what kind of?"), then, the statement "good

fathers care for. tnelr Cllld“ﬂ u

rmust also be "some kind of
analytic statement"., Clearly, she holds there to be some’
kind of conceptual relation between "good father" and ¥caring

for children"

I suggest that she means that caring for children is

‘a criterion for being a good  father in a stronger sense than

that emploved by Hare, since, according to him, these criteria

can' change falrly rapidly via shifts in the evaluative meaning

of "good father"® 2 Her sense of "criteria" seems closest to

3

£ ‘used 13 108 Slote, el -ime »1yv to Wit enstel:
that used by Michael Slote,” and ultimately to Wittgenstein's

sense of the term "criteria". 4
Slote, like Foot, holds that. the criteria for value~-.

terms are fixed. He makes use of-a further notion, which he

‘calls "important criteria"., This also is helpful for under-

standing Foot's arguments. Both are defined as follows:

"Such terms as *fish', 'city', and 'democracy' (and
indeed one could include Toot's examples of *father',
'friend', 'daughter', 'rider', 'liar', etc.) whose

11pid., p.48.

. . , | o ,
“vanguage of Morals, see pp.111-126 and 148-150,

3"Valu¢fJudgements z*d the Theoxry of Impcrtant Criteria”,
The Journal of Philoscphy (19 i

A - , .
*Philosophical Investigations, trans. G.B.M, Anscomhc,

Basil Bla cnwe11 Oxford, 1263, p.354, where he shows that “X""Lcw
a criterion of Y‘ is a matter not of experience but of defi-
nition.
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applicability is disputed in certain cases where one
of their criteria is missing, I call cluster terms.
Cluster terms can be defined in texms of their cri-
teria, ' Where *f' is a cluster term all of whose
criteria are a, b,...n, 'p is low f' means ‘'p has
whichever of a, b,...n are important'....As I de-
fine the key word 'important® a characteristic X
counts as important if and only if knowing whether
¥-is or 1s not present in any given $ is important
for any disinterested krnowledge about our understand-
ing of S, i.e., tell us a good deal zbout (the sort
of thing) S (is), about what S is really like. A
characteristic is important, in other words, just in
case 1its presence or absence in any given thing S
makes a good deal of (an important) difference to
the kind of thing S is."1

If we apply this to value-words, as Slote does, we can shed
light on Fcot's position.

"Certain wvalue-terms have criteria. . And they. also
-resemble the ‘sort of cluster terms. described in "The
Theory of Important Criteria" in that disputes about
their application can arise in cases where one of their
criteria is absent...'fine person' oxdinarily means
scmething like: perscn having whichever of kindness,
honesty, intelligence, humility, sensitivity etc. are
important. "2 ' :

Extended to other terms too:
"I think 'X is a good friend of Y', for example,
means something like: X has whichever of loving Y,
seeking Y's welfare, liking to be with ¥, being wil-
ling to make sacrifices for Y, etc. are .important,"3

Now clearly, the notion of "importance” of criteria is an
‘evaluative one (See Ibid.; pp.l02-103, especially footnote

p.102.), but if we apply it to Foot's example of "gcod father®

we can follow more closely the drift of her argument. For

3

1 . - -
+Slote, "Value Judgements and the Theory of Important
Criteria", p.98. ' ‘ '

21pbid., p.100.

31big,




Foot, caring for his children is an important critericn of
being a good father, and indeed a criterion over which there

can be no disagreement if the concept of "father" is to re-

main the same.

"If, in a given cormmunity, a man were said to be a
good A in so far as he offered his children up for
sacrifice, 'A' ccould not be retranslated by our woxrd
'father', but would be like ‘citizen' again, or
‘provider of children for the state',"l

Caring for children is therefore a necessary condition of being

a good father. Unfortunately for Foot, there have been sccieties
in which sacrifice of one's eldest son was considered the duty

of a father. In'gregAbrahamite Canaanite society, this was
preciself the case. Does this mean that the name for male

parent of children in this society would not be translated into

English by the word "father"? Peter Winch, in distinguishing
moral and scientific concepts, seens to support this idea:

"Modern scientific thecries could be used to des-
cribe and explain natural phenomena occcurxing in

the timc of Abraham as well as they can be used for
phenomena occurring ncw; but rnodern moral concepts
could not be used to describe and expiain the actions
of Abraham and his contemporaries. The relaticn be-
tween moral ideas and human behaviour is different
from that between scientific ideas and the behavicuxr
of natural phenomena."<

In other words, an important criterion of being a good father
in pre-Abrahamite Canaan was sacrifice of cne's first-born son,.

This, however, does not destroy Foot's argument, since as a

lroot, "Goodness and Choice®, p.51.

2uNature and Convention", in Proceedings of the
Aristotelian Society (1955-60), p.233. C
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cluster term, the criteria by which "father" can be defined

-

have changed, thus changing the meaning of the term. What
thié impliésfis'fhéﬁ Foot is not incorrect in her account of
moral terms.

It would téke too leng to go deeply into the relation-

’ ot . . .
ship of Winch's (and ultimately Wittgenstein's) theory of rule-

following and the spplication of concepts to (and hence the

,__1

understanding of) different »ulghrea,l but it is worth noting

that both Winch and Foot are agreed that concepts like "father",
Yparent", "daughter™, "friend", etc. are moral concepts and not
to be understood in the same way as scientific ones:
"On investigation we might decide that 'father', ‘
'daughter' and 'friend' should be called moral terms,
especially if we thought that a Jnolly good man could
‘not be bad in any of these aspects."?
Moreover, both are agreed that, although they are moral terms
7 = r 4

they have a quite fixed and static meaning in the context of

a particular society.3 Foot's explanation of the prima facle

Gifferences in their meaning from society to society is however
different from Winch's.
In considering whether or not any tvpe cof action can be

called "a good acticn” {(in the usual sense of "good" and not

merely in its prudential sense,? for example), she asks whether

lsee P. Winch. The Idea of & Social Science. London:
Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1958, especially Chapters 1 and 2.

2Foot, "Goodness and Chcice”, ».51.

n] . .
“0On this point, notice particularly the frontispiece of
Winch's book where he has 3 quote from Lessing

drcot dees not claim to be able to precisely define what
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in any society the clasping.bf one's hands three times an hour

could ke called a good action. To someone who claims that it

is possible to find such an action virtuous, she replies:

"I think he will find that he has to cheat, and _
suppcse that in the community concerned, the clasp-

ing of hands has been given some special significance
or is thought to have some special effect....The dif-
ficulty is obviocusly connected with the fact that
without a special background there is no possibility

of answering the guestion 'What's the point?'....It

is surely clear that moral virtues must be connected
with human good and harm, and that it .is quite impos-—
sible to call anything vou like good or harm. Consider
for instance, the suggestion that a man might say that
he had been harmed because a bucket of water had been
taken out of the sea. s usual, 1t would be vogsible
to think up circumstances in which this remark would
make sensé: for instance, when coupled with a belief

in magical influences; but then the harm could consist
in what was done by the evil spirits, not in the taking
of the watér from the sea."+ '

Thus, to. continue using Slote's terminolegy, when "gcod" is

i

~used to gualify a term like "fathexr", "liar" or "action"

(in the moral sense of “good acticen") there are criteria of

goodness laid down in the meaning of that term which limit

\ 1
-

the applicability of “good" to it~=that & good father care

for hi

[£3]

children. Of these criteria there are "important

[o7)

criteria" which determine exactly how we understand the

concept. If there is disagreement over these important

-

criteria, this implies that there i1s disagreement over what

-

“the moral use of good" is, but assumes that despite the diver-
sity of such a use (in connexicn with duty, charity, courage,
etc,) that all of them "raise moral issues" because they are
connected with "moral virtues®,

oral Beliefs® in Proceedings of the Aristotelian
Societv, (1858-59), p.94.

Lu M
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constitutes an object A (Abraham, say) being subsumed within
that concept (of father). Foot holds that theSe important
criteria are limited by strict sfandards and'are'not; as
Hare supﬁoses, open to individual decision or choice. Only
by subsuming an action like clasping cne's hands together.
three times an'hour, or running round trees anti—élockwise
within a further hierarchy of beliefs--for example, that the
point of such actions was to placate the gods, or to save one's
mother from death by drowning--could they be described as good,
in 'a moral sense. Such uses, however, could hardly be ordinary
- uses of "good" which Hare claims to be investigating.
Sé far, so good; but'éince the notion of an_importanf
criterion is itself an evalﬁative one, the obvious objection
to Foot at this point is that, despite what she says, it is
merely a matter of choice as to which criteria one counts as.
important.
To return fo Slote, he admits that because "important

criteria" is a value—teim itself:

"this introduces some flexibility into attempts to

show the applicability of the sort of terms that the

'Meta—-ethical Theory of Important Criteria' (his own

theory) deals with."l
At the same time he denies that hand-in-hand with such flexibi-
lity.goeé a merely §§;§ggméttempt to define the criteria of
value-terms. How is this so? Probably, it must be realised

that both Foot and Slote are limiting their discussions to

luyalue Judgements and the Theory of Important Criteria",
p.98. : ' : _ ; — _
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cases where "good" and other value-terms are used in conjunc-
tion with a common name (e.g. father). It is the meaning of
this latter term which determines the ¢riteria of'goodness,,
for example, "good father”. Neither Foot nor Slote therefore

1

is concerned with uses of "good” such as the following: "Good

.for him!", "It would be good for John to go for a walk", "Good!",
etc. Secondly, there are certain criteria which clearly do
gqualify as important criteria; i1.e., which do make a greater
difference than others by their presence cx absence as to
whether an object is to be called a fathex, and hence whether
he is a good father. To use Slote's example in discussing the
fineness of a person:

"Whether a man is kind or not makes a big, an important

difference to the sort of person he is: if a man who

is kind grows to be unkind (or vice-versa), a big change

has taken place in him...other characteristics--are just

as clearly unimportant. For example, whether a man is

humble {or modest) about the athletic prowess of his

children pretty clearly does not make much of a differ-

ence' to the kind of person he is."L
Whilst such disputes over the fineness of a person, unlike
those over whether a whale is a fish? are incapable of being
definitely resolved there is nevertheless a rationale to moral
dispute rooted in the criteria for value-terms. As we sawWw in

the chapter on moral arguments, both the prescriptivist and

the emotivist hold that because there is am analytic or concep-

lipidg., p.103.

~ 2gee M. Slote, "The Theory of Important Criteria", The
Journal of Philosophy, LXIII (1966), 219.
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- tuai rélationshié'betwééh a speaker's choice and his use of

. evaluative language; no.set'of‘descriptive statements about
an object can logically entail a (set of):evaldétivé'state*
. emnt(s). Thié means. that an individual is not logically
obliged to make a certain value-judgement upon having received
certain factual information about an object.‘vTheir account
- is denied by Foot and Slote. In disagreements over whether

a whale is a fish, aéreement is reached by appeal to the
authority of biologists to show the importance of such criteria
as cold-bloodedness and ability to breathe water in the concept
of fish-hood. In disputes of a value type, it is clear that
there are no comparable available and reliable scientific
procedures for showing whether or not humility for example is
an important criterion of being a fine person, and hence to
resolve dispute over whether A is a fine person. The different
nature of this latter type of debate is shown by the fact that
it may continue even where there is no disagreement over
relevant empirical‘facts, but over the importance of a certain-
criterion which both parties agree is absent in the person
under discussion. It is simply that one party considers humi-
lity as important in considering the fineness of persons--for
. example, because lack of humility tended to negate a man's other
virtues--whilst the other party considers other gqualities
such as honesty, important. Tﬁe difficulty of resolving such.
arguments lies, then,in the fact‘that there are no scientific

procedures for determining the relative importance of criteria
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for value-terms, and not in the fact that there is an aspect
of_theﬁmaking of value—judgements inacceSSible to rationality:
"Resolving disagreements about °uch questions as the
importance of humility may involve getting people to
see things differently, to notice and appreciate
patterns and similarities that had prev1ously gone
unnoticed..."l
In other words, that there is no scientific procedure for
determinihg impoftance does not require one to deny that there
is rationality of a different sort.

Hare asserts that there can be such an appeal to anyone
setting himself up as an authority whe can decide for himself
what are to count as important criteria. He supposes a cactus-
importer2 who is the first to import cacti into a particular
country. Other people do the same. They are all able apparen-
tly to set up rival standards of goodness in cacti of their
own making. What Hare ignores, however, is that in setting up
such standards there is a point in doing so, i.e., standards
are set up for the purpose of making value-judgements about
cacti as either ornaments, entries to horticultural shows,
or as indocoxr plants, but not as writing implements or trench-
diggers..

"It is true that in such cases a man who is in a

special position can lay down standards quite arbi-

trarily, but he must be in the position of setting
. the competition, so that when he says 'This is the

mark of a good X' he means 'This is the target you
are to try to hit.' 1In one sense the man who is

lsiote, "value Judgements and the Theory of Important .
Criteria", p.104

2Hare, Language of Morals, p.96-927.
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allowed to choose the target decides 'what shall
be the criteria of a good shot', but in another
sense he does not; the criterion of a good shot
is that it should hit the target, and he merely
chooses what the target shall be."

In the case of each:-

"If they are to be used as ornaments, then good
cacti must possess the kind of shape and colour
that one finds pleasing cr curious, and the cri-
teria of goodness are determined by the interest
which we have in the things, and not by any stan-
dard set up by the importer."

In other words, even in cases where prima facie it seems as if

we are free to choose ouf own standards to evaluate objects,
there is nevertheless & purpose in choosing such standards.
This purpoée is related both to the nature of the cobject and
to the types of things we expect from such an object.. Thus

a good X is one which fulfills the function (or in Aristotle's

language,"the work") of an X and not one which fulfills the
, N

that X. The function of an cbject is not the function the
individual imposes on it, but the function imposed on it by
most or all, as a result of the object's nature.

"That most men must have a reason to choose good pens
depends on the purposes which we take for granted in
talking about good and bad pens at all: we cannot
suppose that the standard case is that of wanting pens
for the creation cf blots or undecipherable marks with-
out dissociating pens from writing and changing the
concept 'pen'. The necessary connexion lies here, and
not in some convention about what the individual speakexr
must be ready to choose if he uses the word 'good'."<
(My italics)

1roct, "Goodness and Choice", pp.54-55.

21bid., p.57.
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Thus, there is a conceptual #elationship'ggz between
“an individual's.choiece and his use of evaluative language,
QEE-between that languagé'and the meaning of the term desig—
nating the object which is being evaluated (more precisely,
the criteria which an object is expected to meet).

In "Goodness and Choice®, Foot frames her argument in

-

terms of:

"the relations between the choices of the speaker.
and his use of the word 'good', but it is clear
that this is not a matter of any and every such
use. Mrs. Foot is interested in the use of the
word in what she refers to as 'it's proper eva-
luative sense,' (that which it bears throughout
all of its normal colloquial use). This means
that though her discussions turn about the parti-
cular issues of the criteria of goodness, her
crucial problem is in effect of the relationship-
between any sort of evaluation and the individual
decision or choice of the valuer."l

This much is clear, that if the meaning of éyaluative terms
in general, is fixed by common agreement about the worth of
the objects desigﬁated by the terms referring to them, then
the decision of the individual to abandon the commonly. accepted
"

criteria will not be pertinent to our understanding what "a

good piece of ccal', for example, is. Given that there is a

-
~- p

common social preference and a consensus as to what counts
as "a good X" then it is not a matter of choice for the

individual to opt for that ¥ which suits his own particular

lMohtefiore, "Goodness and Choice", Proceedings of the
Aristotelian Society, Supplementary Volume XXXV, (1961), p.68-9.
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purposes and then call it "

a good X". As we saw in the pre-
vious chapter and from Hare's example of the cactus importer,
he believes it possible for:

"someone (to) seize on anything he likes as the

criteria of goodness and badness, justifying his

use of the word 'good' by pointing to his own

choices."
As Foot and Montefiore point out, his account is incorrect
because:

"Within each society the goodness of coal is settled

by the purposes for which coal is used, while outside

such a context it is not clear how anvone could talk

about coal as good or bad at all....Just as we can-

not consider the question 'Is this coal?' without

taking into account the use which we have for coal,

so we cannot consider the criteria for goodness in

books and pictures without noticing the part which

literature and art play in a civilization such as

ours."
This is not to deny that in & different culture coal might be
used for different purposes, like ornamentatiocn, ncr that
people might have different interests in works of art (regard-
ing them rather as we regard wallpaper;. but that if this
were so, evaluations of these objects would be made with respect
to these further purpceses or interests, and not to any which
a particular individual might think of. Only within the con-
text of the purpcses expected of a piece of coal (in our

society that it is economical and burns well) or of a work of

art {(that it has certain aesthetic gualities),is it meaningful

lrpid., p.53. 2Ipid., p.52.
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The most obviQusaobjéctiOh;té Foot's denial of the

thesis that a speaker's choices are either a necessary or a
‘sufficient condition for his use of "good" or "bad" is that’
one may say--"This is a good A for my purposes"--when these
purposes are quite at odds with the commonly acceobed ones
. for good A's. A fully-fledged individualist or liberal w1ll
find such statements far from extraordinary. As was stated
in the section on moral argument, it is far from clear that
such a thorough-going view of the individual as able to use
-mofal discourse éccording to his self-made rules is even a
conceptual possibility. Many people claim to do this--to use
moral terms, and hence to act, in a completely free manner,
but when pushed back far enough they will probably fall back
on such a principle asg "everyone is entitled to do his cwn
thing", cr they will be using evaluative terms in a non-moral
sense. Neither of these positions, I think, gualifies as a
moral position. This is indeed the case, I think, with both
emotivism-and prescriptivism--that what they referAté as
moral evaluation is no- such tﬁing, but is so emptied of con-
tent that it is far from recognisable as moral discourse:

."the emotivists and the preocriptivLofs...glve us a

false account of what authentic moral discourse was,

but a true account of the impoverished meanings

which evaluative expressions have come to have in a

society where a moral vocabulary is increasingly
emptied of content."+

latTasdair MacIntyre, A Short History of Ethics, p.267
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Does Foot wish to imply that'there is no relation
between a person's preferences and his use of moral discourse?
Clearly not -

"the reason why Someone choosing an A may 'be
expected' to choose good A's rather than bad A's
is that our criteria of goodness for any class of
‘things are related to certain interests that some-
one (or most men) has in these things. When some-
one shares these interests he will have reason to
choose the good A's; otherwise not. "1

What Poot succeedé in showing in "Goodness and Choice”
is that when "good" is used to qualify functional terms of
vafying strength, the functicns of these terms determine the
meaninglthat "good" has when used in such a context. As such,
it ié a quite unambiticus thesis when used to explicate the
meaning of "good knife", "good bean", "good root", "good
city", etc., but talk of "the functions" of a friéhd, a fatheﬁ,
a daughter or a man, sugéests a conceptualvscheme viewing
such people as mere auvtomata fulfilling or failing to fulfill f'
their roles or fgnctions, rather as clocks are expectéd to
keep time. We are reminded of Sartre's waiter in the cafe,
acting in bad faith by.accepting his role as waiter, but not-
as an individual humen being. We do not indeed, ordinarily
talk of the functions of friends, fathers, or even of farmers,
lawyers, or waiters, though we may talk of their duties. This

brings me back to a point concerning Foot's discussion of the

meaning of "good father".

1Féot,ATheories of Ethics,(Oxford University Press,1967)

p.92.



Implied in her account of "gcod father" is a distin-
ction which Foot does . not herself make between the biological
and cultural sense of being a father. Cléarly, there is a
strictly defined blcod-relationship between a father and his
children, which can be scientifically verified. However, in
precisely those cases where such a test is needed and, let us
say, established in a paternity suit, we should wish to
withold judgement that a man who had left the mother before
the birth of their child was a good father. This is precisely
because being a father has certain duties in our society--
that he look after the welfare of both his wife ahd children.
If he fails to fulfill these duties he will not be a good
father. Indeed, of such é man we might use the colloguial
expression "He is no father to his children". Moreover, it
is clear, as Winch points out, that the duties attached to
fatherhood are historically and culturally relative--if a
present-day father were to sacrifice his first-born son, we
would lock him up—~-although caring for his children seems
always to.have been one_éf the duties ascribed to fatherhood,
viz. Jehovah and the "childrén'of Israel". It is in this
cultural sense that "father" could be called a moral term,
since it requires value-laden standards to determine whether
n

someone falls within the category of father (and hence "good

father"). Althoucgh these standards are value-laden, it is

L

not tco difficult to differentiate between good and had father

u

despite the vagueness of the concept "caring for one's child-

ren." We all do know what types of actioms this involves.
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However, I believe that caring for one's child-

i~

" ren is a necessary but nota suffigient condition for being a
~good father unless it becomes such a vague notion that it
encompasses all other duties that a father has.

By grounding her theory of evaluation outside the
choices of the individual, Foot is attacking any form of
individualism in ethics like Hare's. The nature of such
individualism, which I shall call liberalism, is explicated
in the next chapter. This type of theory is threatened

"even by one which ventures no further afield than
those of his (the individual's) own preferential
attitudes which are beyond the individual's control
and which he mnust account as facts among the other
facts of his world. It is certainly threatened by

any obijectivist theory, even by one for which the
worth of the individual as such.is high on its 1list

)

of objective wvalues, for already his evaluative
choice is thereby restricted. 2and it is threatened
in what i1s perhaps the clearcst way of all by theo-
ries which see the bases of some of even perhaps of
ali walues in common social preference and purpose.
_This,wiis in effect the threat presented by Mrs.
Foot."

For the individualist to be able to defend his position
against Foot's onslaught, it is clear that there are two basic
conditions which he must satisfy.
1) FHe miust be able to report any range of facts about pens

and fathers etc. without becoming entangled in functionally
descriptive language in, at least, Foot's strong sense.

Such language necessarily invclves him in certain evalua-

+tions as we have seen above. It must, in other words, be
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possible to replace every use of a functional word with
a non-functional one, thus enabling one:
"to establish that the standpoint of common evalua-
tion is...always a merely contingent standpoint,

one from which he is in principle free to dissa-
. " . [
sociate himself at will."=+

Hare2

cites the case of a charger Which, as a horse, sees
ﬁo reason to take upon himself the functions which he has
as a charger. Similarly, as a man, one may wish to dis-
charge those duties which are part of being a father or a
farmer. Now it.is clear that one's preferences, purposes
and attitudes may conflict and one inay prefer to discard
those obligaticns with which one, as a horse or a man, is
usually attributed. However, because in the case of the
charger it islposéible.to define the term "charger" in a
non-functional way as "a solid-hoofed perissodactyl gquad-
ruped, having a floWing mane and tail", this does not
imply that such hypothetical replacemenﬁ of functional
terms is in fact possible in all cases. It seems unlikely
that one could use language in as many and diverse ways
without the use of functional terms. It would be to beg
the guestion on Foot's behélf to say that from the éxpres~
sion "a good X" (where X is a functiomal term) the criteria

of an X could not now be inferred from the

0}

of the goodnes

l1hid., p.77.

2"Geach: Good and BvilY, Analysis, Vol 17, No.5, p.11ll.
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meaning of a non-functional term designating X, thus
showing that the uses of language are diminished in
number by using non-functional definitions. Neverthe-
less, Hare is, by advocating replacement of actual func-
tional terms with non-functional ones, not making an
enquiry into how language is ordinarily used, which is
his claim.
"This second reguirement is more general, for
it relates alsc to those cases in which the
socially accepted standards are yet not esta-
blished in common descriptive concepts.”
He has to show that a system of language and of common
value exists in which individualism is already entrenched
as a social possibiliity. Alan Montefiore claims that the
second condition is closely related to the distinction
between preference and value. It is clear that any new
membker of society is taught to distinguish between his
own individual preferences, purposes and attitudes, and
those which confront him as external to these, coming"from
the outside world"®, whether these be from social agreement
or from a higher realm.
¥,...we teach him the use of the terms in presenting
him with standards of value as if we were presenting
him with facts. Values, the approval and disapproval
which most matter and which claim his recognition a
his own, are distinguished from his own persocnal pre-

ferences and purposes both by their source and by
their superior importance...The situation is compli-

n

lyvontefiore, op.cit., p.76.
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cated, however, if highest among the values of
his society is a respect for the individual as
such. There is now a new lesson to be learnt:
that in certain c1rcumstanceq at any rate the
‘prefefrencdes and purposes of the individual have
their own evaluative worth."l

I hope to have shown in Chapter Two that fully fledged situa-
vtionalist ethics is.a seif~contradictory doctrine.

In one sense, however, to accuse the individualist of
>inconsistency is to ignore the fact that it is becauée.of“his
regard for the individual as having a worth beyond all others

"a fully vigorous verxsion of the doctrine of no ‘ought’
from an 'is' becomes an essential featwvre of any such
thorough-going individualism. Its acceptance is the
‘only guarantee that there can be no observation of fact
by which the individual values might be committed one
way or another, not even the observation of his own
standing dispositions, for wvalues, so the doctrine en-~
sures, not only permit, but. effectively demand a freshly
chosan endorsement, modification or remunciation for
every new evaluation. It is thus destructive of any
concept of decisive authority in the matter of evalua-
tion; it alone secures the. individual as the master of
his own evaluative fate. 'Whén the individualist incor-
porates it as a principle of the very logic of his lan-
guage, he rules out any weould-be-non-individualist sys-
tem of values as strictly unlntoLllgible as such."2

As a principle'of logic¢, the individualist's no "ought” from

an "is" ensures that this is neutral as regards anything which
" might ecount as a value-judgement. For the individualist, there-

fore, his position is not merely one_ evaluative perspective
amongst many, but is the only intelligible one. possible. However,
it is based upon one particular view of man and his position in

the world. As Montefiore puts it:

lipid., p.76-77. - 21bid., p-69.
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"The individualist who understands the nature of his
position will understand that its maintenance as even
a conceptual possibility depends on the maintenance
of a certain typs of society. " Thig isg a type of

. evaluation that at any rate presupposes a certain:
situation of fact."l

Despite its dubious character individualism has wormed itself
into the rotting timbers of Western culture, and therefore it
is important to give it fuller shrift than I have until now

granted it.

l1bid., p.79.



CHAPTER 4

THE ROOTS OF ETHICAL INDIVIDUALISM

In "Goodness and Choice", as in all of her.writings to
date, Foot employs arguments that are levelled at a form of
liberalism in ethics. According to her, moral evaluation and
the way we use both evaluative and moral concepts, does not
rest ultimately on the choice of the individual who is making
the evaluation. Moral discourse, like all other types of
language, has strict rules of use, which, if transgressed,

result not in a new but a mis-use of that language. Hare, in

2

-

articular, stresces the dynamic nature of moral language
Aaing baiie] : . g el

showing how such expressions as "eligible bachelor" cease to be

J
v

used evaluatively when ﬁsed-according~toja<strict convention

or where the evaluative meaning of a word like "gocod" or "right"
is uéed to bring about a change in the descripfive meaning of
such expressicns as "good house", or "good strawberry". In this
way, by commending diffefent properties of houses and straw-
berries, different criteria.coﬁe to be used in making such
evaluations. Implicit in this account is the view that moral
language is eésentially dynamic and is capable of change as a
result of the least change in the desires and purposes of the

individual evaluator.

79



In general, Foot's case is one
"against those for whomn an eva luatlon is essentially

dependent on the preferential choices of the indivi-

dual valuer, thus ‘against what is, as far as values are

concerned, an extreme form of individualism."l
Hare, -then, by making a radical distinction between the evalua-
tive and descriptive meaning of an evaluative word already im-
plies that the individual can choose to use its evaluative
meaning according to those desires and preferences which he
himself counts as important, to effect a change in the des-
criptive meaning, thus changing both the standards of evalua-
tion and the descriptive meaning of an evaluative term accoxr-

ding to his own self-chosen preferences. What exactly does
ol Y

such a view imply.and from where does it stem?

Hare is interested, as are most of the present-day-
Oxford school of phwlobopheru;-in the ordinary languageiof the
man 1nAthe street-as helipful in the solution of‘philosophical
problems. Whatever may be the complex reasons for such a

philosophical studyz

it must be realised that, by concentratihg
their analytical tools upon "ordinary language", the conclu-
'sions reached by philosophers will necessarily reflect the

standards and conceptual scheme embedded in this language.

They will, therefore, be conventional (i.e., reflecting the

latan Montefiore, "Goodness and Choice", p.68.

25ee marticularly J.L. Austin, "The Meaning of a Word",
‘and Gilbert Ryle, "Ordinary Language" and “The Theory of Mean~
ing”, in C.E. Caton (ed.) Philosophy and Ordinary Language,
Urbana: Univ. of Illinois Press, 1963. It seems intuitively
clear to me that an activity such as Hare's which claims to be
a "morally neutral” analy51s of (ordiper) moral language will
simply report the values embedded in such language.
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11ngulst1c atmosphere of the perigd). If the task of ethics

‘is conceived as:

-

.the logical study of the language of morals"l.

and this language is the one spoken by "everyman", then the

conclusions reached by moral philosophers will be of the type
of which everyman would approve:

"I don't accuse the Oxford Moralists of believing
that it is good to have a law like the one by which
certain proceedings of local authorities can't be
challenged on grounds of fraud on their part or any
of those things. I say that they teach a philosophy
which is in keeping with a time of which such things
-are characteristic. Someone believing their.philo-
sophy is at liberty to justify such things, and no
one believing their philecsophy can hold that *here
is any solid certainty as toc their badness."2

Elsewhere the same author leads an all-out attack on. Oxford
Mcral Philosophy because,;, in the wake of those such as Mill,
it, like conventional moralities, places‘too.heavy an,emphasis 
upon the conseguences rather than the nature of an action.
"Thus, both in the university and cutside, people
are surely getting rid of the merely legalistic and
unphllobogh¢cal notion of the 'nature and quality of

an act'.”

Moreover, ..

"It is a necessary feature of consequentialism.that
it be a shallow philosophy. For there are always

bordexline cases in ethics. Now i1f you are an Aris-
totelian, or a believer in divine law, you will deal

lHare, Language of Morals, Preface, p.i.

2G.E.M. Bnscombe, "Letters to the editor™, The Listener
(Feb.28, 1957), p.345. S ' : - '

3G.E.M. Anscombe, "Does Oxford Moral Pnlloqophy Cerupt
the Youth?", The Listenexr (Feb.14, 1957), p.267
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‘with borderline cases by.considering .whether d01ng

such and such in such and such circumstances is,

say murder,or. is.an act of injustice; and according

as you decide it is or it isn't, you judge it to be

a thing to do or not. This would be the method of

casuistry, and while it may lead you to stretch a

point at the circumference, it will not permit you

to destroy the centre. But...the consequentialist,

in order to be imagining borderline cases at all has

of course to assume a sort of law or standard accor-

ding to which this is a borderline case. Where then

does he get this standard from? In practice, the

answer invariably is, from the standards current in

his society or his circle."l
Anscombe's criticism then, is that contemporary moral philosophy
in the form taken by Hare especially, merely reflects rather
~than influences or criticises presernt-day values. Hare and
"others by allowing constant modification of principles so as:
"to effect the ends you choose to pursue"2
.preach "a way of life" which amounts to no more than conformity
to the world. While they would deny- that their aim was to
preach "a way of life" at all, but merely to investigate the
logical character of evaluative discourse, an acceptance of
"ordinary language” as the norm to be studied is an implied
aﬂceptadce of the values subsumed 1n such lanquge. If
Anscombe S CITthlams are well~founded as I belleve they are,
then to understand better what Foot and she are attacking, I
shall attempt to investigate the nature of contemporary wvalues

in Western society. It is possikble that then we shall see

‘more- clearly the differences between the views held by Hare

lz.8. M. AnSpomb "Modern Moral Philosophy", Philosophy,
_3_?_,  (1938)"

47

2Hare, Language of Mcorals, p.62. See also pp.74-75.
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and Stevenson on the one side, -and those of Foot and Anscombe
on the other.

I have described Foot's article "Goodnéss and Choice"
as an attack upon liberalism in ethics. What exactly does this
mean? By"liberalism" I mean:

"a set of beliefs which proceed from the central

assumption that the essence of man is his freedom.

and therefore that what chiefly concerns man in

this life is to shape the world as we want it."l
As such, the doctrine is the most commonly accepted in contem-—
porary western capitalist society, and most particularly in
North America. The principles of liberalism are those of the
vast majority and particularly, and most importantly, of those
with control in these societies. It reveals itself in such
statements as the following, published by the governors_bf
Columbia University, New York City:

"Through such a study of our past; values emerge;

that we live in a free society...and that in a cli-

mate of experimental science, technology and liberal-

capitalist institutions, man seeks to shape his world

" to achieve welfare for himself and for constantly

growing members of the human race."24
Liberalism stems from a line of thought that can truly be
called "modern” because all of the thinkers in that line were
agreéeéd upon their rejection of the classical view of man. It
is not possible'to give a complete history of liberalism in

the context of this thesis, but to understand how and whence

lGeorqe Grant, Technology and Empire, Toronto: Anansi,
1969, p.114 n.

2From Columbia University's report on its new course on

Weekly (Sept. 26 - Oct. 9, 1569;.
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the doctrine arosé is essential in undérstanding'contemporary
reactions to it like Foot's: I shall identify the start of'
modernity Witﬂrﬁhéﬁéhiibsophical wfiti;gs of Thémas Hobbes, not
by an arbitrary fiat but because contained in his work is a
qonscious rejection of_classical‘politiéal and scientific-.
thought»which, coupled together, produced a new view of’man and
his position in the universe. To view him as the founder of
liberalism may éeeﬁ strange since he is usuaily associated with
the doctrine of absolute monarchy. This is so. However, his
work is distinqtly "modern" in that Hobbes in his analysis of
society placed the emphaéis on thé,individual}s natural rights
and not on his duties with which the classical political
philosophers were so concerned.

The tradition which Hobbes attached held there to be
énvordér in the uniﬁerse and that the right or dorrect action
consists in attuning itself to that order. Human reason, the
tradition held, 1is able to discover the order in the universe
because the order is rational. . In choosing their purposes,
“human beings must recognise that if these purposes are to be
tﬁe right ones, they‘must comply to the piace'mankind as a
whole holds within the framework of universal law; This law
is quife iﬁdepéndent of human beiﬁgs. wa.sets“of aséumptibns

are implied in this theory: firstly, about the universe in

lsee Leo Strauss, Natural Right and History, Chicago:
Chicage University Press, 1953, Chapter 5.° - '



- general, and eecondly, about man and the way-he'ehould live.

The tradition held as we have seen, that the universe
is a cosmos rather Lhan a chaos——that it is held in beiné by
reason. This view of the uniterse as a chain of beings held
tocether by a.mind. must be understood in order to see that
the moral theOLy of tfanscendental natural lew arises from it.
,Arlstotle, for example, held that belief in such a moral law
depends‘ultimately_on how we interpret the movements of the
stars. That is to say.that if we deny that the planets in their
movement have a final cause, or an ultimate purpose, we shall
alse deny—thatAthere is any purpose or iaw governiné human‘life
Thus, natural law, as the basis of human morality, rests oh
certain metaphysical knowledge of.shch'things as "the nature of‘
man®, "the order of the universe" and "final causality". If,
énd only if there is an end.or ultimate Dufpose to the universe
_and hence toc man as part of the universe, can there be natural
law in the pre-Hobbesian sense.

The‘aSSumptiqn“about human beings is that there'is a
human nature common to all men. The.distinguishihg feature of
man’s nature is his reason. As Aristotle tersely put it, man
is the "zoon echon legon", the animal possessing reason (or
epeeeh), With regard_te human actions,-man has the'power to
determine for himself the ends which are right for him. The
vsupremeegood for man is to,live.accordihgvto‘his nature, which
Qiil be to live according to the dictates of reason. Man's

nature is also social; that is, he is so constituted that he
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cannot live except in a community. Man's sociability, however,
stems not from a calculation of the pleasures.which he expects
to deriveifiom aésoéiating with otheriﬂumaﬁs, but from the

mere pleasure of association, since the perfection of his nature
includes perfection of the social virtue, justice.

Hobbes' assumptions about‘man, nature and society were
guite different from those of his predecessors. Livinﬁ in an
age in which thg_new physical science of Galileo, Copernicus,
Huyghens ahd Harvey were in the proceés of rejecfing Aristotelian
teleological science, Hobbes was clearly influenced by the
resolutive-~compositive methcd which was at the heart of this
new science. This method enabled the scientist to start with
an observable phenomenon, resolve this into its distinctive and
gqualifiable characteristics, and then deduce, in an analytic
manner, the conseguences of the mathematical relations holding
between these elements. By using the resolutive~compoéitive
method, the scientist begins with a phenomenon known via the
senses which he transfqrms from a confused set of unknowns and
non-gself-evident causes intc an intelligible and coherent sys-
tém of méthematical relations. In this way the scientist
axiomatises. his subject matter. |

Whether or not the resolutive-compositive method deter-

mined Hobbes' political and moral science is a point of contention.?

i1n opposition to Leo Strauss who holds that: "Hobbes'
political philosophy is really, as its coriginater claims, based
on a knowledge of men which is deepened and corroborated by the
knowledge and self-examination of the individual and not on a
general scientific or metaphysical theory.” The Pclitical
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That he made use of it is not. 1In the Preface to De Cive, he
says:

"Concelnlng my method...I took my beginning from

the very walks of civil government and thence pro-

ceeded to its generation and form, .and the first

beginning of justice; for everything is best under-

stood by its constituent causes. ' For as in a watch

or some such small engine, the matter, figure and

motion of the wheels cannot well be known; except

it be taken in sunder and viewed in parts: so as

to make a more curious search into the rights of

states, and deities of subjects, it is necessary .

...that they be so considered as if they were dis-
—  golved." (My italics) '
Hobbes thus resolves civil soc1ety lnto its phy51cal parts——
solitary individuals drawn together not by their social nature
but by ‘their fear of death and their desire for power over
others. He imagines away the factors of authority and justice,
which in fact exist, thus "idealising"” the human situation in
just the same way as Galileo imagined away the factor of fric-
tion in his work on bodies.. This, then, is his state of nature
without the shelter of aﬂthorlty existent in soc1ety, which
lulls_men into forgetting”the evils which would accompany the
disappearance of. that authority. - In the state of nature, which
is a state of war:

"the life of man is solitary, poox, nasty, brutish
and short."l

By reminding men

Philosophy of Hobbes, trans. Elsa M.Sindair, Oxford: Clarendon
" Press, 1936, p.29. J.W.N. Watkins advances the thesis that it
was so determined. See "Politics .and Philosophy in Hobbes',
Philosophical Quarterly, 1935.

2lLeviathan, Vol.IIT of Sir William Molesworth, ed., The

Engllsh Works of Whomas HObbLD, p- 63.
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"of what they know already, or may know by their
own expeérience" ’

Hobbes prods them into realising that. the state which he
describes in Leviathan is the just one.

His next task after resolving civil society into its
component eléments (individual wills) is to reconstitute civil
society in terms of those elements. The universal principles
which govern human behaviour provide the sole premises from
which the right state or Leviathan, governed by a single rulef
with absolute power, is subsequently reconstructed. Whereas
Aiistotle had seen virtue és the primary motive of all human
action, Hobbes saw fhe passions as the o&errﬁling'arbiter'of
human action. Of these, the two strongest are vanity, which
1s the source of man's ‘striving after power, and fear of‘violént
death, such as takes pléée in the state of nature,-which Ee
considered the sufficient motive for ail right behaviour,?
and the source of all moraiity. These principles of behaviour
are the reconstructive causes of the state. The concepfion of -
natural‘law.which is present in Hobbes' work is in keeping with
‘the method. He defines natural law as:-

"A general precept or rule, found out by reason, by
which a man is forbidden to do that which is destruc-

tive of his 1life, or taketh away the means of preser-
ving the same." :

‘lplements of Law, Vol.T of Molesworth, op.cit., p.2

2See L. Strauss, op.cit., Chapter VII, esp. pp.110-115.
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Unliﬁe the Greek conception of natﬁral law or natural.order,
this ié not a'transCendenta; law to which man mus£ attune
himsélf by the uée‘of‘his reason, becanse Hobbes' method will
not permit an appeal to such norms, but requires that psycho-
logical axioms alone provide the premises fof a raticnal
reconstruction of‘the sfate. Meﬁ are not by nature social,

but are made so bykfheir fear of violent deathu Only if coup-
led.with this fear, will reason be able to discover such natural
laws. If they are not to be transcendentél, but are some kind
of imperative which is both pricr to poclitical authority and:
found dut‘by reaéén, and if psychologica1 axioms'are the bhly
permissable principles, then natural laws must be hypothetical
imperatives deduced.from psychologibal principles, instructing
us what we musi do if we are to be consistent with our own
nature.l Since all men shun unnatural or viclent death

"by a certain impulsion of nature, no less than
B 1]

that whereby a stone moves downwaxrd:
the laws of nature dictate
"those -duties they are necessarily to perform to-

wards others in order toc preserve theixr own preser-
vation."?2 :

lEven if the resolutive~compositive method did not de-

termine the form of Hobbes' political sciemce in this way, his
conception of civil society is still built upon his psychology.
Strauss claims that: = ‘ _

"It was Machiavelli, that greater Columbus, who had

discovered the continent on which Hobkes could erect

his structure." (Natural Right and History, p.177) :
Machiavelli, says Strauss, rejected classical political philosophy

which conceived the correct- way of answering the guestion of
the right order of socciety to be ‘in terms of how men ought to live,
replacing it with how men actually live. '

2Dpe Cive, Vol.II of Molesworth, op.cit, p.2
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Thus, these natural laws will be anangous to the conception
of natural law in Galilean natural science, since they describe
hypothetical facts: what men would do (and, in fact, do) if
they appreciate what ié'good for them and act accordingly. It
should be noticed that while he rejected the classical concep-
tion of natural law, Hobbes retained the notion of a common
human nature from which could be deduced natural law. The
belief of liberalism that man is free to make himself what he
himself wills has not yet been reached in Hobbes, but the way
to it has been paved by his rejection of the classical notion
of man's static place within an ordered cosmos.
We can sée that Hobbes' fundamental natural law--that

of self-preservation:

"that every man ought to endeavour peace, so far as

he has hope of obtaining it, and when he cannot obtain

it that he may seek and use all helps and advantages of

war."
is a right which every man has, and any duties which he may
be obliged to perform--to the sovereign, for example--will be
conditional upon the existence of that natural right. Hence,
in the state of nature (the condition of mutual fear) where no
such right is secured, no such duties are imposed upon man, and

he has a right to everything--every action is permissable.l

lThis point is somewhat contentious. Professor H.
Warrender claims that there were. for Hobbes moral duties for
man in the state of nature. I think this is just a mis-inter-
pretation. Even, however,if Warrender's point is accepted, I
. think he would be wrong to conclude from it that Hobbes is
much more of a political moralist than he is usually taken for.
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This orientation on rights also accounts for Hobbes'.statemént
that when called upon to fight for the state:
"there is allowance for natural timourcusness.”
It is this emphasis upon the.individual as the founding element
upon which sociéty-is built, and the ensuing rights which, as
such an element, every individual has, that marks Hobbes as
the initiator of liberal democracy. Not only is the individ-
‘ual free within certain limits (i.e.; not threatening the rights
of other individuals) to be what he wants in civil society, it
is society's task to protect him if his natural self-preserva-
‘tion is threatened. That this emphasis on the importance'of
the safety and well-being -of the individual is a rejection of
Aristotelianism can be seen from a statement of Aristotle's:
"and that end, in politics as well as in ethics
can only be the good for man. For even if the
- good of the community coincides with that of the
individual, the good of the community is clearly
a greater and more perfect good both to get and
to keep. Thig is not to deny that the good of
the individual is worthwhile. But what is good
for a nation or a city has a higher, a diviner
quality.®l
'Whereas, .in talking of the position~Which Foot is attacking,
we read:
"It ig natural that those for whom the individual
being presents a worth beyond all others shouild
be led to treat him as the source not only of
preferences but of values themselves. To face
him with values that were given to him as facts

would be to restrict his freedom on the issues
that were most important to him; it would be

lrhe Ethics, trans. J.A.K. Thomson, Baltimore: Penguin
Books, 1953, Book I, p.27.
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self-defeating to concede that what is of su-

preme importance is in some instances at least

after all .above and beyond the creative control

of individuals as such."
Only by asserting that the individual is prior to civil society
could Hobbes assert the primacy of natural rights. The reason
for this shift from man's duties to his rights can be seen as
his wish to base anélysisvof thé-right éocial order upon how
men actually behave. Since the right to éelf preservation
expresses something that everyone actually desires, his account
of the social orderx, defined in terms of the rights of man, is
"réalisticﬁ, i.e., scientific. The implications of this shift
however, run much deeper.

The presuéposition for Hobbes' concept of the state of
nature is that man is expdéed to the forces of nature, which
are not ordered or -ordering; thus; order is not innate in
nature but is produced only by human volition. Ohiy by changing
the state of nature can man establish civil society-~the state
of natureAis a condition of both mutual fear between men, and
their common fear of chaotic nature. Because there is no
superhﬁmanborder‘in the universe~~human wellfbeing is dependent
solely upon man's will--man can only bring order to the world
by asserting himself in this ordering activity.. Man's place in
the universe is no loﬁger‘set in a static position, but he has to
make that place for himself, and; as'a result, it can be broken,

since there is no final purpose, or end, or "Good" for man, as

lalan Montefiore, "Goodness and Choice®, p.59.
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Plato and Aristotle had suhoosea, in cultlvatlng his reason.
Inotead of occupying hlmgelF with. contemplation of an oraered
nature by the'use‘of.reason, it is more fitting for man to
utilise and cultivate nature. As Strauss puts it, man:

“has to live not in gratitude, but in the serious

and oppressive consciousness of his freedom, of.

himself as a free being, of his capacity to free. .
himself...man can assert himself only by. increasing
and improving nature's deceptive and niggardly

gifts by his labour and exercise and the more he

makes himself independent of nature by his labour,

the further he draws away from nature, and makes

the gifts of nature dlsappeaL behind his own free

act1v1tvi the more hlghly is hlh 1q\ﬂur to be
valued. :

HQw‘thié is conéistentlwith'ﬁobbes' mechénistic—méﬁerialistic
determinism is shown by the fact that there are two senses of
"freedom ‘in one sense only of which Hobbes believed mankind to
bé free. Firstly, there_is-ﬁaﬁ'S-ability to self—determinatioﬁ,
or]in moaerﬁ poét—Kéntian'terms, man's freedom of the will.

For those such as Aristotle such freedom wa s assumed in their
discussion of'éthiés without even needing defencé.z Hpbbes'
'detormlnlsm denlec any pOSS¢blllty of such fréedom on the same
~grounds as the modern sblmuluo -response theories of behaviour-
ism. Howevery: what he does not deny is poiitical and social:

- freedom. To be free-in this sense, man has to.rid himself of _

tﬁe-sﬁaCkles which‘an inaifferént naﬁure Has.chained to him.-

lThe Polltlcal Ph¢1osophy of Hobbeu,‘p.lZS.

2566 The Ethics, Book III, éspecially pp.77-82
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"It is better and more becominig to the situation
of man' to deny that freedom (in the first sense)
theoretically by mechanistic physical sCience,
and to assert it practically by the conguest of"
nature and particularly of_human nature, with
the help of that science.™l’
Coupled with, and indeed part of this wish to overcome nature,
is the rejection by the new physical sciences of the notion of
final cause, which enables man to tamper with nature without
fear of upsetting the order of the universe, which beset Greek
'science. Because everything is corporeal oxr body, there .can.be
no telos or goal to the universe. Since the universe operates
like. a gigantic machine, the concept of -a purpose becomes
“ redundant. By studying the new méchanistic'physical science,
iobbes was made -aware of its antithetical nature to Aristotelian
. teleological science. Whether or not its method determinéd‘his
- moral and political science,? Hobbes was influenced in specific
ways by it. For example, Galileo's disccVery of the Law of
_Inertia was clearly the source of his statement that all change
was a change in matter. As Richard Peters puts- it:
"The importance of Hobbes principle that 'there can
. be no causes of motion except in a body contiguous °
and moved’ in its application tc man as well as na-

- ture, cannot be over-emphasised."3

The Aristotelian view that everything moved towards its natural

lStrauss, op.cit., p.125.

23trauss concedes (Ibid., p.136) that Hobbes' break with

traditional political philosophy was "doubtless the result” of
“his interest in mathematical and natural science.

_ 3§9§§§§j Hammondsworth, Middlesex: Penguin -Books, 1961,
p.84. :
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end, or final cauée} or law of‘dévelopﬁént wés destroyed by
hié sim?léistatemgntifhafz . |

"A final cause has no place but in such things as

have sense and will; and this alsoc I shall prove

to be an efficient cause."l
Because Hobbeé saw the chance to make hié moral and political
science truly scientific by using.the method of this newly
developed‘physical science, the study of man and how he should
act now made the self-same asépmptions as that science. Man
is to prescribe for himself what is just and virtuous according
to his nature (i.e., what he wills) and is not to regard
himself as part of an independent order. The ﬁééulﬁs of this
turn to the new sciencevaé a viable method in ethics is. not
too difficult to guage.2. Modernity, which in Westérn capitalist
society is identifiable és liberai democracy} is characterised
by the fact that modern western man no longerbbelieves~that‘he
can know what is good or bad, right or wrong. Thié insecurify
Eric Voegelin sees as follows:

"The deafh of the spirit is the price of progress.”3
Strauss holds'this'to_be;a,coﬁparatively recent phenomenon,
.resulting from. modern man's. belief inwthe.impossibility of. -

doing political philesophy, in the classical (pre-Hobbesian)

ipe Corpore: Thomas Hobbes, Malumesburiensis, Opera
Philosophica, edited by Sir Willian Molesworth, London, 1839-45,
Vol.Ii, p.132.

, 2see Eric Voegelin, The New Science of Politics, Chicago:.
Chicago University Press, 1952, esp. pp.4-13, and passim; and
also R.G. Collingwood, The Idea of Nature, Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1945, pp.174-177.

3Voegelin, op.cit., p.131.
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"sehse{v Wheﬁhei this belief is held ekp;icitly,by thé.majority-
' of men is,unlikely,_butwif i; at £heﬁcoie of liberal ideolpg§ '
which governs béth Ehé nature and diréctioh of western Cépita"
list society. The‘belief reveals itself in two forms:

1) Because all knowledge which deserves. that name ié scientific
knowledge, value-judgements cannot be validéted by science
which concerns itself only with factual judgements. If the
study of politics 'is to be scientific then It must, by defi-
ﬁition, hot'pass value—judqements upon its subject-matter,
but must merely record‘and analyse "political factg". As
‘we saw in the preceding chapter, wiﬁh reference to Hare es—
pécially in the light of Hume'ssdichétomy between . the "is™
and the "ought", modern moral philcsophy also-deniés the pos-
sibility of ?@ssiﬁg'lggically_from factual t¢”value~judgements.

ClaSSical political philesophy ﬁfesupposes precisely
what Positivism denies--that vélue—judgements can be raﬁion;.v
aliy validated. } |

2) A more sophisticated view which denies such a radical distinc- -
.tion'befween_fact andyvaiue, but asserts that the principles
of évalﬁation are not transcendent,lbut vary from aéé fo age.

According to Historicism not only is the philosopher the son
of his time,"and’thé code of gthics which he.advocates his-
' toricéilflrelafivé; but so likewise are the values of any

society.

lSeé Hare, Language cf Morals, pp.28-29, and 94.




Foot and:Anscombéfsaettack is levelled aﬁ»a combina-~’
tion of theSeﬁtwo views=~that there is no logical re¥a£ien
between statements of fact and statements of value, and that
any meral principle whatscever (e.g., "The judicial killing of
innocent people is right") can be rationally upheld. Libera-
lism in ethics, by holding the individual.to be the source of
all Valuee, allows him any licence to'determihe_his own set of
values. Man, the potenfial conquerer of mature, is aleo "the
master of his own evaluative fate". According to Sartre:

"If a man as.the existentialist sees him is not defin-
able, it is because to begin with he is nothing. He
will not be anything until later, and then he will be
what he makes of himself. ' Thus, there is no human
nature, because there  is no God to hawe a conception
of it. Man simply is. Not that he is simply what he
conceives himself to bé, but he is what he.wills....
 Main. is.nothing else but that which he makes of himself
....Thus the first effect of existentialism is that
it puts every man in possession of himself as he is,
and places the entire respcnsibility for his existence
squarely upon his own shoulders....For if indeed exis-—
tence precede: essence, one will never be able to ex-
plain one's action by reference to a qlven and speci-
fic human nature; in other words, there is no deter-~
minism [in the second sense, mentioned above]--man is
free, man is freedom....Furthermore,. I can pronounce
a moral judgement. For I declare that freedom, in
. respect of concrete circumstances, can have no .other
end or aim but 1tself and when once a man has seen
that values depend upcn-himself, in that state of for-
.sakeness he can will only one thing, and that is free-
dom as the foundation of all values."l

Thus, we find striking similarities between otherwise antithe-
tical Oxford philosophy, in the form of prescriptivism and

Continental non-rationalism.® The individeal is alone respon-

lexistentialism and Humanism, trars. P. Mairet, London:
Methuen and Co, 1958, pp.28, 25, 34, and 5i.
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sible and free to choose his self-made value-system. - As man

progresses. toward the .complete conquest of nature, his moral

code will inevitably change too. This is as it should be.l
With what are Foot .and Anscombe replacing this liber-

alism? Because man is not '

'infinitely malleable", a limit
has to be set upon_his perpetual and progressive drive to
freedom, or at leaét it must be halted whilst he considers
the purposes for which the congquest of nature by technique
is being undertaken, and indeed, successfully completed.

Such questions, however, cannot be answered by modern science

because it denies the viability of the concept of purpose

-within its own domain. Once Hobbes  had turned to -the new -

- physical science and -held up its method as applicable to

ethics and man, he denied the possibility of its answering

such questions as "freedom from what?" and "Fresdom for what?”

Since man just is freedom, he must continually act as a free
being, to assert his own freedom for no other purpose than
. 1 2
itself.
It is. clear. that both Foot and Anscombe, in opposition
to both individualism and any Utilitarian theory of virtue
- hold there to be certain actions that are wrong in any circum-

stances whatever their consequences. Of these, Foot says:

lsee Hare, Language of Morals, especially, pp.74-78.

zGeoxge Grant, op.cit., p.137-143.



99

"It is reasonable tc say that. there ‘are certain actions
that no good consequences could justlty, e.g. torture
or the jud1c1al condemnation of the innocent, and even
. those that say in some circumstances even these things
can be justified usually Jjib at the idea that we would
have the right secretly to fake up a trial and then hang
an innocent man, if by doing so we could save the lives
of two."l s ' :
Anscombe,likewise,séys:
"If a procedure is one of judicially punishing a man for
‘what he is clearly understood not to have done, there
can be absolutely no argument about the description of
this as unjust.” No circumstances, and no expected. con-
sequences, which do not modify the description of -the
procedure as one of judicially punishing a man for what
he is known not tg have done -can mOdlfy the descrlptlon
of it as unjust.'
"Foot's ethical theory, whilst explicitly opposed to
Hare's and any of a similar nature that afford the individual
the highest status in his choice of moral codes, verges to-
wards Utilitarianism in its emphasis on the importance ef
individual and common welfare as a criterion of moral goodness.
How this is consistent with her belief that certain actions
are necessarily wrong can best be explained by contrasting
how she, and Anscombe would support such a view. To do this,
it is necessary, in turn, to refer to a distinction that was
made in connection with the discussion of Hobbes' natural law.
Hobbes managed to turn the conception of natural law

on its head by shifting the emphasis from the duties imposed

on the individual by such a law to the rights which the indi-

lTheorieseof'Ethics,,0.13.

iy

2 nModern Moral Philosophy“,,p.lé
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vidual, as a member of ébciétynwas to enjoy. Foot, it is
clear, would agree with Hcobbes- that support for the existence
of social norms and the place of the individual in society
should come not from a higher realm, as the Greeks had
supposed, but from considerations of a secular nature, such
aé human welfare, freedom and happiness.1 Thus, Foot advo-
cates a system of ethics that is based upon a view of human
nature that regards certain needs, wants and desires as

: eséential to man as man. Only if human nature remains con-
stant, however, will those things that count as injury or
harm to the individual, or infringing upon his rights remain
éonstant likewise. As an example of the absolute injustice
of killing the innocent, Foot holds up the commonly held
principle that it is wrong to kill mental defectives for the
purpose of medical research.? However, if man's conception
of himself chaﬁges in the future towards that of a being
having a certain minimum intelligence, then mental defectives
will no longer enjoy their present rights but will be used
for those purposes that man sees fit. What once appeared -
wrong in an absolute sense, will be part of man's history.3
As man evolves, so will any code based. upon such a conception.

of himself, as Foot's.

lsee Foot, Theories of Ethics, pp.2, 12.

21pid., p.13.

3cf. Alan Montefiore, A Modern Indroduction to Moral
Philosophy, London: Routledge and Kegan Paml, 1958, p.53.

McMASTER UNIVERSITY LIBRARY
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Anscombe, however, isvnotLin this‘séme difficulty.-
As a Roman Catholic, she is a”belieﬁer;inta transéendental_
natural iaw‘of the ﬁypélwhicﬁ4H6bbesirejects. This.law ori-
Iginates not in man, but in the will of God. Belief in this
type of natural law assumes that there is an order to the
universe, and man is to live in that order whiéh places limits
on his actions. -There are-certain actions, thérefore, that
are categorically wrong, which he knows to be wrong a vpriori.
Only if this is so can-the idea of natural law be pertinent
to the justifitation of the absolutely evil nature of such anu
' acfién as tHé_judicial céndemnation of_the innocent. If it
is held that such an action is Wrohg, not because it may lead
tb»the“disrepute'of'any pogitive laws of society, but‘beéause‘
it is an image of the absolute apd should not be brought into
disrepﬁte in'tﬁé heart.of evén one person,‘then the natural
law is thought-of as an absolute; and justification for the
'hecésséfily'ﬁrohé haﬁﬁre bf.the‘pérﬁiéulér act must rely on
a‘justifiéation ofnthe eXisteﬁce of naturai law ih general.
Thié is a-task . for the greatest of philosophers.ahd'théologians.

But only in this way does it seem possible to give an absolute



AFTERWORD

It is clear that underlying the previous chapters is
a conception of morality of my own that takes issue both with
Foot's and Hare's account of the values of moral juégement
and most particularly with the basis upon which moral
judgements rest. It is this conception that I wish to clarify-
in the "Afterword".

Unlike Hare, Foot sées the bedrock foundation of
morality in those needs and %ants that are most basic to man.
It is upon these needs that moral concepts rest, eveﬁ if
the relationship between the two is not manifestly clear:

"How exactly the concepts of harm, advantage, bene-

fit, importence, etc. are related to the different

moral concepts, such as rightness, obligation, duty

and virtue is something that needs the most patient

investigation, but that they are so related seems

undeniable.”1
From this Foot draws the conclusion that one ié-not free to
adopt any set of precepts as moral principles in the way that
Hare suggests. She denies the fact-value distinction because
she sees the basis of morality in the essential needs of man.
In "Moral Beliefs", Foot talks of a shock which caused mental
derangement as dangerous "because a man needs such things as

intelligence, memory, and concentration as he needs sight

or hearing or the use of hands" and further on

lMoral Arguments, loc., cit., pp. 512-513.
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". . .the proper use of his limbs is something a man

.~ has’ réason to want if he wants anything. '
_ I do not know just what someone who desires this
proposition could have in mind. Perhaps he is -
thinking of changing the facts of human existence . . ."
(my italics).l

The facts of human existence, indegd, are such that,. according
to Foot, it is in a man's long term inte;ests to act morally
because moral virtues will.saﬁisfy'the eséential needs of
man.2

It is clear then then that Foot's aécount of morality
will rule out as moral those sets of codes that dd.not také
into account and respect the basic needs of man gqua man,3 as
well as meta-ethical theories like Hare's thét make no
reference to the needs of human nature in their analysis of
mofai concepts. It is, according to Foot, because morélity
is not conventional in the way that etiquette.and law are4
that the needs of human nature form a firm foundation of
morality because they, in turn, are not facts that are culture-
bound. They are "facts of human éxistence", that is facts

) >
about man that are true of him irrespective of the culture or

Ivoral Beliefs, loc. cit., pp. 91, 196.

,ZSee Moral Beliefs, pp. 96-104. The one virtue which

she is not sure will satisfy such needs is justice -- cf.
her "Morality and Art", Proceedings of the British Zcademy,
and D. Z. Phillips, "Does It Pay to be Good?", P.A.S. (1964~
65).

3See "Moral Arguments", pp. 511-513.

41pid., p. 512.
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sdciety in which he finds himselfT Hence those rules for
which a person offers a defence other than in terms of;the
needs of mankind, (and not just of himself) afe not moral
needs. |

"If this suggestion is right, the difference between
ourselves and the people who have these rules is
not to be described as a difference of moral outlook,
but rather as a difference between a moral and a
non-moral point of view,"1
Unless = conceptual analyses such as those conducted by
Foot and Hare take into account this'necessary elementl of
moral judgements -~ that they rest upon the needs of man
-- such analysés arenot of moral judgements but of judgements
of a different type, probably of prudential language, or of
the language of etiquette. That is, the analysis will‘
simply reflect the conventional nature of a particular group
"or a particular society; Hence it will be an analysis of a
non—mbral area of discourse.

Botﬁ Fdot and Hare claim that their respectivel-
analyses are accurate in so far as they reflect the ways in
which moral terms are ordinarily used.2 In a sense both
claims afe true,lbut only because ordinary language caﬁ be

used to support both types of analysis =—-- those in terms of

human needs and those in terms of universal prescriptively.

Luporal Arguments", p. 511.

2See"Ibid., pp. 510-~511.and The Language of Morals,

passim.

L 3
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Alasdair MacIntyre has shownthis most clearly.l In a

pluralist society such as ours we are likely to run into
people that use moral language as if it were contentless and
simply a matter of prescribing universally for mankind, or
into those that see such language stemming from éhe nature

of man's needs, as well as into many others. Thus, whilst
both Foot and Hare may be correcf about the ways in which

one section of present~day society uses moral terms, their
meta—-ethical theories may be true only of this small section
of the community. There are many other ordinary language
users for whom their accounts may be less correct —- Fascists,
Marxists or Roman Cathdlics, for example. To the extent,

" then, that both views depend on parts of ordinary language

: both are iﬁadequate because they leave out an element
essential to moral discourse. Hare leaves out reference to
human nature and needs,2 which must be taken into account in
any comprehensive explication of morality; whilst Foot féfgets
the diversity of conceptions of these needs which may lead
moral‘philosophers into holding guite different meta-ethical
‘and normative theories. This latter point requires further

éxplication.

lSee pp. 45-48 of this thesis and MacIntyre's
"Against Utilitarianism" in T. H., B. Hollins: The Aims of
" Education (Manchester University Press, 1963}. '

2
Moral Arguments, p. 513.



106

Foot's attempt to show that the grounding of moral
judgements must be in terms of human needs is unsuccessful,
it seems to me, because she does not take into account,
although she is aware of,the divergent conceptions of human
nature which philosophers have taken to support their theories
of ethics. She makes reference to Nietzsche, indeed he seems
to be at the back of her mind as a very serious cbjection to
her theory which indeed he is. She does not wish to discount
Nietzsche as a moralist. as msny have done, for a very good
reason -- in an important sense Nietzsche is in agreement
with Foot against such people as Hare and Kant, that theories
of ethics, both normative and conceptual, must make reference’
to human nature, most particularly the natural desires of
human beings.

"We recognise Nietzsche as a moralist because he tries
to justify an increase in suffering by connecting it
with strength as opposed to weakness, and individualism
as opposed to conformity. That strength is a good
thing can only be denied by someone who can show that
the strong man overreaches himself, or in some other
way brings harm to himself or other people. That
individuality is a good thing is something that has

to be shown, but in a vague way we connect it with
originality, and with courage, and hence there is no
difficulty in conceiving Nietzsche as a moralist
when he appeals to such a thing."l

According to Foot, because Nietzsche sees the natural

needs of mankind as the basis for morality, and because he

lMoral Arguments, p. 513.
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connects these needs with such "cardinal virtues" as courage
and strength of character, he is clearly a moralist. Because
of his reference to courage; etc., Foot sees Nietzsche's
theory as essentially compatible with her own. This I take
to be a misinterpretation of Nietzsche on Foot's part due to
her wish not to legislate against "alien moral codes" like
Nietzsche's that do satisfy her criteria for a moral judge-
ment, i.e. a reference to human needs. Because his conception
of human nature differs, however. Nietzsche's list of
"cardinal virtues" differs from Foot's also. ¥Where the two
lists do overlap -- at courage, for example —- the conceptions
each has of courage will be qguite diffefent. For Foot,
Goverage will be the mid-point between cowardice and fool-
hardiness, whilst for Nietzsche it will be strength in face
0of the theory of the Eternal Recurrence. Thus the moral codes
which each holds will be different because the conceptions of
what it is to be human, and hence what it is to act fightly,
will be different. This is important because it indicates, *
once again, that appeal to language alone cannot show, as
Foot believes it can, that morality has a constant or neces-
‘sary content: to this extent it is not absolute, but con-
ventionalf However, if we take some reference to human
nature to be a necessary constitutive element of morality.
-- and with this I am in complete agreement with Foot -- then
Hare's account is inadequate because the concept of morality

cannot be specified entirely. formally (i.e. in terms of
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universalisability and prescriptivity)f Morality must (i.e.

logically must) have a c;ntent, although as a matter of

empirical fact different moral codes have various contents

(e.g. utilitarian, Roman Catholic etc.). To deal with

Nietzsche, however, we need to extend Foot's thesis somewhat.
If we are to reject Nietzsche's &iew, as I wish to

do, we can do so only by asserting that there is a human

nature which endures and which must be respected, independently

of various conceptions of it. This assumption is necessary

for there to be any absolute moral principles. Foot wishes

to assert that there are such principles forbidding such acts

as operating on mental defectives for the purposes of medical

research,l but because she is unable to escape the convenﬁional

nature of her theory is unsuccessful in providing a lasting

ground for such principles. Since I wish to make a claim to

absoluteness a second necessary condition for a judgement's

being a moral judgement, I consider Anscombe's view of morality

to be more accurate than Foot's.2 If we wish to say that *

certain actions are categorically wrong then we are only able

to do so by grounding morality on a belief in a human nature

lSee particularly her introduction to Theories of
Ethics.

23ee above pp. 99-101.
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which is part of a teleo}ogical universe in generél, Because
of the divergence of moral codes it is impossible to know
what the end for man is. Since knowledge of the end for man
is a presupposition for knowing that we are acting rightly,
if we do not know what £his end 'is, we cannot know what it is
to act rightly, Thus Ethics, in the sense that it can
provide answers to this question is impossible. The diver-
gence of moral codes makes the solving of moral problems
difficult, and moreover makes Ethics, in the absolute sense,

impbssible.
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