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CONTzMPORARY IMCRAL PHILOSOPHY

1. Ethics and Metaethics

There are two broad areas of concerg in contemporary
moral philosophy - ethics and metaethics, raditionally,
moral philosophers have dealt with questions characteristic
of both areas, The distinction between tine two has been
made only recently. It is contended by some moral philos-
cphers (ayer, Hare and Stevenson among others) tnat tine
importance in the distinction lies in the ethical neutrality
of metaethics. IMetaethics is thought to be neutral in thet
a particular metaethical view neither incorporates any part-
icular moral Jjudgements nor 'commits one' to accepting or
rejecting any particular ethical view. Given this neutrality,
metaethics escapes tiie problems of cognitive significance and
Justification of particular ethical Judgements or positions.
Consequently, by careful observance of tnis distinction, it
will be possible to get a much clearer picture of tne claims
which moral philosophers have actually been making. First,
however, the claim of metaethical neutrality - being rather
vague &s it stands - warrants a more critical examination.

This will involve working out a proper formulation of



the claim and an examination of various representative meta-
ethical views to see if thney actually are 'neutral', Along
these lines I will deal with at least one view from each of
two major categories of 'cognitive! metaethical theory:
naturalist and non-naturalist., I will discuss also the poss=-
ibility of the ethical neutrality of what are loosely termed
non-cognitive metaethical tueories. Accordingly, the impor-
tant question underlying tnis examination is whether or not
any of these views can or need be neutral. This latter
question will be of particular interest to a discussion of -
the methods of adjudicating among metaethical theories, In
addition this discussion will be significant in the event

that metrethical theories are not ethically neutral (2utono-
mous), for I believe it can be shown that certain ethical
views will then follow from general epistemological, semantic,
or ontological considerations.

To discuss tne relation between ethics and metaethics
is to presuppose that the two are distinguishable in some
relevant ways. First, then, it is necessary to characterize
these two approaches to moral philosgphy. In ethics one is
directly engaged in moral discourse. It is a general syste-
matic attempt to set forth an actual moral code, to provide
us with a set of principles through which we can ascertain
our obligations and make evaluations. Traditionally this
has involved giving a set of rules or principles to which

s's

we can appeal when we make moral judgements. V.D. RO
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orima facile duties or FMill's principle of utility are examples

3

of such. In addition, one finds an account of moral value

(extrinsic and intrinsic) and its relation to the rules or
principles, For example in the case of Mill's theory, that
which has value 1s that which produces pleasure. Usually
there is an account of both moral value and moral obligation
although one may be seen as derivative from the other (e.g.
Moore's view that 'right! is defined in terms of 'good'.)

In addition to various guldelines or standards for making
Jjudgements, there 1is an account of the Jjustification of these
Judgements. To offer a Jjustification is to offer acceptabvle
reasons in support of a Jjudgement. Justification is often
an appeal to tliic very piinciplec and valucs considered in the
process of making any particular judgement. Once again
taking Ross's view, suppose we ask someone why he acted in a
certain way. He might respond '"3ecause it was my duty" or
"It was the right thing to do™". And, when pressed, hc might
respond tnat after considering the relative weight of the

various prima facie duties involved, he believed that his

actual duty was to act as he did. Other ethical justificat-
ions are references to general principles and facts which
establish their relevance, In telling someone that he ought
to act in accerdance with a promise he had made, we might
indicate that one is, in general, obligated to keep one's
promises, and that this rule is, in fact, relevant because a

promise was in fact made, and taere are no mitigating



circumstances., A further Jjustification of the principle -
that one ought to keep one's promises - might include refer-
ence to the ultimate purpose in human life, or the will of a
deity or a way of life, In brief, a person doing ethics
would propose or outline: 1) a moral code (i.e. general
principles of obligation and evaluation and definitions of
key terms), 2) rules for the use of that code, 3} an account
of justification within the code, and 4) actual moral judge-
ments in accordance with the code. It might be argued that
offering 'definitions of terms'! and 'rules for the use of a
code! are more the activities of the moral philosopher doing
metaethics, yet it is difficult to imagine presenting an
ethical view witlout them. Suffice it to say for the moment
that the problems of placing these activities may throw doubt
upon the clearness of the distinction between ethics and
metaethics. This remains to be seen.

Metaethics is often seen as an attempt to talk about
moral (or ethical)} discourcse and moral practice without
tcommitting' oneself to an actual set of moral principles or
norms. In this sense metaethics is allegedly neutral.

Ayer, among others, has argued for this position maintaining
that an emotivist metaet?ic does not entail any particular

set of moral judgements.* “illiam Blackstone elaborates on
the cleim of metaethical neutrality while essentially agreeing

5

with Ayer. It is my contention that they are voth mistasken,



I will eventually explain why, but first more need be said
about the sorts of questions which characterize metaethics,

These questions deal with meaning

Pty |

justification, truth, and
method (cf., Paul Taylor's discussion of metaethics in The

lMoral Judgement. ) There are questions about the meaning of

ethical terms and the 'statements' in which they occur. This
has usually involved giving rules for the correct use of
moral terms and expressions, It also involves the classifi-
cation of moral judgements (i.e. as imperatives or indicatives
or perhaps as cognitive or non-cognitive.) This classifica=-
tion will in turn have implicstions fbr the 'truth' of moral
propositions. Can they be true or false at all? If they
can, how do we go about ascertaining tuaeir truth or falsity?
Is this the same sort of truth characteristic of other types
of propositions? There is the further problem of distin-
guishing between the moral and the non-moral (actions, exper-
iences, statements, views, words etc.) In fact some answers
to the questions of the meaning of ethical terms have ren-
dered this distinction vacuous in so far as moral language
has been reduced to some other sort of language.

After all if the right course of action is solely the
most prudent, then the moral decision (of what we ought to
do) is merely a prudential one. e could then eliminate
the term '"right'! if we so chose, Obviously any discussion

of the meaning of ethical terms has gone haend in hand with



general theories of meaning (and meaningfulness). The
logical positivist's criterion of meaningfulness - "verifi-
ability in principle™ - when extended by ayer to Methical
utterances", led him to conclude that such utterances were
non-cognitive expressions of emotion, The equation of mean-
ing with use has led to analyses of 'good' such as Nowell-
Smith's.

The questions of method pertain to the Jlogic of moral
reasoning. Are terms such as 'valid! and 'invalid' approp-
riate to moral reasoning? Is there a special t'valuational
logic!? Are valid inferences in moral discourse like those
in mathematics or science? that is the role of reason in
moral discourse? Does it have one at all?

Finally there are (metaethical) questions about (ethical)
Justificsations. First, can moral judgements be Jjustified at
all? Secondly, what sorts of reasons or evidence can be
appropriately offered in support of moral judgements? Much
of the weight of both questions is thrown back once again to
the theories of meaning. Thirdly, can a general character-
ization be given of the way in which people support and
defend their moral convictions? Closely related is the ques-
tion of whether or not moral disagreements are rationally
resolvable.

In addition, there are meta-metaethical questions =
that is questions about metaethical theories themselves., I

have indicated some alresady. To reiterate, what is the



relation between ethical and metaethical theories? What is
the subject matter of metaethical theories? Is it solely
our own set of moral beliefs or ics it any set of putatively
moral beliefs (attitudes, judgements etc.)?  Thus what 'facts!
must a metaethical theory depend upon or account for?

Lastly, and the answer to this question will depend in part
upon the answers to previous ones, how do we decide when a
metaethical theory is adequate or inadequate? This raises

a possible additional purpose for metaethical theories -

that of evaluating ethical theories - 'possible'! because at
the moment this claim could be seen as ‘'unmetaethical' because
it would vitiate one sense of the claim of metaethical neut-

rality.

2. G. E. Moore

The Subject llatter of Ethics
In the case of non-naturalist metaethical theories the
distinection between ethics and metaethics becomes blurred
and the claim of neutrality cannot be maintained. To illus=-
trate this, I will discuss G.E. Moore's approach to moral

philosophy in Principia Ethica. I am particularly interested

in the ways in which his ethical views follow from his meta=
ethical views, Iloore does not explicitly distinguish between
ethics and metaethics., However, it is possible to work in
tnis distinction with others which he makes., Moore also

raises certain other issucs which are of special importance



in a discussion of metaethics., Among these are his argu-
ments against Naturalistic and Hetaphysical Ethics (i.e. his
reformulation of Hume's is/ought dichotomy.) I hope to show
that the claim of the (logical) independence of ethics and
metaethics must presuppose this distinction.

Moore is primarily concerned with correct ethical rea-
soning. Generally, this involves understanding tne meaning
of key ethical terms (i.e. good, right, ought, etc.) and
consequently, knowing what sort of evidence (éf any) is rel-
evant to the support of our moral judgements, Further it
is essential tihat we have the right questions 'before our
minds', specifically "Jhat is good in itself?" and "What is
good as means?"  lMoore holds that tnis latter question is
equivalent to ™lhat ought I to do?" Sorting out these ques-
tions will help us to avoid confusion in our attempts to make
correct ethical judgements. Iloore's approach to ethics can
be termed non-deontological (or perhaps teleological), for he
takes questions of intrinsic value to be most fund%mental.

We can ascertain obligations or principles of conduct only if
we can reach some &agreement about what sorts of things have
intrinsic value (i.e. are good). Reaching agreement on this
issue is an ethical problem, We might for example ask
whether or not a particular action is good or, more generally,
whether or not actions of a certain type are usually good.
Ifoore in discussing tie "Science of Lthics" excludes tnese

two types of question (unique and general) from consideration,



Since moral philosophers are not concerned with answering
particular questions and thus making particular judgements,
Moore concludes that it is not their business to give personzal
advice or exhortation.7 But this is not to say that moral
philosophy is neutral with respect to these Jjudgements.
Metaethics "must contain reasons and principles for deciding
on the truth of all of them.,"

In contrast with the questions about what sorts of
things (clssses of actions etc.) are good is the metaethical
question ™Mlhat does good mean?™ or "How is good to be defined?!
1 will discuss licore's treatment of tnis question in the next
section, but first I will say something about another meta-
ethical problem which he discusses - tinat of distinguishing
between the moral and the non-moral. The province of ethics
(or 'the moral') can be defined as what is common and peculiar
to all judgements using such terms as virtue, vice, duty,
right, ought, good and bad. iloore points out that, tradit-
ionally, all of these terms have been taken to have some
reference to conduct. for etnics, however, not just any
conduct is of interest, but primarily good conduct. We all
have a fairly clear idea what concduct is, while 'good' needs
much clarification.9 Ethics must be defined "by reference
to a particular cbject of thought" - that object denoted by
Tgood!'. "The words which are commonly taken as signs of
ethical Judgements all do so refer to it and they are expres-

10
sicns of etnical Judgements solely becauce they do so refer,m
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This reference to ';ood! (the property of goodness or intrin-
sic value} is either direct or indirect. Judgements of
intrinsic value refer directly whereas Jjudgements of instru-
mental value refer indirectly. The latter, in which for
example, 'right' ic often used, are judgenents as to what is
good as means - thus conducive to what has intrinsic value.
Moore has, in effect, classified an unusually wide range of
value Jjudgements as moral, He explicitly includes aecstnetic
judiements and presumably includes what would ordinarily be
called non-moral uses of good. It is tempting to say that
Moore failed to take into account the difference between the
moral and non-moral uses of good, but to establish this would
necessitate defending another theory of meaning against
Moore's and coming up with another definition of 'moral'! or
'ethical!. I will point out some of the difficulties inher-
ent in this latter task in chapter 111, However, loore's
views on the province of ethics have some bizarre implications
for ethics. Our moral deliberations could become rather
complex in that we might have to weigh an incredible number

of possibilities before acting. Moreover, how do ‘aesthetic!
considerations fit into moral deliberation? How would one
decide whether to continue contemplating Rembrandt's Night
Watch or to keep a promise to meet someone? Is all intrinsic
value relevant to conduct? Qught we to contemplate beautiful
things? Do these questions give rise to moral dilemmas?

Moore would probably answer by saying that cne simply thinks



11

11
carefully about the organic wholes, of which these pgoods

form a part and all will be resolved. In the final analysis
Moore's distinction between the ethical and non-ethical is
presented in very veneral and conseguently vague terms,
gthical terms refer to non-natural properties as opposed to
natural properties or a supranatural (metaphysical) reality.
All ethical terms and only ethical terms can be defined by
reference to good. I doubt that lloore attempted to give an
exhaustive list of such terms. He took it for granted that
we all knew what they were.
The Naturalistic Fallacy
12

¥hat then does good mean? This is not a gquestion
about the good, but rather about the adjective 'good'. In
answering this question lloore makes several assumptions.
The first is that good is an adjective that denotes a certain
property. If we are to attribute this property (goodness)
correctly to certain things, we must know something about it,
both what it is and wnat it is not. Secondly, to define a
word is to give its meaning. This is not to say, however,
that an indefinable word is meaningless., Thirdly, to say
something about a property-word is to say something about
the 'object for which it stands!', There are more assumptions
but these will do for the moment.

There are, according to licore, three sorts of definition.

Taking Moore's example when we define 'horse':



(1)...we may mean merely: "when I say 'horse!,

you are to understand that I am talking about a

hoofed guadruped of the genus equus.” (or)

(2) “Je may mean as “lebster ought to mesn: when

most Xngjlisn people say horse, "they mean a

hoofed guadruped of the genus equus" (or)

(3) We may, when we define horse, mean some-

thing much more important. e may mean that a

certain object, which all of us know, is com-

posed in a certain manner: That it nas four

legs, & heart, a liver, etc, etc, all of them

arrenged in definite relations to one another, 13
The first kind of definition is an "arbitrary verbal definition®
while the second ic a "verbal definition proper?, Good is
susceptible to either. However good is not definable in the
third and most important sense of definition. This sort of
definition is only possible for complex wholes - wnoles com=-
posed of parts. Good is not complev, thus one c2nnot define
it by ennumnerating its various parts. Moore sets out first
to convince us that simple, indefinable qualities must exist
and then that good is such & gquality. These qualities,
"objects of thought", are the "ultimate terms of reference"
of our definitions and in thneir uniqueness make it possible
for us to distinguish among things susceptible to definition,.
The implication is that definition consists in analysis,
uvltimetely, into simple gualities, It would make no sense
to deny that these qualities exist since we can come up with
these definitions and differentiate among complex wholes on

1L

.

the basis of these simple qualiities, Next, Moore must

show that these guelities are in fact indefinable. He pro-

8]

ceeds to argue thet 'yellow' is indefinable and thus really
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a simple quality (i.e. not susceptible to analysis.) There
is an implication by analogy that all truly simple gqualities
will, upon careful inspection of their meanings, prove to be
indefinable, His argument that yellow is simple rests upon
two assumptions. To reiterate: first, the only important
sense of definition is analysis, &nd secondly a definition
must give the meaning of the word.

Moore élaims that the fact that all things which are
yellow produce certain "vibrations in the light" has led
people to define yellow accordingly. However, this is not
what we mean by 'yellow', Yellow is rather the certain
property which we perceive. This perception is unanalysable
in terws of other perceptions. What is 'meant! by yellow is
some M"object of thought™ which resembles the actual colour
which we perceive. (Incidentally, this property can, accor-
ding to lMoore, exist independently of its exemplification.)
It is 'fallacious! to define yellow in terns of some other
co-extensive property of yellow objects. But this cannot be
right, Only &arguments are fallacious not definitions.
Anyway, a more general argument is necessary to show that a
'fallacy' is being committed in any attempted definition of

a simple guality.

Moore claims that most meral philosophers have committed
this szme’ 'fallacy' by identifying good (in attempted defini-

tions) with some other property also possessed by those things
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which are pood. Take for example the statement "Pleasure is
good". Moore sssumes here that if this statement is being
offered as a definition, then it is an assertion of an identity
of an object of thouzht with itself (what is 'meant!' by plea-
sure. ) The statement "Pleasure is good" would reduce to
"Pleasure is pleasure™ which being tautological is insignifi-
cant. "Pleasure is good™ can only be significant if it is
assumed we are using the "is" of predication.

As this argument stands, it is rather glib and as it is
critical to loore's alleged refutation of Naturalism, I will
attempt to make it more explicit. There are at least six
assumptions implicit in this argument:

l. If x means y then x is substitutable for y

in all contexts. And any statement in wnich

X is substituted for v will be equivalent to

the onz in which it is not.

2., Vhere P and G are simple qualities; if "P

is G" is a definition then it is an identity

statement.

3. To say that P is identical with G is to say

that 'P' and 'G' have the same meaning - refer

to the same object of thought.

L, Truisms such as P is P are insignificant,

5. A significant statement cannot be eqguivalent

t0o an insignificant one.

6. "Pleasure is good™ is significant.

Either A, "Pleasure is good™ is a definition in which
case it is equivalent to "Pleasure 1s pleasure" which is
insignificant, or B, M"Pleasure 1s good" is a predicative state-

ment and is not ecuivalent to "Pleasure is pleasure™, How do

we know that "Pleasure is good" is significant? loore is not
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explicit on this point, but he gives some indication:

", ..there is no meaning in saying that

pleasure is good unless good is something

different from pleasure.™ 15
I think it is safe to infer that "meaning' here Just means
significance. Words denote objects of thought and if "Plea-
sure is good"™ is to be significant then "pleasure!" and "good"
must refer to different objects of thought. It is not clear
that this is a very compelling argument against naturalism,
If "Pleasure is good" is a definition (as a Naturalist would
assert) then "pleasure™ and "good" refer (within the context
of loore's ontology) to the same object of thought. In say-
ing tinat "Pleasure is good" is significant lioore is merely
saying that "pleasure™ and "good" refer to separate objects
of thougnt. and so, leaving aside tihe word significant
(since that would be to beg the question) to settle the issue
between tihe Naturalist and loore all we need do is decide
whether "gzood" and "pleasure refer to the same or separate
"object(s) of thought™M, The prospect of lioore and Bentham
reaching agreement on this issue would have been grim,

To offer a definition of good such as "Pleasure is good"
is to commnit the MNaturalistic Fallacy. This 'fallacy' is a
subclass of a broader type.of fallacy. It is only natural-
stic when one attempts te define "good" (a non-natural qua-

16

lity) in terms of a natural quality such as pleasure. The

3N

reai '"fallacy' involved 1s the attempt to define a simple
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indefinable guality. One form of this fallacy is to identify
one simple quality wvith another. The same fallacy is commit-
ted when one attempts a definition of pleasure (another simple
guality) or when one attempts i definition of good in, for
example, 'metaphysical' terms, /

Stiil, IMoore must igow "that good denotes something
simple and indefinable®, To establish thiis he sets up a
dilemma. Bither good is simple or it is complex or it 1is
meaningless. The latter two altirnatives "may be dismissed
by a simple appeal to the facts'". 7 There is a test by means
of which we can convince ourselves that good is not a complex
whole capable of analysis. lhatever definition be offered,
it may be always asked, with significance, of tuc complex so
defined, whether it is itself good." Suppose then that
good is a complex whole capable of analysis (definition). If
good is defined as "what we desire to desire®" and if we ask
"Ts that thing good?™ we can be taken to mean "Do we desire to
desire A?M Now, we can ask intelligibly "Is it good to desire
to desire A?" lomentarily, it appears that Moore is reform-
uwlating the same argument which he used to reject thne possi-
bility of defining one simple qua%ity‘in terms of another,
Hovrever, he does not goc that way. He asserts instead that
it is Just obvious tnat the "object of thought™ referred to

by "good™" and that referred to by "what we desire to desire"

are not the same. Mereover anyone can easily convince him-
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self that tue predicate of thnis proposition - "good" - is
positively different from the nggion of desiring to desire
which enters into its subject.” ) Moore maintains that we
can reject any definition (analysis) of good because we can
always ask significantly "3ut is it (the object) good?" Once
again we consider attentively what is actually "before our
minds"™ in deciding waether or not the question is significant,
Presumably if the question is insignificant (i.e. if we keep
coming up with one object and its parts) we then have a defin-
ition. Thus tihe question "But is a horse a hoofed gquadruped
of thne genus equus?® is insignificant, Are we Just saying
"But is a horse a horse?n Suffice it to say that lioore's
arguments both that good is unanalysable (not complex) and
that good is not identical with any other simple quality,
depend ugon our being aware of a certain unique notion or
object of thought. lMoore had no doubt tnat most of us are
aviare:

Everyone does in fact understand tae question 'Is

this good?!' T“'hen he tninks of it, his state of

mind is different from what it would be were he 23

asked, 'Is this pleassnt or desired or approved?!
Given Moore's optimism about our moral intuitions, one wonders
vhy he wrote a book primarily about tiie question "Wjhat is
good?®  Of course there are a lot of 'false! theories float-

ing around which might confuse us. S5till, tue fact that

moral philosophers have contended that good does mean desired
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or approved or pleasant renders loore's appeal suspect. Iif
the Naturalist arrives at his conclusion by arguing that
because good and (e.g.) pleasure are co-extensive, tley there-
fore mean the same thing, he is indeed making a grave error.
But there is some question as to whether or not this is what
the Naturalist is doing and even if it is what he is doing,
it doesznot refute his position. As has been noted by
Foeglin " the naturalistic fallacy argument is at most only
a rejection of one way of establishing a naturalist thesis.,
A Naturalist might well argue that since good means pleasure,
then of course, goodness is co-extensive with pleasurableness
in the way tnat any property is co-extensive with itself,

There are additional prohlems with licore's views on the
indefinability of good. If we accept the analogy with
yellow, or one version of the open question argument, or tiae
argument from significance (a2 slight variation of the open
question argument) then we can conclude that good is indefin-
able in what lMoore calls the most important sense of definition
(analysis). There is another sort of 'definition' which
Moore implicitly allows or at least considers worth arguing
against., This is the sort of 'definition' in which a relation
of identity is asserted to exist between two simple properties
(e.gs oodness and pleasurableness). But it appears tnat
Moore has misunderstood what is being claimed when a Naturalist
offers M"pleasure is good" as a definition, There is not a

relation between two simple qualities but rather there 1s only
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one quality with two 'labels!?, Moore sees nothing wrong with
this latter sort of definition and in fact offers one hinself
when he points out that "good" and "intrinsic value! refer to

the same object of thought.
Right Conduct

Having uncluttered our minds of fallacious definitions
of good we can now get on to questions of conduct, Once again
the most general questions about the right courses of action
are metaethical ones about the meaning of 'right'. Given
that right has a certain meaning, lloore can give an outline
of how we are to go about ascertaining our obligations and,
to a certain extent, a general characterisation of these
obligations (e.g. whether or not they are absolute etc.)
These metaethical views will have a direct bearing upon any
statement of particular ethical duties or obligations.

Moore gives a utilitarian explication of right, while
not of course, comnitting himself to any of their (Bentham's,
Mill's) naturalistic definitions of good,

In short to assert that a certain line of con-

duct is, st a given time, absolutely right or

obligatory is to asser®t, that more good or less

evil will exist in the world, if it be adopted -

than anything else be done instead. 25
It follows from this definition that there is only one abso=-

Jute duty or principle of obligation - to produce the greatest



balance of good over evil possible. This becomes clearer
upon analysis ol the process of deliberation about what we
ought to do. In such deliberations there are two sorts of
judgsements. First there are causal judgements predicting
the possibility and probability of certain courses of action
and their results. Secondly there are judgements of the
intrinsic value of the likely effects of these different
courses of action, In addition it is necessary to compare
the intrinsic values of these different possible effects,
Given the predictive nature of the former judgements we can
never be absolutely certain that certain effects will result
from a certain action, Certain classes of actions are arpt
to have different results in varying circumstances., “le can
not therefore be sure tiaat any particular type of action (e.z.
keeping promises) is invariably right. Our deliberations
are further complicated by the fact that we must make very
discriminating Jjudgements of tie comparative value of the
"organic wholes" realized by our actions, Rules of conduct
can only be general in nature not universal, and they may
well change over long periods of time. lioore oddly argues
that since we cannot be sure of all the effects of our actions,
we should neveg[break such rules wnose "general utility" has
"been proved', 7 Wevertheless, judgements of instrumental
value are, if true, only generally so, wihereas Jjudgzements of
intrinsic value are, if true, universally so. From this

metaethical analysis of moral decisions it is possible to
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understand how actual judgements of obligation could be
supported or Justified, e at least know what sorts of
reasons can ne considered relevant. First, in a given sit-
vation, certain actions are possible. Secondly, within the
range of possibilities a certain action will probably have
certain effects. And thirdly, these effects have more intrin-
sic value than those of any other possible course of action,
The first two sorts of consideration are matters of fact and
there is general agreement as to how a dispute involving tlhiem
would be resolved. Problems arise when one attempts to just-
ify or support considerations of the third sort. How do we
know what has intrinsic value and to what degree? How do we

cood in itself? So far lloore

e
9]

go about ascertaining whet

2]

has only argued to rid us of any false (metaethical) pre-
suppositions about the meaning of good and to make it clear
what sorts of questions we should be considering in making
moral decisions, His objective is to show us what sorts of
ethical Jjudgements allow for evidence and what kind of evi-
dence can be offered. Judgements of intrinsic value do not
allow for supporting evidence, Or, at least we are restrictgd
to a particular sort of evidence - that revealed by intuition.7
This is a direct result of lioore's arguments against natural-
istic and metaphysical ethics. Vhat could he say if he were
asked nhow he knew that one effect had more intrinsic wvalue

,

than another? He would reply that it is self-evident. To

say this "means properly that the proposition so called, is

&
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evident or true, by itecelf alone, that it?és not an inference
from some proposition otlier than itself."v Further, it is
to say that "t?ere is no .reason why the proposition itself
must be ‘crue.“v9 Self-evidence only explains our holding a
proposition to be true. That the proposition "pleasure is
the only good" is untrue is self-evident (is "based upon my
intuition of its falschood®). "It is untrue bhecause it is
30
untrue and there is no other reason.,"

While we can offer no reasons in support of a Jjudgement
of intrinsic value, there are certain precepts for making them
correctly. wxplaining the method or way of going about making
correct judzements involves discussing loore's »rinciple of
organic reclations (or wholes). The principal possessors of .
intrinsic value are organic wholes. An example of such a
whole is the admiring contemplation of a beautiful object.
This whole has two parts: the admiring contemplation and
the beautiful object, 7ith this whole, as with all others,
the intrinsic value of the whole is not equal to the sum of
the intrinsic values of its parts. These two parts in iso-
lation have no intrinsic value while together they have a
great deal, The part i1s necessary for the existence of the

whole, but not in the same way that certain means (e.g. the

painter) were 'necessary' for the whole's existence, Moore
implicitly takes the whole as that which has certain parts

in certain relations to one another, Take away one of the

parts and that whole no longer exists, Now the whole 1mizht
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have exicted independently of the specific causal circumstances
which brought it about and thus the means are not necessarily
parts of the whole. This consideration is of particular
importance for ethics, much confusion having resulted from the
false assumption that means to a certain end ({(whole) were in
fact part of the whole and therefore possessed intrinsic
value. The practice of keeping promises may be a means to
mutual trust and co-operation and contribute to the general
wefare, Yet, the keeping of a promise in isolation from all
of its effects has no intrinsic value. One step in deciding
what things are good in themselves is, therefore, not to con-
fuse them with things which are only good as means, Anotner
will be not Lo assuue tnal the value of souue ogganic whole is
equal to the sum of the values of its parts. Failure to
recognize this has led to serious errors in judgement of
intrinsic value. Again, take the case of the admiring con-
templation of a beautiful object. The assumption might be
made that since the admiring contemplation had by itself no
intrinsic value, that tie entire value of tihe whole was poss-
essed by tne beautiful object alone. IMoore points out that
the beautiful object isolated from admiring contemplation may
have no intrinsic value at all. This is another of loore's
suidelines for making correct judgements.

For tunis reason as well as to avoid confusion

between means and end, it is absolutely essen-

tial to concider each distinguishable quality,
in isgolation, in order to decide wact value it

DOSSEsses ., 31
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It is now possible to return to the question of justi-
fication of judgements of ggtrinsic value. At the level of
metaethical justification,) lioore has tried to show that no
structure of reality or state of affairs rationally (in thc
sense of giving reasons) compels us to make any particular
Judgenent ol intrinsic value. This is because good is a
non-natural property. In saying that something is good or
has intrinsic value, we are asserting that it has a non-
natural property. Any attempt: to support such a Jjudgement
is bound tc run into difficulties since the presence of a non-
natural property is not easily determined. e do not have

the recourse to sense percention which we do in thie case of

(6]

e

1

'vellow! or somz otlier ratursl property. In fact our cogn
zance of this property must rather be through some sort of
intuition; we have no other final appeal. When considering
the principal question of ethics "What is good in itself™ we
should keep in mind the principle of organic wholes, employ

the method of isclation, and carefully separate ends and.means.
Beyond that we are left with tne "sober judgement of reflective

persons™, The obvious question is; "Suppose such persons

disagree even after following licore's advice?"

Analysis and Moral Judgement

There are a variety of reasons why loore's metaethical
views are not neutral with respcct to his ethical views.

Moore is the first to admit this and would probably ask why
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anyone would bother to do metaethics if this were not the
case, S5till, it is worth noting, for several reasons, why
Loore's position is not neutral, First, the reasons why

his position is not neutral may possibly be generalized to
cover all non-naturalist (but coznitivist theories).
Secondly, some of tiiese reasons may also be applicable to
naturalist theories. Thirdly, tuis task can be seen as a
part of a obroader attempt to show that it is unrealistic if
not impossible to construct a relevant and neutral metaethic
of any sort (i.e. whether naturalist, non-nzturalist, or non-
cognitivist). Why then is Moore's theory not ethically neu-
tral? First, his account of the meaning of good and, in
particular, his polemic a¢ainst naturalism drastically limit
the sorts of reasons which we can offer in suppert of our
ethical judgements, In so far as we are rational and will
either accept or reject certain ethical judsgements on the
basis of relevant evidence, a theory wnich proposes criteria
of relevance is unlikely to be ethically neutral. It is no
small claim to say that ethical judgements (at least those of
intrinsic value) are a species of non-natural cognitions (or
perhaps intuitions) and that they can only be self-evident.
Because of this reliance upon intuition Moore cannot allow or
incorporate any ethical views which might differ from his own.
This precludes the possibillity of taking into account differing
ethical viewpoints in one's metaethical enquiries,

Moore's analysis of the meaning of right in utilitarian
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terms can also be seen as non-neutral, Iloore readily grants
that it follows from hic analysis that there is only one
absolute duty, to produce the greatest amount of good over
evil possible, Clearly this is a moral principle and the
status of other moral rules is determined by it. Promices,
for example, have no intrinsic value apart from that of their
consequences,

In brief, loore, as a result of his metaethical analyses
of 'good! and 'right', gives us specific guidelines for making
and defending ethical Jjudgements. e are told what reasons
are or are not relevant to different sorts of judgements (i.e.
of intrinsic or extrinsic value). In addition, we are told
whether or not pariicular rules are or are uot binding upon
the individual. In the light of these considerations it
cannot be plausibly held that Moore's metaethical and ethical

views are (logically} independent of one another.
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THE ETHICAL NLUTRALITY OF IETAETHICS

The claim that metaethics is ethically neutral has been
made by Ayer, Stevenson, Frankena and Hare among others. The
preponderance of non-cognitivists might seem to indicate that
the claim of ethical neutrality is a tenet of only one meta-
ethical view (i.e. non-cognitivism), 1In addition it might
be held that to argue against ethical neutrality is really to
argue against con-cognitivist theories in general, and that
this might be better done in other ways. It is probably
true that the claim of ethical neutrality is one which neither
a non-naturalist (e.g. loore) gor a naturalist (e.g. 111l or
Foot) would be likely to make. It is also true that certain
arguments against non-cognitivism and for naturalism are slso,
in effect, arguments azainst the ethical neutrglity of meta-
ethics, However, there remain considerations which throw
doubt on the possibility of a neutral metaethic (non-
cognitivist or otherwise) but which leave the non-cognitist
position intact, intact with possibly one exception, the non-
cognitivist can no longer claim that hc, unlike other moral
philosophzrs (i.e. the naturalist and non-naturalist) has

27
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maintained an appropriate detachment from actual moral judge-
ments, If a strict neutrality is not possible or the price
is too high, tien moral philosophers might be led to a re-
examination of the relation between ethics and metaethics.
Still, there remains the task of showing that meta-
ethical tneories are not ethically neutral, The expression
"ethically neutral" is rather vague and can be interpreted in
a variety of ways. Ayer saye in his article "On tue Analysis
of loral Judgements™: WAll moral theories, intuitionist,
naturalistic, objectivist, emotive and the rest, in so far as

they are philosophical tlieories are neutral as regards actual
& (&)

org

conduct™, How this can be taken as saying that if any of

Q.

these theories are not neutral as regards actual conduct they

are not philosophical. Yet, in the light of other remarks he
makes in this context, his thesis is stronger than this.

With respect to his version of the approval theory, he says:

The theory is entirely on the level of analycis,
it is an attempt to siow what people are deing
when they make moral Jjudgements; it is not a
set of surpgestions as to what moral judsements

they are to make. L

b}

In his book, Freedom and Reason, Hare makes similar claims

about the relation between metsethics ('ethics') and ethics
(tmorals!'):
Lthical tlueory, which determines the meanings and

functions of the moral words and thus the rules of
the moral ';ame', provides only a clarification of



the conceptual framework within which moral
reasoning takes place, it is therefore in the
required scnse neutral as between different
moral opinions. 5

And later ne claims:

One cannot deduce moral iundgements of sub-
stance from statements avbout the uses of words
or avout the logicel relations between concepts.

.

Lven from these brief statements, it is clear that there are

N

a variety of poscible interpretations of ethical neutrality.
Metaethics is neutral with respect to conduct; it is not a
set of moral sugzgestions; it is only about the form or con-
ceptual frameworl of moral reasoning; it is not a set of
first principles f{rom which moral Judgements can be deduced.
For the purpose of soriing out tie significant senses
of metaethical neutrality,. I will discuss six interpretations
which have been suggested by William 3lackstone in his article
"Are Metaethical Theorées Normatively (in my terminology
'Ethically!) Seutral?® By discussing these six questions,
I think it will be possible to cover the wide range of claims
which have been made. (Incidentally, I will amend Blackstone's
terminology in favor of my own and construe certain of the
questions he poses more broadly than he does.) The six
questions are as follows:
1)Do metsethical theories affect one's moral

life?
2)Do one's ethical heliefs logically entail



one's metaethical tneory?
3)Do metaethicsl theories entail certain
ethical statements or moral claims?
L)Do metacthical theories losically entail
certain accounts of moral Jjustification?
5)Are metaethical theories set forth as
descriptively true or as prescriptions of
ways moral language ought to be used and
interpreted?
€ )Does metaethical analysis have an ethical
function?

In discussing these interpretations, I will attem»t to indicate

which questions are most fundemental or significant and why.

(1) Do lietaethical Theories Affect
One's lioral Life?

This question can be seen, in part, as asking whether
any alterations in our beliefs and opinions as to what we
are doing, when we are engaged in moral discourse, will change
our judgements, An answer to this question will depend
partly upon what we velieve are tie conditions under which a
person can be said to have a moral belief, If these condit-
ions include that a person must have a certain attitude or
feeling, then it is debatable whether certain philosophical
views (e.g. those stemming from epistemology or theory of
meaning) will cause us to change deeply felt moral views.
Alternatively, if having a moral belief does not involve having
a certain attitude then our moral beliefs are (in so far as wve
are rational} apt to chanpe. Taking a metaethical theory

seriously, may well alter or reinforce our way of defending
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or even maxiig moral judcements, 1f moral discourse is scen
as primarily informing others of objectively present charac-
teristics of certain actions, thnen appeal to certain cognitive
processes will be appropriate. or example, if we are
hedonistic utilitarians, saying that a certain action is right
would be supported by reference to the probability of that
action's leading to the greatest balance of pleasure over pain,
On the other hand, if one assumes that the primary purpose of
moral discourse is to influence persons (ratuner than inform
them) then any assertion which tends to influence the listener
in the desired way is an appropriate 'reason in support of!
that Judgement, And in the case of Ayer's early version of

emotivism (in languaze, Trutn and Lozic) thne idea of giving

reasons in support o a moral Jjudgzement (i.e

%)

. an expression
8
of emotion) borders on being unintelligible., Similarly,
epistemic beliefs about moral principles may affect our moral
discourse. From a rationalist point of view morasl principles
or rules might be seen as deduced from self-evident proposi-
tions about the basic structure of our moral 1ife on a tradit-
ional analogy with mathematical axioms and their relation to
the 'world'. Lither iyer's or the rationalist's analyses of
moral discourse might chanse our (usually implicit) views
about what we are doing in moral discussion and thus possibly
affect our moral life. The ansver tuen, to the first gues-

tion is a tentetive yes - tentative hecause it can also be
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construed as a guestion about conauct, And to answer that
would require coming up with a taneory of action including an
account of what considerations change one's actilons. For
exanple, what sorts of effects do epistemological beliefs
actuvally have upon our behavior? Suppose that one &accepts a
naturalistic theory of ethics; would one then change one's
moral judgeuments when confronted with an indisputable set of
facts, an appropriate definition, and a conclusion deduced
from them? In one respect, Blackstone's cuestion is a
psychological one - what are the determining factors in human
behavior? 1 do not believe this question is immediately
relevont to the question of ethical neutrality. This can be
seen il we examine Ayer's clsim that metaethice is neutral
with respect to actual conduct. Implicit in this claim is
the ascumption thet if & person has a certain moral belief, he
will act in accordance with it (given appropriate circumstances),
or else he will feel guilt or remorse. Hare makes this claim
explicitly in holding that a person cannot sincerely accept a
moral Judgement unless he has a disposition to act in accord-
ance with 1it. In both cases, 1f a person comes to hold or
alter a certain moral welief, Lis conduct will be affected,

So the issve can be limited to a discussion of the effect of

[

metaethical views upon our Judgcments and beliefs,
In snother and more fundamental resnect, the guestion

(of the effect of metaethics on one's moral life) is a guestion



about the relation between the subject matter of a metsa-
ethical theory and the tihcory itself. If metaethical theories
take as data the 'facts'! of one's moral life and if they

affect one's moral life (i.e. that data) tien they could end

up being self-confirming. In discussing moral discourse,
moral philosophers have often classified moral arzument or
discussion as pertaining to one sort of linguistic Tactivity!
or another, such as informing or prescribing. It could

happen that a rationegl moral agent upon reading The Lansuace

of lLiorals would change his ways of engaging in moral discuss-

ion such that they conformed to Hare's account. Briefly,
widespread acceptance of a theory might make it a more accu-

ple ore doing when they engace in

(2) Do One's Ethical Beliefs Logically
bntail One's lMetaethical Theory?

9

Logically entall is perhaps a little strong here,
This question appears to assume a strong logical relation
between either uses of words or what we mean by words and
what one would assert certain words mean in a metaethical the-
Orye. Suffice it to say either course is very problematic.
Blackstone's contention is that, historically, moral pnilos-
ophers have tended to define ethical terms as they are used
within tneir own moral discourse. He illustrates this by

citing Benthom's definitions of M"right' and Mought®™ as -~
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conformable to the principle of utility and hic further stip-
wlation that any other uses of the words are meaningleéss .
This is disturbing because Bentham appears to be settling some
rather substantial moral issues by fiat (for one - that between
a deontolozist and a utilitarian). Thus there ic the arbit-
rary eliminution of the moral beliefs of others (take Nietzsche
and Kant). This sort of prejudgement is not, however,
(according to Blackstone) unavoidable.
A metaethic of this morally neutral ty
would be a result of an analysis of tue
features and functions of discourse in
which terms and statenents function in a
normative regsulative sense concerning
human conduct. 10

Blackstone cites Aver's discussion of (metal)ethics in

anguage, Truth and lLogic as an example of where this has

successfully vzen done, 4Ayer has not eliminated any partic-
ular uses of moral terms in his discussion of their lzck of
meaning. On the other hand, some contemporary characteriz-
ations of moral discourse, such as that in which there 1s an
an abstraction from self-interest would, according to
Blackstone, be non-neutral. The problem ic to come up with
the meanings of terms and statements used in any putatively
'moral'! context. This beiimes rather difficult when we
attempt to define '“morall, 3lackstone assumes that a
particular metaethical position (as to tiie meaning of a cer-

tain term) is somehow distilled from a variety of uses. To
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restrict ourselves to certain uces (in describing only them
as 'moral') might well prejudice our own position. Cur
metacthical tieory would begin to look like a biased rationa-~
lization of our own beliefs,

Still one wonders if a neutral metaethic is as easily
- undertaken as 3lackstone (or Aver) would have us believe. Ie
indicated that one could tallk adbout 'moral' discourse in an
impartial way by looking at all statements ™which function in
a normative regulative sense concerning human conduct®, Yet
there may be statements wialch are moral judsements which are
not so related to human conduct. lioore, for example, held
that questions of conduct wvere secondary in ethics, dependent
upon an answer to a prior guestion “What is good in itself?®
It would appear tuat if we are to be impartial, it is insuffi-
clent to deal merely with normative discourse (i.e. discourse
about what we ought to do). e must also take into account
evaluative lenguage (i.e. @bout what is good) and particularly
that lenguage concerning intrinsic value. Technically stated
we must include both &xiolosical and deontic jud; ements. 1t
has been held that making a value Jjudgement is a prescriptive
sort of behavior and that all value judgements are really nor-
mative ones., 1 will discuss one attempt to make this reduc-
tion in Chapter III, section 2.

In addition, taere is the formidable problem of deciding

wnich value and normative Judgements to include or exclude.



In the absence of an adequate (impartial?) means for distin-
gulshing between moral and non-moral value and normative Jjudge-
ments we cannot even assert thnat a demand for consistency is
non-moral.

Still Ayer's claim that metaethice is ethically neutral
might seem plausible, at least in the case of his own theory.
1 intend to show that both ayer and Blackstone make this claim
on the basis of an overly simplified view of ethics.,. Ethics
is not simply & decalogue. Determining whether or not Ayer's
analyeis is ethically neutral involves more than saying that
it does not commit us to saying "Adultery is wrong™. 1 hope
this will become clearer in the course of a discussion of

)

Blaclkctone's tlird und fourth 4questions.

Logically Entail

(3) Do lMetaethical Theories
nts or lLicral Claims?

Certain kthical Stateme
and

(L) Do lietaethical Theories Logically Ekntail

Certain accounts of lioral Justification?

Blackstone's answer to question 4 is yes, and in the
light of that answer, which is, 1 believe, correct, I want to
show that his answer to question 3 is misleading. I have
pointed out that ethics involves the use of moral languuge
(in a wide variety of contexts) as opposed to talk about moral
lanzuage. This use often includes the resolution of dis-
arreements or working out of problems which reguires in turn

the adduction of relevant reasons in support of various positions,



i.e., Jjustification. Anonymous X arguing that the institution
of capital punishment ic immoral might refer to certain socio-
logical and psycholozical studies (indicating that capital
punishment is not a deterrent) in support of his argument.
Anonymous Y who originally thought that capital punishment

was right, might upon learning about the studies change his
opinion and argue that capital punishment was indeed wrong,

In so far as both persons consider certain kinds of reasons
relevant to a resolution of the dispute, they may have certain
metaethical presuppositions. Given that both consider the
rightness and wrongness of actions (or institutions) to be
determinable by reference to tne consequences of those actions,
they can ve szid to be utiiitarians. wow take a thied perzon
anonymous Z, a deontologist, who believes that capital punish-
ment is justified not because it is a deterrent (which it is
not anyway), but because a person who commits a murder forfeits
his right to life and deserves the punishment. Anonymous 4
is uninterested in consequences (since 'right' does not mean
conducive to the greatest balance of good over evil) and con-
siders the various studies irrelevant to the moral evaluation
of caepital punishment. This is a situvation where persons
with different metaevhical presuppositions were committed to
different moral judgements, given a set of circumstances
(judsed relevant by one and irrelevant by another). It is

not the case that because someone is a deontologist he is
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therefore comuitted to capital punishment, but it is true

that given a particular state of affairs, his ethical position
will (given his metaethical presuppositions) differ from a
utilitarian's. It may be true that a given metaethical pos-
ition does not 'logically entail! a particular judgcement, but
in so far as it is determinant of our respective criteria of
relevance, it is certainly not neutral, Incidentally a

sht also be taken to indicate

—

negative answer to cuestion 3 mi
that there are no ethical value judgements implicit in any
metaethical theories., In the case of Hare's theory there is
at least one such covert judgemént. I will elaborate on this
in Chapter IV,

What is strange about 3lackstone's position is tnat he
agrees that metaethical views affect justification but dis-
agrees that metaethical theories "entail certain (normative)
ethical statements or moral claims", According to how the
expressions M"ethical statements® and "moral claims" are
interpreted his thesis is either false or trivial. If
"ethical statements" include first order justifications then
in the licsnt of the above discussion his thesis is false.
Blackstone micht reply "But saying my answer is false is
presupposing vour definition of ethics®, This is true.
However his guestion 3 is then misleading. The question is

supposed to be an interpretation of tie question "Are meta-

;..J.

thic

[©)
w

1 theories ethically neutral?® Yet his question is

only about the relation of metaethics to one aspect of ethics,



I suppose that it is of some interest to know that we are not
logically committed to certain actual judgements (euthanasia
is wrong, war is right, etc.) by most metaethical theories.
But what is of significant interest is that, given certain
metaethical views, engaging in moral deliberations necessarily
involves using certain patterns of reasoning, and subscribing
to certain criteria of relevance, if tlie process of making
and defending meral judgements is a rational activity, then
abiding by a certain metzethical view is of no small conse-
quence,

An illustration is in order here. Suppose G.E. lloore
(an ideal utilitarian) and Jeremy Bentham (a hedonistic util-
itarian) and R.ii. Hare (& prescriptivist) are discussing the
rightness or wrongness of the institution of capital punisa-
ment. Illoore would claim tnat there are certain intuited
'facts! about the intrinsic value of various aspects of the
institution which are relevant to the discussion, Bentham
would claim that the relevant facts have to do with the
pleasure and pain resulting from the institution (or its
absence). Hare wovuld claim tuat while the facts which

Rentham mentiocns may be relevant, they are far from sufficient

A

to compel (raticnally) assent to a Jjudecement such as "capital
i J 4 [ &
12
punishment is wrong®,. For there are in addition certain
formal reguirements tc which genuine value Jjudgements must

conform, For someone to assent to a value judgement (sccording
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to Hare), he must be willing both to universalize and pre-
scribe it. Thus there is an additional volitional element
implicit in valuc Jjudgements. Were Bentham trying to con-
vince Hare and lioore that capital punishment is wrong, he
would claim, after presenting his evidence, that they must

either accept tiue Judgement as correct, refute the evidence,

or admit refusing to engage in a rational moral dispute.

Hare would claim tnat it is Bentham who does not really
understand what he is doing when he makes a moral judgement
and tnat his evidence 1is by no means sufficient, Moore
would deny the relevance of Bentham's evidence altogether

and point out to Hare that Judgements of intrinsic value are
a matter of dirsct intuition and not dependent upon a willi
ness to prescribe or universalize, The point here is tlat
Moore, Bentham and Hare are trying to resolve a moral dispute.
Because of tnelr differing views as to what constitutes a
moral judgement, they disagree on the 'facts'! which are rele-
vant or sufficient to warrant assent to a particular judge-
ment. They might well agree that capital punishment is
wrong, but it is significant that tihis agreement would be for
different reasons, And since the reasons (or sorts of
reasons) are different, their judcements could also differ

depending upon contingent circumstances,

(5) Are lMetaethical Theories Set Forth As Deucrlﬁtlvely
True Theories Or As Prescriptions OFf The ‘ay lioral
lLanguaze Ouznt Yo Be Used and Interrreted?
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Historically, metaethical tiieories huve been set fortu
in either or both of these ways. Bentham gives the meaning
of right and ought and claims that any uces which do not con-
form to tiat meaning are not merely unconventional but mean-
ingless, He further asserts:

By the natural constitution of the human frame

on nmost occasions of tneir lives men in

general embrace this principle, without think-

ing of it; if ncot for the ordering of their

own actions, yet for the trying ol theilr own

actions as well es those of othier men. 13

Bentham's tuesis is set forth as descriptively true,
Howeger, it is also set forth prescriptively. He 1s sugges-
ting v 1) that we accept his theory 2) that we rid ourselves
of our prejudices and inconsistencies and 3) acknowledge the
principle of utility as being conformity wita our "natural
constitution™; in othner words, explicitly embrace it. Mill
also 'sets forti' a utilitarian theory in both of these ways
though his approach is sligntly different, First he attempts
to show that utilitarianism is an adequate account of what
people actually do whnen tuaey make moral judgements and
generally engage in moral discourse, He then suggests adop-
tion of thic view (or at lcast education of others in accord-
ance with it), but not (to reiterate) because it is the only
possible account of our moral discourse and therefore the
only rational (non-prejudicial) alternative given our 'rational

constitutiones!'.



If the impugners of tiie utilitorian morality

represented it to their ovm minds in this its

true character, I know not what recommendation

possecesed by any other morality they could

possibly affirm to be wanting to 1t; what

more becautiful or more exalted developments of

human nature any other ethical system can be

supposed to foster, or what springs of action,

not accessible to the utilitarian, such

systems rely on for civing effect to their

mandates. 15

I contend that all recent metaetnical theories which
claim to be descriptively true, are glso prescriptive in
either 1i1l1's or Bentham's way. Bentham's would roughly he:
this is what we really mean and are really doing and it would
be irrationzl not to act accordingly. 14i11's would roughly
be: this approach to ethics will be consonant with our ideals,
account for our ordinary moral Jjudgements, help us make diffi-
cult Jjudgements and be in accordance with our usual motivat-
ions. Defending this contention is, however, beyond my
present purposes. The question of whether or not certain
theories are 'set forth! (thought by those who propose them)
as being descriptively true (thus neutral) alone, is certainly
less significant in tnhe present context than the question as
to whether tliey are in fact neutral,

In discussing this guestion Blackstone levels several
criticisms against the emotivists, He claims that the
emotivists! contention tuiat they are giving a correct analysis

of wnat moral concepts really mean is not descriptive but

really prescriptive. "His metaethic, requiring tiaet we view
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moral language as emotive, ic based upon & norm which states
16
what should be accepted as cognitively meaningful."
Blackstone has gone from the 'normative'! of normative (ethical)
principles to norms (cr values) in general which mizht also
include criteria of consistency, simplicity and adeqguacy. The
emotivists' claim is rather that, as rational intelligent per-
song, we should admit what is, in fact, the case (given their
view) - only certain sorts of linguistic expressions are cog-
nitively meaningful, It is unlikely that any theory in the
natural sciences or elsewhere can claim value neutrality and
still retain its explanatory character. The very construc-
tion of theories presupposes adnerence to certain values,
A theory must be rolatively simple, cornsictent, and adhere to
the 'facts', Further it must offer us a way of testing it
and thus perhaps a way of choosing between it and competing
theories. A distinction between ethical value and value in
general must be assumed if the claim of metaethical neutrality
17

is to be tazken seriously. Wnether or not this distinction
can be made (neutrally?) is still another question.

John Wilcox makes several observations about Blackstone's
position, which are worth noting.

Nor does tnet sarreement (of emotivism with

our ordinary ond order beliefs about ethics

which are 1*p110 .t in our OAQJﬂorJ ethical

lanpuzce) nake emotivism 'prescr “LIV*' except

in tne sense in viilcn every scientific tueory

is prescriptive; Jfor every theory recommends
itselfl for our considcrdflon and beliefl and

w o,

i
c
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there still remains tiae distinction between
(¢11) thcories which recomiend tuewmselves and
those (normative) tleories which recommend the
objects which tliey are about. 18

There are two questions about this last distinction.
First, is it all that clear and sescondly, if it is and if
metaethical theories do recommend the objects they are about,
then are moral philosonhers doing more than giving mere

&

rationalizatione for our preferences and prejudices?

(6} Do

icel fknalysis Have
Function?

x- D

This question has been discussed by Paul Taylor in an

article entitled "The Normative Function of lietaethics™,

Teylor mointeing that 211 moral ajents have certain metacthicnl
presuppositions about what they are doing when they engage in
moral discource, He concluded that virtually any metaethical
tneory will slter tiiese views and thus at least affect our
methods of meking moral Jjudgements, if not the content. So
even if a descriptively true account can be given, it will

still affect our discourse via a change in our metaethical

g
presuppositions. A problem arises when we try to decide
when &a netaethical theory is descriptively true. Teylor
claims that certain criticisms of the emotive theory (e.g.

that it is not faithful to ordinary lanzuage) are based upon

w

the failure te distinguish (1) ordinary moral discourse, (2)
ordinary (metaethical) presuppositions about this discourse

and {(3) netzethical theories about thic discource. Taylor
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maintains that the purported discrepsancy between ordinery

usage and emotivism is really between the latter two and that

emotiviesm may be desriptively true.

The two scts of beliefs, one the implicit
assumptions of common sense and tihe other, tiae
explicit statements of the emotive tleory dis-
agree in wuat are escentially matters of fact
regarding the uce of moral lanzuaze in moral
deliberation, in Jjustifying moral Jjudgements
and in settling morsl disputes. 19

There is a difficulty here, The ordinary metaethical
presuppositions about moral discourse do affect moral dis-

course and Taylor hss granted this. Such discourse is not

m

easily separated from its sitions as

e
¥
O

esupp aylor would

nave us vbelleve. Imbedced in pro-philosgo
course are presuppositions about what we are doing: about
what sorts of 'objects' we are referring to, about what sorts
of considerations are relevant to & dispute, and wiether or
not moral judgements are grounded in an externzl locus of
truth. All we can do is to start with actual judgements (as
separate from either deliberations or Jjustifications since
these may reflect the 'false! presuppositions) and with the
help of taeories of meaning and measningfulness attempt to
show how moral discourse should be if it is to be in sccord
with thess theories. Yet even here there is a rroblem since
certain Jjudrements in certain contexts would be different if

the metasethical presuppocitions were different. (Incidentally
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the above 'should! ic one of intellectusl respectability not

of moral worth.)

2. Ethical Neutrality

s

In discussing 3Jackstone'!s article I have attempted to
indicate some of the confusions which have accompanied the
claim of ethical neutrality of metaethics, Probably the
most salient of these stems from an overly simplified view of
ethics. If ethics is taken instead &s a complex set of lin-
guistic activities or practices, then the claim of metaethical
neutrality, (let alone the distinction between ethics and
metaethics) falters.

Three of the six interpretations are not of continuing
relevance to tne present discussion. In the case of the
question about tie relation of metaethics to the moral life
{(or sctual conduct) zn answer will follow from the other more
relevant questions, The question as to how metaethical the-
ories are 'set forth' is less important than whether or not
they are, in fact, neutral, An answver to the question about

the ethical function of metaetiics will be important but only

after the issue of neutrality has been discussed. If neutra-
lity is possible then answering this question will give us an

idea of the confines within which a moral philosophy must
operate. alternatively 1f a strict neutrality is not possible,

-
L

a view about the ethical function of metaethics may provide a

basis for cheosing emong meteaethical theories. 3ut this



remains to be seen. The relevant questions are therefore
about 1) the influence of ethical beliefs upon metaethical
theories, 2) the influence of metaethical views upon ethical
ones, and 3) the influence of metaethical views upon ethical
Justification, Given my charzcterization of ethics "3" can

0

be considered under the rubric of "2M, In order to answer
the first question wien considering any particular metaethical
tueory we must ask ourselves whether or not all relevant data
have been taken into consideration and wnetiher or not the meta-
ethical theory contains implicitly or explicitly any substan-
tive moral principles or moral (value) judgements. e can

nswer the sccond guestion by asking whether or not tne tae-

]J

ory ent=ails or sug_ects certain moral judzements or entoils

~d

'3

certain exclusive accounts of Jjustification - exclusive in
that only certain considerations are acceptable as relevant
in the resolution of certain moral disputes. Of course, tiae
important issue here is not tane neutrality or non-neutrality
of any particular metaethical taeory, but ratiher whether any
metaethical theory can be neutral,. I will discuss some
difficulties in constructing a neutral metaethical theory in
chapter 1V, 3ut first, I must say some things about a fun-
demental presuppogition of those wno calim that metaethics is

properly neutral,
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NATURALISM

1. Naturalism and Ethical Neutrality

It has been argued that ethical neutrality is what gives
metaethics its intellectual recspectability. The goal of
ethics is no longer & combination of practical knowledge about
what we ougsut to do and thneoretical knowledge about what is
the case, but instead theoretical knowledze alone. The digs-
cipline becomes respectable becauce the philosopher is impar-
tial and disinterested, standing outside of any particular
moral code oy ethic. His task can be characterized as a
systematic study of tue facts of moral discourse, behaviour
and experience, His goal is the truth, The truth, being
about what is tne case ratier than what ought to be the case,
is value free and taus neutral with respect to the wants,
hopes, and desires oi human beings. The facts of moral
experience must be different from those with which G.Z. loore
thought he was dealing. It is no longer a fact that the
sestietic enjoyment of a painting is good, only that it is
believed to be zood or called zood by some. - There is also
question whether or not this is a 'moral' fact at all, The

moral philoscopher will have to be careful how he deals with

Justification, He can give a descriptive account of how

i

48
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people do in fact 'Justify' their moral beliefs or judgements.
He may find that within or among different social groups or
cultures there are cstrong similarities or strong differences

in tlhie way in which persons support their moral judgements.

He must be careful not to pass judgement (apart from purely
logical assessment) upon any of the various methods of justi-
fication (by, for example, calling them adequate or inadequate).
Presumably his methods of constructing and testing his theories
must parallel tiose employed in tue natural sciences, since it
is within these disciplines tuat our paradigms of knowledge
lie, Metaethical\theories must be neutral with respect to
their subject matter, If this goal is to be attainable,
naturalist moral theories musc be rejecceed en masse and natlur-
alism ss & metaethical view must he dismissed, For the
naturalist (e.g. Mill, Hobbes) moral judgements cen be Justi-
fied by reference to facts about human psychology., “hile it
may be possible for a would be naturalist to approach moral
philosopay in a neutral manner, it is not possible for him to
end up with a morally neutral theory. For it is his claim
that moral judzements (or propositions) can be inferred from
certain facts about human beings and tneir various situstions,
This is not to say that his enquiry has been loaded from the
start or that his views follow from a parochial collection of
'moral facts?t, In this sense a naturalist can claim to have

been as neutral as anyone can. However tnis leaves tne



problem of the conseguences of such tueories for ethics.

The naturalist's account of what goes on in moral discourse
(what certain words mean or how their use can be explicated)
entails a certain account of justification. If one particular
sort of justification (e.g. in which there is a reference to
humsn wants and nceds) is seen as the only possible justifi-
cation, metaethical neutrality is not possible. Underlying
the claim that metaethics is normatively neutral is the
requirement that no metscethical theory comuits us to one
particular account of justification. if & nevtral metaetiical

theory is tc¢ be possible, all naturalist tieories must be

asswned to he false. It might be said that all naturalistic

Je

theorics ere false in that taey involve one form or another of

Moore's naturalicstic fallacy. I hope to have shown that licore
did not do & very convincing Jjob in his alleged refutation of
naturalicm, The naturalistic fallacy smounts to little more
than definiﬁg what lloore intuitively claims to be indefinable.
Moore argued that gsood, the key term in moral discourse, was
not definable in natural (empirical) terms. It has been
subseqguently contended that licore was rigiht but for the wrong
reasons. Occasionally some philosophers such as Huare have
attempted to resuscitate certain of his arjuments, but enough
has been said about those arguments., fecent views resembling
lHoore's are in more general terms of tihie dichotomy between
evaluative lunsuacze and descriptive or fact-stating languare,

or between normstive and factuzl discourse, or between attitudes



and beliefs. I will first discuss R.M. Hare's reformulation
of this distinction to show that he has not accomplished what
he has set out to do. I will then go on to show that the
value-fact distinction can be seriously questioned in two sorts
of wavs. First there is the approach which Philippa Foot
takes which attempts to show that facts as well as values can
lead to evaluative conclusions and influence conduct,

Secondly, thers are general considerations about facts which
would seem to indicate that tuey are not as independent of

human desires and purposes as is often assumed.

2. A Critigue of Naturelism
3

R.M. Hare, in his vook The Languare of iLorsls, delivers

a further polemic ageinst naturalism, flare expands upon
some of loore's arguwments and tien supplements them with the
more general tihesis tanat prescriptive language cannot be

reduced to descriptive language. In clagsifying both imper-

oY)

tives and value Judeyements as subclasses of prescriptive
language Hare is oppocing Stevenson's view that the primary
function of moral judgements is to influence others. Here
contends that moral jud:;ements are closely related to impera-
tives, Imperatives are a response by a rational agent to
the question "Mlhat shell I do®™? This latter question is not
a request for influence (which need not be rational), but for
advice. In virtue of their relation to imperatives all

moral judgzements function to zuide conduct. The attempt by
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either Stevenson or Hare to reduce all of moral discours

in all of its complexities to one linguistic function (or
speech act) is, 1 believe, futile. It is difficult to sce
how all moral judgements are (losically) related to conduct,
but more of this later. Hare maintgins that all genuine
moral judgements entail imperatives.j It is important to
csee how he arrives at this conclusion since it is essential
to his arguments” against naturaliem. He begins with an
analysis of tie relstion between imperetive and indicative
sentences, An imperative sentence is an answer to the
question "Mhat shall I do?h The answer tells someone Mlhat
to do", An indicative sentence is en eancwer to the guecstion

A v
ells somecus

-

"Wnat is tie case?! its answer Tnio is tus
case™, Hare discusses and rejects various attempte to
reduce imperatives to indicatives (about for example the feel-
ings of the speaker). Although this reduction cannot be
made, Hare proceeds to show that the logic of imperatives is
basically the same as tihe logic of indicatives, Cne problem
which arises in comparing tne logic of imperatives or indica-
tives is deciding what mood the conclusion must or can be in
(given that the premises may be in the same or different
moods ). Hare lists two rules which ''seem to govern the
matter™,

1. No indicative conclusion can validly he

draewn from a sgt ol premises, which cannmot be
drawn ifrom the indicatives amon: tiem alone,



2. llo imperative conclusion can be validly
drawn from a set of premices which does not
contain at least one imperative. L

Hare defends tice second rule on the grounds that all

.
deductive arguments are analytic. The conclusion of a
deductive argument contains only what 1s either implicitly or
explicitly 'in' tiie premises, Of course, definitions may be
used-to bring out wiat is implicit in tune premiscs. The
claim tnat indicative premises alone cannot entail imperative
conclusions becomes significant for ethics when supplemented
by Here's contention that all value judgements entail impera-
tives.,

Consequently, Hare's position can be restated in refer-
ence to value language. The uses which we make of value
language render it untranslatable into descriptive or fact-
stating language. "ITnen we call a certain red wine a good
wine, we imply tlhiat we have certain reasons for so calling it
or that it has certain good-making characteristics. ‘e may,
for example, say that it 1is fullbodied, dry, and clear. Yle
are also commending it. To commend something is to guide
choices M"either now or in tue future".5 Let us assume for the
monent that we have empirical tests for determining tae full-
bodiedness, clearness, and dryness of any wine, 1f "good"
were a purely descriptive term (i.e. it entailed and was

entailed by taat object's having certein characteristics);

tiien, to say that this red wine is good would be (only) to



say that it is fullbodied, clear, and dry. However, in
saying that it 1s fullbodied, clear, and dry we are not com-
mending it, nor are we (Hare contends) capable of commending
it.

Value terms have a special function in lanimage,

that of commending; and so they plainly cannot

be defined in terms of otuer words which tiaemselves

do not perform tais function; for if this is

done, we are deprived of a means of performing

the function,

Hare has maintained that while there is some connection
between the good-making characteristics of a certain object

and the term good which we apply to it, it is not one of
logical entailment. Thus we can say without contradicting
ourselves, that this wine is fullbodied, clear, and dry (etc.},
but it is not a good wine. The reacon for this is that even
though these characteristics may be standards by which wine

is usually Judged, to say "It is good" is to say, in addition,
"I commend it". "ile can perform this additional ‘'speech act!
becauce aside from its deccriptive meaning, "good" has en eval-
vative meaning. It i1s this latter meaning of '"good" which
remains constant when we apply good to different classes of

obJjects possessing entirely different good-making character-

pte

t
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CS. Since the relation between good-making character-
istics and good 1s not one of logical entailment we can com-
mend virtually any action (or object etc.)} nrovided we assent

to the command "let me do X%, To ascent to an imperative is
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to recolve to zct in a certain way given appropriate circum-
stances, Given the relative importance of the evaluative as
oppoced to the descriptive meaning of tihe term good, the con-
sequences for moral arzuments are rather startling. First,
it would appear that a person could use any sort of evidence
8
in support of ean evalvative statement. Secondly, given
what might be "usually considered sufficient" evidence a
person can continue intelligibly (rationally) to refuse to
accept or assent to an evaluative statement. Hare denies
that the first of these concequences follows from his position
and thus some explanation as to why it, in fact, does, is in

9 e

order., I suspect that he must eitner admit thece conseguences
or give up tue rigid dicnotony vetween eveluative and degscrip-
tive meaning. Botn questions deal with tiie nature of tne

relation of factual evidence to an evaluative conclusion. In

&,)

The language of Morals, Hare distinguishes between the (evalu-

ative)meaning of zood and its criteria of application, which
of course, vary according to the object so called. A diffi-
culty arises when we look for some explicit analysis of tne
relation bectween the criteria or descriptive meaning of the
term good. Hare has noted elsewhere tnat our willingness to
choose an object {and time cemmend it) is not a sufficient

10
reason for calling it good. Presumably scme other conditions
must be fulfilled by tac object (or person or action etc.)

Hare hus also nobted that tiuese conditions do constitute reason

193]



for accepting a particular judi ement, but tihuey most definitely
cannot entaill zn eveluative Jjudrement. As Hare understands
it, moral arguments take tue form of practical syllogisms
with tie major premise containing a prescriptive statement.
Take the following argwient:
I ought not to eag what will kill me,
J

This toudstool will kill mec.
I ought not to eat this toadstool,

What makes the minor premise relevant to the conclusion is
the major premice. Since I mignt not assert the major pre-
mise 1 can always refuse to admit the relevance of the minor
premise, and thus I am not ccmpelled to accept tne conclusion,
Or if the nojeor premisce wag not included I could refuse to
admit that any otier premise was relevant., It is only in
virtue of an explicit committment to appropriate standards
that there is a connection between good-making characteristics
and good., FPurtiner anyone can 'intelligibly' withold tiis
committment, There is still some question as to the status
of tuese resasons in a moral argunent. Hare wants to put
them to work, vet he strips them (in a series of fiats about
the meaning of 'sood') of any strength. It seems that anyone
can reject tuese reasons and still claim that he is rationally
engaging in a moral argument.

In a series of articlcs directed against Hare, Philippa
Foot has presented a competing view of what constitutes pood

and sufficient reasons in a moral arzument. oot haaz also



attemnted to explain away the extra element of commendation

necessarily present (given Hzre's view) in any value judre-

In her article "Jdoral Beliefs", she argues that it makes
no sense to speak of the evaluative meaning (or commendary

force) of good Mwithout fixing the object to which it is
11

supposed to be attached®, Hare's discussion of evaluative

%]

meaning implies that "good" has what Foot calls an external
relation to its object. This is to say that good cén be
applied meaningfully to any object whatever, Foot maintains
that while the relation between good-making characteristics
and good may not be one of rigid entailment, this is not to
say (in effect) that tuere is no connection at all, There
are, in fact, limitations upon the objects (or actiong) to
which, cood can meaninzfully be applied. This is because
good has an internal relation to its object. Because of
this relation, the fact that an object or action possesses a
certain property can at least constitute a 'reason' for calling
that object good. Given tinils relation there are limitations
upon the sorts of tiings which we can "commend™ and as a
result, value Jjudgements are rendered "vulnerable™ to facts,
The rules governing tiae use of the term "dangerous™ can be
used to explain tue notion of internal relation. Calling
sometiiing dangerous is similar to calling something good in

that we generally provide evidence to back up what vie say and



(in conformity to Hare's analysis) we are performing a certain
action-cuiding function - namely "warnings" - analogous to
commending. llow if Hare's analysis is correct we can warn
someone {by using the term dangerous) about anyvthing provided
we assent to tae imperative "One ought to avoid X", However,
according to Foot, there are certain requirements soverning
the use of the term"dangerous"to warn., Cne must think somew
thing threateningly injurious (Foot goes to great lengths to
plain that the concept injury need not be evaluative), and
the object must in fact be capable of causing serious injury.

Thus it makes no sense to warn against something which is

harmless. “le cannot call any object danzerous, only those
which we believe c2n cause seriouc injrry, This is to saj

that there is an internal relation between "danzerous”" and

ngez
the range of objects to which we can intelligibly apply it.
Thinking something dangerous like thinking something good
(given Hare's view) incorporates a certain attitude or dis-
position to act in a certain way with respect to the object.
Foot maintains that the attitude in botu cases can be seen
as incorporating certain beliefs, As such, tiecse attitudes

.

(which are seen by Hare as playing a fundemental role in

moral disazreement) are not entirely beyond tihe pale of ratio-
nal criticisem. The meaninz of the word (e.g. M"action™) to
which good ig applied will indicate the criteria of its

applicaetion and tiaese criterila are the sorts of things which

we cannot arvitrarily accept or reject, In & moral context,



someone may ve called pood in virtve of nis fulfiliing a cer-

tain role (e.g. father). There is incidentally no additional

o+

reference 10 a cholce or standard., " Thatever standard is

)

applied, is, 2s it were dragged along with the description.

Presumably in the case of "man", to describe something as a
man is to put ourselves in a position wnere the criteria of a
good men will b. clear if we Just ask ourseslves what role a man
plays. ‘/hile reoot does not actually say tnis, I believe her
explication of jood will l<¢ad her this way., Unfortunately, we
may be ver, clear as to ti.ec role & man wmust play if he is to be
cailed a good rian. But the standsrds of goodness may not be as
feadily available as for example, thney are in the case of a
knife, ‘e might be forced to choose am'ng a variety of incom-
patible cnaracteristics which can be considered gcod making.
There 1s, tnhus, ample room for disagreement, although it may
not be irresolvable in so far as these final choices can con-
ceivably be made retionally, on tle basis of certain human
wants and needs. Hare has srgued that tnc context of these
wants and needs is in no way restricted (i.e. by tlhe concents
of "want" and "meed") and that his analysis is still intact.
He further argucs that even if the criteria of an_ lication (of
zood) are logicaily connected to cortain terms we could always
forego tne use of thouse terms,.

Given Hare's reply, it would agrpear Foot's point is a

limited one w.ich leaves hare's position essentially intact,

ress an imbalance in sare's snalysis,

O
iy
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Yet she does se-m t
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in emphasizing the importance of {acts as reasons in moral
sroweents.  ind it is certeinly true that scome rational criti-
cism of attitudes is possible. But beyond this there appears
to be an impasse between Hare and Foot over wiat is to count
as a rational and intelligible moral position.

It is my contention tuat there are certain other more

fundamentel difiiculties with Hare's analysis of mcral languag

%
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wnich render his anti-naturalist position hizhly suspect. T«
first Hare's contention that all genuine value Judgerments entail
imperatives.,

I propose to cay that the t

ueing the Jjudzement "I ouzn 0 as a value
Judgenent or not is, "Joes he or does he not
recognize tiat 1f he a.sents to the judzement, he
must aleo as<ent to the coruiend 'Iet me do XY,

Thus 1 e&m not heve clainin. to prove anytuing
substanvial about the way Tn waich we use lanpuage;
I am merely susgestiing a terminolozy which, if

applied to the study of inoral lunQuaue, wili, I éen
satisfied, prove illuminating. 12

dare readily grants that a velve judgement by definition
entails an imperative, Combining this with his earlier rule
stating that indicative (or fact-steting, or descrirtive) sen-
tences as prenises cannot entail an imperative conclusion, we
coen conclude that an evaluative conclusion (moral or non-moral)
cannot be derived from factual rremises, If we ere to accept
this definition we nicnt well find ourselves tzlking ebout
"value Judsements™ and "imreratives™ wnich did not look or act
like anythinZ” in ordinary usage. Theses imnmune to couanter-

1

examples may be neet, but usually st the expense of beinn

trivial. In order to take Hare's arguments acainst naturslicm



61

seriously we must tske nis contention that value judzemeants
entail imperatives not as & definition, hut as an alleged fact
about our use of language, and thus vulnerable to counter-
example, Imagine octogenarians boih on the verge of death dis-
cussing a former acguaintsnce of theirs. One of them concludes
"He was a good ran', It cannot be plausibly meintzained that
either of tnhem assents or would ascent to the imperative "let
me be like him", Are we to conclude that "He was a good man"
is not a value judgement? Hare has been drewing atiention to
the fact that velue Judgements often serve to reveal a person's
principles. e also asserts that gznuinely to hold a principle
(or make a value judgement) one must act or resolve to act in
accordance with it, But this simply is not true. VWe often and
sincerely praise others for a moral integrity end a strenth of
character which we xnow full well we could not live up to. It
is not at &ll clear that & person's conduct rmust be consonann
with nis avowed principles in order for us to classify certain
of nis steotements as value judgements.

There is another prohlem wiich arises in the case of
moral principles., Given Hare's analysis, in any situation
where someone Jjudges a man or action and is wiliing to univer-
salize his Jjudgement (i.e. have it coasistently aprly to anyone
in similer circumstances including himselfl) we have an exemnle
of & moral principle. "It is wrong to wear overshoes indoors"
if universalized, hecomes & moral principle, Hare says in his

chapter, "Good in rloral Contexts':

4



We et stirred up about the goodnece of men
because we are . en, This reans that the accep-
tance of a judgement, that such ¢nd such & wan's
art is good in circunstznces of a certain sort,
involves Lhoe acceptance of tne jud_ement that it
would he zood, were we ourselves ;micOd in similar
circumstiances, to do likewise, 13

and further:

hen we use the word "good"™ in order to counend
morally, we are aliwevs directly or indirectly

comaending people, ven wnen ve use the exrres-—
sion sood &ct or otiwrs like it, the reference is
indirectly to human characters. 14

For Hzre, tne domain of moral Jjudgenents can be separated out
from that of all value judgements solely on the basis of the
class of coniparison. Our evaluations of "people's characters®
or "of men as men" are 8ll moral Judsements., In the ahsence

of fualification a disposition to wear shoes indoors is as
much & "character trait" as a disposition to keep a rromise.
The pocsibility of a number of such principles is infinite and
their lack of resemblance to what we usually cell oral princi-

ples nakes Hare's account suspect, iHe may be correct in shov-

-,

JEN

ng that tne demand for generalizations or universablliity does

reflceet the notions of cousistency aund impartiality implicit

in moral discourse. However, it appears tnat woral princigles
include more than just consictencey and impartiality. Here 1
am terpted to agree with Foot that therc is an additicnal
connection with human needs and desires.
I think it is clear from the preceding discussion thet
)

Hare has not conclusiv. 1y shown that all nazturalistic moral

tireories are false, His< sssunption that all woral discourse



is prescriptive sprears false. DLor is it clecar that all moral
judezewments (let alone all value judgemcnts) sre related to
conduct. The rule thaet indicative pgremises cannot enteil an
evaluative conclusion if true by definition would be trivial,
if intended as a general rule "coverning our linguistic

behaviour would be ‘alse.

3. The Value Content of Facts

general agreeument s to LOW one

O

ver matters ol fact, whereas in the case of moral disputes
(and more generally questions of value) tiere is not. [Stating
the distinction in terms of disputes is aprropriste bzcause,

it is in sucl contexts that tne ways of supporting judgenente
(factual or value) are revealed.] The reason for tnis is that
factual statenents are believed to have, ultimately, reference
to evidence of the senses (and inferences from such evidence).
and there is little disegreement ahout thic evidence. In the
cagse of questions of value, we usually justify them by reference
to a general principle or principles and agreement upon such
orinciples is rarely so -ubiquitous as uron evidence of the
senses. rurthermore, where noral disputes are resolvable, it

often happens thet the disagree ent was over facts, not princi-

ples. Disazreement over yprinciples can be irresolvable because

ct
e
=

principles dictate that difierent sorts of evidence are

relevant to the issue, For

(1]
s

xemple Baut night say that a certain
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action was virtuous because tne acent ad good intentions snd

"the goodness of eny action depende u;on the intentions of the
agent™, 1131] wmi_ht claim that tlue action was in fact wrong
because of certain of its conseguences. In another sort of
case two inveterate disciples of 'I.D. doss mizht disagree as to
the relative weizht of two conflicting prima facie duties and
thus be unable to reach agreement about onels ectual duty. iicre
the difficulty lies in ™yeighing' the evidence.

The guestion arises &g to wuether or not tiere are an
"factual" disputes wuiclh allow for such irresolutions? Taking
the FKant-1:i1l diszspute we can say taat the princiosles determine

wnat ccrt of evidence is relevant. It aprears that we have no

Y

e

mutually accep®able way of choosging between these two principles,

in a nhome on Lonyg Island about a decade or o ago

- r
15
strange things started Laprening. Cups and saucers would

mysteriously break or nove about and from time to time rieces

of furniture would shake, Needless to say the residents were
disturbed and in order to find out what was causing these
mysterious events they called in certain "experts". The experts
included amony others, a prhysicist and a parapsychologist.

Lach of them came up with an exprlanation of way the cups rettled
and the furniture sncok. as there were no eartn tremors or
nearby blasts, tne prhysicist maintained that high pitched soind
waves from some unknousn source were causing the disturbances.
The pararnsycholo izt held thnat there was a polterceist in tae

™m

nouse. The phnysicl

[6a]

t's explanation depended on, {or presurrosed)

9]
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among other principles, the

e

rinciple that 311 physical events

}«—a

must have physical causes. The parapsychologist's explengtion
would be inconsistent with any such principle., The principle
to wi..ich he mi ht be said to be appealing, that certain M"epirits®
can cause physical events, lies outside a scientific world views
Thus confirmation is out of the guestion., 1t is rossibly now

a g.estion of the Justification of difierent "ways of looking
at" the world. ‘e ..ight run into similar problems when trying
to Jjustify our przference for scientific as opposed to animistic
explanations. It will not do to say, merely, that no one talkes
an animistic view anymore, It nas been at various times influ-
ential, but way has it receded before a scientific view?

mither view offers us an explanation of events in the world.

The aunimistic view offers us very simple and intelli:ibvle
explanations althourh its capacit: for prediction is severely

lJimited. Tne inferenc

(D

of the existence of other iinds resem-
bles the inference wade by the animist (i.e. that every natural
objeect possesses an inherent being or soul). Animists micht
well not be concerned with prediction at all, but only with
understanding. and as such an inherent being fares probably as
well (i.e. is as vunderstandable, in particular gziven the ap, ro-
priste cultural set.inz) as the mysterious molecules or atoms
or fields which the physicist talks about. 4 crucial experi-
ment is out of the guestion., The 'facts! of humsn existence

do not inexorably lead us to embrece a scientific view of

xolenation., Thne zgeneral acceptance of this view must be scen
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as enenating from a cultural viewpoint in which certain things
are valued. It way be noted here that I have switched from
talking about sinple facts (i.e. "t.is is red") &nd descriptions
to the far iiore elaborate statenents and descriptions w.aich
scientists come up with in their theories Tiiis is because I
believe, in opposition to l.oore, that value Judgements, when
exanined carefully, look much more like the latter sorts of
facts,

Another way to state tne difference between facts and
values is to point out trhat value disagreemcnts unlike factual
ones are irrecolvable because they ultimately depend upon
choice and decision (i.e. to adopt a certain way of 1life or
point of view). At one time there were “wo competing theories
whicli both claimed to describe correctly the movement of the
boedies in the "solar" system. 3oth the Ptolemaic and the
Copernican views "“acccunted for the facts', Tne problem was to
choose between them., Ther conld not both be true because tie
implications of tie theories were incensistent. The ususal way

of resoiving such a dispute is to accept the simplest hypothesis
16

and the one most consistent witia other theories, Given cone-

peting theorics which nurportedly explein and describe the wvay

in fect the world is aud the not uncomron impossibility of a

crucial exvperiment, the problem of choosinsg between tne two

becomes one of evaluation., ‘e generally accept or reject

certain descriptions (theories) on the basis of their neasuring

up to certain standards. <or evawnle, a theory must be relas



tively simple, falsifiable, intersubjectively testable and it

must bz consistent with the currantlv rceceived body of knouledye,

0l course these standards are always subject to re-evalusotion,

usually on the hasis of conduciveness of particuler purposes
m

wiiich science is scen as fulfilling. The question arises: 'Thy

r ni_nt be that

choose these standards {or purposes)? One answ

D

,3

tihese stunderds lead us to accept theories and explenations
which are ntelligible. 3ut tnis will not entirely do, since
a variety of competing theories nay be egqual.y intelligible,

I think that eventually an answer to w.y we adopt particuler
standards will force us to expliin why we have particular pur-
poses. #nd the answer Lo wiy we have certain purpcoses will

's With certain deeire

[t

omething like M"Recause we are nhuman bein

~?

m

and needs". This i

wn

& deed end of sorts in so far as purpose

(j‘

and desirc csnunot be explained independently yet, otherwise a
choice would be completely arbitrary.

In the naturel sciences there is an additional problem
of confirmation., and tiis is not unlike the problem confronting
7.D, Ross's disciples. Taeories are, of course, not proven but
rather confirmed., The acceptance or rejection of certain
hypotheses depends upon decidinz how nuch evidence is adequate,
And there is no clear way to do this, T..is decision is not
grounded in the evidence of the sences, but 1s rather about
what to conclude from that evidence. Further what will count
(as & result of cur decision) as conclusive evidence will vary

widely witih different cixperimente,



Given these ways of resolving more complicated guestions
about wo.at is the cace, wha% effect does tiis have upon the
value-fact dichotomy? First, if we teke the view that it is
poszible for many disagreements over values to be ultimately
irresolvable (while grauting that both viewpoints are egually

AN

defensible), then many alsputes, once thought to be fectual and

-~

thus resolvable in principle, are potentially irresolvable,
TThat we can say about tae descriptions and explenations wliich
we get in the natural sciences, is that given a certain view-
point, defined by adherence to certain vslues we can resolve
most disarreements (in principle) and make fairly accorate
predictions. The rervasive scientiic desire to gZet away from
the relative, individuel, idiosyncratic point of view in fevor
of the objective, intersubjective point of view can be criti-
cized as a limited one., 1t is subject to the same criticism
thet certain value systems are,

that 1 hamve been attempting to shnow is that the simi-
larities between thz methods of surporting statements of fact
and supporting statements of value are much closer than some
prhilosonhers would have us believe, Given that there are
alternative ways to describe and explain our experience of the
world, there nay srise contexts in which we wo.ld be forced to
defend & certain view (i.e. the scientific). Thus we wonld
have to bare the theoretical underpinninces of our science.
vefending these underpinnin

s involves taking into account

-
18
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N

certain values which we have., It becoumes a question of justi=-
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fication., Jt ic assumsed that in the case of jJjudgements of
value the need for justification arises far more frequently,
and consequently we are far more aware of the possibility of
irreconcilable disagreement. ‘‘hether or not such disasreeuent
is indeed irreconcilable dersends upon wnether or not a choice
of a "™way of life" is dependent on certain human desires and

needs and whether or not such desires and needs are to be

found in &1l persons.



1V
THL PROBLEILS OF EUHICAL LRUTAALITY

In discussing Blackstone's internretations of the

i
question M"ire metaethical theories normatively (ethically)

m1

=
T
ci“

cutral™, I pointed out that two questions were central., ey
are "Do one's etihiical beliefs lozicaily sntail one's metsethical

theory?" and "Do metaethical theories

o

ntail certain ethica
statenents or moral claims?" 1Included under the rubric of the
second question are two further questions: "Do metgethical
theories lo:sically enta2il certain accounts of moral Jjustifica-
tion?" and "Do metaethical thecries contain explicitly or
implicitly any actual value Judrenents?" 1 have maintained
thet in the case of naturalist ecthical theories, answers to the
two zeneral guestions are affirmative and I have left the
gquestion Tore or less oren with resrect to non-cognitivist
theories. Is it possible, then, for a metaethical tneory o
be neutral in both senses? I such neutrality is possible

will the price of such neutrality be virtuval irrelevance?
alternatively, if such neutrality 1s not possible deoes it still
rec of nzutrali

make sense to consider & certain der

v oas

(\
¢

ch
[

(

I

QD

standard by which {(emong others) such theories should be judged?
Jhat pitfalls must a metazthical theory avold in order

to be etnicalli neutral? First
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methodolosical neutrality, w.dich is the sort of neutrality
which one will have if he considers all the relevent data in

his enguiry., What are the data of a meteethiczl enquiry and
more critically what will be our criteria of relevance? lleta-
ethics is about etnics, &thics includes actuel moral discourse:
decisiong, Judgerents, disacgreenents and justifications. There
will also be reference to certain experiences, feelings and
attitudes. iletaethics hes for its subject-matter a variet
etnical systens, but more renerally a nost of 'moralities! in

all of tluecir variations and complexities, The deva wuich are

relevent then ere thoss we can extrect frowm Mmoral' contexts
or situstions in wuicha "moral® issues arise., 'Vnat we must be

careful not to do is te &ssume that wnat is common to our ovn

-

(a4}

ethical beliefs is therefore common and definitive of all

moral beliefs, 'nile reflerence to common usage may be importsnt,
it cannot be a final arbiter, Tnis is because people have
different metaethicel presuppositions and tie effects of tnese
will be reflcctod in ceommon usage. For evample, some uses of
moral terms in argument and Jjustification reflect the belief
that they are grounded in some external (to human desires and
preferences etc.) locus of truth, while other uses will reflect
the belief that moral rules are only conventional precepts of
taste, oninion or prudence. The terms "moral" and Mnorality™
are subject to a wide variety of uses (and perhaps misuses) and

it is guestionable whether or ot a comron neaning thresds its

o+
f
&
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Q
o
[¢]
—+
)
D
e

way tarough most of taew, In order to differen
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tie moral aud tiie non-moral, and to identify a morality, a
theory of the "concept ol morality™ must be constructed. wuch
a theory will nave to preserve certain salicnt features of
common usase and also achieve the purposes we have in nind

when we set out to define morality and, ideally, give necesssary

and
The q
set

experiences etce.

and thus necutral

here in

A tentative stipulation which seems to incorrorat

*

which is inclusive of all Methicsl™ positio

M
1

conditions for the u

arizes as to waether or not w

so far as moral and etnical are

the term Mrorality" (or "moral) ap
hat is important is thatv the defin
substantial issues by fiat., There

have been proposed walcn do not ful
neutrality. In his book Zthics , W

Mthe noral point of view
that "if one takes a mexim (as a moral
ready to universalize it."

the context of an argzument to the

not a ™moral position at all. Ethical egoism (i.e. the view
that one ought to pursue exclusively 2is own sood) clearly
involves taking an "interested" point of view, There are many
problems with any espousal of ethical egoism, but it is at
lesst posslihle that one wo 1d not be wiiling to univercalisze

Eal AR
ce o1 ti

o
2

of criteria for identifying moral discourse, jud;

a c
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nears to
ition do
are cert

Frankene remarks

e term “moral®,

can come “p with a
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tually interchangable

¢ most uses of
be the only way out,
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not settle any
ain criteria waich
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nat etnhical ezoism is
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the maxim. For example, if (as it usually is) the doctrine is

A

defended by roeference to rsychological egoiszm, the eroist might
cive advice to others solely on the basis of his own good. In
fact he might not be carable (gilven certain beliefs and the
truth of psycholoygical egoism) of admitting that everyone
pursues nis own good. He aight advocate ethical altruism to
others., Can ethical egoism be considered an etuical position
at all? It fulfills neither of tne two aforementioned conditions,
It has been cleimed that etuical egoism is not an ethical posi-
tion at all, but rather a wmetaethical position about wnat we

L
are really doing when we make moral judgements.‘ I would agree
that etnical egoism is a metaethical claim. the claim "I ousht
to pursue exclusively 1y own gocd for its own sake"™ or if
given in a more universalized form such as M"Everyone ought to

q
promote for its own sake only his own welfare™ can be seen as

an injunction that one guide one's actions in a certain way and

metifiable and thus

that such a princi_le of action provides J
£

"ocood and sufiicient" reasons for acting,.

It seems that if we are to eliminate ethical egoism ¢s
& moral position, we are already taking a stance waich 1s not
neutral, However, it night be possible to Liold that our stand
is morslly neutral in that we are only using "morazl™ descript-
ively, that is ss opposed to non-morsl rather inan imwmoral,
Thus the Mou ht™ in the principle, while action-gzuiding micht

m

be scen as a nen-moral ou_ht. Thers are some difficulties with

thie viewe. First it ig con™ising to describe the stance as



morally neutrsl since we are trying to figure out wnat "moral®
means, what is meant, of course, is that the position of the
ethical egoist is not beinz callecd immorel, not being morally
evaluated in accordance with some particuler etliical view,
What is not clesr is that "moral"™ and "non-moral™ can be used
in a purely descriptive way,

A variety of different crit

D

ria have been thou_ht

necessary in order for a position or principle to be properly

O
1
"3

cailed moral, Franltena in his article "The Concept of I
discussecs among others the following three: (X is said to be

taking a moral position if)

1) X takes it as prescrivtive

2) W universalizos it

3) X resards it as definitive, final, overriding, or
Supteeiely authiorivaiive.

Now, since &n ethical egoist might not be wiliing to universal-
ize his principle, we night call it non-moral, However, this
is not to imrly that the egoist's position is tuerefors not to
be téken as definitive or overriding and prescriptive with
respect to future action. This descriptive use of moral zets
us into an awkward situvation, For it is part of the nmeaning of
moral tuat the sorts of reasons and considersztions wlich are
called "moral™ are ones waich are "seriously committing™ and

wnich can ™ake precedence in a cunscientious cslculus of ection

suiding considerations®, If the assertion that egoism is not
t‘! (4 D

a noral nosgition does not include a denial of its rirnt to bhe
"seriously conmitting™ and "talle precedence' etc,, then it is



a trivial cne. It is trivial since all the heated debote -

anout overriding

[

proper and sufficient reasons for acting
would take rlace under a new name., «lternatively, 1{ saying
that tuc egolst's position, teken as an ethical one, is not

thet it is neither "seriously coruitting"™ nor

ot

"takes precodence" over olher consideretions, then 'morzl" is
being used evaluatively., 1t often appears that there is a
latent argunent to the effect that since the egeist's position
is not universalizable, it lacks any special force which moral

508

(’)

on ig not moral is to

|_:.

rogitions have. Saying that a it

o

belittle the status of reesons for scting which are in accord-

ance with tihet position. Beings non-noral these reasons bhecome

S
inferior w.en adduced in support of & position wuere a moral
issue is involved.

So far it is clear that disinterestedness is not
adequate as a neutral characterization of wihat is distinctively
moral, Ilost attemnrts to define Mmoral™ can be classified into
two categories: one of form and the otner of content. Some
attempts have included one or more characterizations from each
category. An example of a formal criterion is universaliza-
bility in that practically any principle about anything could
pe & moral principle provided thet it was apprapriately uni-

10
versalized., Hare strongly relies upon tiils principle. Uther
ht be certain attitudes or feelinyg wiiich
when they eccempany jud_ements render them distinctively Mmoral',

o

ZeAes Westernorcik in his hook Ltnicz]l Rel:s enenks of the
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(disintercsted) emotions of approval and digap rovel which
mark moral judiements,
In calling the emotions disinterested, Westermarck will
< b
have the same difficultics witi neutrality which I have men-
tioned. If the characterization is simply in terms of approval
Pl 1a
re is the

and disai.proval, other problems arise, First t

DT 1

D

problem of distinguiching these emotions from other emotions
(without using disinterestedness), I1f the claim is that there
is no distinction thean the connection with ordinary uvsage bocomes

very tenuous or the explanatory value of "approval™ dwindles.

nproval is., If it

L

The point is that it i

m

not very clear what a
is werely a name for enotner emotion or feeling such as "liking'h,

there are »roblems with usace.

A ~

here is also the problem with
a ciaim sucn as Kent's that moral Jjudgements are characterized
by reference to human rezson not emotions, ' .D. Falk gives a
somewhat broader final criterion for identifying a moral princi-
ple: any rational definitive, and authentic committment of a
11
self-directing nrerson, “ven this runs into difficulty in
tiuat a morality is often presented as being essentially non-
rational, Stated di:ferently we could not then include non-
rational com:ittments ss data to be examnined, There is an
additional difiiculiy in considering & morality definitive or

rie
1
A

overriding. is is to assert that weral principles or beliefs
by definition have a rarticularly importsnt role in the lives
of individuals. Accordingly a person either acts in accordaiice

with his moral principles or feels remorse or guilt if he does

not.
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An alternative or additional way of defining "moral® is
in terms of the c¢:ntent of certain judgements or experiences.
Tiie approach is in terms of what the Jjudgements are about or
what they refer to. Under the rubric of utilitarianism and
certain (other) naturalist views ™moral™ concepts are those
w..ich refer to the satisfaction or dissatisfaction of human
desires, wants, needs or tne promotion of well-being cr good.
Foot congiders "moral™ to indicate referencs to human wants and
needs, For 17111 "moral®™ rcferred to certain principles and
situvations in wirich human pleasure and pain were involved.

Now it is _robably fair to say that most moralities are con-
cerned in one way or another with human good. OStill problems
ariase when we attemrt 2nv neutral snecification of mood.
Perhaps certain intuitionist accounts such as liocore's are good
enough, but they are woefully vague. Of course, with lioore,

in particular, there is tlie adcitional problem of cogznizing a
non-naturél property. in tne case of naturalist accounts there
is an obvious conflict with a purely formal view such as lant's,
Anywey, 1 have already ar_ued that for other reascns any |
naturalist view will not yield @ neutral metaethic. The
difficulty uith any specification of Mmoral™ in terms of con-
tent is that it appears to exclude certain other proposed
"contentsm, If we srecify 2 perticularly numan content, then
we exclude nossible reference te tne "will of God"™ or the

"ultimate purposz of tne universe®,
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I hope I have made it clear that the problem of
the subjcet-natter of ethics renders a neutral
approach to metacthics extremely difficnlt, Cne sense of

"moral®™, that of being f2lt overriding or suthoritztive with
b o (&)

‘3

1S

oy

respect to conduct is I helieve, indisp hle. This stems
from my vicew that moral theory is at least about competing or

altcrnative vic about rirht conduct. 1t is at least clear

(/\

that the frequent cheracterizations of "moral! s disinterested
or univer izablc is not to teke a neutral stonce. I do not
claim that the problem of coming up wita (ncutral) necessary
and sufficilent conditicns feor &« "morality" is insoluble; vet,

given the rance of positions held in ethics ( i.e. that it is

Tt

interested, that it 1is disinterested, tu.at it is retional, that

ct

it ie a series of non-rational exprecsions of emotion, that 1

Iy

is about numan wantz and desires, taat it has no connection &

ct

all with human inclinations, etc.) the problem renmains formidable

3

The philosopher attempting to approach metaethics in a

[

neutrel manncr is an

3
[
p

awikvard position. FHe 1is attempting to
exploin or elucidete or craracteriza a particular dirention of
human experience, o point of view, or domain of discourse--
thet-referred to by "moral®, llhatever is centained within
these arees will comprise the "data™ with wi.ich he must deal,
Yet if he is to separate out these dats from even broader con-
texts, o must heve already come to certeain general conclusions
about what "moral™ means or what mora-ity ic. In so fer as the
criteria used will be stin.lstcd as necessary conditicns for

omething boinz called morel, thwen it is likely thav the



criteria will be non-neutral. This rcsults from the peculiarly
complex and controversial history of tue term "moral®" and et
least one purpoce which appears in most "moral" contexts,
nanely: to determine suflricient and authoritative reacons for
acting., In trivial cases it is not particularly difficult to
distinguish between tiie moral and the non-moral and usually w

can make such a distinction. Yet even in these cases, Jjustifir-

5

ing calling them trivial leads us buck to the difficulties
already outlined,

One might sive up tne sugsestion tuaat tiere are any
necescary conditions for a morality and instead characterisze
Mmoral® and M"morality™ in terms of sufficient conditions. One
possibility mi._ht e to define morallty in terms of a disjunc-
tion of the above mentioned formzl and matcerial criteria. It
is likely that we would tnen have en imnense body of "data®
with vhich we would have to dezl and the problem of sorting out
moral Jjudgements would become even more acure, OStill we may
have so far preserved neutrality. I‘ow we must be careful not
to say anything in the metsethical theory which will enteil a
certain noriative ethical position.

A metaethical tacory is neutral in that ethlcal views
do not need to bhe Jjud:zed as either moral or immoral. There is
somztines an implicit evalustion being made when certain views
(e.g. the egoist's) are *claessified™ as non-rioral. This clas-
sification or apgraisal is evalustive in that it ingWics that

reasong given from this point of view luck the authority or
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weight of revsons given from the moral point of vicw.
Iletacthical theor.ies are not neutral in another sense,
in that given certain mctaecthical views, we are rationally
comuitted to certain types of justificstions., COr, in some
caces we are limited in the sorts of reasons we can give in
support of our moral views. ‘There moral views or beliefs (e.g.
that war is wronz or avortion right etc.) are held without
sup_.orting reasons{explicit or implicit) a metacthical view mav

not nake nuch difference., 3ut the fact renains, some peonle

hold certain views because they believe that tney have good

and sufficient reasons for =o doing. A metaethical position

may chanse their ideas ahout wiat constitutes good and suffi-
12

cient reasons, Certain views vould then no lon:ier be

rationally defensible,

In efiect metaethical analyses afford us a rational
(intellectual) appraisal of tihe sorts of things we do when we
disagree about moral issues, make moral Jjud-ements, and support
them by giving reasons. The kind of reason which we can utilize
will depend upon our netaethical view., In the case of 3teven-
son's versicn of emotivism, ultimate ethical disagreeuent (if
such exists) is s:zen as disagreercnt in attitude Given that
we wish to convert someone to our position, le_;itirate "reasons®
in support of our position are eny which will influence the
listensr in the deeired way. If we are rationsl and intelli-

gent persong then we will update our metl.ods o ar:ument since

we now know whet is really poing on. Je will not employ cer-
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tain arcuvmente (which we uscd before we encountered Stevenson)

because they arce irrelevant to the real issue. Perhaps another

"()

case will make tlids clezrer. C(ur arguents in support of
etnical judzements will derend upon what we think certain moral
vords mean, Lf good is thou_ht to be an objectively present
13
conseyuential propzrity of objects, then we argue about
whether or not something is £ood on the basis of the presence
of certain other prorerties. I1If food means "willed by God",
we .ight consult the 3ible for arcuments, llether or not we
can say that good is a consequential property or zood nieans
"willed by God" derends upon (among other conciderations) our
views on meaning. In the case of judsements, dissgreencnts,

a

and Justification our metaethiczl presuppositions will
deteruiine wiat we think we are doing. Given a conception of
what we think we are doing, we will see curselves as rationallw
compelled to accept or offer certain reasons, and reject as
irrelevant ccrtain others. 1In dcterminate contexts our judge-
14
ments may vary accordingly. It micht he replied here that I
am confusing a descripvive metaetiiical acccunt of difierent
sorts of Jjustification with actual ethicel justification. 'Iith
resrect to Justificetion, we can preserve this distinction, by,
for example, only catealoguing different justificetions which
are uelly ziven. cen conclude tnet there ere
certain characterietics typilcal of almoct all justifications.

Still we could refrain from caring that therefore thece charac-

ct

(9]

ericstics gr= definitive of propsr and legitimate justiflications

e
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Jut is tuils the case wien we cunsider, in addition, the

la)

implications of an analysis of tie meanings of ethical terms

v
1l

and perhaps their logic? I think not. Given the meanings of

tai

o0
53
0
)

tiiese terns ce n evidence or reasons will be aprropriate to
their use, iand certain evidence or reasons will be inanpropri-
ate.
In tihe case of individuel metaethical theories tliere
is also the possihility that they will incorporate either
iplicitly or explicitly certain valuve Judzcments, ais can be

seen in Hare's discussion of universalization in

deascn, Hare's position is of particular interest in so far

&s he claims thet his analysis is both relevant to cthics (as
are naturalist metaetnics) and (unlike naturalist metaethics)
ethically neuvzral. In particular the reguirement of universal-
izability is, accordiny tc Hare, purely loziczl and tuns does
implicit moral premises, It ic important that

not contain aun;

J.‘J

the reguirement of univercalizability be neutral for two
reasons, rirst, Hare intends to show that it is nosesible to

come up with cogent andgconmpelling moral arguments provided only

¢
that our interlocutor be rational (e.z. not be celf-inconsis-
tent or contredict aimself). Secondly iple of uni-
versalizability must be neutral if it is to be considered a
cenerally ccceptable defining cheracterictic of morel judre-
ments, Alternatively, if it is itselfl a moral Judzement then

it will be subject to the usual questions of Jjustification arnd

significance etc,

(@]
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However, the requirecnert of universalizability as Hare
presents it is not neutral for at Jeast two reascens, 4s 1
mentioned earlier it excludes one version of cthical ejoism by
fiat. CSecondly, it incorporates a value judgement to the effect

that all persons are equally worthy of consideration in eny
rrocecs of mersl deliberetion, T.is judrement or principle

implicit in Hare's po ition is called by Ilunro the principle of

importiality. Munro has in his hook Lwmiricism and Zthics

gone to scme length to show that Hare's rosition on universal-
15

izability does incorporate this principle, as I agree with

Funro {(on this point) I will not attempt a full criticism of

of the principle of universalizaebility presupposes agreenent on
at least one normative guestion., The principle of universaliz-
ability can rouguly be stated as follows: If it is right for

me to do . in certain circumstances then it is ri

0

one to do X in relevantly sinmilar circumstances.

that to universalize a moral judsement (i.,e. rrescription) is

to move from ascenting to the prescrig

dene to me™ to the pgeneralized prescrintion "Let this not be
16

done to cthers in similar circumstances." Hare would hsve

us in any given situetion imezinatively switch places with

another person aficcted by a2 particular action (which we are

contemplating and think rirht). If we can still adnit that the

YO
)

action would be right {even thoush we would be on the receiving

end), then we hsve grorerly universaliszed onr judsement, Surn-



8l

pose e werce to deny that the affected "persons" were really
bersons and thus claim that the the imaginative leap was not
[ r
regquired, Tiois position need not he an irraticnal one (take
the case of paraplesics and suppose we are concidering euthans-
4 4 ~> FARN ~i

sia)e OF course, t is will lead to a dispute sbout the criteric
for sszigning a being personhood. But why a dispute? Presuma-
bly becavese if "they" are rersons, then their vants and hopes
will be treated on a per with our own. Hare says tnat, since
tlhiese wants can be (logically speaking) of anything, the

guirement of universalizability is only a logical one. Dut

the mere act of elevsting the status ol the afrected beings to
[y L]

.

tuat of persons is to valus (in moral deliveration) their
interests and wants as if they were our own, T.is is herdly a

.

neutral act. sare's principle of universalizability can thus

be seen es presugnosing a certain view about how prersons oucht

4

to be trested and (I would venture to speculate) about who are
to count as persons,
1 have argued that any neteethic viiich either gilves or

allovs for a naturalist definition of ethical terms will not he

Fret

ethically neutral, NWon-naturalist tueories, in so far as they
incorporate non-eciipirical "fects"™ will also be non-neutral,
Vith respect to non-coznitive metaethical theories {(and for
that nmatter both naturalist and non-naturalist theories) there
are two sorts of considerations which render thne likelihood of

a neutral metaethic slim., Cne stems from the complexities

involved in defining "woral'™ or "a morality™, The otnger stems



from the inplications tification

meanines of ethicsal retaetnical

etlhilical heliefls and dicscourse and it

&5

oi tne anslyses of the

theories do a{focct our

pears likely that they

continue to do

neutral metaetiical

termdis to construct

theories, while laudsble in some respects,

cchieve their aim onl

»:r becoming irrelcevaent to ethics,

[
o~



FCOTNOTES

Instead of Yethics"™, the expression "normative ethics® is
often uced.

I will be using the exprescsion "ethical® and "woral™ inter-
chanzcably exccpty in tLe expressien "moral pnilosophy®
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in Tre Utlilivsricns, (Garden City, .Y.: Doubleday, 1001},

Chapter 11.

. 2 analysis of Iloral Judsement
1 Lesave (London: Llacmillan & Co., 1954), ». 2TC,

Sce Villiam T, Qmcikstone, Mire iletaethical Theories llorma-
tively ileutral?, The australasisn Journzl ol rhilosophy,
Aosdn, (1SC1).

G.Z, lloore, Principia Zthica (Cambridge: Cembridze University
Precg, 1928), oo. o=t

ar_ument here is more elaborate than tiuis, but I do
: much 1s to be achieved by going throura it. Cf. vp.

Iloore, Principis, p. 21.
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sense of definition) wi
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were a complex whole,
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th .nalysing it in terms of its
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Ihid., pp. 1C-17.
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(See suwyra Chepter I and infra Chapter IIT)
(See infra Chapter 1V)

A.d, Ayer, Mn the fnalysis of loral Judgemente! IMiloso-
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vhical Lssaye (London: llacmillen & Co., 1954), p. 2517,

Tbid,

2.l Hare, 1
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19¢2), ». 59,

i1liam T, Blackstone, Mire lletaetnical Theories lormatively
Neutral?®, The .ustralesisn Journsl of Pnilosophy IITHIX

b e
(1961) 3 PP. t[)-’?‘{}o

Cf. Il.B.2Z, Suith, "Indifference and lloral Acceptance®

J
‘rierican Philosophicsl ucrterly IX (January, 1972), pre &€=

-
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In Lens ace, Truth and lLozic, ayer compares moral judoeoments

to utterances suca as Tohl¥, Clearly the idea of supporting

an interjection melter no sense,

Cf, JohnT. Vilcox, "3laclistcne on Zthical leutralityV,
Australessisn Journal of Fhilosophr, XLI (kay, 19€3), pp. &9-

Sl

ho

ct

2lackstone, "Are l.etae

3 hical Theories lormatively leutral?",
Pe €6,

o~ T o . by B4
7 osentasmn, rro

cinlee of ITlorals and Ievigstation in
had 3 N :

The Utili den City, ..Y,.,: doubledary, 1061 )

pp. 19-20.

Lhid,

JeS. 1Mill, Utiliterionienm in The Utilitarisns (Carden City,

Blaclstone, "are lletaethical Theories wmormatively llcutral?t,
I‘o 700

(Se¢ dinfra Chapter 1II1)
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Jilcox, "3lackstone on IZthical Neutrality®, p», 91,
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Panl U. Tay lo Mme ormative Function of lletacthics", The
Philosoirhica] iev1ww 1VIT (1938) p. 18,

I1I

, trans. by Jevid Rynn,
ew York: Dover “UH71oat10-v, 16027, pe 1.

See Moritz Schlick, Frobloms of Zthics

(London: Cxford
P.H. Wowell-Smith,
Chapter 2.

i

Pnilipps Foot, ™lIoral 3elief
telian Society, L1 (1955-1G%

134
93; P;:. 55‘1()4'_

~ e, "Descriptivism", British .cadeny Proceedines,
XLIX (1964) »p.

1.3.2. Smith, "Indifference and Koral Acceptance', .merican
Philosorhicel ; 1 v 1972)  pp. BESOTS

- PN

Hsre, The Ianguage of lorals, pp. 163-1¢9, 1 believe that
it is clear rrom . conteve of this statement thot this is
a more general argument ahout the relation hetween value

1t s i

f9
Judgenen and imperatives,

ot

an *

Ibid., r. 141,

11{)j.dq, p; l!ﬁ'/’L.

I have horrowed this exarple in a somewhat abbreviated form
from L.ll. adams.



For a criticism of this reguirerent see PJ.K. Feyerahend,

"low to be a Good Imniriciet-~.. Flea For Tolerance in llatters
wpistemolorical™ in P.d. sidditen, ed., The hilosonhy of

<

o

P e
Science, (London: Ox. ord University Fresg, 19la), 2o 172=20,

That lcaves non-neturalist theories which 1 am inclined to
treat in the seme wesy &s naturalist tneories civen myv nresent
purposes, 1In 8ny case, 1 helieve thzt the fo lewing discus-
sion of the difficulty of constructing a nentral metsethical
theory ap;lies to all such attcumpts,

"filliam Frankena "”th ', 2nd ed., (Enzlewood Cliffs, W.J.:

Prentice-Hall, 19737 20,

ij-d' 3 }_‘)’ 180
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Ethics, LXXIV (1%6/i), np. 97-110,
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Marvin Schiller, edw., deadings in Contomnorery Lthical
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renkena, "The Uoncept of llorality™, The Journzl of Philosgc-
pho, LIIIT (1G66),

Falk, M"lorality, Self and Others™, p. 3£..

€.8. Hume,

The rcguirvement tuat a meral rrinciple rust be universalizable
may incorporste certain value Judsemente,

Fall, ™lorality, Self and Others™,

Imagine someone implicitly adoprting Benthan's vizws about the
meaning ol cood and then switching to Herels after rcading
The Lengusye ol lorsle, (Sce supra Chapter 11),
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